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Wednesday, 29 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 respect to the elders of the Aboriginal
nations in Victoria past and present and welcome any elders and members of Aboriginal communities
who may visit or participate in the events or proceedings of the Parliament this week.
Bills
GUARDIANSHIP AND ADMINISTRATION BILL 2018
Council’s amendments
The PRESIDENT: I have a message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly informs the Legislative Council that, in relation to ‘A Bill for an Act to re-enact
with amendments the law relating to guardianship and administration, to repeal the Guardianship and
Administration Act 1986 and to amend consequentially various other Acts and for other purposes’ the
amendments made by the Council have been agreed to.

Papers
PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Auditor-General’s Reports on—
Security of Government Buildings, May 2019 (Ordered to be published).
Security of Patients’ Hospital Data, May 2019 (Ordered to be published).
Security of Water Infrastructure Control Systems, May 2019 (Ordered to be published).
Ombudsman—Investigation of a complaint about Ambulance Victoria, May 2019 (Ordered to be published).

Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Notices given.
NOTICES OF INTENTION TO MAKE STATEMENTS
Notice given.
Committees
ECONOMY AND INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE
Membership
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (09:44): I move, by leave:
That Mrs McArthur be a participating member of the Standing Committee on the Economy and Infrastructure.

Motion agreed to.
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Members statements
BREAST CANCER NETWORK OF AUSTRALIA
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (09:44): I was very fortunate to attend a Pink Lady charity
lunch held by the De La Salle Old Collegians Amateur Football Club at the Bert Healy Pavilion,
Waverley Oval, on 11 May. This luncheon is a fantastic grassroots celebration of football, women,
family and community. The club, in conjunction with sponsor Vic Mix, with its famous pink trucks,
continue to support the Breast Cancer Network of Australia.
BCNA is the peak national organisation for Australians personally affected by breast cancer. BCNA
works to ensure women with breast cancer receive the very best support, information, treatment and
care appropriate to their individual needs. BCNA consists of a network of more than 100 000 members
and 300 member groups. More than 90 per cent of BCNA’s members have had a diagnosis of breast
cancer. The remaining members have had a personal experience with breast cancer through a family
member or friend. BCNA’s symbol is the pink lady silhouette, reflecting the focus on the women
diagnosed with breast cancer and all those around them.
I was particularly moved by guest speaker Jo Francis. Jo is a BCNA ambassador and the face of the
Field of Women initiative. Jo is a breast cancer survivor with a remarkable story to tell, spanning
18 years. Jo was originally diagnosed at 26, and we can imagine how confronting it was for her to
have to face her mortality and fertility issues at such a young age. Twenty years later she had a
comparable diagnosis—same breast, same lump. She survived both. Jo is giving back, encouraging
women to get timely preventative checks. She is helping cancer sufferers and survivors manage the
side effects—mental, social and physical—of cancer treatment, and I salute her.
THE NATIONALS
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (09:46): This morning I would like to congratulate the federal
Nationals team, led by the Honourable Michael McCormack and the Honourable Bridget McKenzie,
on their resounding victory at the federal election. Importantly, along with the Liberals, I welcome and
will enjoy the next three years of delivering for rural and regional Victoria. My congratulations go to
my friend and colleague Senator McKenzie on becoming the first female Minister for Agriculture of
the commonwealth. Without quotas, women represent 45 per cent of The Nationals in Victoria across
the board. Without our robust preselections, we would not see these women. They get on our team
because of their capabilities and compassion and being community leaders, not just for their gender.
Women hold 50 per cent of leadership roles in The Nationals at the federal and Victorian state levels.
By contrast, the Labor Party has zero. But we are not resting on our laurels. We have this week
committed to a project called the Isobel Project, which will encourage and mentor women across
Victoria to become leaders in the National Party, to become leaders in a whole range of areas in our
communities. I look forward to really supporting this Isobel Project as a way of women being a driving
force in government— (Time expired)
VESAK DAY
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (09:48): President, 19 May marks Vesak, or the birthday
of the Buddha. On Vesak Day Buddhists reaffirm their commitment to living a moral, compassionate
and just lifestyle. This is achieved through the performance of good deeds. Vesak Day presents an
opportunity for followers to self-reflect on their actions and renew a sense of purpose towards being
good to and compassionate towards others.
On the occasion of Vesak this year I attended and spoke at the celebrations at the Quang Minh Temple
in Braybrook and the Hoa Nghiem Temple in Springvale. At both places I offered my congratulations
and best wishes to the congregations. I also took the opportunity to thank the Buddhist community and
the Vietnamese community across Victoria for their actions which manifest compassion towards
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people and community, including the fundraising efforts that resulted in more than $300 000 being
raised for the Joan Kirner Women’s and Children’s Hospital.
I am in the enviable position of being proud of my membership of both the Andrews Labor
government and the Vietnamese community, one of the many woven into the fabric of our society,
making Victoria more vibrant and stronger. I encourage you all to take a leaf out of the Buddhist
mantra: do something nice without expectation of return. Good deeds, regardless of size, are always
welcome and needed.
COMMERCIAL PASSENGER VEHICLE INDUSTRY
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (09:50): Around three years ago I sat down at a dinner table
with a couple of my mates, Mr Andre Baruch and Nadav Prawer. Nadav is a lawyer, and we were
discussing the illegal entry into Victoria of Uber. That evening set the wheels in motion that brought
us to 3 May, when the law firm Maurice Blackburn filed in the Supreme Court a class action against
Uber. We started this originally just for our original members, but this has now grown to Queensland,
New South Wales, Victoria and Western Australia. This is going to be the largest class action this
country has ever seen. I am very happy to be able to say that, and I am very proud of all of those people
who have joined together to tell Uber that they are not making the rules. I am very happy about that.
MADISON PAIGE
Mr BARTON: I also want to say one other thing. I am also very happy that the Maggies are up
and about, President, but the highlight of the week for me is my daughter. Throughout her pregnancy
the baby was referred to as ‘Marshmallow’. She was born on Monday. We have now got the very
gorgeous Madison Paige. So thank you.
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION TRANSPORT
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (09:51): I am so proud of all the transformative transport
projects in this year’s state budget that will vastly improve the way people get around Western
Metropolitan Region. As part of the state’s suburban transport blitz Western Metropolitan Region will
benefit from a huge number of investments in this year’s state budget, including a massive $2.1 billion
upgrade of the Sunbury train line, which will ensure that every station along that line is upgraded and
that high-capacity metro trains can be rolled out; $680 million for the long-awaited Melbourne Airport
rail link, with a hub in Sunshine; $100 million for the Western Rail Plan for the full separation of
regional and metro services on the Geelong and Ballarat lines, and that project will also enable
planning for the electrification of the Melton line; and the removal of five more dangerous level
crossings, including at Fitzgerald Road in Ardeer, Mount Derrimut Road in Deer Park, Old Geelong
Road in Hoppers Crossing, Robinsons Road in Deer Park and Station Street–Gap Road in Sunbury.
And of course it includes a continuation of the West Gate Tunnel Project, including complementary
funding for transport studies in North Melbourne, West Melbourne, Docklands and Hobsons Bay. The
investment in our transport networks is delivering on what we promised we would do for our
community, and I could not be prouder of these budget commitments.
FEDERAL ELECTION
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (09:52): This morning as my members statement I would
like to congratulate all the Independents that ran in the federal election. Without pressure, you do not
make diamonds. I would like to especially congratulate a couple in my area: Jarrod Bingham, who ran
in Gorton and almost got 10 per cent in Melton, so congratulations to Jarrod Bingham, who is known
as the Snake Wrangler; and also Van Tran, who ran in the new seat of Fraser, and he almost got 6 per
cent. Obviously there are only three Independents that were elected to the federal Parliament. Helen
Haines is our Independent here in Victoria, and I would like to congratulate Helen on her election as
the Independent for Indi. I would also like to congratulate the members in the western suburbs that
were re-elected: Brendan O’Connor, Tim Watts and Bill Shorten, as well as Daniel Mulino in Fraser.
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Obviously he used to sit here and now he sits in the federal Parliament, and I think Daniel will make
a wonderful contribution federally for the western suburbs. Unfortunately for me I only had four
choices: ALP, Liberal, United Australia Party and the Greens. I would like to see more Independents
run federally because I would like more choices.
GIMME A BREAK FARMHOUSE GIG
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (09:54): We all know in this house how tough our farmers are
doing it in Gippsland. The way-below-average rainfall continues, and the drought is taking its toll.
While there has been some welcome relief, there is still a long way to go before the pressure is off our
farmers. In these terrible, tough times it is important that government provides support and assistance,
and our outstanding Minister for Agriculture has outlined that assistance on many occasions in this house.
But today I would like to talk about the support that is driven from business and the community. It
was a real privilege to attend the Gimme a Break Farmhouse Gig, which was held at Glenfalloch
Station, Licola. I was thrilled to be there representing the minister. Huge props to Russell Morris, Carl
Gardiner and Michael Gudinski of Mushroom Group. They saw the suffering of our farming
communities and stepped up to provide some well-needed and very much appreciated relief. Russell,
being the top performer that he is, wowed the crowd with some well-known classics and a couple of
newbies. I want to thank him and all at Mushroom for putting on this concert.
I also want to thank the local CFA volunteers who ran the sausage sizzle and all who organised the
lunch on the day. A huge, huge thanks to Glenfalloch Station for hosting the event. There was a really
great feeling in the room. It was a joyful experience in the midst of such heartache. I am really
constantly amazed at the capacity we have to help each other in times of need.
COURTNEY HERRON
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (09:56): Again I will attend a vigil for a young murdered
woman killed in my electorate in a park where thousands of us walk, work out and play. Again I am
feeling immensely sad and helpless. Melbourne woman Courtney Herron was the ninth woman to be
murdered in Victoria this year. That is nine out of the 24 women killed this year in Australia.
She was a person at the end of the day, just like all of us. She was just trying to get by—

said her friend Jessica Bateman. Other friends of Courtney described her as a kind-hearted young
woman in the grip of addiction who dreamed of getting clean. They said she was on housing waiting
lists and could not get on the methadone program without a secure address.
This incident raises issues again on safety in our city and the state’s ability to accommodate those who
are struggling. Nine women in Victoria have been murdered in less than six months—22 weeks to be
precise. No doubt most, if not all, of the perpetrators will be locked up. No doubt many of them would
have been diagnosed with mental illness. No doubt drug addiction and homelessness have also played
a role in these deaths. There are 1600 prison beds, but that does not make us feel safer—that is after
the fact. A sign that we are safer and addressing crime will not be that we fill those 1600 beds; it will
be that we no longer need those beds because we have reduced drug addiction, mental health issues
and homelessness. Courtney is another tragic reminder that we are just not doing enough.
BOWEL CANCER
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) (09:58): On 2 May I was very pleased, on behalf
Minister Mikakos, to join with Dr Walid Ahmar, the national president of the Australian Lebanese
Medical Association, and Cancer Council Victoria in addressing the issue of bowel cancer within the
Arabic community. The purpose of the launch, which took place at the Cancer Council Victoria, was
to highlight the fact that large percentages of the Arabic community over the age of 50 ignore early
warning signs, and most of them ignore bowel screening test packs when they arrive at their homes. I
was surprised and dismayed to learn of these statistics because this is such an important issue. We
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know that bowel cancer treated in its early stages has a 90 per cent survival rate, but it must be
diagnosed in its early stages. Bowel screening test kits are a marvellous initiative and can, if used, save
lives. I thank Dr Walid Ahmar and the Cancer Council Victoria for their expert advice on this
important matter. I am personally happy to assist in bringing this serious matter to the attention of that
target group and others. Our combined goal is to make them understand the significance of utilising
these free bowel screening test kits, if not for themselves, then for their families and loved ones.
IDAHOBIT
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (09:59): During the sitting break my family and I celebrated
the International Day against Homophobia, Biphobia, Interphobia and Transphobia, also known as
IDAHOBIT. It is a day that is very close to my heart. We have always been that family. In a town
based on surf culture we have stood out as much as anyone could—a family dressed in black in a sea
of colour, standing up for both human and animal rights together. So it is no surprise that our kids are
different too, and we celebrate them, their mum and I. We love them all the greater for having the
courage to be who they are. A handsome, strong-willed and strong-minded gay man and a confident,
eclectic and creative trans boy make up our contribution to the numbers of humankind—both artistic
and both with forthright and passionate views on the world. But it was not always so. They both
struggled with who they knew they were and kept it hidden in a small town that has historically
struggled to accept those outside the norm. That is why IDAHOBIT is so important both here and
everywhere. It sends a message to young LGBTIQ+ children that we see you, we love you and we
celebrate you. I look forward to working within these walls to make the world a safer place for them
to be who they are.
FIONA HUBER
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (10:01): I rise to speak today to congratulate local
Manningham resident Fiona Huber from the Templestowe Cricket Club, who was nominated for the
Local Sports Stars award for her service to sport, and in particular to the Templestowe Cricket Club,
with a total of 23 years of active service. In 1996 Fiona was the first woman to play senior men’s
cricket in the Box Hill Reporter District Cricket Association. Through sheer determination, while also
having to battle with some egos along the way, Fiona was able to achieve this feat and be part of two
premiership teams not only in 2007 but also in 2019.
Fiona leads a very active life by playing seniors cricket on the weekend, managing the Templestowe
Football Club’s under-9s team, coaching the fast-9s cricket, St Kevin’s school cricket team, St Kevin’s
basketball team, the Warrandyte Redbacks basketball team and indoor cricket training in winter for
juniors. Despite her busy life Fiona continues to be an active mentor and coach for girls in cricket in
the community. I think that Fiona’s efforts show through her actions and her dedication to her local
community and sport—cricket in particular—and I again extend my warmest congratulations to her
on her efforts and on her nomination.
DUKE STREET COMMUNITY HOUSE
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (10:02): I am going to speak about the Neighbourhood
House Week celebration. I had the honour of attending the Neighbourhood House Week celebration
held on 13 May 2019 at Duke Street Community House in Sunshine, which falls within my electorate.
I was joined by Katie Hall, the member for Footscray. The event was to announce and celebrate the
community grant awarded to Duke Street Community House, Sunshine, for their Create, Make, Shine
project.
In 2018 Duke Street Community House conceived the Create, Make, Shine project to enable
individuals from Melbourne’s western suburbs to effectively use information technology. The
Victorian government has awarded Duke Street Community House a $199 100 grant to fund the
project. The funding for the Create, Make, Shine project will be used to refurbish learning spaces and
purchase the necessary IT equipment to deliver the services used by people in the house. The project
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is expected to make a sizeable and impactful difference within the local community. The funding
further supports the shared aim of generating opportunity, building stronger communities and creating
a fairer Victoria. I thank Duke Street Community House for organising such an event, and look
forward to visiting the centre on many occasions in the future and seeing the refurbished house.
ASHLEY WARREN
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (10:03): I rise today to pay tribute to a wonderful local, Ashley
Warren. Mr Warren, who recently passed away, was born in 1932 and played a really seminal role in
the development and the promotion of the ALP Upper Yarra branch, based in the Upper Yarra area,
that covers local townships between Lilydale and Warburton. He worked tirelessly alongside his wife,
Noreen, to make sure that local membership could get the support and the endless optimism that he
provided through numerous campaigns, through community efforts and through advocacy.
Ashley continued to contribute over many years, including as the president of the Lilydale branch, and
worked on state and federal campaigns alike. He also served on the Casey Federal Electoral Assembly
executive for many years. He was enthusiastic, single-minded, focused and never took no for an
answer in his ongoing efforts to raise campaigning priorities on the things that mattered to locals within
our community. Ashley was a member of the party that was part of the lifeblood of eastern Victoria.
He will be so sadly missed by his comrades and has made such a wonderful contribution. Our love
and thoughts go to Noreen and his family.
COURTNEY HERRON
Ms SHING: On another matter, today I rise to pay my respects to the wonderful Courtney Herron,
who joins, as another name of another woman who has been killed, a list of women who are vulnerable
to violence by men. This has to stop. This must stop. We must do better.
Production of documents
GOVERNMENT ADVERTISING
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (10:05): I move:
That this house:
(1) notes the advertising campaign run by the Andrews Labor government at Victorian taxpayers’ expense
in the lead-up to the federal election that included television, radio, print and social media as well as
advertising at sporting venues;
(2) further notes criticism that this advertising was partisan and designed to influence the outcome of the
federal election; and
(3) requires the Leader of the Government, in accordance with standing order 11.01, to table in the Council
by 2.00 p.m. on Wednesday, 19 June 2019, a copy of all communication plans, Master Agency Media
Services schedules and plans, invoices, payment authorisations and email communications between the
government, including ministerial offices and media buyers and email communications to and from
third-party organisations, including sporting organisations, the MCG trust, the Melbourne Cricket Club
and the AFL for all television, radio, newspaper advertising, banner and electronic advertising at sporting
events and online advertising for the Fair Share and related advertising campaigns in the lead-up to the
federal election.

This in a sense is in two parts. One just refers to the advertising, and it is a matter of fact that the
government undertook this advertising. It is also a matter of fact that it is highly controversial. This
motion does not seek to take a view about that controversy but just simply notes the fact that many
criticised the government for acting in a partisan way and using taxpayers money for this set of
advertising approaches right across a series of different media—electronic and print, and indeed
banner and social media advertising as well.
Then the motion in part (3) requires the Leader of the Government to table all of the documents
surrounding that: a copy of the communication plans; the Master Agency Media Services schedules
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and plans; the invoices and payment authorisations; and emailed communications between
government, including ministerial offices, and a series of third-party organisations, including sporting
organisations.
This is important because we should see exactly what was spent on this campaign. We should see
exactly the spread of the campaign. We should see why the government undertook this campaign
through its communications and multimedia plans. These ought to be in the public domain. These
were after all entirely funded by Victorian taxpayers. It is my view, although the motion does not say
this, that this campaign was entirely wrong and taxpayers money should not have been misused in that
way. But leaving that matter aside—this motion is not about that matter—this motion is about the fact
that this actually occurred and taxpayers funded the campaign, and it is my contention and hopefully
the house’s contention that these documents ought to be provided to the chamber so that the scrutiny
can be applied to this campaign with full knowledge of where the government advertised and how
much it spent.
It ought not attract any claim at all of privilege, because all of these things—invoices and media plans
and so forth—ought to be handled by bureaucrats in a process of implementing a government decision.
So these documents relate to those matters. If ministerial offices have been involved, it is my view that
those matters also ought to be in the public domain. So this in essence is a very simple documents
motion. It is in the public interest. The chamber has clear powers to demand these documents, the
chamber has the right to see these documents and I think the community has the right to see these
documents. So this is in the community interest to see this set of documents, and that is why I am
bringing this motion today. It is in essence a narrow documents motion that says, ‘It’s in the public
interest. Please provide these documents to the chamber and thereby, in this case, to the community’.
That is something that I believe is in the public interest.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (10:10): I rise to speak in relation to the motion that has just been
put by Mr Davis, and in doing so I want to talk about the way in which Mr Davis has characterised
this particular motion on the one hand with the questions of fact that sit at one end of the issue and
the—as Mr Davis has just expressed it—opinions that he holds about this particular campaign run by
the government and as referred to by the opposition in its motion as the Fair Share campaign.
Mr Davis is correct in the context of this motion being in two parts. It does set out at clause (1):
That this house—
(1) notes the advertising campaign run by the Andrews Labor government at Victorian taxpayers’ expense
in the lead up to the federal election that included television, radio, print and social media as well as
advertising at sporting venues …

This is a straightforward statement of fact, and to that end subsection 1 of the motion does not present
any substantive issues of difference.
However, when we move on to the second subsection of the motion this is where the government parts
ways with Mr Davis’s opinions, as he has expressed them in his opening remarks as they relate to the
motion today. Subsection (2):
further notes criticism that this advertising was partisan and designed to influence the outcome of the federal
election …

Mr Davis interjected.
Ms SHING: It is interesting. I will take up Mr Davis’s interjection there. He said it certainly has
attracted such criticism, and I would question where that criticism has come from, because at this stage
of the debate we do see that the criticism has come most loudly and most noisily from those who sit
on the opposition benches, and that that in fact has been the subject of extensive interjections over the
course of the last sitting week as well as this one.
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The third subsection of the motion refers to the second part of the motion that Mr Davis identified in
his opening remarks in that it seeks the production of documents—again, not a terribly new approach
from the opposition, but an approach which they have run from at 1000 miles an hour whenever in
government and documents motions have been put to them. Subsection (3):
requires the Leader of the Government, in accordance with standing order 11.01, to table in the Council by
2.00 p.m. on Wednesday, 19 June 2019, a copy of all communication plans, Master Agency Media Services
schedules and plans, invoices, payment authorisations and email communications between the government,
including ministerial offices and media buyers and email communications to and from third-party
organisations, including sporting organisations, the MCG trust, the Melbourne Cricket Club and the AFL for
all television, radio, newspaper advertising, banner and electronic advertising at sporting events and online
advertising for the Fair Share and related advertising campaigns in the lead-up to the federal election.

Now, there are numerous suppositions in point (3) of the motion itself, and I do want to look at those
in the course of my contribution today, because yet again what we see from Mr Davis, or whoever has
been the lucky drafter of this particular motion, is a super trawler net of a fishing expedition for
information which covers anything and everything that may be directly or indirectly related to the
subject matter of this particular motion. This is not, as Mr Davis would say, a narrow scope within the
context of section (3) of the motion relating to production of documents. In fact it is anything but.
When we look at the scope and the contemplation of the classes of documents being sought by
Mr Davis, we can see that it is a catch-all provision relating to anything and everything that might be
directly or indeed indirectly related to the Fair Share campaign. To that end what that tells and what
that betrays is a lack of any clear, proper purpose by the opposition to seek information for those
purposes which Mr Davis has claimed in his opening remarks.
Mr Davis refers to the public interest in his opening comments. He says that it is in the public interest
and in the community interest for all of these documents to be provided, and yet when we compare
and contrast that with the voluminous documents which were provided to the public and released into
the public domain as they related to Ventnor and to conduct by the former Leader of the Opposition,
Mr Guy in the other place, we would hear that there were comments about how this had been a dump
of documents that was a waste of taxpayers money. On the one hand we have the opposition casting
the broadest net possible. On the other hand we have the opposition, when it suits them, in fact claiming
that this is an onerous burden, that this is overkill, that this is not being done in a responsible way and
is not the conduct of a responsible government. These comments by members of the opposition,
including Mr Davis and other members of the opposition front bench here in this chamber, really are
a betrayal of the contradiction behind their reasoning in this motion as compared with other documents
motions that have been debated in this place, on the one hand, and also with their outrage—and indeed
it has been outrage—in relation to damning documents that have been produced as they relate to
members of the coalition in their decision-making powers as members of coalition governments.
I want to go through this particular subject matter in a way that in fact outlines, in a less subjective
way perhaps, what has occurred with the Fair Share campaign. In doing so I want to make it abundantly
clear that Mr Davis’s motion and indeed his opening remarks are not just overtly political, not just—
Mr Davis: On a point of order, President, this is a very narrow motion. It refers to a particular
government campaign. It makes the factual point that indeed there was controversy around that
campaign and then it seeks documents. Ms Shing is seeking to broaden this into a general debate about
the campaign. That is not what it seeks to do.
The PRESIDENT: Up until a couple of minutes ago, Mr Davis, I was listening intently to
Ms Shing’s contribution. From what I heard of the contribution I thought she was relevant to the
motion, but I would ask her to be mindful of the motion moving forward.
Ms SHING: Thank you, President, and again, the very fact that Mr Davis has raised a point of
order on the question of relevance is a betrayal of the political purposes for which this motion has
come about. It is a very telling indication of the purpose by which this motion was drafted. I would
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encourage Mr Davis to read back through Hansard, where he will see that I have not strayed at all
from the substance of the motion itself, that I have not strayed at all in relation to the comments that
Mr Davis made in his opening remarks.
To that end, if it is the case that Mr Davis has not been paying attention to the substance of my
contribution to date, then I want to make it really very clear that there are a number of not just opinions,
as Mr Davis set out in his opening remarks, but also facts that need to be established and put onto the
record as they relate to the Fair Share campaign. One of the things that I think we need to be very clear
about is that the Fair Share campaign is not, as Mr Davis has claimed, a matter that was designed to
influence the outcome of the federal election pursuant to—
Mr Davis: That’s my opinion.
Ms SHING: I will take you up on that, Mr Davis. Your interjection, albeit not from your place,
was, ‘That’s my opinion’. In fact if that is your opinion, Mr Davis, that also appears in subsection (2)
of the motion itself. So either we are talking about an opinion in the motion or we are talking about
the comments that you have made. You have drafted a motion that purports to note—and I am quoting
here directly from subsection (2)—‘criticism that this advertising was partisan and designed to
influence the outcome of the federal election’. Mr Davis, just by way of interjection, has opened the
door to further discussion about this by indicating that not only is this part of the substantive motion
at subsection (2) but it is also his opinion. That goes back to the comments made by Mr Davis in his
opening remarks that part of this is mixed fact and part of this purports to be opinion and part of this
may well be speculation and part of this may well be hypothetical.
What happens then is when I go to the detail of the very issues that Mr Davis has sought to define as
fact—when I go into that substantive territory—Mr Davis cannot wait to leap to his feet to raise a point
of order on the question of relevance. I look forward to Mr Davis lending his ear to the contribution
that I am making today to better understand more of the factual basis for the Fair Share campaign, the
way in which it has come about, the genesis of the particular approach in seeking a fair share of funding
from Canberra and the wording which has been used in seeking to make sure that this fair share has
been front of mind for decision-makers in our nation’s capital.
The campaign itself, for anyone who is following along on radio or television or in the print media or
who may come across it, is in fact still going. This campaign is not seeking the end in and of itself that
is purported to be set out at subsection (2) of the motion. It does not follow by the wording of
subsection (2) that this Fair Share campaign was intended to influence the outcome of the federal
election. We can still see demonstrably that the Fair Share campaign for Victoria to secure our fair
share of funding from federal coffers continues now, will continue tomorrow and will continue until,
as I understand it, probably the middle of next month, and it will be predominantly geared to
distributing information about the objectives of the campaign using online platforms.
So when Mr Davis makes these claims that it is in the community’s interest, if we substitute
‘community’ for ‘coalition’, ‘Victorian coalition’, ‘Victorian opposition’ or ‘Victorian Liberal Party’,
we get a better sense of what the primary purpose of this particular motion is. When we substitute the
word ‘community’ in Mr Davis’s claim that this motion has been put for production of documents in
the community interest, yet again I would say that it is probably a more accurate representation to
substitute that word ‘community’ with ‘state opposition’, with ‘state Liberal Party’ or with ‘Mr Davis’.
It would, given the history of this issue and what is currently taking place around the Fair Share
campaign and various matters around referrals, be inappropriate to comment about those matters to
the extent that they have been referred. We know that this matter has been referred by the Victorian
opposition—not by the community and not by the public but by the Victorian opposition—to the
Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission. We know that the commission is obliged
under statute to investigate, dismiss or refer matters and that it has no choices beyond those three
options set out in the legislation. We also know that the substance of this particular issue, being the
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context and the content of the Fair Share campaign, has been subsequently referred by the Independent
Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission through to the public sector standards commissioner. The
public sector standards commissioner has received a referral from the Independent Broad-based Anticorruption Commission and has been charged with the responsibility of investigating the matters set
out in the complaint—which, again, has been referred to IBAC not by the community and not by the
public but by the Victorian opposition.
What I would put forward today with this opportunity to speak on this motion is that in fact it says a
lot about those opposite that they claim it is not the job of the Victorian government to stand up for
Victorians. On the one hand Mr Davis has claimed that this documents motion is in the public interest
and is in the community’s interest. On the other hand is outrage and the extreme objection taken by
the state opposition to a campaign which has sought to provide a substantive benefit to people who
live, work and seek to have their best community lives and contributions here in Victoria and a claim
that that is not a priority for this government.
It beggars belief in fact that we would have a situation where anyone in the Victorian Parliament,
anyone at all, would object to a campaign that seeks to achieve a better share of funding for Victoria.
It speaks volumes about the improper purpose for which this matter has been raised today. Mr Davis
has put his points in relation to the arguments of public interest and of community interest, that in fact
this is a matter that is not substantively in the interest of all Victorians. And to be absolutely clear about
this particular issue, as it ties back to subsection (2) and the claims set out in the motion at that point
and also in the context of Mr Davis’s own comments, we make absolutely no apologies for fighting
for Victoria’s fair share of infrastructure, health and other funding from Canberra.
This campaign, which continues now and which, as I indicated earlier, will continue until the middle
of next month, is about speaking up for our state. Since we were elected in 2014 that is what this
government has done. That is what this government has done not just in taking the fight to Canberra
but in arguing for a recognition of Victorian priorities in interjurisdictional matters with other states
and territories. That is what we have done in an absolutely consistent fashion in a context of
comparisons around infrastructure spends as they have occurred in other states around Australia,
including but not limited to New South Wales and Queensland. That is what we have done time and
time again on matters relating to major projects and large-scale transactions, including but not limited
to the long lease of the port of Melbourne’s operations and the refusal by the commonwealth to pay
debts to Victoria which were owed in order to build Victorian infrastructure. That is what we have
argued. That is what we have argued when time and time again we have seen billions of dollars
allocated to parts of the nation which do not have our population growth, which do not have our
infrastructure-related challenges and which do not have health-funding-related challenges to the extent
that we face them now.
This campaign unashamedly stands up for everyone, whether they voted for the Liberal Party or not,
whether they support the coalition or not, whether they are based in metropolitan Melbourne or in our
suburbs or in our regional areas or in our far-flung rural settlements and the towns that sit along the
border. This campaign is about advocating for the best interests of Victorians and, as I indicated earlier,
is in and of itself in the public interest, as opposed to and as distinct from the motion before the house,
which seeks to malign this advocacy on the basis that it is at odds with the coalition’s narrative here
in the state opposition.
No matter who is in government at a state level or indeed at a federal level, every single one of us
should be committed here in this Parliament to getting Victoria a fair share of the funding that comes
from the national framework. As we know, and as I hope those opposite know, 26 per cent of the
population lives in Victoria and, as we know, we have seen in the years since this government was
first elected in 2014 a disproportionate and persistent lack of investment in infrastructure funding by
the commonwealth government. This is not a question of taking digs at one political party or another.
Those opposite would be wise to look at the way in which the Fair Share campaign has been couched,
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because it is about unifying Victorians of all political persuasions in advocating strongly and clearly
and loudly and in a way which is not distracted by the bubble of our nation’s capital for securing a fair
share for Victorians, who have been denied it as it relates to infrastructure spending, have been denied
it as it relates to health spending and have been denied it as it relates to funding across a range of
portfolio areas and responsibilities.
One only needs to go to the federal budget papers to see that Canberra has in effect over a long period
of time dudded Victoria repeatedly around the allocation of public funding. We are the second-biggest
state in the nation, and we are growing faster than any other. We have around 380 people choosing to
make their home here in Victoria every single day, and that growth extends to our economy. In the
last full financial year Victoria accounted for more than 23 per cent of Australia’s economy, and as
the Treasurer has very clearly indicated in comments made in relation to this week’s Victorian budget,
we are seeing unprecedented growth, we are seeing unprecedented economic and infrastructurerelated booms and we are seeing a program of investment that is on foot now that is unprecedented in
the context of Victoria’s history and that has not occurred because of contributions from our nation’s
capital that outstrip what Victoria has provided. That is the essence of the Fair Share campaign.
From population growth to economic growth to the simple matter of fairness, we see that Victoria
consistently pulls more than its weight, drives more than its fair share of growth, is the engine room
for jobs creation here and is providing a climate of extraordinary economic positivity and that that
does not correlate in any way with a matching contribution from Canberra.
So these are the sorts of things that underpin the Fair Share campaign—that in fact Canberra should
invest in Victoria and in Victorians and that Canberra should invest in the opportunities that should be
available to Victoria in the same fashion of equity as in other states and territories. We are meeting our
end of the deal, and it would be a difficult pill for those opposite to swallow to note that and to
acknowledge that. We would not be surprised at all to note that those opposite cannot wait to pick
holes in, find fault with or otherwise distract from the work associated with economic investment, the
return on our investment from large-scale infrastructure projects and the greater amenity that
Victorians are now enjoying every day as a result of our long-term plans for this state. It would not be
something that those opposite could countenance to recognise the value and the contribution of
additional workforce allocations and investments from doctors and nurses through to teachers, through
to early childhood educators, through to police, through to frontline responders.
But imagine how much greater this momentum could become if we had a fair share from Canberra.
Imagine what could occur if we complemented the work that this government has done by way of
proactive investment, by way of sound economic management and by way of commitment to enduring
economic growth if Canberra were also on board to the extent that it is on board for other states.
Canberra has clawed back $305 million from Victoria’s hospitals, and that refers back to one of the
points I made earlier around point (2) of the motion and the fact that it seeks to make this into some
sort of partisan dinner party conversation. Well, it is not. We see that Victoria, as I indicated earlier,
has been dudded by Canberra. The Fair Share campaign indicates very clearly that these figures are
set out in black and white in budget papers at a state and a federal level and in fact that in order to plan
and invest in proper health care, in proper public transport and in proper infrastructure investment, we
need Canberra to come on board and provide a commensurate investment to make sure that we can
deliver on all of the things that Victorians deserve.
So when we build major projects like the West Gate Tunnel and the Metro Tunnel and when we deliver
the biggest investment in regional and suburban roads in our state’s history, you will not hear boo
about that from those who sit opposite. You will not hear boo from those people opposite, who have
consistently demonised projects such as the removal of level crossings and the investment in the North
East Link and making sure that these projects stack up and have a good economic and social return.
What you will hear those opposite do is spend their time looking for a reason to craft a conspiracy
along partisan lines. They in fact miss the point. Mr Davis in fact misses the point. The person or the
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people who were responsible for drafting this particular motion have missed the point, because the
Fair Share campaign is about dollars which do not belong to any political party but should belong to
Victoria. The Fair Share campaign is about making sure that over the coming years our share of
national infrastructure funding does not stay at less than 18 per cent, which it currently is, but in fact
goes up to match or to better the proportion of the nation’s population we have, which is currently
26 per cent.
A fair share of funding from Canberra, as referred to in this campaign and as is the subject of this
motion—I would say this partisan motion; I would say this motion for improper and political purposes
that is not being moved in good faith—is in fact about a fair share of delivering projects for all
Victorians, including Victorians who do not like this government at all, including Victorians who did
not vote for this government and including Victorians who may, to the delight of those opposite, have
a very high level of resentment towards this government and what it does. But we need to make sure
that as we plan for projects like the Suburban Rail Loop, as we plan for new roads and port upgrades
and as we plan to meet the population challenges of the entire state in the coming years—in the years
well beyond an electoral cycle—Victoria is not the victim of a widening gap in relation to
infrastructure and investment and allocation of funding and engagement from the commonwealth. It
is important that we will push on, as we intend to do. We oppose this motion.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (10:40): Very briefly in reply, the
contribution we have just heard was an extreme contribution. It was a contribution that deviated a long
way from what is a very narrow search for the documents that relate to this campaign. It is my view,
as I outlined earlier, that this campaign was misplaced, but this motion does not seek to say that in
particular; it just seeks to document the fact that there was a campaign, and that is a fact. It does seek
to document the fact that there was criticism of that campaign. Then finally it seeks to say that these
documents ought to be in the public domain. These are the documents, the invoices, the media
schedules and the plans—the comms plans and so forth—and they ought to be in the public domain.
We ought to know exactly how much was spent, where it was spent and what the intent of that
campaign was.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 19
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr (Teller)
Grimley, Mr

Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr (Teller)
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr

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

Noes, 20
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Dalidakis, Mr (Teller)
Elasmar, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr (Teller)

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

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

Motion negatived.
Mr Davis: On a point of order, President, there was an error that occurred in that process. We had
agreed to provide a pair for the government on a particular issue with Mr Gepp, and that pair was not
sent out. I would, by leave if that were provided, be happy to repeat that vote with that pair out.
Members interjecting.
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The PRESIDENT: Order! Thank you, Mr Davis. I think to offer that to the house there are a couple
of little things. I know that in the division maybe you should have put a piece of paper on your head.
It probably had finished, but that is just me being a stickler. I just think that you have put it on the
public record. I do not think there is any need for another division considering that the motion was
defeated anyway. I appreciate you putting that on the public record.
Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (10:50): I move:
That the consideration of notice of motion, general business, 73, be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
ORDERS OF THE DAY
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (10:50): I move:
That in relation to the Appropriation (2019–2020) Bill 2019:
(1) the question, That the bill be read a second time, be put no later than 6.45 p.m. on Wednesday, 19 June
2019;
(2) the committee of the whole stage take precedence on Thursday, 20 June 2019, and Friday, 21 June 2019,
if the house meets, during government business;
(3) members are permitted to refer to the budget papers as part of their examination of the clauses and
schedules;
(4) pursuant to section 52 of the Constitution Act 1975, the Treasurer, the Honourable Tim Pallas, MP, be
invited to attend the Legislative Council for the purpose of explaining the provisions of the bill and a
message be sent to the Assembly informing them of this invitation;
(5) in reference to the time allocation during the committee of the whole stage:
(a) standing order 14.12 and sessional order 18 be suspended;
(b) the Clerk is authorised to develop a roster for members that provides for:
(i)

a total of up to 110 minutes for opposition members;

(ii) up to 10 minutes each for all other non-government members;
(iii) up to 10 minutes each for government members who are not ministers; and
(6) standing order 14.12(3) be suspended so that all clauses and schedules will be put to the committee of
the whole by the Deputy President at the conclusion of the consideration of the bill.

This is a very simple motion in one sense, but it is actually an important one that opens up opportunities
for debate in this chamber and greater scrutiny and review, consistent with the chamber’s important
role. The budget is a controversial budget this year in the sense that it has been delayed significantly
past the federal election. It is also a controversial budget in the sense that the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee (PAEC) has had its schedule truncated and compressed, reducing the capacity
for the proper and deep public scrutiny that is an important role of the committee.
This chamber has in a number of years past had extensive committee stages on appropriation bills—
the budget bills—and sought to scrutinise aspects of the budget in great detail, whether it be the specific
spending initiatives or indeed the assumptions and plans that the government had that did underlie that
particular budget. Those assumptions are important in terms of scrutiny and they are important in terms
of the robustness, the reliability and the sensitivity of the budget to economic circumstances and other
impacts.
What this motion seeks to do is to set up a structured arrangement so that we can best scrutinise the
budget through a process. It is a fair process providing a significant period of time for each nongovernment member and for government members who are not ministers. Indeed it provides the
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opportunity for those members to bring issues of their local area or broader policy that they may wish
to ask the Treasurer about. Section 52 of the Constitution Act 1975, which is referred to in section (4)
of the motion, reads:
(1) Notwithstanding anything contained in any Act any responsible Minister of the Crown who is a member
of the Council or of the Assembly may at any time with the consent of the House of the Parliament of
which he is not a member sit in such House for the purpose only of explaining the provisions of any Bill
relating to or connected with any department administered by him, and may take part in any debate or
discussion therein on such Bill, but he shall not vote except in the House of which he is an elected
member.

What that means is that it is entirely within the house’s constitutional power to request that a minister
from the other house—in the case of the Appropriation (2019–2020) Bill 2019 the responsible minister
is the Treasurer and hence that is the minister that this motion seeks—comes to this chamber to answer
questions in a structured and formal committee process. It is entirely within the power of the house to
do this. It does not require the approval of the Assembly. There is precedent for this. When Mr Lenders
was Treasurer he sat in the Legislative Assembly to speak to his budget bills and to provide the lead,
in that circumstance, on the budgets that he had framed as Treasurer. In this case it is the house of
review, the Council, which is seeking the Treasurer, who is a member of the Legislative Assembly, to
come to this chamber.
I believe that this is an important innovation. It has been sharply more focused by the decisions of the
government to delay the budget and to compress and weaken the scrutiny process of PAEC, but
nonetheless it stands in its own right, separate from that. It stands in its own right as a sensible
mechanism to bring forward the opportunities for the chamber to hold the government to account but
to do that through questioning the architect of the budget, the Treasurer, Mr Pallas, in this particular
case. The chamber has no power to compel him to come, but it has the power to request that he come,
and the motion would then seek, consistent with the advice that I have been provided with, that the
clerks would provide a note on that to the Assembly so that the Assembly was suitably informed of
those matters.
On the advice that we have received, the previous use of section 52 of the Constitution Act was in the
56th Parliament when the then Treasurer, John Lenders, attended the Assembly to give the budget
speech. The practice at that time was that the Assembly agreed to a motion to invite the Treasurer
which was communicated to the Council via a message. The Deputy President in the chamber at the
time read the message to the house and the Treasurer attended at a specified time.
Previous instances of this section of the constitution being used date back to the early 1900s, and a
very similar process occurred, with one house resolving to invite and then sending a message and the
second house announcing the message but not debating it with a purpose to agree or not. Given this
practice of sending messages between the houses and communicating an invitation, that is how this
has been drafted. As I say, this is a very sensible approach. It provides a structured, fair format where
every member of this chamber who is not a minister has an appropriate opportunity to get the scrutiny
on issues that are important, either to their local electorates or as a wider policy focus. This I believe is a
sensible motion. It is one that provides greater scrutiny and is a useful and innovative use of the chamber.
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (10:58): I also rise to speak on the motion moved by
Mr Davis. I am actually quite surprised at the motion moved by Mr Davis, a man with his
experience—he was the Leader of the Government when they were in government for four years. He
has been in this place for a long, long time. He knows full well that his motion is not practical to be
debated or agreed to in this house. He has sort of missed the boat in relation to the separation of powers
between the Assembly and the upper house about what role this place plays in relation to the budget.
He wants to turn this house into the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee—to actually do the
role of PAEC and basically start debating the budget item by item. We all know that the Legislative
Council has no power in relation to whether a budget is passed or not. It is the Assembly that actually
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determines a budget passing or not. What this house can do is have a debate about the budget.
Individual members will have contributions and they can place their views in this place about what
they think of the budget, and they will have allocated time to do so. But what Mr Davis is proposing
is unprecedented, and it has never happened in the history of this place.
There is a clear reason why that is the case. As I said, there is a separation of powers where the Council
does not deal with money bills. We cannot block supply; we cannot even block a budget bill. Yet I
think Mr Davis just wants to turn the whole thing into a circus. As I said, these sorts of things should
be done by PAEC. He will have his chance to cross-examine and scrutinise the Treasurer as much as
he likes—along with his members on PAEC—and to basically question the Treasurer and other
ministers about every budget item for the whole period of the committee process. It really is not
something where we turn the committee-of-the-whole stage of this particular house into basically
something that is starting to do the role of PAEC.
I have been advised that in good faith the government are prepared to entertain some elements of the
motion put by Mr Davis—just in good faith. Being an open government, we provide opportunities for
members to express their views, even though we do not feel there is an obligation to do so. I believe
that with the proposition put by Mr Davis, which is item (1)—that the bill be read a second time and
the question put no later than 6.45 p.m. on Wednesday, 19 June 2019—an amendment will be put by
the government later on to basically accept that. Item (2) is that the committee-of-the-whole stage take
precedence on Thursday, 20 June 2019 and Friday, 21 June—if we are sitting on Friday, which is a
possibility if the house decides to do so during government business. I think you will find an
amendment will be coming through—and I will deal with that later on—to facilitate that and also give
members a chance to address that.
In relation to, for example, asking or demanding that the Treasurer attend this place, I think Mr Davis
knows the answer to that question, and more than likely it will be no. I do not believe there is any
reason why the Treasurer should be attending this place to answer questions. The Treasurer, I am sure,
will probably be one of the first ministers attending the PAEC hearings and answering all of these
questions, and I think that is the proper place. So I do not think we should even waste the chamber’s
time because we know the answer to the question. Mr Davis alluded to that in his contribution—that
the Council has no power or authority to compel the Treasurer to attend the committee stage. Therefore
if we know the answer to that question, what is the point of putting the question across?
In relation to point 6, again Mr Davis in his motion wants to change the laws to suit him and suit his
opposition party whenever he feels like it. There are standing orders and they are very clear, and the
government will not be supporting that part of the motion. Going back to the earlier point about
members having the opportunity to debate the budget in the next few months, as per current practice,
we should definitely not turn it into a charade, as Mr Davis is proposing.
Let me turn my mind to what this budget is all about and where the priority of this house should be. It
should be about delivering for Victorians. We got elected to this place in 2014 with sets of priorities
to build massive infrastructure programs over the subsequent four years, and we have delivered on
every single project we said we were actually going to deliver on during that period. We just had an
election back in November 2018, and we went to the Victorian electorate with new sets of priorities
in relation to what we were going to do in the forthcoming four years.
This is our first budget in the current term, and this budget clearly outlines the promises we took to
Victorians at the last election. This budget reflects exactly what we promised Victorians we would
deliver in the next four years, and I want to take the time to basically go through some of those areas.
Mr Finn: We don’t want to hear from you; we want to hear from Fester.
Mr MELHEM: Unfortunately I have got 23 minutes. You have to put up with me for 23 minutes.
Ms Patten: 22 minutes and 50 seconds now.
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Mr MELHEM: There you go. I am losing time already. So the only thing the Liberal and National
parties are interested in is basically frustrating things, stopping things, slowing things down, going to
sleep, having a nap and not making any progress whatsoever. They were rejected by the voters in 2018
again because when they were in power they did exactly that—they went to sleep and they did buggerall to actually get the state moving.
Let me talk about some of the budget items. The 2019–20 operating surplus is estimated at around
$1 billion, notwithstanding the massive write-off in relation to house prices and so forth of around
$5 billion. But we will still achieve a $1 billion surplus and we will be averaging surpluses of
$3.4 billion from 2020–21 to 2022–23. So the budget will be balanced and we will still achieve
surpluses, notwithstanding some of the difficult conditions we might be facing.
The new debt will be at 8.3 per cent of the gross state product in 2019–20 and not higher than 10 per
cent over the forward estimates. We are stabilising at 12 per cent over the medium term. People will
say we are borrowing, and there is a good reason why we are doing that—because it is a good
opportunity to actually continue to implement the infrastructure programs this state needs and the best
time to do that is now, while interest rates are at a record low.
The average expenditure growth of 3.1 per cent over the four years to 2022–23 is lower than the
revenue growth of 4.3 per cent. That is a very important point. Victoria remains one of only
10 comparable sovereign governments in the world to receive a AAA credit rating from both
Standard & Poor’s and Moody’s. I think that is very important. That is a credit to the Treasurer and
the whole government’s prudent way of running the economy, making sure we deliver on
infrastructure programs and making sure we remain strong economically and retain a AAA rating. It
is a credit to everyone involved.
More than 450 000 jobs have been created since we came into government. We promised 200 000 and
we more than doubled that, and I think that is a great achievement. Unemployment fell to 4.9 per cent,
1.8 per cent below the level we inherited when this lot on the other side were in government last.
Regional unemployment is at 4.2 per cent, the lowest on record, and more than 66 000 jobs have been
created in regional Victoria. So employment is actually growing because of the strong investment in
all of these infrastructure projects in Victoria.
If I turn my mind, then, to the government infrastructure investment forecast, we will average
$13.4 billion per year over the next four years, more than double the average of $4.9 billion per year
over the 10 years up to 2014–15 if you compare what we are doing with what the previous lot were
doing. It will reach a record high of $14.7 billion in 2020–21, with a total of $107 billion of state capital
projects either commencing or already underway. Now let me do a comparison. We just had a federal
election, and the Morrison government were looking at spending $100 billion over 10 years for the
whole nation—for the whole nation. We are spending $107 billion just in the state of Victoria in the
forward estimates. That is a good story to tell Victorians. We are building things when the only thing
the Liberal-Nationals are interested in is how they can slow the process down, how they can put
Victoria down and how they can basically put things on hold. This motion just wants to achieve that.
We are spending $27.4 billion on the suburban transport blitz and investing $804 million across our
regional road network, $425 million to fix and maintain our regional roads, $12.3 billion for public
transport projects and $615 million to upgrade regional public transport. That is a massive investment
in transport in Victoria.
Let me turn my mind, then, to business and tax. We are growing jobs by slashing the payroll tax for
regional businesses from 50 per cent to 25 per cent of the metro rate by 2022–23. That is another
strong indication that Labor care about business and care about small business, particularly in regional
Victoria. The other side basically talk about it; we actually do it. That is on top of slashing the payroll
tax. We have been doing that for the last few years for regional areas. We are also increasing the
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payroll tax threshold from $650 000 to $700 000 by 2022–23. That change will reduce the amount of
tax paid by around 38 000 businesses, while 1400 additional businesses will pay no payroll tax at all.
There is $150 million for the Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund—that will be another way to
encourage businesses to invest. While we are still talking about regional Victoria, the budget also
includes $2.6 billion in additional funding, benefiting regional Victoria through the Delivering for
Regional and Rural Victoria program, and that is estimated to create some 4500 jobs.
We are strengthening our investment in education as we have been doing for the last four years as
Victoria becomes the Education State. A further investment of $1.8 billion will be invested in new
schools and upgrades, and there is $882 million to ensure every three-year-old has access to at least
5 hours of subsidised kinder by 2022.
Seventeen new schools and upgrades to more than 100 existing schools—that is another commitment
we made in the election campaign, and we are delivering on that in our first budget. We are adding
early childhood to priority free TAFE courses and providing $46 million for facility upgrades. Again
that is a commitment that we have given Victorians that we are going to fulfil. We have started
providing free TAFE courses, and this budget will cement that position and continue to deliver on our
commitment.
That is the contrast between what we are doing and what the opposition are not able to do, and I think
that is what distinguishes this government and this Premier in particular. We go to an election and we
say, ‘We’re going to deliver X, Y, Z’, and we do exactly that. It is important that politicians deliver on
whatever commitments they give before an election when they get into office—that they honour these
commitments. Daniel Andrews delivered on that 110 per cent in the last term, and we intend to do that
in this current term.
In terms of health, which has been another signature policy of our government since 2014, we have
got here an excellent Minister for Health, whom we are privileged to have in our house taking over
the portfolio and continuing to deliver and advocate for investment in health. There is a further
$5.5 billion over the next four years to make sure Victorians get the best care from the best
professionals and the best facilities. There is $1.6 billion to build and expand hospitals across our state,
including $1.5 billion for the construction of the Footscray Hospital in my electorate. I am so pleased
and my constituents are so pleased that we are delivering on that commitment. We are going to build
a brand-new hospital in Footscray to supplement the Sunshine Hospital and other regional hospitals
and community hospitals in the west. That is going to add 500 beds to service the region. Also we are
investing $2.6 million to actually do a feasibility study or a business case for the Melton hospital, and
that is another commitment to the west.
I am proud to be able to stand here in this house as a member for Western Metropolitan Region. I am
proud to be a Labor Party representative in this place for Western Metropolitan Region, because we
have been doing nothing but delivering excellent outcomes for the west since we got into government
in 2014. The west has become the place to be because when we talk about investment in health and
education and major infrastructure projects it is all happening in the west. The west has become the
destination to live, and in order to achieve that and maintain that we needed to invest, and I am proud
that this government is investing heavily in the west. I am looking forward, for example, to the
investment of $2.6 million for the Melton hospital. Hopefully we will see that as a reality in the next
few years.
In addition to the new Footscray Hospital, we just opened a few weeks ago the new children’s hospital
in Sunshine. That is a state-of-the-art facility. Again, credit to the health minister and to the government
for actually investing in and opening that hospital. Unfortunately I could not go to the opening, because
I was next door in the emergency department getting my arm fixed. But it is a first-class facility, and
if you have not had the chance to go and have a look, it is probably one of the best children’s and
women’s hospitals in the state of Victoria, and that is credit to this government. When it comes to
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health, various community hospitals will be opening soon in Melbourne, such as in Point Cook and a
few other places. That is in addition to the $173 million to address mental health, and we have got a
royal commission into that as well.
Police numbers is another area. This government is serious about investing in law and order and
increasing the number of sworn police officers. Since we came into office we have said we are going
to increase the numbers, and we are now recruiting and deploying an extra 3135 police officers, along
with investing $121 million to crack down on dangerous driving, $1.8 billion to expand and secure
our prison system and $235 million for court improvements across the state.
We are delivering on what we said we would deliver. We have got the runs on the board. The only
thing this opposition is interested in doing is basically trying to stymie our efforts, trying to delay
things, trying to put spikes on the road to make sure it slows our progress. But guess what: that is not
going to happen.
This house can debate. Members, as I have said, can actually express their views on the budget, but
what Mr Davis in this motion is trying to do is something that this house has never done in its history—
that is, basically stopping a budget or trying to block measures in the budget. We all know this house
has no power to do so.
Mr Davis: The constitution does not allow it.
Mr MELHEM: Well, that is right. Exactly, Mr Davis. The constitution does not allow it. You are
absolutely right.
Mr Davis: You can’t block it. It does not allow the blocking of the budget.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Through the Chair, Mr Davis, please.
Mr MELHEM: So I cannot see why you are turning this place into the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee. There is a joint committee that is called PAEC, and its role is to question
ministers, including the Treasurer, about their portfolios. I know PAEC’s whole focus over the next
few weeks or the next few months will be on the budget. So I do not know why we would want to
waste days and weeks of this house’s time performing the role of PAEC, because that is what you are
doing with this motion.
Mr Davis interjected.
Mr MELHEM: Well, it is bizarre really. It is really bizarre. It could only come from Mr Davis.
Going back to the budget, there are wonderful investments. Growth in population is estimated to be
about 2 per cent. That is why it is important for us to continue investing, including $15.8 billion to
fully fund the North East Link and make it a reality. This budget will now make that a reality; that will
go ahead. There is $6.6 billion to remove another 25 of our state’s most dangerous and congested level
crossings.
And as part of this budget there are at least three—actually, no, there are four—level crossings that
will be removed in my electorate. We were quite desperate to get a commitment to actually get them
removed, and I was so pleased that the Premier and the Minister for Transport Infrastructure agreed
that it would become part of our election commitment to get these level crossings removed at
Mt Derrimut Road in Deer Park, Fitzgerald Road in Ardeer and Robinsons Road in Ravenhall. They
will be removed. They were supposed to have been removed about six years ago—no, more than that,
eight years ago—with regional rail upgrades. When Labor was last in government, when we started
the regional rail upgrade—the original regional rail upgrade—these level crossings were supposed to
have been removed as part of that upgrade—upgrading the regional rail between Melbourne and
Geelong and Melbourne and Ballarat. But when this lot came to government in 2010 the first thing
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they did was axe the plan, so these crossings were not removed. But now they will be removed. This
budget makes a clear commitment that that will be part of the removal program.
Also, there is $12.3 billion towards a major public transport project, including the Melbourne Airport
rail link. It will be running through Sunshine, and it is going to be a huge improvement for the west.
Sunshine will be a significant hub as part of the airport link, which will facilitate and also link to
regional Victoria—Ballarat, Bendigo and Geelong—and I am looking forward to the commencement
of that project. And also there will be a further $2 billion, I think, for the Suburban Rail Loop and the
Western Rail Plan. Now, on the Sunbury line, for example, there will be a huge improvement to that
line, where every single station between Melbourne and Sunbury will be upgraded. The line will be
upgraded to enable the new high-capacity train to carry more passengers and the line to run more
efficiently. There will be $2 billion invested on that line. I think that will be welcomed by my
constituents, and I am very appreciative that the government have again made the west a priority for
further investment and public transport.
The Suburban Rail Loop again will complement the airport rail link, because the two will be
connected, and we are fortunate that the west will be the first beneficiary of the Suburban Rail Loop,
because the airport rail link will form the first part of that new outer rail loop. We will be the first
beneficiaries out of that, and I think it is a very welcome project.
Let us talk about how this budget was actually received, but before I do that, the cost-of-living issue,
which I think has been a real issue for Victorians over many years. One of the areas, the biggest one,
is the cost of power. We will be extending the power-saving bonus until 3 June 2020 and providing a
further $1.3 billion over the next 10 years towards our positive plan for solar, including subsidies for
solar panels, solar hot water and battery storage for 770 000 homes around Victoria. I think that action
is very important because we are putting forward practical solutions, enabling 770 000 Victorians to
access renewable energy which subsidises the cost of these solar panels—pretty much 50 per cent of
that—so they are able to reduce their power bill and also contribute to a better environment. So that
program will continue.
And there is a further investment in projects, with $12.2 million to design and replicate the Cranbourne
line duplication project; $654 million to fix and maintain roads in Victoria; $608 million to begin
planning upgrades to a number of roads across our state; and $21.5 million for the next stage of
upgrades on the Hurstbridge line.
Now, in the 3 minutes I have got left, let us talk about what people in the community have said about
the budget and how this budget has been received. The Victorian Council of Social Service, for
example, said:
Labor was swept back into office promising a progressive suite of social policies. It’s wonderful these pledges
are now in black-and-white within the budget books … These are significant programs that will make life
better for Victorians.

The Victorian Chamber of Commerce and Industry said:
More positive, is the adoption of the Victorian Chamber’s recommendation to introduce a 50 per cent stamp
duty concession for commercial and industrial property transactions in regional Victoria.
This $70 million saving will provide a positive incentive for business investment and location in regional
Victoria.

The Brotherhood of St Laurence:
… warmly welcomes the Andrews Government’s Budget—and its key social investments that recognise that
the prosperity dividend has yet to arrive for all Victorians.

Environment Victoria said:
We are pleased to see the Andrews government honouring its commitment to ensuring all Victorians benefit
from growing renewable energy investment and jobs in our State.
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Jono La Nauze, CEO of Environment Victoria, also said:
To ensure Victoria remains a leader on climate action and continues to create thousands of jobs, our
government must meet the investment targets promised during last year’s election campaign. And they are
doing just that.

I think that is a good endorsement, and that is the point: we said we were going to do all these things,
and that is exactly what we are doing, because that is what we did in the previous four years. We
delivered on every single commitment we actually made before the 2014 election, and we are doing
exactly the same thing now.
Trades Hall gave the budget ‘a gold medal for infrastructure’ but said there was room to give wage
rises for public sector workers—and good on them. Why not? They want to ask for more wages for
their members, and that is a fair comment.
The Australian Industry Group said:
We welcome the additional infrastructure expenditure over the next four years. Funding for major projects in
and around Melbourne will reduce congestion on freight transport routes.

That is why I find it a bit amusing, this motion by Mr Davis. That is why we will not be voting for the
motion in its current form but shortly will be formally moving some amendments to this motion. I
have outlined them briefly, but the next speaker will formally move them. I am looking forward to
debate, and hopefully the house will accept the amendments, because I think they are reasonable
amendments and they will give the opportunity for the house to discuss this motion in an efficient
manner, making sure that the house’s time has not been wasted by going on the merry-go-round
suggested by Mr Davis, trying to frustrate the process and waste our time. Some of these issues are
probably better served by discussion in PAEC. So with these comments, I hope the house will support
our amendments.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (11:28): I would just like to speak briefly to this motion. At
the outset I would like to compliment the Treasurer on the open-door approach he has had with many
of the crossbench. We have been able to have quite fulsome conversations with his office and with the
minister himself about the budget. But I must say I quite like the idea of having the Treasurer visit us
in this house, albeit I realise that that is not realistic. I think the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee traditionally has been designed for the two-party system, so it has opposition and
government on it largely, and now there is a smattering of crossbench—in fact there is one member
from the Greens on PAEC. I spent two years on PAEC, and while some of it was gruelling and
arduous—
Ms Shing: Oh, come on.
Ms PATTEN: Well, probably unhealthy, to note the number of people who were beset with
illnesses during the time of the PAEC hearings. However, it was an interesting process, and I actually
really am, looking back, very pleased that I got to spend that time on PAEC and I learned an awful lot
during that period.
But there is not a lot of opportunity for the crossbench in particular to have greater conversations and
ask deeper questions into the detail of the budget, into the detail of the performance measures and into
the detail of the expected outcomes and outputs of the budget on behalf of our electorates and also on
behalf of the separate issues that many of us champion in this place. For many of us it is the reason we
are here.
I think the Treasurer, as I look back, has been very fulsome with me personally—I have not found him
to avoid answering questions—so I would have thought that this would have been a great opportunity
for the Treasurer to talk up the budget, the budget that the previous speaker, Mr Melhem, spoke so
fulsomely and positively about. Why wouldn’t the government want to take an opportunity to spend
some hours in here speaking about how good this budget is? However, I do understand that it is quite
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fanciful to expect that our invitation to the Treasurer to come and visit us in this house will be accepted.
Maybe we could put on some snacks or some refreshments.
Ms Shing: Have you seen how much weight he has lost? He isn’t going to eat snacks.
Ms PATTEN: Maybe we could put on some refreshments. Maybe we could put on some other
enticements to encourage the Treasurer to visit us in this house. In speaking as one of the
11 crossbenchers, I note that the majority of us were actually at the PAEC breakfast this morning.
Many of us were asking questions of the process and questions about the budget. So we are taking up
the few opportunities that we do have to explore the budget in greater detail and to get a greater
understanding of the budget so we can pass that on to our constituents.
However, I appreciate the amendments. I will listen further to the government’s contributions, but if
they are offering us a much broader style of committee process that will enable us to explore the budget
in a deeper and frankly more meaningful way, then I am very supportive of that. So I will hold my
judgement until we hear more from the government.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (11:33): I rise to speak in relation to this motion, and people around
the chamber and indeed following along at home will no doubt be filled with a sense of joy and
anticipation about the fact that I am now on my feet for the second time today in a substantive way.
What I would like to do in making my contribution about the budget and about the process that has
been established is to perhaps appropriate some of the oxygen in this chamber—do you see what I did
there?—for the purposes—
Members interjecting.
Ms SHING: Air Supply were a band, weren’t they, back in the 1980s? In any event, what I would
like to do is go through some of the detail around the budget and around the process that has been
established for the purpose of supply and the appropriation bill itself, and I would like to talk about
why in fact this particular motion does not actually achieve any of the ends purported by the opposition
to be achieved in the form that they have represented them to this chamber. So we will in fact be
moving an amendment to this particular motion. We look forward to having that amendment tabled
by the Leader of the Government in this place imminently. In so doing, what we are trying to do is to
strike an appropriate balance between the detail of the budget and what it provides for and the way in
which members in this place and throughout the Parliament, as well as throughout the broader
community, can better understand what the budget is about and to complement the work undertaken
by the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee (PAEC).
Just to declare on the record for those who were not party to the 55-odd hours of hearings per year for
the duration of the last government, I was pleased as punch to be a member of the government line-up
in the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee meetings. I do share Ms Patten’s observations about
the steadily declining health and probably lung function of a number of members of that committee as
the discussion around the budget continued and as the hearings associated with various portfolios
unfolded over the course of those weeks.
I note that, as referred to in Mr Davis’s contribution, we do have a compressed time frame for PAEC
this year, which does provide for some very lengthy sittings, and it does actually make for very long
days. I also want to make a point on this particular motion that these processes occur because of the
way in which staff—attendants, Hansard operators and the Parliament as an organ of government—
make them available and make them possible. There is a considerable amount of work and there are a
considerable number of resources that go into a fulsome discussion and analysis in a substantive way
and often, depending on the questions that are asked, particularly by opposition members on a frolic
of their own, into the process of interrogating ministers as to the appropriation itself, as to performance
measures and indicators and as to the answers to questionnaires which are provided in the course of
the accounts and estimates process.
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This motion itself is, we would say, an exercise in futility. It is an exercise in obfuscation. Mr Melhem
has pointed out a number of areas that clearly betray the ulterior purpose of this particular motion and
make it abundantly clear that it is not being put for any reason other than to confound a process that
will get on with delivering on election commitments.
Again—and this is a bit of a constant theme in relation to wacky Wednesdays in the upper house—
we look at the language of a motion, and not just what is put in the motions but why it has been put,
why the Parliament is being invited to condemn or to vilify the decisions of the Parliament in meeting
election promises and why there is a proper basis upon which to conclude that there is some form of
conspiracy afoot which is at odds with coalition values.
The budget in and of itself, as those around the chamber would know and those people following along
at home would know, is about providing the best possible momentum for Victoria. You can read all
you want about the Nationals member—that is a singular—in this chamber talking about a Melbournecentric budget. The Liberals have followed suit by referring to Melbourne-centric dollars. You can
actually listen to all of the hyperbole from those in the other place in the public domain talking about
the fiction that they would like to be able to convey in media around this budget not delivering for the
whole state when in fact nothing could be further from the truth.
This budget allocates yet again a record spend for regional Victoria—$2.6 billion—as outlined by the
Minister for Regional Development and Minister for Agriculture in this place, Minister Symes. This
not only delivers on jobs and jobs growth and continues the momentum which we have delivered in
driving unemployment rates in regional Victoria down to record lows but also invests properly in
infrastructure and in making sure that, even if Canberra is unable or unwilling to come to the party and
to invest in a commensurate way in Victoria as it has in New South Wales and Queensland, there are
benefits conferred upon people all over the state.
Universal three-year-old kinder has been rolled out in shires, including South Gippsland. If you listen
to Mr Danny O’Brien in the other place, he cannot wait to fall over himself in saying how Gippsland
has got nothing. Three-year-old kinder is coming to his shire. He would be wise to get on board to
understand what that means in terms of access to some of the best benefits that can be provided to
children in their formative years.
This is alongside the dental vans, which Minister Mikakos has affectionately dubbed ‘Dan’s vans’ and
alongside initiatives such as increasing maternal and child health services by adding free early
childhood education TAFE courses to the list of courses that we have already provided and making
sure that we continue to invest in record numbers of paramedics alongside the nurses that we now
require.
We will need an extra 5000 early childhood educators as a consequence of universal three-year-old
kinder. In upscaling that opportunity, which includes a graded increase from 10 to 15 hours per week,
we will see not only that these benefits will provide vibrant job opportunities in local communities but
they will also be complemented by a record investment in new infrastructure. These new
kindergartens, these new early learning centres, these new early childhood educators and this free
TAFE augmentation will sit alongside the record investment we are making in apprentices; in trainees;
in preapprenticeship training and accreditation; in partnerships with our TAFEs, which we have
revived and will continue to invest in; and in partnerships with sectors and industries through our
regional assemblies, through our regional partnerships and through industry growth and development
that will continue to see jobs growth in areas where jobs are needed not just now but into the future.
Further on the question of health and on the issues which those opposite appear again to have a slight
allergy to—excuse the pun—we see repeated investments by this government in everything from
community hospitals through to providing better hospital and health care for regional patients, with
500 000 specialist appointments. We see record upgrades and investments to metropolitan hospitals,
like the new Footscray Hospital. We also see upgrades, rebuilds and substantial allocations such as
those at the Latrobe Regional Hospital—an initial $7 million planning allocation then to continue
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through to $217 million to upgrade the existing facility, including through the provision of hundreds
of new car parking spaces and additional operating theatres, specialty suites and acute units.
These are the sorts of things that make a substantive and very real difference to the everyday lives of
Victorians. When we look at these sorts of things and we look at the way in which they are intended
to provide a very real benefit—to confer very real opportunities on people throughout Victoria—one
might be forgiven for concluding that the opposition is woefully out of touch in moving motions like
this and in seeking to circumnavigate the budget debate process to create extra layers. Mr Davis is mad
for an extra layer—anything that can be done to add complexity or to confound progress. It reminds
me of that joke: what does a consultant do when they see the light at the end of the tunnel? They build
more tunnel. If only we could apply the same to Mr Davis. However, what we see with some of our
major infrastructure projects such as the West Gate Tunnel is that they have consistently opposed a
second river crossing. They have consistently tried to hold this up. Mr Davis does not look to build
more tunnel, which might betray a sense of commitment to activity. He is determined to constipate
this process in the most effective and efficient way that he can.
This is why when we look at what happens on the opposite benches on wacky Wednesdays we see
that this is their opportunity to shine as an opposition. What a great shame indeed that when they are
given an opportunity to govern we do not see any of the same commitment to or enthusiasm for
actually providing benefit. We do not see any of the same investment in paramedics, in nurses, in
hospitals, in health care or in specialist appointments. We do not see any of the same investment in
early childhood learning or in making sure that community, regional and metropolitan jobs continue.
We do not see any investment in the same way that we have committed not just to the Suburban Rail
Loop but also to the West Gate Tunnel, to the North East Link and to improving and increasing rail
services throughout Victoria.
What we do see are layers of confusion and obfuscation and layers of denial about the importance of
government action. What Mr Davis would love to see happen is things grind to a halt. What Mr Davis
would love to see happen is employment growth grind to a halt and outcomes for people who are in
trade and training experiences grind to a halt. He would like to slash apprenticeship numbers and slash
funding and assistance for our essential services.
What we would love to see happen, in contrast to Mr Davis’s own dream world of inaction whereby
he gets to be the most effective opposition leader of all time whilst never having to deliver in
government, is that for all families this budget is about delivering on benefits that confer an ease to the
cost of living. That might be through solar panels. It might be through hot water pumps. It might be
through a zero-interest loan or a rebate associated with renewable energy at a domestic level. It might
be through being able to get in to see a doctor more quickly. It might be through being able to go to a
school that has been upgraded. It might be because there is access to free TAFE. It may well end up
being because of the regional tax cuts for payroll tax for businesses in regional Victoria that have
consistently provided a means by which to alleviate the on-costs associated with doing business in
Victoria. It may well be the first home owners, first home buyers and regional home builders grants
that have been made available to accommodate a decentralisation of our growing population.
There are so many things in this particular budget that continue to deliver. And not only are they about
money, not only are they about infrastructure, they are also about delivering programs that
substantively change lives. And when we look at programs associated with processes such as the Royal
Commission into Victoria’s Mental Health System, when we look at implementation of all of the
recommendations of the Royal Commission into Family Violence, we can see that these investments
are invaluable. These investments in dignity, in access to services and in equality of opportunity can
and should never be underestimated. And yet we find ourselves, yet again on a Wednesday, debating
a particular motion which seeks to do exactly that, which seeks to downplay the very real importance
of achieving these reforms now with the mandate that we have to deliver on the promises that we
made, to safeguard the investments that have been made in the best interests of Victorians from 2014
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to 2018, to make sure that we are in fact across all of the work of government, making responsible and
substantial investments that matter.
What we need to bear in mind when we debate this particular motion is not just, as I said earlier, the
substance of the motion but the rationale that underpins it. Why is it that Mr Davis would be moving
a motion like this to bring the Treasurer to this particular chamber when he knows full well and in fact
argued in government that this is not an available option? Why would he do this unless he was seeking
to use this as an opportunity for a cheap political stunt? And in fact that would be well in keeping with
the form of the opposition, not just in this Parliament but in the last, whereby any opportunity is seized
upon, whereby it can be used to damage and interfere with the progress of government to achieve these
reforms, these investments and this funding to make a very real difference in the lives of Victorians
all over the state. So we will be moving amendments, as I indicated earlier. Mr Jennings, I believe,
will shortly get to his feet, and we look forward to hearing from him further in that regard.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (11:48): I can understand why
those in the gallery may be leaving at this moment. They have probably reached the threshold of their
interest and their engagement in this matter, but nonetheless let us see if I can bring it home and give
it a go. The motion that the Parliament is debating at this moment aims to do a couple of things. It is
saying, ‘Let’s bring on the vote and the consideration on the budget bill that supports the way in which
government spends money’, and bring it on by a certain time—Wednesday in a fortnight’s time. The
government is happy to agree to that.
We are also happy to actually say that when it is being debated in this chamber we are very happy for
it to go into committee and to be explored so members of the chamber get an opportunity to ask the
government about what is in the budget. ‘What does it mean? How did you actually create that list of
priorities and those expenditures?’. We are happy to do that, and we are happy for members to take
the opportunity to ask the government, at some length, ‘What does this mean? How did you get here?
Why is this a priority?’. And we are happy to tease that out. So they are the fair dinkum and good parts
of this motion, and the government is very happy to agree to those.
What the government is not happy to agree to, which is in this motion, is a bit of sport and a bit of fun
that the opposition are trying to introduce by saying, ‘Let’s do a very, very unconventional thing. Let’s
do something that we’ve never done before’. But to insist that a member from the other place, the
Treasurer—who is in the Legislative Assembly and has to answer questions and be accountable in the
Legislative Assembly every day—come over to this chamber and answer questions here, that is a stunt.
That is actually something that is in this motion for a bit of fun to actually try to embarrass the
government, to try to say, ‘We demand the Treasurer comes over here’, and to set a precedent that
when this chamber calls, somebody who is in the other chamber of Parliament is forced to come over
here and comply with our wishes. That is not fair dinkum, and that is the part of the motion that the
government is not agreeing to.
So I am going to table some amendments to this motion, and I would be grateful if I could formally
table them now so that the chamber can be very clear: the government is very happy to give guarantees
about when we will put the budget to a vote to be passed. The government is also very happy to allow
a long conversation and questions being asked about the way in which the budget has been prioritised,
how it works and what the allocations of money may be. I have a track record of representing the
government in this chamber on budget bills, and indeed on one occasion Ms Pulford actually
represented the government in relation to budget matters at the time that I was unavailable to answer
those questions. I am very happy on behalf of the government to answer a lot of questions over a lot
of time to actually tease out this matter, and I will be available to do so on this occasion.
With my amendments to Mr Davis’s six-point plan to have legitimate scrutiny of the budget but also
to have a show trial or a stunt, I am taking out the show trial and the stunt part and agreeing to the
substantive thing. My amendments seek to take out clauses (2), (3), (4) and (6) and allow the good
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parts of this motion, which are for the government to pass the budget and to be accountable for it, to
stay. That is what the effect of my amendments is. I am very happy to support that. I am very happy
to make that as simple as possible. I am very disappointed that in terms of explaining that to the gallery
two-thirds of my audience left before I had the chance to explain it, but Ms Shing often relies on all
those people who are watching online and she sends cheerios to them and gives them explanations. In
her contribution she indicated that there were two people noticing; I am optimistic I am still speaking
to one of them.
On that basis, I move:
1.

Omit paragraph (2).

2.

Omit paragraph (3).

3.

Omit paragraph (4).

4.

Omit paragraph (6).

I recommend my amendments, and I am very happy to comply with the consequences of my
amendments as the government seeks to pass the budget and be accountable through the committee
stage in the chamber.
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (11:53): I rise to talk on this motion and to support and echo
the sentiments that Mr Jennings, Ms Shing and Mr Melhem have already outlined in this debate. I do
note that the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee will actually commence its public hearings
this Friday—in two days time—and at that first hearing, which I am very excited about because I am
a member of PAEC, we will hear from the Treasurer for a considerable period of time. A number of
hours in fact—
Mr Dalidakis: Three hours!
Ms STITT: Three hours, as my good friend and the chair of PAEC, Mr Dalidakis, is pointing out
to me now. The Treasurer will be put under scrutiny, as he should be, by the parliamentary committee
for 3 hours in two sleeps, so there will be plenty of opportunity, in addition to the process which the
Leader of the Government has just outlined, to make sure that the budget faces scrutiny both in this
place and through the committee processes of the Parliament.
This is my first budget—as you all know, I am a newly elected MP—and I am familiarising myself
with the way in which the budget is made and rolled out. I must say that it is a little frustrating when
we come here on Wednesdays and have to deal with the opposition seeking to play parliamentary
tactical games around the important issues. I am looking forward to the people in the region that I
represent, Western Metropolitan Region, seeing those commitments in this budget delivered on,
because they are incredibly important commitments and they are substantial. In fact I am going to take
a moment to go through some of the key initiatives that will benefit the people of Western Metropolitan
Region—
Mr Davis: This is not really a budget speech.
Ms STITT: those who I know gave this government a mandate to get on with implementing its
program, and one of the key ways in which that occurs is through the budget. I think that I am going
to take the time, Mr Davis, to go through a couple of those important commitments in the budget and
make sure that it is understood that some of these things are potentially being sought to be held up
with this motion before the Council today.
In terms of the suburban transport blitz, in Western Metropolitan Region there are going to be
significant investments made. One of the most significant is the $3.4 billion commitment to transform
the suburban train network. This obviously includes an upgrade of the Sunbury line. It will upgrade
every railway station along that line and provide for high-capacity trains to be rolled out on one of
Melbourne’s busiest train lines, where commuter numbers are expected to grow in the order of an
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additional 113 000 passengers on that line. We are absolutely unashamedly committed to making sure,
given the issues I have raised about the importance of scrutiny of the budget, both through the
processes that have been outlined by the Leader of the Government and through the PAEC process,
that these things are rolled out as quickly as possible, in keeping with the commitments that we made
to the people of Victoria at the state election.
In addition to the significant investment in our rail system, there is obviously the West Gate Tunnel
Project, which is an incredibly important project for getting the state moving not just in Western
Metropolitan Region but also for those beyond the region—in the regions and also across the freeway
network of Melbourne. Five additional level crossing removals in Western Metropolitan Region
formed part of Monday’s budget announcement, including Fitzgerald Road, Ardeer; Mount Derrimut
Road, Deer Park; Old Geelong Road, Hoppers Crossing; Robinsons Road, Deer Park; and Station
Street and Gap Road, Sunbury. These are level crossings that have choked our streets and choked the
movement of traffic through our suburbs in Western Metropolitan Region and I cannot wait for them
to be removed so that we no longer have to sit in traffic for hours and hours and wait for those boom
gates to go up. I am absolutely thrilled that there are five additional level crossing removals included
in the 2019–20 Victorian state budget. Bring it on, I say. Bring it on.
There are obviously a number of other very important commitments to the people of Western
Metropolitan Region and, I would argue, all the people of our state included in the budget
commitments for Western Metropolitan Region. These are too numerous for me to go through in any
great detail in the 1 minute that I have left to speak, but I did just want to mention the $1.5 billion
commitment to the new Footscray Hospital, which will absolutely transform and complement the
recently delivered $200 million Sunshine Hospital, which just goes to show that this government is
about getting on with implementing the budget for the infrastructure projects and the services that our
community deserves. We are not in the business of sitting around in this place every Wednesday and
wasting time on trickery.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
The PRESIDENT: Before I call Ms Crozier, I would like to acknowledge a former member of
this chamber, Mr Elsbury, who is in the gallery.
Questions without notice and ministers statements
AMBULANCE VICTORIA
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:00): My question is to the Minister for Health.
Minister, today a report was tabled by the Victorian Ombudsman, Investigation of a Complaint about
Ambulance Victoria, which highlighted a number of cases where Victorians were billed unfairly,
including case studies that show Ambulance Victoria’s policy and practice for charging people for
treatment without transport can result in invoices being issued that are not fair or reasonable, so I ask:
have you requested a review of this policy?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:00): I thank the member for her question. I can advise the member that Ambulance Victoria has
accepted all of the recommendations of the Ombudsman’s report. In fact that is contained in the report
itself, so clearly the member has not even looked at it beyond the front page. They have advised me
that they are changing their billing practices to ensure patients are appropriately billed for the care and
treatment they receive. I understand that the practice of billing for treatment without transport has been
occurring for a number of years under both Liberal and Labor governments. In fact it would have been
the policy in place when she was the Parliamentary Secretary for Health.
I understand that the Ombudsman in her report acknowledges the vital service that Ambulance
Victoria provides to all Victorians and that its dedicated paramedics have undoubtedly saved countless
lives. I certainly agree with the Ombudsman in relation to that. What these highly skilled professionals
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do is far more than provide a patient transport service. In performing an assessment of a patient, a
paramedic will take a patient’s vital signs, such as blood pressure, oxygen saturation, temperature,
heart rate, pulse, blood sugar, ECGs and other observations, including external physical condition or
injuries. That is how paramedics make decisions about whether a transport is warranted and what
further support will be provided.
The advice that I have received is that the changed billing practices will include to not charge for
treatment without transport where an ambulance is called by an unknown third party and the patient
did not know or could not have reasonably consented to an ambulance being called, including when
an ambulance is called by police; further, to split charges evenly amongst patients when paramedics
have treated but not transported multiple patients from a scene; and also to ensure that Ambulance
Victoria’s billing staff consider the unique circumstances of each case and exercise discretion when
dealing with disputed invoices.
Can I just say that I am proud of the support that our government has given to our dedicated paramedics
since we have been in government, an investment that has now reached $1 billion—$1 billion of
additional investment.
Mr Dalidakis: How much?
Ms MIKAKOS: One billion dollars, Mr Dalidakis. We are putting more paramedics on our roads,
we have overseen the biggest ever expansion of the paramedic workforce and we are getting more
vehicles on the roads. We are building and refurbishing more ambulance stations, and that includes
$300 million of new investment in this budget handed down this week as well. Unlike those opposite,
who went to war with our paramedics and caused ambulance response times to become the worst on
the Australian mainland, our government will always back our paramedics, and we are showing that
in this budget and every budget that we have delivered—the support that we are giving our paramedics.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:03): Minister, given the adverse findings of the
Ombudsman in relation to Ambulance Victoria’s policies and practices, when will you permit the
opposition to meet with Ambulance Victoria, as has been requested since February and refused on a
number of occasions? Minister, what else are you hiding from proper scrutiny at Ambulance Victoria,
and when will I be granted access to meet with them, as is the longstanding convention?
Ms Shing: That’s two questions.
Ms CROZIER: It is the same question: just when are you going to allow me to meet with
Ambulance Victoria? I have requested it since February, and you keep refusing me.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:04): As the member would be aware, she has been offered a briefing and has had that briefing with
the most senior person in my department, the secretary of my department, Kym Peake. That briefing
was organised some time ago, and she has met with Ms Peake, who is the most senior person in my
department responsible for health services in our state.
Can I make the point to the member that she can come in here and have confected rage every day and
come in here and make up figures that are not even in the budget papers, like she did yesterday, but
we are getting on with making the investment that is necessary in our health services and in our
ambulance services, unlike those opposite who slashed and burnt and took a billion dollars out of
health care. We will back our paramedics. We are ensuring that Victorians get the fastest ever response
times in Victoria’s history.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:05): I move:
That the house take note of the minister’s answer on the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
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BOROONDARA PLANNING SCHEME
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:06): My question is to the minister representing the
Minister for Planning. Why has the minister singled out and undermined Boroondara City Council’s
capacity to protect heritage houses by introducing an incorporated document, amendment C299, in
clause 43.01 in Boroondara’s planning scheme, which enables prospective heritage houses to be more
readily demolished despite being identified in council’s heritage study? Given that there is no
justification for treating heritage houses in Boroondara as less worthy of protection than heritage
houses elsewhere, will the minister now delete this inappropriate provision, which displays contempt
for the people of Boroondara and for the objective of heritage protection?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:07): I thank Mr Hayes for his question. I will pass that on to the minister
responsible, Mr Wynne in the other house, and an answer will be forthcoming.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: TAFE FUNDING
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:07): I rise to update the house on an additional two courses that will be added to Labor’s
free TAFE course list as a result of Monday’s state budget. Next year the certificate III in early
childhood education and care and the diploma of early childhood education and care will be fee free
under Labor’s free TAFE initiative. Last year Labor committed $5 billion over 10 years so that every
three-year-old child in the state will have access to 15 hours of subsidised kinder by 2029. Like free
TAFE, this is a game-changing initiative and one that has been widely welcomed by Victorians. To
ensure that we have the workforce to support this increased delivery, from 2020 the free TAFE course
list will also include these two early childhood qualifications.
This is a great example of not only how free TAFE is making vocational education accessible to
Victorians but also how it is providing a pipeline of skilled workers for really important sectors such
as early childhood education. Students enrolling in an certificate III in early childhood education and
care will save up to $5900. Students enrolling in the diploma will save up to $11 800. It really is a
significant amount of money, certainly enough to bring about an opportunity that for many just was
not there. We have seen the impact that free TAFE is having on enrolments in priority courses already,
with more than 19 000 students enrolled in the first quarter of this year. This represents a doubling of
enrolments compared to the same time last year, a great initiative and totally successful.
TRAINING AND SKILLS FUNDING
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:09): My question is to the Minister for Training
and Skills and Minister for Higher Education. Minister, you were responsible for the training, higher
education and workforce development output. I refer to the budget cuts outlined in budget paper 3,
table 1.27, and ask: will you confirm that to meet these cuts at least $25 million will be cut from the
output? If this is not correct, what is the figure?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:09): I am very pleased with the outcome for the skills and training and higher education
portfolios in last Monday’s budget. The fact of the matter is that there has been an additional
$82 million provided in government-subsidised training. There is also an additional $41 million for
the free TAFE initiative. There is a further $24 million for free TAFE for the childcare courses that
will be added to the list. There is $56 million for capital works that goes to GOTAFE at the Seymour
campus, to Box Hill Institute in relation to construction, to South West TAFE for a learning and library
hub and to a culinary school and hospitality precinct at the Gordon.
This is a budget that all Victorians can be proud of. It provides confidence in the Victorian community
that this government is very serious about its investment in training and skills in this state compared
to what those opposite did when they were in government, where they did nothing but slash and burn
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the skills and training sector and denied thousands and thousands of Victorians, particularly young
Victorians—
Ms Wooldridge: On a point of order, President, the minister is now debating the question and is in
fact talking about cuts in another context. I ask you to return her to this very clear question about the
cuts that the Premier and the Treasurer have detailed in the budget and how they will relate to the area
that she is responsible for.
The PRESIDENT: I believe the minister did respond to the crux of your question when she
originally answered the question, but I will ask her to not debate the question.
Ms TIERNEY: Thank you, President. We are very proud of the additional moneys that have been
included in this year’s budget. This is a budget of faith in the policy direction of this government. Free
TAFE is working. We can see 19 000 people already enrolled in free TAFE—free TAFE courses that
are aligned to the jobs that are needed in our community. And we have also of course added further
investments in terms of creating higher apprenticeships in infrastructure and blue collar but also in the
social services as well. This will be a great collaboration between the department, industry, employers
and the tertiary sector. It will mean that we can join the dots between vocational education and training,
applied skills and major projects in this state in the blue-collar area as well as the service delivery
sector.
This is a major new initiative in this state, and we would like those opposite to finally turn their heads
to actually supporting skills and training and to seize and support the great new initiatives that this
government has in this great portfolio that is making a great contribution to this state’s economy.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:13): The minister seems completely in denial of
the savings measures. For her, I will just repeat again: budget paper 3, table 1.27, very clearly outlines
savings measures that are cuts that the Premier and the Treasurer have said quite comprehensively will
apply across every department, and so I ask the minister to actually detail where those cuts will be
made. Will it be from funding for vulnerable students, will it be cuts to TAFE or will it be cuts to the
local adult education providers to achieve Daniel Andrews’s demanded services cuts? Where will the
minister make the cuts to achieve the savings that Daniel Andrews is asking for?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:14): Thank you, and that is not what the budget paper says. In fact what we have is
those on the opposite side being in absolute denial. They are the past masters of cuts. If you want to
know about cuts, just go across to the other side of the chamber. We are about investing—investing in
skills and training, investing in human capital—and making sure that there are lots and lots of
opportunities for people to seize skills, acquire those skills and absolutely apply those skills in the jobs
that are needed and are wanted in this community. Those opposite, as I said, are the masters of cuts.
We are the masters of investing in Victorians, particularly young Victorians.
NATIVE FISH AUSTRALIA
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (12:15): My question is for the Minister for Fishing and
Boating, Minister Pulford. Recently I had the pleasure of meeting with Native Fish Australia to hear
of the amazing work they have undertaken to boost native fish stocks in Victorian waterways through
their native fish hatchery. It is organisations like Native Fish Australia, working to ensure sustainable
fish numbers, that allow our recreational fishers to enjoy some of the best fishing environments in
Australia. This hatchery is based out of La Trobe University, and Native Fish Australia have been
informed that the site will be unavailable to them later this year. They now need to relocate their
hatchery to a new site. Can the government outline the steps it is taking to assist with the relocation of
this native fish hatchery?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:15): I thank Mr Bourman for his question and his interest in the
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work of Native Fish Australia (NFA) and indeed the efforts being made by that organisation and
others—the Victorian Fisheries Authority and a number of other organisations and community groups
across the state—in their recovery of our native fish populations. This is very important work.
What I would say in the first instance is that the arrangement between Native Fish Australia and
La Trobe University is a private arrangement that does not involve the government. However, we are
certainly aware of the situation, and in the first instance I would encourage Native Fish Australia to
continue their constructive dialogue with La Trobe University. The Victorian Fisheries Authority is
working closely with NFA. Under the partnership that exists and as a result of the complementary
nature of the work that exists there have been record numbers of native fish stocked and record cod
production—over 800 000 this year alone. We have now passed yet another fish stocking record, with
more than 4 million native fish stocked.
Mr Bourman probably also noticed a significant boost to funding for fisheries in the budget this week,
including of course the funding that will be made available to deliver on our commitment for a new
native fish hatchery in the Shepparton area. We will certainly continue to work with Native Fish
Australia on species recovery, things like Macquarie perch and river blackfish, and we will continue
to work closely with them as they navigate this challenge that they currently have in their relationship
with La Trobe University.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: ON-WATER ACCESS
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:17): While we are talking about fish, as we were, I rise to talk
today about exciting developments in on-water access at a select group of Victorian waterways. As
part of our government’s fishing and boating election commitments, we promised to open up six key
lakes and reservoirs across the state to anglers with kayaks, canoes and boats with electric motors.
It was very exciting to be at Tullaroop Reservoir on 21 May to announce that for the first time anglers
can take their small craft out onto the water to fish for brown and rainbow trout as well as many other
popular species. I did learn on that occasion that this is something that local anglers have been seeking
a resolution to for more than 50 years, so we thank them for their great patience. It was news welcomed
by local angling groups, and there were many people on hand ready to get out into the water to secure
a catch. They helped with a little fish stocking while we were there as well. A keen angler by the name
of Ernie Ollington from Maryborough Angling Club even caught a 42-centimetre redfin while I was
there doing the announcement. If you know your fishing, you would know that that is quite an
impressive achievement.
Tullaroop is another area for our on-water beneficiaries of fish stocking. The Victorian Fisheries
Authority stock Tullaroop annually, putting around 180 000 brown and rainbow trout into the
reservoir over the last few years, and for the first time 100 000 golden perch fingerlings were stocked
just a few months back. This is the second waterway so far to be opened to kayaks, canoes and the like
for the very first time. Just last month my colleague Maree Edwards, the member for Bendigo West,
announced that Barkers Creek Reservoir, near Harcourt—not very far at all from where I grew up—
was opened to on-water access, again something that was warmly welcomed by local anglers, but also
these are iconic destinations that people will travel from far and wide to join.
ROAD SAFETY CAMERAS
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:19): My question is to the Minister for
Road Safety and the TAC. The budget this week allocated funding for 96 additional road cameras and
forecast revenue from road camera fines of almost $2 billion over the next four years. Will the minister
provide an assurance that those cameras will only be rolled out in locations where data shows evidence
of recurring casualty collisions?
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Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:20): I thank Mr Rich-Phillips for his question. His question is
essentially a question for the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, and so I will provide that
request for that information and that advice to the minister and provide a response to Mr Rich-Phillips
at the earliest opportunity.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:20): I thank the minister for that response,
which is an interesting response in the context of the portfolio. We have seen with the budget this week
that around half the budget surpluses over the next four years are actually coming from the road safety
area, with around $3 billion of Transport Accident Commission dividends being taken to prop up the
budget, and we are seeing around $2 billion worth of speeding fines to prop up the budget over that
period of time. The minister has indicated that the rollout of those cameras is the responsibility of the
police minister, not the road safety portfolio, so I ask the minister: given the budget is so reliant on
revenue from the road safety area, can she provide an assurance that Treasury considerations are not
outweighing road safety considerations in these decisions?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:21): I thank Mr Rich-Phillips for the opportunity to provide that
assurance. That is absolutely the case. Our priority is to ensure the safest possible road network that
we can, a strong and financially sustainable Transport Accident Commission and the continued rollout
of the $1.4 billion Towards Zero road safety strategy. As indicated to the house yesterday, the
government is now commencing work on the new strategy that will be prepared for adoption by the
government and application by all road safety partners towards the end of next year. But we do
certainly look forward to working very closely with all our road safety partners, experts and indeed
people who have been impacted by road trauma. Because this is an ongoing challenge for the Victorian
community, it is absolutely essential that we get it right.
LAW ENFORCEMENT AND EMERGENCY VEHICLE PASSING LAW
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:22): My question is for the Minister for Road Safety and the
TAC. As I drive up and down the Hume, as I often do, the traffic is frequently forced to break and
slow when passing a police car out raising revenue. When will the government scrap this dangerous
‘40 kilometres an hour past emergency vehicles’ rule in favour of a ‘slow down, move over’ directive?
The National Road Transport Association rejects the rule, the RACV reject the rule, the NRMA reject
the rule and motorists reject the rule. In short, anyone with any sense rejects the rule. Even the police
unions reject the rule. Every one of these organisations is concerned by the requirement to slow from
110 to 40 kilometres an hour without notice. Instead of requiring a drop to 40 kilometres an hour, the
law should simply direct drivers to slow down and, on dual-lane roads, move over when it is safe to
do so. Following the law should not put your life at risk.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:23): I thank Mr Quilty for his question and the chamber’s
ongoing interest in road safety. This is, just to be clear, not about revenue but about safety, right? I
know where you are all going on the revenue thing, but the primary concern here—the overriding
concern here—is keeping the Victorian community safe.
Now, the phrase ‘vulnerable road users’ is a bit of a catch-all for people who are not enclosed by a
vehicle—so people who are on foot, people who are on motorbikes, people who are on pushbikes—
and they are particularly vulnerable to experiencing road trauma, because they are not in the safety
shell of a vehicle. This rule, which was put in place by my predecessor, Minister Donnellan, is about
recognising that when a car is pulled over by the side of the road, where there are police or other
emergency vehicles in attendance, the very nature of that means that you have high speeds and
vulnerable road users. We try in a whole lot of different ways to separate vulnerable road users from
high-speed vehicles. The rationale for the rule that you do not like is exactly the same rationale that
we apply in school zones, in shopping centres and in areas like the main street of Casterton, which I
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referred to in the house the other day. Where you have people moving around, it is not a great idea and
it is not safe to be having people whizzing by at 100 kilometres an hour.
We think this rule is important. We think it keeps police and other road users safe. And, yes, in the
scheme of things it is a reasonably new rule. It has been in place for a couple of years. It is incumbent
upon all road users to familiarise themselves with the rules that exist to keep them safe and well and,
in the most extreme cases, to keep them alive.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:26): Thank you for the answer. The requirement to slow to
40 kilometres an hour has already caused a number of serious accidents. Can the minister provide any
data on the number of accidents caused by these laws? On 3 July 2017, literally the day after the rule
was introduced, a large truck rear-ended a passenger vehicle because it could not slow down fast
enough. Last September another vehicle was rear-ended when it slowed to 40. This one was caught
on film. We have all seen the videos of dangerous trucks swerving out of the way, nearly causing
accidents. Over the new year a police officer was nearly killed when hit by a car while he was parked
on the side of the road. This rule is causing the kinds of accidents it is meant to prevent. We know the
rule is unsafe. It is time for it to go.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:27): I thank Mr Quilty for his further comments and perhaps in
there a question. One hundred and thirty-eight Victorians have lost their lives on our roads this year.
This is 138 families that have an empty chair at the dining table and an empty spot in a bed. This is
138 families that are shattered, right? So what I would like is for everybody to be very familiar with
the road rules, to be familiar with their surrounds, to be alive to changing traffic conditions and to be
paying attention to the road rules that we already have. I understand that new rules can take a little bit
of time for people to understand and to learn, but this was widely promoted. It is a condition of the
licence that is granted to people that they abide by the rules that exist. We have a real challenge on our
hands with the loss of lives on our roads in Victoria. There were four people killed on our roads the
night before last, and in each of those instances, as there are with every accident, there were particular
and unique circumstances. Everyone needs to abide by the road rules.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: BIOSECURITY
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:29): I would like to use my minister’s statement today to talk about the
Andrews Labor government’s record investment in biosecurity in this year’s budget. Keeping our
agriculture industry safe, innovative and internationally competitive is vital to our economy and the
livelihoods of our farmers and producers. Biosecurity is a critical part of the industry, and I am proud
that we are providing a $142.5 million funding boost this year, the largest investment of its type in the
history of our state. This investment will ensure that the agriculture sector is prepared to respond to
and manage growing biosecurity risks while protecting farming communities, helping retain Victoria’s
world-renowned clean, green reputation and support local jobs. Not only will our record investment
provide assurance to farmers and communities, but it will also help create and maintain over 150 jobs.
Our scientists, veterinary and biosecurity officers are some of the best in the world, and this budget
gives them the necessary tools and assurances to continue doing their great work.
This is in stark contrast to those opposite, who slashed biosecurity funding by half and put at risk the
ag sector, farming businesses and, if you know much about the possible incursions that can occur, our
way of life. It is not just me saying this. The Auditor-General found that their cuts to biosecurity
funding put the future of the whole state’s livestock industries and economic potential at great risk.
Unlike those opposite, the Andrews Labor government understands the imperative to keep both our
agricultural sectors and farming communities as safe as possible. We have our world-renowned sheep
and goat tagging traceability system, thanks to the minister I followed, Jaala Pulford, and we are
following on with our commitment in this regard. With this record investment, we are ensuring that
we are best placed to attract and retain the best and brightest vets, scientists and officers—a workforce
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to ensure that our vital agriculture sector remains strong—and that our $14 billion export market can
continue to grow, because we have an aim of growing it to $20 billion by 2030.
PARKVILLE HOSPITAL PRECINCT ELECTROMAGNETIC INTERFERENCE
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:31): My question is to the
Minister for Health. Minister, what steps have you taken as health minister to ensure there is no major
impact on electronic devices and diagnostic and therapeutic equipment at the Royal Melbourne
Hospital and the Victorian Comprehensive Cancer Centre through the direct impact of electromagnetic
radiation from the high-voltage electric trains in the Metro Tunnel currently being built in the vicinity
of the planned Parkville station?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:31): I thank the member for his question, and I welcome this question. I want to assure the member
that I have been briefed on this issue, and in fact there have been longstanding discussions between
my department and transport officials and those involved in delivering what will be the biggest and
most significant improvement to public transport infrastructure in our state’s history. Of course there
are efforts being made to ensure that the needs of patients and hospitals in the Parkville precinct are
not affected by any electromagnetic radiation that might be emitted during the construction process. I
understand that there have been regular meetings in fact between health and transport officials to
resolve these issues. I understand that since this issue was first identified some time ago these
discussions have been progressing very satisfactorily. I am assured that the needs of the Parkville
precinct hospitals will be addressed through the arrangements that will be put in place.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:33): I thank the minister for
her answer to what is a very serious issue, and we obviously all want to see our hospitals protected in
the best way that is possible. I therefore ask: can you provide an assurance that all steps—shielding
and the like—will be taken to remove any impact on sensitive equipment and thereby vulnerable
patients? And, further, has funding for such steps been allocated?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:33): Thank you for that further question. My department and our hospitals are working very
closely together on this particular project. I am advised that Rail Projects Victoria meet monthly with
the Victorian Health and Human Services Building Authority in relation to these issues. Every effort
will be taken to ensure that any impact on the hospitals in the Parkville precinct is minimised whilst
construction is underway for what will be a very significant—the most significant—improvement to
public transport infrastructure in our state’s history. In terms of funding, there has been very significant
funding provided by government for the construction of this project of course. We believe that we will
be able to manage these issues through the spirit of cooperation that has already been demonstrated by
the hospitals and the transport people working together on these issues.
AMBULANCE RESPONSE TIMES
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:35): My question is to the Minister for Ambulance
Services, Ms Mikakos. The latest figures from Ambulance Victoria show that Indigo shire in my
electorate continues to experience Victoria’s worst ambulance response times. I do acknowledge the
government’s substantial statewide spending on ambulance services. However, in Indigo more than
75 per cent of the ambulances deployed to attend critical code 1 cases are now failing to arrive inside
the target 15-minute period. This has steadily risen from around 67 per cent in early 2018, 70 per cent
in late 2018 and 73 per cent in the most recent quarter. I therefore ask the minister if she can explain
when Indigo shire residents can expect to see improvements to ambulance response times that not only
are already the worst in the state but are declining even further.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:35): I thank the member for her question and her interest in paramedic response times in her
electorate. I firstly want to assure her that our government is making every effort to improve
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ambulance response times right across Victoria. I mentioned earlier in response to another matter that
we have invested a billion dollars in our ambulance services. That has seen about 1000 paramedics
recruited, 35 new and upgraded ambulance stations funded across the state and more vehicles on the
road. In the budget handed down just this week there is $300 million of funding to continue to make
improvements to what is a very significant emergency healthcare response to Victorians and make
sure that people, when they do need an ambulance, can get one. And we are seeing that through the
latest quarterly performance data, which is the best response times in Victoria’s history, with
significant improvements since we have been in office. We have seen just recently that we have
reached 84.2 per cent of code 1 patients being responded to within 15 minutes—an improvement of
1.2 percentage points on the same quarter a year earlier.
Just in terms of the point that the member made in relation to Indigo, I just want to firstly advise her
that there actually have been improvements in Indigo shire, not a decline as the member claimed. Since
we have been in office, in terms of the average response time in Indigo it has improved by 2 minutes
and 25 seconds. If we compare that with the previous coalition government’s final March quarter, we
actually have seen improvements. I also want to caution the member that when we come to response
times in large remote geographic areas with a low number of those code 1 critical emergency callouts, the numbers can fluctuate from time to time in each quarter because we have got a very small
number of call-outs in those particular locations.
But we are still, nevertheless, making efforts to make improvements in those communities. In
November our Chiltern community engagement response team was upskilled to become an ambulance
community officer team, and the team has undertaken extra training and can now regularly respond
into Rutherglen and transport patients to hospital where appropriate. We also have reciprocal
arrangements between Ambulance Victoria and New South Wales Ambulance. They have a crossborder agreement, which means that the closest available ambulance is sent to emergency patients. I
acknowledge the challenge in these remote locations to improve response times. (Time expired)
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:39): I thank the minister for her answer. As my
supplementary question I ask the minister if she could indicate the percentage of the total ambulance
call-outs to Indigo shire that have been handled in 2018 and 2019 by New South Wales Ambulance
instead of Ambulance Victoria. And where responsibility for a call-out is assumed by New South
Wales rather than Victoria, what difference does that typically make to response times, and why?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:39): As I alluded to in response to the earlier question, we have these reciprocal arrangements,
which mean that Ambulance Victoria staff go into New South Wales and similarly New South Wales
paramedics come into Victoria in this reciprocal cross-border arrangement. Under these arrangements
the Ambulance Service of New South Wales provides emergency coverage for certain regions in
Victoria, with Ambulance Victoria providing a secondary response. So this means that performance
data in these locations does not always completely reflect emergency ambulance response to critical
cases in our border communities, because we do not have the New South Wales data. I do not know
if it is possible to obtain that, but certainly I will seek to see what data is available, and I am happy to
have a discussion with the member about these issues. But as I explained, there is a challenge to
address response times in these locations where we have such a small number of call-outs, and of
course that does impact on the average response times per quarter, as a small number of call-outs can
mean the numbers do fluctuate. (Time expired)
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: HEALTH FUNDING
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:40): I rise to inform the house on how the 2019–20 Victorian budget is ensuring that Victorians
have access to world-class health care in world-class facilities regardless of where they live. This
year’s budget gets the ball rolling on an unprecedented $3.8 billion pipeline of health infrastructure
projects, the centrepiece being the new Footscray Hospital. The $1.5 billion 504-bed hospital will cut
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waiting times and allow 15 000 additional patients to be treated and almost 20 000 additional people
to be seen by an emergency department each year. The budget also includes $31.4 million for the
expansion of the iconic Royal Children’s Hospital to treat our littlest Victorians. We are also getting
planning underway for the $562 million Frankston Hospital redevelopment, our commitment for
10 community hospitals and five dedicated paediatric emergency departments at the Northern, Casey,
Maroondah, Frankston and Geelong University hospitals.
Access to world-class hospitals should not just be limited to Melbourne, and I am proud that our budget
is also delivering for regional Victorians. On Monday I was proud to visit Bendigo Hospital and meet
with staff and patients to announce nearly $60 million for a new day rehabilitation centre at Bendigo
Health, bringing together a range of rehabilitation services such as physio, speech pathology and a
new hydrotherapy pool in a new facility. We have also provided a further $100 million boost to the
Regional Health Infrastructure Fund to help build world-class hospitals in rural and regional Victoria.
In addition, our budget starts the important planning work for stage 3 of the Latrobe Regional Hospital,
and funds are at the ready for the $100 million Maryborough Hospital redevelopment and the
$100 million Geelong women’s and children’s hospital once they are shovel-ready.
Our budget builds on the $3.2 billion worth of health infrastructure investment made in our first term,
double the previous coalition government’s investment during their four years, and in fact our capital
spend this year alone is more than the coalition funded in the whole of their last term.
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:43): As far as today’s questions go, can I thank Minister Symes for getting
a response in writing to Mr Hayes’s question from the Minister for Planning. I also thank Minister
Pulford for offering to Mr Rich-Phillips to provide a written response herself as per the standing orders
but also offering to get an extra response from the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. And
also could Minister Pulford give a written response to Mr Quilty’s supplementary question in line with
the standing orders, if there is any data she can supply to Mr Quilty on that supplementary question.
And also I thank Minister Mikakos for offering to get a response to Ms Maxwell, understanding that
that might be an ongoing dialogue, considering that the minister said she would approach another
jurisdiction to get it. That is just the supplementary question, and Mr Rich-Phillips’s was just the
substantive question.
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) (12:44): There are two responses
to questions on notice: 212, 260.
Committees
LEGAL AND SOCIAL ISSUES COMMITTEE
Reference
The PRESIDENT (12:44): I alert the house, out of courtesy, that Ms Patten in her role as chair of
the Legal and Social Issues Committee has alerted me in writing to the following self-reference:
That, pursuant to Sessional Order 22, the Legal and Social Issues Standing Committee is required to inquire
and report to the Legislative Council, by February 28, 2020, on the operation of the Firearms Amendment
Act 2018 in relation to Prohibition Orders and examine ways to further strengthen its effectiveness in reducing
the incidence of illicit or illegally possessed firearms within the community, particularly illicit black-market
handguns and long-arms possessed by criminal organisations. The Committee should consider the relevance
of emerging technologies, such as 3D printing, on possession.

I thank the chair for alerting us all to that.
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Constituency questions
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:45): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Education. Hopetoun P–12 College has an enrolment of 80 students from Hopetoun and surrounding
communities. The science and technology buildings at Hopetoun P–12 College were built in 1964 and
have had no capital works improvements in those 55 years. The science room has not changed in any
way apart from the installation of a whiteboard and projector, and the only upgrade to the food
technology area has been the installation of a couple of new ovens. Community members describe it
as a disgrace that their children have been forced to learn in such disgusting conditions, and the
students of Hopetoun deserve so much better. Will the minister give the Hopetoun P–12 College
community a commitment to provide funding to complete an internal renovation of the science and
food technology buildings at the school?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (12:46): My constituency question is directed to the
Honourable Jenny Mikakos, Minister for Health and Minister for Ambulance Services. The flagship
new Joan Kirner Women’s and Children’s Hospital built by the Andrews Labor government is
complete and has opened its doors this month. I had the privilege of attending the official opening of
the $200 million cutting-edge hospital along with the Minister for Health, Jenny Mikakos, my
parliamentary colleagues, the local nurses and doctors, the community and the late Joan Kirner’s
husband, Ron Kirner, on 5 May 2019. The Joan Kirner Women’s and Children’s Hospital will offer
local women and families in Melbourne’s west world-class maternity and paediatric services,
honouring the legacy of Victoria’s first female Premier. Thanks to the Andrews Labor government,
the Joan Kirner Women’s and Children’s Hospital is paving the way for 150 extra full-time nurses and
midwives. My question is: can the minister outline employment and training opportunities that are
available in the Victorian healthcare sector in my electorate of Western Metropolitan Region?
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:47): My question is to the Minister for Housing, the
Honourable Richard Wynne. With rising property prices we have seen the closure of several social
housing and rooming houses in the Southern Metropolitan Region. Many people living in the area are
now faced with homelessness and poverty. One resident who is renting in my region has reported she
is living way below the poverty line and lives off baked beans, noodles and Vita Brits. She does not
drink or smoke. She cannot afford meat, fruit or vegetables and cannot afford to go out. In extreme
weather she spends her days in the library to save power, and says there is nowhere for her to go. She
suffers from a chronic illness but does not qualify for the national disability insurance scheme. While
acknowledging and welcoming the government’s commitment to public housing in the budget, frankly
we need a lot more. Will the government commit to delivering more public housing in the Southern
Metropolitan Region or even temporary local emergency accommodation for those in urgent need?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:49): My constituency question is to the Minister for Water.
Over some years now farmers in Werribee South have faced increasing difficulties with the water
supply to irrigate the vegetables that they grow. The quality of this water continues to deteriorate and
many farmers are paying for water they do not actually get. Whichever way we look at it, it is a
deplorable situation that threatens the future of what is often described as Melbourne’s food bowl.
Minister, what action do you propose to help the farmers in Werribee South with their urgent water
issues?
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NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:49): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Housing. What mechanism does the Department of Health and Human Services employ to ensure
standards are met and public servants are accountable in relation to public housing maintenance? Last
week an elderly constituent visited my office in dire need. This Seymour resident lives in public
housing. Her toilet was broken and had been for a week. She had called public housing maintenance
and was told the problem would be fixed. It was not. She called again; same again. She called a third
time: the same response, the same result. I called; same response. This is not a matter of funding; this
is a matter of accountability. So we enquired with the department. We asked what mechanisms are in
place to ensure mistakes like this are not repeated. I was informed that standards are always met and
they have never received a complaint so accountability has never come up. They told us the constituent
was lying. She was not. She was without a working toilet for a week. There is no other way to put it:
that is crap.
The PRESIDENT: That is unparliamentary.
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:50): My constituency question today is for the Minister
for Roads and concerns the insufficient funding of roads in Western Victoria Region as demonstrated
in this week’s budget. The federal government generously committed $140 million, which includes
$80 million to fix the region’s key freight roads and a further $60 million to improve the Princes
Highway between Warrnambool and Port Fairy. These roads in south-west Victoria have been deemed
the worst in the state by an independent analysis commissioned by the RACV. But a neglect for
regional Victoria has once again been demonstrated. The Princes Highway West Action Alliance, an
advocacy group for the upgrade of Princes Highway West, asked the government to match that funding
in the budget. So I ask the minister: do you support the alliance’s advocacy and believe that matching
state funding is required to ensure the much-needed upgrades of these vitally important roads in
Western Victoria Region?
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:52): My question is to the
Minister for Health and it relates to hospitals in my electorate, specifically the Alfred, Eastern Health
and Monash Health, which all draw patients from my electorate. I notice in the budget this week, at
table 1.27, the savings measures, that there is $1.772.9 billion worth of cuts that are to be applied
across the state, and that it is likely health is going to experience more than $500 million worth of
those cuts. So what I seek from the minister is an explanation as to whether Alfred Health, Eastern
Health and Monash Health will share in those cuts, and if so: what is the scale of the cuts to each of
those health services that service my electorate?
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:53): My constituency question is for the Premier.
Premier, will your government positively contribute to the development of a new business case for the
east–west link, and that is the business case that is funded by federal government? Premier, the people
of Eastern Metro Region all voted strongly on 18 May in support of the Morrison federal government,
in some significant part because the Morrison government had put on the table $4 billion for the vital
east–west link to be built. This will cut travel times for my constituents in the east and relieve the
bottlenecks of cars hitting a T-intersection at the end of the freeway. This government spent over a
million dollars complaining that Victoria is being forgotten by the federal government, but now the
Prime Minister is delivering an overwhelming contribution to build vital infrastructure, the Premier is
rejecting the investment. So, Premier, we need a new business case which takes into account the
progression of the North East Link and the West Gate Tunnel and draws on the knowledge and
expertise of all relevant Victorian departments so we have full information about the feasibility, route
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and cost of linking the end of the Eastern Freeway to the rest of our freeway network. I ask you to
support that this be done.
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:54): My question is for the Minister for Housing. Yesterday I
was alarmed to learn from a constituent that families, including children, are sleeping rough near the
grounds of a Latrobe Valley-based primary school. Providing connections to accommodation services,
outreach workers are a vital link connecting people who are homeless with the services. In 2018 the
Victorian Homeless and Rough Sleeping Action Plan allocated $19 million for the establishment of
eight new assertive outreach teams, but none of these are east of Dandenong and none of them are in
Gippsland. My constituent wants to know when the vulnerable families will have these targeted
support teams in Gippsland, so I ask the minister: when will these assertive outreach teams operate in
the Latrobe Valley and Gippsland region?
Business of the house
ORDERS OF THE DAY
Debate resumed.
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (12:55): As I rise to speak on this, I think we can all say in this
house that we have good motions, which bring out the best in members and we talk about things that
are of great importance, and then we have motions such as this one, which are pure, transparent politics
rather than substance.
We are very, very proud of the budget that has been introduced this week by the Treasurer, Tim Pallas.
It is his fifth budget and an outstanding effort. What this motion shows in particular is the stark contrast
between those who occupy the government benches and those who occupy the opposition benches.
The hallmark of the Andrews Labor government since it first took office in November 2014, the
catchcry—which is so much more than just a slogan; it is a reason for being for this government—has
been about getting on and getting things done.
Underneath that getting on and getting things done is of course the delivery on election commitments.
We had four years of inaction, four years of being asleep on the job, four years of this state grinding
to a halt, four years which saw the unemployment rate at over 6 per cent, four years of those opposite
and four years of the laziness, the ineptitude and the absolute inability to get anything done. When we
came to office, it was on the back of key, clear election commitments to get the state pumping again—
to get the jobs growth pumping again. Here we are, four and a half years in, and the Treasurer and the
Premier can rightly claim credit not for creating 100 000 jobs but for creating close to 500 000 jobs
right across the state—500 000 almost, well into the 400 000s. There are 400 000-odd people who are
putting food on the table, who are getting ahead in life and who are able to build their homes, look
after their families and live their lives the way they want to live their lives.
Under the four years of inaction our jobs growth went backwards. We are so proud here on this side
that not only does this state have record low unemployment at around 4.6 per cent but also the
unemployment rates in regional Victoria are the lowest on record, and that is not by accident. That is
not by sitting around up here moving silly little motions trying to call Treasurers up into this place for
the purposes of political pointscoring. It begs the question whether those opposite have confidence in
their colleagues downstairs, who this question time asked every single question to the Treasurer—
every single question.
The Treasurer will be appearing before the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee. That is the
normal accountability process. Instead of sitting around coming up with motions like this, which are
rubbish, they could be out there developing their policies, developing their plans and explaining to the
people of Victoria how, if they are ever given the opportunity to cross to those benches, they are going
to deliver jobs growth and how they are going to stick to an infrastructure agenda and deliver health
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services and education services that are second to none. These are the things that the Victorian people
are asking of everybody who sits in the house, and yet here we are, once again, debating a motion that
is grounded in the fanciful clouds of cheap political pointscoring. That does not do one dot for the
people of Victoria. That does not advance their interests, their needs or their desires in any way, shape
or form.
In contrast, we have delivered a budget that does all of those things and more in spades, that delivers
on every election commitment that we made in the most recent election, which was decided just a few
short months ago, and we do that with great pride. Again the focus of our budget is on services for
people who need them and infrastructure for Victorians—infrastructure that had been so woefully
ignored by those opposite. Our projects, our programs—our North East Link, our metro rail tunnel—
these are what are creating Victoria as the economic engine room of this nation. Those are the things
the people of Victoria are interested in, not whether or not a silly little motion like this is going to see
our Treasurer sit here and be subjected to nonsense.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.03 p.m.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (14:03): I rise to conclude this
debate and thank members for their contributions. I do sincerely believe this is a very important motion
bringing the Treasurer to this chamber and ensuring greater scrutiny of the budget. Some of the more
fanciful comments I think we can safely reject. The truth of the matter is this is a very reasonable and
modest motion that advances the chamber’s role in scrutiny and holding the government to account.
Amendments 1 and 2 agreed to.
House divided on amendment 3:

Ayes, 23
Cumming, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr (Teller)
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr

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

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

Noes, 15
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr

Finn, Mr
Hayes, Mr (Teller)
Lovell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr

Amendment agreed to.
Amendment 4 agreed to; amended motion agreed to.

Ondarchie, Mr (Teller)
Patten, Ms
Ratnam, Dr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms
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Committees
LEGAL AND SOCIAL ISSUES COMMITTEE
Reference
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (14:13): I move:
That this house:
(1) notes that:
(a) according to Victoria Police, the illegal cannabis industry in Victoria is worth an estimated
$8.1 billion per annum;
(b) the largest cohort of cannabis users in Victoria are young people;
(c) significant police and justice resources are committed to the unlawful use and supply of cannabis
every year;
(2) requires the Legal and Social Issues Committee to inquire into, consider and report, by no later than
2 March 2020, into the best means to:
(a) prevent young people and children from accessing and using cannabis in Victoria;
(b) protect public health and public safety in relation to the use of cannabis in Victoria;
(c) implement health education campaigns and programs to ensure children and young people are
aware of the dangers of drug use—in particular, cannabis use;
(d) prevent criminal activity relating to the illegal cannabis trade in Victoria;
and further requires the committee to assess models from international jurisdictions that have been successful
in achieving these outcomes and consider how they may be adapted for Victoria.

This is a motion that may come as a surprise to some people here, but it does come as no surprise to
anyone in this chamber that the Reason Party has had a longstanding policy of legalising, regulating
and taxing cannabis use for adults. My previous motion on the notice paper, which I have today
withdrawn, was for a much narrower inquiry focusing only on the commercial legalisation of cannabis
in Victoria. In these last few months I have modified that position and thought on how this Parliament
should tackle cannabis. I realised that cannabis is a much bigger and more complicated issue. This
motion is a direct result of conversations I have had with the community, health organisations, doctors,
nurses, youth workers, lawyers, students, prison workers, police, people at train stations and in cafes
and other MPs in this house and in the other place.
Our community is crying out for a conversation about cannabis, the most widely used illicit drug in
Victoria and Australia. What health effects is cannabis use having in our community and how can we
help better educate young people, particularly, on cannabis use as it relates to their mental health? How
do we stop criminal syndicates profiteering from the sale of cannabis given that there are billions of
dollars changing hands every year—profits, I add, that many criminal gangs then use to fund other
illegal activities, such as the manufacture of drugs like ice.
Some people believe that we could absolutely stop the use of cannabis if we could just better police
its supply and punish offenders more severely. Others believe that the free market should prevail and
it should control the supply and consumption of cannabis. Most other people seem to have a position
somewhere on the spectrum between these two. But absolutely no-one believes that what we are doing
now is working. This motion simply poses the question: how do we keep cannabis out of the hands of
young people and criminals?
Australians, Victorians included, are some of the biggest cannabis users in the world. In fact young
Victorians use cannabis twice as much as tobacco. According to the National Drug Strategy
Household Survey 2016, 22 per cent of young people use cannabis while only 11 per cent of them use
tobacco—exactly double. In addition, Victorians in their 20s are about twice as likely to use cannabis
as people in their 40s—that is, 22 per cent compared with 10.3 per cent. Recent use of cannabis
amongst males in their 40s and 50s, and those aged 60 and older, is at the highest rate seen over
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15 years, indicating that there may be an ageing cohort of cannabis users. I think that comes as no
surprise; we may call them the baby boomers. More females in their 30s used cannabis in the previous
12 months in 2016, so we have seen a significant increase over the last three or four years. Ten per
cent of Victorians have consumed cannabis in the past 12 months, and that figure is steadily rising.
We are some of the biggest cannabis users in the world.
What are we doing to protect the health and safety of those 100 000 or so Victorians? Education
campaigns around cannabis have been pathetic really. Many in this chamber will remember the
infamous ‘Stoner Sloth’ campaign. It went viral, but for all the wrong reasons. The drug law reform
report that was produced by the Law Reform, Road and Community Safety Committee considered
public health, public safety and education and concluded that there was a lot more to be done in this
area. There was very little response from the government to this report. While the report looked at
cannabis, it really came to the conclusion, as I say, that more needed to be done, and this inquiry will
help us to establish what does need to be done.
The police recognise that the illicit cannabis industry in Victoria is worth $8 billion annually. In their
submission to the Law Reform, Road and Community Safety Committee last year they stated:
Victoria Police has identified that the cultivation and trafficking of cannabis often involves serious and
organised crime. Flow-on effects have seen invasions of grow houses, extreme violence, proceeds used to
fund other criminal activity, theft of electricity and grow houses presenting significant fire hazards, along with
health and safety risks to police and emergency services members.

But Victoria is not alone in this. Many other jurisdictions are tackling similar-sized operations. We
have repeatedly heard from politicians and police that we cannot arrest our way out of the issue of
drug use, but it appears we keep trying. The most recent figures I could find were the Australian
Criminal Intelligence Commission’s Illicit Drug Data Report 2015–16. In that year, 25 683 Victorians
were arrested for the possession of drugs and 1688 were arrested for supply; 51 per cent of those were
for cannabis. That means that 13 000 Victorians were arrested in one year for the possession of
cannabis. It is a huge arrest rate and yet the figures show that cannabis use is steadily increasing in
Victoria. As a senior police officer admitted to the Age journalist John Silvester, ‘Melbourne is the
engine room of the country’s cannabis industry’, or as others have put it, the ‘mull bowl’ of Australia.
He went on to say that this lucrative arm of organised crime is dominated by Vietnamese and Albanian
syndicates that use a large part of the profits to make amphetamines and import ice, cocaine and heroin.
The stressed rental market is being stripped of properties, with more than 1000 being used as cannabis
hothouses at any one time.
We can help put a stop to this. This motion will explore how we can better deal with cannabis, what
we can do to keep it out of the hands of criminals and children and how we can better educate the
public about the ongoing effects of cannabis use, in particular the mental health issues often associated
with it.
In conclusion, this motion recognises two things: firstly, that cannabis is the largest illicit drug that
Victoria has and will ever know, with huge drawings on the public purse to fund the current regulatory
model that does not really deal with it; and secondly, that the use of cannabis continues to increase in
the community despite the record funding levels of this model of regulation. The increasing usage of
cannabis is most notable with young people under the age of 25, while the supply of cannabis is being
provided by an ever-increasing network of organised crime syndicates. Parents and concerned citizens
all over Victoria want to know what is going on, how we can best protect their children from harmful
drugs and which system or which model could offer more promise in removing organised crime from
our society. So I look forward to other comments on this motion, and in particular from my crossbench
colleagues. I thank them for being supportive of me. I am also grateful to the people who have made
helpful suggestions on this motion and what we wish this inquiry to explore. I commend my motion
to the house.
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Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (14:22): In rising, I seek to move an amendment to
Ms Patten’s motion. I move it as follows:
That after paragraph (2)(d) insert the following:
“(e) assess the health, mental health, and social impacts of cannabis use on people who use cannabis, their
families and carers;”.

As I indicated in raising this amendment, the government is committed to reducing the harms
associated with alcohol and other drug use. We have made significant investments in the alcohol and
drug service sector to ensure Victorians get the support and treatment they need and deserve. We
recognise that drug use is complicated and we are working to reduce the harms associated with
problematic substance use. Ms Patten’s proposal is in line with harm reduction principles the
government adheres to.
The government, as I indicated, broadly supports the motion but is seeking to amend it with the
additional point that I foreshadowed, which is to include provisions to assess the health, mental health
and social impacts of cannabis use on people who use cannabis, their families and their carers.
We have consistently demonstrated our commitment to ensuring Victorians get the treatment and
support they need as well as providing innovative harm reduction programs to prevent people taking
drugs and assisting them to get support when they seek it. This is a government of action when it
comes to alcohol and drugs. We do not shy away from the reality of the problem, unlike those opposite,
who left the alcohol and other drugs sector in disarray following the botched recommissioning process,
having unbelievably cut services, cut staff and continued to put lives at risk through their short-sighted
approach to this sector.
We recognise that drug problems are complex—unlike those opposite. As the former Chief
Commissioner of Police and head of the national Ice Action Taskforce, Ken Lay—
Members interjecting.
Ms TERPSTRA: As I indicated, this government is committed to making reforms in this sector,
unlike those opposite, who only want to throw cheap shots and insults at the government, which is
committed to making sure that we continue to invest in this sector and making sure we provide the
assistance that Victorians need.
The 2019–20 budget includes a record investment of $273.1 million in drug services. This is an
increase of 65 per cent in the budget over the last five budgets, which is a massive improvement, a
huge increase, and much more than those opposite would ever have done. In our most recent budget
we have announced an additional $14.4 million to support a new 30-bed residential rehabilitation
facility in Gippsland and to strengthen essential harm reduction services.
Mr Davis: On a point of order, Deputy President, the member is slavishly reading from notes, and
her task is to make a contribution.
Members interjecting.
Mr Davis: No, this is just a written speech. Did you write it?
Members interjecting.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Mr Davis, the member is the lead government speaker. I
think she is referring to copious notes, so I do not uphold your point of order. However, I do remind
the member of the convention in this house that you may refer to notes but not read a speech.
Ms TERPSTRA: Thank you. I will make sure I raise the exact point of order when Mr Davis also
does the same thing across the aisle, but thank you very much.
Members interjecting.
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Ms TERPSTRA: Yes, that is correct. So I might just return to the point that I was making. Thanks
very much, over there. As I was indicating, in terms of building on the investment that the Andrews
Labor government has already made, we had $57.3 million in new investments in the 2018–19 budget,
which included more than $40 million to construct purpose-built drug rehabilitation facilities in the
Barwon, Hume and Gippsland regions. This is so important to make sure that regional and rural
Victoria gets access to the services and treatment they in fact need. Once fully operational these will
provide hundreds more people per year in regional Victoria with access to treatment closer to their
homes and families, which will improve access to these very important services; that is in budget
paper 3 from the 2018–19 budget, at page 86. There was a further $6.7 million to operate the new
Grampians residential rehab facility, which was expected to open late in 2018, providing a further
80 treatment places for people to access. Again, that comes from budget paper 3 from the state budget
2018–19. It also included upgrades to existing alcohol and other drug services and treatment facilities
as part of the $10 million statewide mental health and alcohol and drug facilities renewal grants
program, which was also provided for in the same budget paper.
Additionally, in regard to these services our $180 million Ice Action Plan is already rolling out across
Victoria, and so is our $87 million program for the Drug Rehabilitation Plan. So not only do we look
at providing comprehensive services; we make sure that these services are available to rural and
regional people in the areas where they live so they can have best access to them to improve the
outcomes for them.
The centrepiece of the Drug Rehabilitation Plan is the opening of 100 new residential rehab beds
which were announced in October 2017. This means that between all of our investments over the last
four years the Andrews Labor government has committed to more than doubling the number of
residential rehab beds available in Victoria. We inherited only 208 beds in late 2014, and when all our
investments are rolled out as a total number there will be 492 beds across Victoria. So this is a
substantial improvement. As I indicated, we are doubling the number of beds.
Ms Symes interjected.
Ms TERPSTRA: Exactly right. So we are well on our way with the 368 residential rehab beds
currently in operation across the state, and this has been a very welcome program change and a
welcome injection of additional and substantial funding into the sector. Once fully operational these
new facilities and additional beds will allow approximately 700 more Victorians each year to be able
to access rehab services.
Like any strong progressive government, we recognise that health outcomes and harm minimisation
must be at the centre of our alcohol and drug interventions and investments, so after listening to the
community, the experts and a bipartisan parliamentary inquiry we have taken the bold step of trialling
the medically supervised injecting room at North Richmond. As many people know, this was
something that was welcomed by local residents in Richmond, and it has definitely improved and
saved many, many lives. It has saved many, many lives because people have had access to the best
services—the services they need. It has saved lives and prevented many unnecessary deaths. It is a
welcome move, and the community supports this injecting room.
The medically supervised injecting room did open on 30 June last year, and as I indicated, it has
already saved lives. Since that facility opened more than 2200 people have registered for the use of
that service and staff have responded to more than 650 overdoses, some of which would otherwise
have been fatal. So it has changed more than 650 lives and those overdoses, which have been carefully
managed, otherwise may have resulted in those people losing their lives. That also would have meant
that 650 families would have lost a loved one who may have been struggling with drug and alcohol
issues or in fact mental health issues. So it is a welcome move, and it is something that the local
community supports and will continue to support. We have been able to save lives. This is significant;
this is very significant. This is something that only this government understands from working closely
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with the community. Every single death to drugs is a terrible tragedy for the families and friends
affected and for the wider community as well.
The medically supervised injecting room does more than manage overdoses to stop drug-related
deaths; it provides pathways to help people deal with their addiction. Often addictions are complicated
matters; it is not straightforward. When someone uses the supervised injecting room they are provided
with a direct pathway into the community health services provided by the North Richmond
Community Health centre. This is at its heart a pathway to treatment, rehabilitation and recovery.
Continuing to support a person who is suffering from addiction and them having ready access to
continued support and medical intervention is integral to their recovery process. Already up to 30 per
cent of clients have indicated they would like assistance to access drug treatment, while 40 per cent of
clients would like support to access treatment for hepatitis C. Hepatitis C is often a disease that arises
from injectable drug use. So this is also a significant step.
We have listened extensively to the North Richmond community and we have listened to experts in
this field, including the AMA, the Royal Australian College of General Practitioners, Ambulance
Employees Australia, the Victorian Alcohol and Drug Association, the Penington Institute and the
Alcohol and Drug Foundation. We have heard from the State Coroner about the lives lost to insidious
addiction, and most importantly of all, we have heard personal stories of the tragedies and loss that
have unfolded for ordinary Victorians of different backgrounds. As a community, we owe it to the
families devastated by drugs to try every possible approach to help their loved ones and keep Victorian
families together. Ultimately, as I indicated before, this is about harm minimisation and saving lives.
The 2019–20 state budget also provided funding to extend the operating hours of the medically
supervised injecting room so we can save more lives and get more people the treatment and support
that they need. The new hours will take effect in the coming months once the facility currently under
construction replaces the interim facility. The change will see the medically supervised injecting open
from 7.00 a.m. to 9.00 p.m. on weekdays and from 8.00 a.m. to 7.00 p.m. on weekends.
The Andrews Labor government is serious about tackling alcohol and drug issues on every front. We
want to protect the community and minimise harm to people in the community, and unlike the
opposition during their time in government, we have invested the necessary funds to back it up. As I
indicated earlier, we have doubled our efforts in this area.
Cannabis is most commonly used as an illicit drug in Victoria and, as Ms Patten outlined earlier in her
contribution, about 33 per cent of Victorians over the age of 14 have in fact used cannabis before and
about 10 per cent of Victorians over the age of 14 have used cannabis in the last year. That comes
from the National Drug Strategy Household Survey of 2016. This has remained stable since 2001. In
2016–17 there were 10 164 arrests related to cannabis in Victoria. Nationally, consumer arrests
account for the greatest proportion of arrests, as per the Australian Criminal Intelligence Commission
Illicit Drug Data Report 2016–17. These are significant statistics.
We have talked about illicit cannabis, but I might also just touch on medicinal cannabis and give an
anecdote of a family who are constituents of mine who visited my office to tell me a very harrowing
story about needing to access medicinal cannabis for their child, who was suffering from seizures. It
is a very tragic and sad story. The good news is, though, through the initiatives of the Andrews Labor
government, that some families can in fact access medicinal cannabis for particular reasons for their
children. Early research tends to suggest that, whilst medicinal cannabis does have some ability to
alleviate some of the suffering that some children have, it does not seem to be consistent across the
board, and more research is being undertaken in order to ascertain the full effects of this. But certainly
it has indicated that medicinal cannabis is in fact very beneficial to some people.
I will not go on much further other than to say that also a significant part of the work in regard to this
will be looked at through the Royal Commission into Mental Health. Often addiction issues are
combined with mental health issues. Sometimes people will use and access drugs because they are
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using it as a coping mechanism to cope with the impacts of mental health issues or depression. As I
touched on earlier, the reasons for drug use can often be complex. I might leave my contribution there,
and I would just recommend this amendment to the house.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (14:37): I am pleased to be able to make some remarks in
relation to Ms Patten’s motion that we are debating this afternoon. It is an important motion talking
about cannabis, young people, education and an inquiry into the various effects around the dangers of
drug use. I think that is an important point to make. I also note that Ms Patten in her opening remarks
said that there were no surprises in relation to her longstanding support of legalising cannabis. I did
actually want to congratulate you on your book, Ms Patten—not that I have read it all, I must say, but
I have skimmed through it. I do note that you state in the book, which I think came out last year that:
As a moderate recreational cannabis user for most of my adult life, I’ve had enough experience to sift through
the—

expletive—
… and the hype that surrounds it. As such, I’m comfortable in proclaiming cannabis the safest … tonic that
we have.

As I said, I respectfully understand Ms Patten has a view on what she thinks of cannabis and the
legalisation of it; however, I have a contrary view to that. I am very concerned about how cannabis is
used and can be used. It is often a gateway to harder substances and harder drug abuse.
Then there are all the things that Ms Terpstra was talking about in terms of the North Richmond
injecting facility, where we have had such difficult issues surrounding the facility for the community,
for the drug users and for everybody involved. I am speaking to those people constantly—the
businesses, the residents and the people in and around that area who are very concerned. And I know
Ms Patten is. She has been to the community meetings, as have I. No government MPs have bothered
to turn up—not the local member who is the Minister for Health, not the local member Mr Wynne,
nor the responsible minister, Minister Foley.
I think it is incredibly disappointing that the government has not even bothered to turn up and hear
from the community in relation to their concerns, because some legitimately want to support the
facility and others have got grave concerns. The government have come out and said that they have
got it right. Well, you have not, and that is demonstrated in the way you are changing the goalposts.
But to get back to this important motion, there are concerns around cannabis. Just going through
Beyondblue, when they talk about the effects of drug abuse, I will just quote from what they have on
their website:
Drugs and alcohol change the way your brain and body work. They change the balance of chemicals that help
your brain to think, feel, create and make decisions.

Unfortunately cannabis can cause depression, acute panic attacks, ongoing anxiety and paranoia, even
in people who have never experienced any of those physiological or biological changes that drugs can
cause. We know that prescribed drugs can have side effects that are very, very damaging. Well, these
drugs equally have some very severe issues.
In terms of cannabis—along with other drugs, alcohol, heroin or multiple drug use that people
sometimes undertake—it can have severe effects not only on them but on others in terms of road safety
issues. We have had far too many accidents and people killed, and we have been talking about that all
this week. How many of those tragic deaths have been as a result of drug use or impairment through
drug use? So there is lots to do in this space.
Accordingly, the inquiry into drug law reform, which was completed just last year and which
Ms Patten was a member of, had 231 submissions and heard from a diverse range of experts and
stakeholders working in various areas of drug policy and law reform. The committee also travelled
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extensively. They went interstate, but they also travelled to Geneva, Lisbon, London, Vancouver,
Denver and Sacramento, in addition to Wellington in October of 2017, to explore how jurisdictions
manage the problems of substance use and impacts on broader communities and to meet with agencies
involved in international drug policy and control. That inquiry looked extensively at these issues. If
you look through the various aspects of what that inquiry did, it was looking at the effectiveness of a
largely law enforcement approach, community attitudes to drug use and the international drug control
network. I am just picking out a number of the areas—and the very good work that the committee did,
I have to say, on this very issue—because it was important work. I think that inquiry—you can see the
report, and I know that Hansard do not expect to put all of that in—was a very substantive inquiry,
with a huge amount of evidence provided to the committee. But importantly it also included prevention
strategies for children and young people—drug education in schools, the role of families, community
programs—and primary health care and intervention strategies for drug use, which included a whole
range of drugs but also cannabis.
I think that is the whole point of why I do not think this motion is necessary—because we have already
done it. Here it is. It is here. It was published last March. I have spoken to some of the crossbench, and
they have said, ‘Well, we need this because the government needs to get on with it’. I agree. The
government needs to get on with undertaking some really important reforms and looking at those
recommendations in reply, because all would be doing here by having another inquiry into yet another
drug is delaying the process or delaying the government’s response to be able to look into this.
That inquiry looked into the use of cannabis, I note, and I see that in the inquiry report under ‘Law
enforcement’ there is chapter 7, ‘Personal use and possession offences’. We know that in Victoria the
cannabis cautioning program and illicit drug diversion programs are in place, and we need to be doing
more on that because of how, as I said, this can be used as a vehicle for young people especially to get
into harder drugs and get on that terrible, terrible spiral that destroys their lives. These are destructive
substances.
Beyondblue and also Headspace say there is nothing safe about cannabis. It is important to note that
these are the experts in this area. The effects of psychosis and psychotic episodes that some people
experience who may never have experienced them before, as I said, include terrible hallucinations in
psychotic episodes, paranoia and anxiety, and they can get their lives spiralling out of control. We
should be doing as much as we can to educate, as that earlier inquiry said, rather than having another
inquiry.
I am just trying to find a quote where it does actually say there is nothing safe about cannabis. Here is
the quote I am looking for: ‘There’s no ‘safe way’ to use cannabis’. That is my point. That comes from
Headspace. These are the experts who are looking into and dealing with young people who have got
addictions. They are doing a tremendous, tremendous amount of work. I want to commend the federal
government and my federal colleagues in relation to taking mental health seriously and expanding the
Headspace program into various parts of Australia, because there are far too many people that are
affected by far too many drugs and end up with mental health problems and a whole range of other
social, health and wellbeing issues.
As I said, I believe that a lot of the issues in Ms Patten’s motion have already been addressed in the
inquiry into drug law reform that Ms Patten herself was a part of in the last Parliament. Excellent work
was done during that time with all of those people who looked at the issue of cannabis as well as other
drugs. They are all very well related.
We know that Ms Patten, as I said at the outset, has a strong view—I respect her having that view—
that she believes in the legalisation of cannabis. I would hate for this inquiry to be used as another
argument for that. I do not believe we need any more inquiries into this. We need the government to
get on. I am just showing the house that the Legal and Social Issues Committee had an inquiry into
drugs, poisons and controlled substances; that was about the medically supervised injecting centre that
Ms Terpstra and I have mentioned but also referenced cannabis. There was also an inquiry into the
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supply and use of methamphetamine in Victoria, which was in 2014—another inquiry that referenced
the use of cannabis and how that is used in conjunction with other drugs, such as ice, heroin and other
man-made substances or artificial drugs that, when are combined, have hugely detrimental effects.
I know there are other members who would like to speak to this motion, so I will conclude my remarks.
But I say again in my final remarks that I do not believe that we need yet another inquiry into this.
What we need is for the government to look at those recommendations that were made by the former
Law Reform, Road and Community Safety Committee and get on and do the work that is absolutely
required, because we have got a serious problem with huge amounts of drug use and the illegal
activities and antisocial behaviour that are associated with these very, very, very severe problems.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (14:49): It will come as no surprise to anyone in
this house that knows anything about the Liberal Democrats that we support this motion. We have
supported cannabis legalisation since our formation in 2001. That makes us one of the longest
supporters of cannabis legalisation in the country, I believe. I would like to firstly acknowledge
Ms Patten’s efforts in both bringing forward this motion and her long history in support of drug law
reform. I would also like to acknowledge that other parties across the political spectrum, including on
the crossbench, have changed their positions recently either on drug law reform or on cannabis in
particular, and I am very encouraged by that.
I would also like to give credit to the Andrews government. In the last term of Parliament I believe
that they took some very brave moves on drug law reform in general but more specifically on medical
cannabis. They saw that there were potential medical benefits that have been underdeveloped because
of prohibition. A lot of these illegal drugs do have medical benefits. The Andrews government
acknowledged that and it is actually helping people now through that program. Also, the medically
supervised injecting centre was a very brave move for the government, and I would like to
acknowledge that.
Firstly I would like to talk about our philosophy and why we support cannabis legalisation. The Liberal
Democrats are what is called a libertarian party and our philosophy is the philosophy of liberalism.
What we believe is that where we have free markets and a free society is allowed to flourish, humanity
thrives, and where the government interferes with markets and interferes with society, there is
suffering. There is hardly a greater example of the suffering caused by government interference in
people’s lives than drug prohibition. It has caused massive suffering in both our society and other
societies throughout the world.
In terms of some of the points on what has happened with cannabis prohibition, this is what this motion
is actually referring to: the ills that have come upon our society from prohibition of cannabis. One of
these is that it makes drugs more potent and more dangerous. That is a general result of prohibition. It
protects the markets and the profits of organised crime. We have seen in this city for decades now that
organised crime has been going on and on and causing all sorts of issues that everyone in here knows
about, and it has all been related to drugs, or mostly anyway. Prohibition provides an incentive for
corruption. For many institutions it becomes easier to become corrupted by this prohibition. It fails to
prevent use and harm of drugs in the community, and it also costs taxpayers an absolute fortune. There
are many, many harms caused by cannabis prohibition and I would like to go through a few of those
harms that I hope this inquiry will be able to address.
One of them is the risks of grow houses. This is not a particularly big thing in terms of when people
talk about harms from drugs, but there are lots of fires caused by cannabis prohibition. What typically
happens with cannabis production is that because it is not legal, people grow it indoors—they get a
rental house, they steal electricity from the electricity grid and they set up these really dodgy wiring
systems and start fires. Some examples of these include: in Moe there was a house fire where more
than 300 cannabis plants were found in that house fire; in 2018 in Smeaton, near Ballarat, police found
more than 150 cannabis plants; and in Springvale last year police discovered hundreds of cannabis
plants, as did police in Bendigo in 2015 after a house fire.
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Another aspect of these grow houses which I know Ms Patten referenced earlier is because they are
connected to organised crime they need people to sit in these houses and monitor the grows. What
happens because of prohibition is that organised crime do not want people who know about the
organised crime network sitting in the houses so they take advantage of vulnerable people. In lots of
cases they have been Vietnamese women with gambling debts. The organised crime people stand over
them, they sit in the houses and they get into trouble. They do not know anything about the organised
crime networks. A reference is a study by Dr Roslyn Le, published in 2014, highlighting that
Vietnamese women are vulnerable to being exploited in this way, with an increasing number of
Vietnamese women populating our women’s prisons. Many of these women were pressured into being
crop-sitters after acquiring gambling debts, others simply due to pressure from their spouses. Another
group that gets pressured or coerced into this somehow is international students. Either they have
pressure from other people from organised crime or sometimes they get into trouble in other ways.
If we look at some of the opinions from Victoria Police, in 2016 a survey of Victoria Police members
showed that members ranked cannabis as the lowest priority of the five most common illicit drugs.
The police also held the view that the price of cannabis would decrease and there would be an increase
in cultivation and the involvement of organised crime. This is despite the huge efforts already poured
by taxpayers into policing this.
Victoria is also the engine room of the country’s cannabis industry; it is a huge industry, despite
prohibition. Assistant Commissioner Steve Fontana stated that ‘Melbourne is the engine room of the
country’s cannabis industry’. It has also been highlighted that organised crime groups use it as a cash
crop to fund other illicit activity, which has also been highlighted by other members here. And as has
also been highlighted, use and possession charges represent around half of all drug charges. So we
have massive numbers of people causing a lot of harm for people who are involved in this. It costs
taxpayers a fortune in policing, the court system and the jail system—this is not a cheap exercise. This
is some of the harm.
If we talk about the harm of the drug itself, I actually agree with Ms Crozier that no drug is without
harm. The question that we are looking at here is: how can we reduce that harm? Cannabis of course
has harm, as with any other drug, and it is important to recognise that cannabis does and can cause
harm. Another harm that is not spoken about very often from cannabis is that people often mix it with
tobacco, and tobacco is a well-known cause of harm in our society, even though it is legal. It causes
far more harm than cannabis.
Potency tends to increase because of prohibition, and that is the same for all drugs. The reason is very
simple—it is simple economics. As drugs are illegal, it is easier to smuggle high-potency small
amounts, and it is the same with cannabis—it is easier to grow high-potency crops in a small amount.
It is easier to smuggle them, it is easier to move them and they get into less trouble because the criminal
penalties do not bear any relevance to the potency of the drug.
Another problem with prohibition—another harm caused by it—is synthetic cannabis, which would
never have come about if not for prohibition. It is a particular challenge for our health system, with
dangers and risks that do not exist for ordinary cannabis. This product may have never existed without
prohibition.
Despite prohibition—and this motion also talks a lot about young people and the harms—cannabis is
widely available to young people. According to the National Drug Strategy Household Survey 2016,
30 per cent of people between 14 and 19 years have had an offer or an opportunity to use cannabis in
the previous 12 months. That is despite its ban. However, if we look at what happened in Colorado
after legalisation, the use of cannabis in young people actually fell slightly. Also there is appropriate
harm reduction. Under a regulated regime programs to address the risks and harms of cannabis to
youths have been developed in jurisdictions that have regulated the adult use of cannabis. Also choice
itself—allowing people choice—has a public health benefit. The classic example here is of course
medical cannabis. The growing acceptance of medical cannabis has demonstrated that only
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considering the harms is not appropriate. There are about 4000 registered medical cannabis users in
Australia but an estimated 100 000 or more people using it for therapeutic uses already during
prohibition.
There is also another potential benefit: opiate overdose reduction. Two large studies in North America
found that there was a 25 per cent reduction in opiate overdoses in jurisdictions that had legal and
widely available medical cannabis. That is because people used cannabis instead of opiates.
Consumers frequently prefer products that would cause them less harm. These include low THC and
high cannabidiol varieties of cannabis. Other people would rather vape or ingest cannabis and remove
the risk from smoking it.
In conclusion, the motion before the house addresses an issue that is important to many Victorians.
There are varying views on how to best address the issues related to cannabis use and the illicit
cannabis industry, and it is right that these have a full and frank inquiry. Globally the relationship
between governments and their citizens and the understanding of cannabis have been rapidly
changing. Indeed the World Health Organization recommended the rescheduling of cannabis earlier
this year.
If given the choice, many people who are already using cannabis would choose to do so in ways that
are less harmful, all while undermining the profits of organised crime. I support this motion.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (14:59): I rise to speak on this motion proposed by
Ms Patten and at the outset note that the Greens generally support referrals to committee as our
parliamentary committees play an important role in our parliamentary system by being able to hear
from the community and investigate issues and solutions more deeply than we can in this chamber.
For many years the Greens have been on the record supporting drug law reform, and we welcome the
opportunity to debate this matter today in Parliament. We are continuing to call for a realistic,
evidence-based approach to drug policy that treats drug use as a health issue rather than a criminal
issue, because the war on drugs has failed.
Currently cannabis accounts for the greatest proportion of illicit drug arrests across Australia, rising
6 per cent from 75 105 in 2014–15 to a record 79 643 in 2015–16. These statistics show that despite
the continued illegality of cannabis, Australians still choose to use it. So criminalising drug use only
serves to make things worse, creating more harm rather than reducing it. It creates an underground
black market where Australians risk buying cannabis of unknown quality or strength. It means that
young people can end up with a criminal record simply for having a small amount in their possession.
Instead of a tough-on-drugs approach we could have a regulated legal market for cannabis to ensure
greater protection for vulnerable cannabis users and redirect the revenue from cannabis sales and the
current vast amount we spend on the criminal response to cannabis to harm reduction measures.
Countries all around the world are realising that prohibition causes more harm than it prevents.
Canada, Uruguay and many states of the US have all moved to establish a regulated market for
cannabis, and next year New Zealand is holding a referendum on whether to legalise the personal use
of cannabis.
My federal colleagues are leading the call for a legalised cannabis market in Australia. Our plan would
establish an Australian cannabis agency which would regulate the production and sale of recreational
cannabis for adult use and act as the single wholesaler of legally accessible recreational cannabis.
Under the plan there would be licensed cannabis retail shops, which could sell cannabis in plain
packaging without advertising and only to over-18s. We would also allow growth of up to six plants
at home for personal use only.
We believe that a scheme like this—a licensed, regulated cannabis market—is the only sensible
approach to cannabis use in Australia. By regulating and monitoring the sale of cannabis we can ensure
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that the products Australians buy and use are safe and of good quality. Money raised through tax
revenue and saved in the law enforcement response would be invested in drug treatment services,
mental health services and education programs rather than going into the pockets of dealers.
On that note I do want to note a number of concerns we have with how this motion has been framed,
namely about how young people are framed as a problem and what this will do to the direction of the
inquiry. I appreciate that Ms Patten’s motion is likely underpinned by a similar approach to that the
Greens take in wanting to move towards a regulated cannabis market, as reflected in an earlier version
of this motion, so we are left to assume that this version has been proposed to gain the support of the
government, who remain conservative on these matters, in order to pass. However, rather than calling
it out for what it is—that the war on drugs has failed and that we need a fundamental rethink of drug
policy—this motion instead frames it as being about young people using drugs and doing crime. It
risks stigmatising them further when young people are already stereotyped negatively in nearly all our
public debate. This type of framing only serves to entrench negative views of young people, and should
this motion be successful I would urge the committee to be vigilant about ensuring that this is not the
tenor of the inquiry.
The framing of this motion also does not help us reset the conversation about cannabis use as a health
rather than a criminal issue, nor the merits of prohibition versus regulation. We acknowledge the health
concerns with cannabis. We think they may have been overemphasised in the motion, but we are
supporting the inquiry because it will expose the Parliament to evidence. The Greens are hopeful that
the committee process will result in recommendations that promote the sensible, evidence-based
approach I have outlined above, because the best way to protect public health and safety in relation to
the use of cannabis in Victoria is to treat cannabis as a public health issue, not as a crime. The best
way to prevent criminal activity relating to cannabis is to regulate its sale, reducing the power and
influence of the criminal black market and the imposition of criminal penalties on casual partakers.
In Uruguay, where cannabis became legal in July 2017, drug-related crime has dropped by 20 per cent.
Early evidence from the US, where the sale of cannabis is regulated in some states, shows a reduction
in alcohol consumption and violent crime and a reduction in prescription opiate overdoses. We
strongly urge the committee to keep these points in mind in the course of the inquiry and to come to a
solution that works for everyone and which aims to protect Victorians rather than penalise them.
Australians are ready for change: 74 per cent of us do not support treating the possession of cannabis
as a criminal offence. In a January 2017 poll 55 per cent of respondents thought cannabis should be
taxed and regulated like alcohol or tobacco, and only 26 per cent opposed. It is time. Just legalise it.
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (15:05): I will be brief because I am aware that there are a
number of speakers that still wish to make a contribution, and in the spirit of making sure everybody
gets their opportunity I will just make a few points.
I did want to pick up on a couple of the things that Dr Ratnam just referred to and to take her to task a
little bit about some of her comments about the government’s position on this, because the government
does recognise that drug problems are incredibly complex. There is a range of things that the
government has done in response to the problems of drug abuse and the complexities around drugs as
a health problem. We have significantly invested in measures to ensure that these problems in our
society are addressed. The 2019–20 budget includes a record investment of $273.1 million in drug
services. The frontline staff that work in the drug and alcohol services across Victoria are an incredibly
important part of how we tackle the issue of drugs in our society. I know this not only through the
work of the government but through my former role in the Australian Services Union. Many members
of our union worked in the front line in drug and alcohol services and talked to their union all the time
about the importance of making sure that those services were funded so that they could do their work
with some of the most vulnerable people in our state with very complex issues, often intersecting
between drugs, alcohol and mental illness.
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So it is the case that the government understands this. I mean, you just have to look at the words of
former Chief Commissioner of Police and National Ice Taskforce chair Ken Lay who said that this is
not a problem we can arrest our way out of. It is a health problem first and foremost and we must treat
it that way. That is, I think, the approach that the government has sought to take in addressing some
of the issues around drugs in our community.
We broadly support the motion that Ms Patten has brought to the Council today, and my colleague
Ms Terpstra has proposed an amendment. We do think it is important that the motion is referred and
that these issues are looked at by the Legal and Social Issues Committee. I think that we have got a
minister who is committed and not closed-minded about how we approach these issues. We cannot
just treat drugs as a law and order issue. I think that is well understood by the minister, by the
government and by many members in this place. We have to look at harm minimisation as a critical
part and education as a critical part of how we deal with drugs in our community and in particular
cannabis. I mean, that is certainly the approach that I have taken as a parent of adult children. I have
just sought to make sure that my children understand the health risks and that they understand that it
is about minimising the risk and making sure that they feel supported in the decisions they make as
young adults.
In terms of illicit cannabis in Victoria, there is no doubt that this is the most commonly used drug in
our state, with about 33 per cent of Victorians aged over 14 having used cannabis before. This is not
an issue that touches a particular demographic or touches a particular community; this is a widespread
and commonly used drug.
This government, as we are all aware, has taken steps to introduce legislation to allow for the use of
medicinal cannabis. That is an Australian first. We are very proud of that reform, and we hope that the
approach that we took to that complex and difficult set of reforms is the same approach and the same
open-minded way in which we will deal with this issue. This will go to the committee, where quite
rightly it will get the scrutiny and the attention that it should in that committee process.
I will just finish by talking a little bit about the Royal Commission into Victoria’s Mental Health
System and why that is relevant to the issue that is before this place today. The Andrews Labor
government recognises that mental health is a key issue in our society. That is why we have announced
and funded in this budget a royal commission into mental health. We understand also that there is a
significant overlap between addiction and drug use and mental health, with around 50 per cent of
people with mental health issues also experiencing substance use disorder and vice versa. That is why
the government believes it is critical that the royal commission consider the intersection between those
issues and that mental health services are supported and set up in such a way to deal with the
intersection of those issues.
Being mindful of how many other speakers want to make a contribution, I will leave my comments
there. I would just finish by saying that the government, with the amendment proposed by Ms Terpstra,
will be supporting the motion.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (15:11): I rise to speak on the motion moved by Ms Patten
today and to note the impact of the illegal trade involving cannabis. She also talks about the call for a
committee inquiry into the prevention of youth using cannabis, the implementation of education
programs on the dangers of drug use and the prevention of criminal activity relating to the illegal
cannabis trade. Speaking as an ex-Victoria Police member as of November last year, I think I have got
pretty recent and significant advice and a valuable contribution to make to this motion, in particular
with regard to the use of cannabis, the trafficking of cannabis and the associated offenders, offending
and court processes.
In a nutshell I can tell you that as a police member it is an extremely time-consuming process when
we are investigating hydroponic set-ups and the trafficking of cannabis, as you would likely know,
Acting President Bourman. From the time that we get intelligence to the arrest, if there is an arrest, it
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can often be up to six months and can sometimes consume many, many police officers for the end
result of dismantling a hydro set-up in a house, which is a good thing. That can often lead to other
houses and so forth and so on. The investigation continues. It is very time-consuming. Yes, we are
taking cannabis off the streets and the cash out of the hands of the traffickers and the organised crime
groups, but as Mr Limbrick said before, quite often the middle person is the one that we find that we
arrest or the one who has their fingerprints on it, and they are the one who cops the brunt of it all whilst
the organised crime groups get away with it.
There have been many advancements in police and the so-called legislative processes as we continue
with what people like to refer to as the war on drugs. This includes the cannabis cautioning system,
which I think has been a good system. I am not too sure of the results as yet regarding harm reduction
from cannabis use with that cautioning process, but it does give police an alternative avenue in
prosecuting mainly the youth who have been caught with cannabis. It is not unusual for persons who
are found in possession of small amounts of cannabis to be diverted through to these programs, and
even sometimes the discretion used by police has resulted in no charges or no offending being reported.
The traffickers, on the other hand, are often more hard to locate, arrest and prosecute. These are the
ones who, as I said, are getting away with it.
Hydroponic set-ups have not only a safety issue but also private rental issues going on. A lot of the
time the organised crime groups set up private rentals with people, unbeknownst to them, with false
identification. They set up and then completely destroy their homes, putting in electrical bypasses,
stealing electricity and causing an incredibly dangerous fire hazard. I think you mentioned,
Mr Limbrick, the Smeaton hydroponic set-up. I believe that was one of the last ones that I went to and
helped dismantle and investigate. From what I understand I do not think there has been any arrest out
of that one either.
This is the issue that we face: the time consumption and the fact that there are just no results at the end
of it. Investigations can often run into many, many months from the day of the warrant execution and,
like I said, can consume many police officers over many hours. Derryn Hinch has often said that he
thinks it is ridiculous watching big, burly cops with guns on their hips arresting plants. Sometimes I
tend to agree with his comments.
Aside from the time consumption, we should also consider the potential economic benefits of taking
away the cannabis industry from the criminals. That goes without saying. Just imagine the taxation
revenue that could be taken and used in prevention and educational programs on the effects of drug
use. To sum up, keeping it brief, we support this motion and look forward to seeing further
investigation into the opportunities for another avenue in the so-called war against drugs.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (15:16): I was very interested in Ms Patten’s assertion that
13 000 people were arrested for cannabis use. I know that cannabis is widely used throughout the
community in all age groups, but I am particularly concerned with young people using it and young
people running into trouble with the law because of their use of cannabis and sometimes being charged
with cannabis possession because there is nothing else there to charge them with. I think that is very
unfair.
The war against drugs, as it has been waged, has failed in a rather spectacular way. It is time we faced
up to that. We have to look at alternative ways of minimising the harm done by drugs. When I talk
about drugs, I am talking about alcohol in that regard too, because no drug is without harm. Having
been a drinker myself and no longer drinking and having had some wide experience with the matter,
I am very interested in medical opinions now that say there is no safe level of alcohol consumption.
As Ms Crozier said, there is no safe way to consume cannabis. No drug is without harm. If we tried to
deal with the health and social problems caused by alcohol by putting people in jail for using it, I
would say that in Australia we would have a hell of a lot of people in jail. I think we really have to
look at all that in a different light these days. I do support the motion.
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I also think that addiction is a problem we have got to address with all drug use. There is the harm side
of it, but the addiction itself to a drug is a real problem. It is a disease, and it should be treated as such.
There should be much more availability of rehabilitation and treatment programs for addiction. I would
be very pleased to see reforms bringing about the end of the black market and organised crime that
exist around cannabis.
It is one thing to legalise or decriminalise cannabis use or any practice or any substance which may be
addictive or harmful, but it is a different matter to allow and encourage its commercialisation in an
unrestricted form. So I think we would really have to look at how drugs would be spread throughout
the community—their availability, where they are purchased and what age you can be when you
purchase cannabis—if this was thought to be the way of dealing with things. So control and treatment
is something I would like to focus on when we look at these matters.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (15:20): ‘The war on drugs has failed, so we should legalise
whatever drug—marijuana today’. It is interesting. We get these things—evidence-based approaches.
We get all sorts of things about, ‘If we do this, we will get rid of the illegal market’. Well, I look at
this in a different way. Though Mr Grimley and I have had similar experiences, I think we have ended
up at different places. I do not support the legalisation of any of what we would call hard drugs. In fact
I think there are enough problems with prescription medications that we are yet to clean up before we
start worrying about recreational stuff.
But let us talk about evidence-based approaches and why we need to do this and why we should not
do that and whatever. The people in here that say that we should look at evidence, we should look at
the fact that prohibition does not work, are also the very same people that will absolutely hammer
recreational firearms users and put in all sorts of extra prohibitions that will do nothing.
A member interjected.
Mr BOURMAN: Not everyone—yes, I will take the correction. There are two exceptions. But
you cannot have one and not the other. If you think regulating drugs is bad because of the way it
happens, then you cannot say that just adding extra stuff on top of law-abiding people is going to go
anywhere. In fact, if you were to look at the principle, then we should drop all regulations around
firearms, which we obviously do not want because we have got a rising problem with criminals using
firearms. So where are we with that? You cannot just have it your own way, which is where we seem
to be.
One last thing I might point out is—I am taking on face value someone’s number here—13 000 arrests
of people for possession of marijuana or cannabis. I will guarantee there are a lot more people caught
with cannabis than get arrested, but that is 13 000 out of 5 million. I wonder what that is as a
percentage.
Moving on to Canada, which seems to be the thing that everyone is on about today, 5.3 million or
18 per cent of Canadians aged 15 years or older reported using cannabis in the last three months. This
was higher than the 14 per cent who recorded using it just one year before legalisation. A lot of them
were former cannabis users who tried it again. The number of first-time users was nearly double the
corresponding estimate when they did this. We are talking about harm minimisation. More than half
a million workers reported using cannabis before heading to work or while on the job. I am aware of
another statistic about the number of people who were caught with cannabis and alcohol in their system
in traffic accidents, but I think it is safe to say alcohol is bad enough. It is tough to regulate. It is also a
market that is not totally regulated. There are a lot of illegal stills. There is also a lot of illegal tobacco
going around. I do not support the motion, because I think as a Parliament we have probably got other
things to do—homelessness. We have basically got drug users out there killing each other. I am not
entirely sure that we should not be basically spending a bit more time looking after probably more
immediate problems.
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Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (15:24): I will be brief. I support this motion. Legal cannabis
could be a huge boon for northern Victorians. They have been locked out of their public lands, had
their water rights taken away from them and had their logging industry decimated, and we just had
new taxes rolled out on our goldmining industry. Perhaps it is time that northern Victorians got
something back.
At present 50 per cent of cannabis is produced in grow houses in the city. If restrictions were relaxed,
this product would provide a viable option for farmers in northern Victoria. Hemp farming has already
taken off as an industry since legalisation in 2017. It is heading towards being an industry worth over
$3 million by 2023. Hemp, for anyone who does not know, is a variety of cannabis. Northern Victorian
farmers will enjoy the returns from a new sustainable crop and a more diverse crop rotation selection
if cannabis is legalised. Additionally, if Victoria moves first, northern Victorian towns would also reap
the rewards of a booming cannabis tourism industry. It would be much like the 1980s pokies in
reverse—a boom along the Victorian side of the Murray.
However, we know this government does not do anything that will not benefit Melbourne as well, so
we have good news. Fewer grow houses means more houses being released for people to live in. The
government’s bottom line would benefit too. Bringing cannabis out of the black market means the
government GST take would increase. Perhaps there would be a bit more money to fund a few more
election promises. We would also save the billions we currently spend on cannabis policing. Perhaps
instead of confiscating licences from unimpaired drivers and locking up people for growing plants we
could spend some of those resources on domestic violence prevention, drug education or addiction
rehabilitation.
Some may be concerned that relaxed cannabis restrictions would lead to an increase in problem drug
use. However, legal cannabis is not a gateway drug. It provides a low-harm alternative to harder drugs
like alcohol or opioids. It is an alternate for potential users and an exit gate for existing users of hard
drugs.
At present, criminals run the entire cannabis market. Many of them are criminals only because their
non-violent, victimless crimes relate to cannabis. Others are serious criminals using funds from
cannabis to further other enterprises. The government is currently protecting these criminals by
restricting legitimate competition. The war on drugs is a war on people. It is time the government
stopped criminalising innocent Australians. It is time this government stopped protecting the means
of funding criminal organisations. It is time for this inquiry. The Liberal Democrats look forward to
recommendations that will benefit northern Victoria, improve public health, reduce criminal activity
and divert wasted police resources to more useful endeavours.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (15:27): Thank you to everyone who contributed. I will just
start quickly with the government’s contributions. I accept that the government has done some work
and I recognise—Mr Limbrick also noted this—that the government has worked around harm
minimisation principles, and that is what this motion is about. This motion is directly about how we
minimise the harm of the widespread cannabis use in our community. I note that the government has
put up an amendment to add to the inquiry the question of how we can address mental health in our
community and how we can address the sometimes negative mental health effects that cannabis has
on some people. I think that is sensible, I think that works well alongside the Royal Commission into
Victoria’s Mental Health System and I would hope and expect that the inquiry will add to that body
of work and will, with any luck, look at some of the solutions to that.
In listening to everyone who contributed, as I stated from the outset, we all have different approaches
to how we can fix this issue, how we can keep cannabis out of the hands of criminals, how we can
keep our young people safer and how we can educate them better around cannabis use. But what was
clear from everyone here is that what we are doing now is not working. What we are doing now is not
stopping the criminals. What we are doing now is not stopping young people from accessing cannabis.
Ms Crozier argued that this inquiry was unnecessary, but on the same hand she also argued that what
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we are doing now is not working. She argued that we could rely on the drug law reform report that
was produced last year. I was part of the inquiry—in fact I initiated that inquiry—and I will note that
the opposition at the time opposed that inquiry, saying that that inquiry was not necessary. I am very
pleased to hear that they now congratulate us on that inquiry and the wonderful and important work
that that inquiry actually resulted in. However, I do not think it was enough, and what it did highlight
was the gaps in this area. It highlighted that we do have a problem. It did not address solutions, and
that is what I hope this inquiry will do.
This is not going to be easy, but as many of the contributions noted, other jurisdiction have asked this
question and other jurisdictions are finding solutions. Other jurisdictions are taking this industry out
of the hands of criminals. Other jurisdictions are regulating it and controlling it and ensuring that young
people do not have access to this product and do not have access to yet another drug. As many said,
nobody is suggesting that this drug is safe, that cannabis is safe. What we are suggesting is that
prohibition does not make it safer—in fact quite the opposite: prohibition makes it much more
dangerous and quite obviously does not prevent anyone from accessing it.
Acting President Bourman, you raised the interesting issue of comparing drug prohibition with gun
control. What I would argue is that guns are regulated and cannabis is prohibited. What we are
suggesting is that maybe there is another way. Strict regulation of this product may reduce the harms,
may remove criminals and may assist the police in getting on with addressing some of the more
important issues of the day, like family violence and the increasing number of women who are being
killed each year in Victoria. As Mr Grimley, who has very recent experience in drug control, stated,
arrests are largely futile. They do not stop the industry. They close down one hothouse and another
one pops up. So I appreciate the contributions here. I think they were very thoughtful contributions,
and I thought it was interesting that while we all came from different places we largely came to a
consensus on this issue.
I would just like to note Dr Ratnam’s concern about how we came to drawing out the terms of
reference for this inquiry. Now, I make no apology for supporting the legalisation of cannabis.
However, I do strongly believe that an approach like this—talking about how criminals are involved
in this, speaking about how young people have greater access to cannabis than anybody else in our
community—is what the community wants us to talk about first. The federal Greens might go on about
a government-owned cannabis industry, but I do not think that is where Victorians are ready to go,
and I think from listening to the large and diverse range of people here today that we are ready to have
this conversation. We are ready to have a grown-up conversation about how we can better deal with a
product that, as I say, over 10 per cent of Victorians are regularly using, over 20 per cent of Victorians
under the age of 25 are regularly using and is worth over $8 billion to criminals in this state. So I look
forward to this inquiry, and I commend it to the house.
Amendment agreed to.
House divided on amended motion:

Ayes, 27
Barton, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr

Leane, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Maxwell, Ms
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms (Teller)
Pulford, Ms
Quilty, Mr

Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms (Teller)
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
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Noes, 11
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms (Teller)
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms

Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Lovell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs

O’Donohue, Mr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms

Amended motion agreed to.
Motions
LEVEL CROSSING REMOVALS
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (15:41): I move:
That this house:
(1) notes that the state government has failed to provide a copy of all documents created or referred to by
the Andrews Labor government relating to the Toorak Road, Kooyong, level crossing removal project
sought by a resolution of the Legislative Council on 20 February 2019;
(2) expresses concern at Premier, the Honourable Daniel Andrews, MP, and his government’s outright
rejection of the $250 million offered by the newly elected Morrison coalition government for the railunder-road removal of the Glenferrie Road, Kooyong, level crossing and the $10 million for progressing
planning for the removal of the Tooronga Road, Malvern, and Madden Grove, Richmond, level
crossings; and
(3) calls on the government to genuinely negotiate progressing these level crossing removals with the federal
government in the interest of Victorians.

This motion, as you gather, has three parts. The first notes that the documents relating to the Toorak
Road crossing have not been provided by the government. There has been no reason proffered by the
government as to why those documents should not have been provided. We are well into May, more
than three months later. This is a repeat of the government’s arrogant behaviour in the last Parliament
when documents were sought on level crossings and where they provided a big tranche of them almost
two years late in the last sitting week of the Parliament. This process, where the government is flouting,
deliberately it appears, the attitude of the Parliament is an unhelpful one. I think it is reasonable at this
point to note that the government has in fact not provided those documents. I would have thought it
would be a very reasonable thing for this chamber to insist that those documents come at a future point,
but this motion simply notes the non-provision of those documents at this time.
The motion also expresses concern at what seems to be an outright rejection by the state government
of the $250 million offered by the federal government for the Glenferrie Road, Kooyong, crossing.
The federal Treasurer, Josh Frydenberg, since re-elected, made the significant announcement during
the campaign period that $260 million would be provided by the federal government: $250 million for
the Glenferrie Road crossing and for that to go rail under road; $5 million for scoping of the Madden
Grove complex and crossing—I think everyone in this chamber knows that crossing and knows the
need to remove it; and also $5 million for the Tooronga Road crossing.
It is the strong preference of the federal government that the state government negotiates and comes
to an arrangement where preferably at least two and probably three of those crossings be done
together—certainly the Toorak Road and the Glenferrie Road crossings. Glenferrie Road is a
particularly messy crossing. It obviously has not just significant road traffic, north and south, but it
also has significant intervention from trams. You have got trams, trains and the road intersection, and
there is a very significant length of time that that crossing, with its boom gates, is blocked to cars as
the train frequency climbs each morning and evening. There is a good case for that to be done. It was
very high on the authority’s list of crossings to be done because it carries significant road, rail and tram
traffic. I think the community understands the good sense of it being removed.
Obviously there are also significant institutions there. There is the institute for the blind, the shopping
sector and the nearby Kooyong tennis club. They would all benefit from a carefully planned
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intersection with a rail-under-road solution. The traffic would be more free flowing and there would
be a more straightforward movement for the trams. The Glenferrie Road tram carries a significant
volume of traffic, and the north–south movement along that corridor is important, not just for
commuters in the sense of people going to work or travelling for social reasons but also for the schools
that are along that corridor of Glenferrie Road.
This is a very reasonable ask. The federal government has put the money on the table. It is a significant
election commitment, and if I was the state government, if I was in power, I would be jumping at that.
I would be negotiating with the commonwealth. I would be saying, ‘This is the best outcome and this
is how we can get it’. But I am sad to say that the current Minister for Transport Infrastructure and the
Premier appear to be determined to push forward with their model, their outcome and nothing else.
The long-term outcome of their proposed model for Toorak Road is not a good one.
I have met with many of the people in that area. The Kooyong Underground group are very active.
They had a rally quite recently in the lead-up to the federal election to make their points known. There
was in fact a large public meeting that the Leader of the Opposition, the member for Malvern, Michael
O’Brien, recently called. I was there, as were Ms Crozier and a number of local councillors and 300
or 400 local residents who were clearly concerned about an outcome where they may get a large
elevated rail near their homes when an alternate solution is available.
The government has said, ‘Oh, no, we can’t have an alternate solution because there are pipelines,
there are electric connections’ and so forth. Of course in established suburbs there is the challenge of
moving around the current infrastructure, but that can be done. We know there was an earlier model
for that set of crossing removals, and a lot of the significant work has in fact been done. We know that
the claimed difficulties of the water table and all those things claimed by the government are frankly
nonsense. We know that technically it is possible to build this crossing as a rail-under-road solution.
I pay tribute to the work of the Kooyong Underground group, Marnie Rowe and others, for the
significant advocacy that they have undertaken on behalf of their communities. I have certainly been
persuaded that their arguments are strong and have been prepared to work with them. It is incumbent
upon MPs to work with them. I know that they have sought meetings and have had meetings with
Michael O’Brien and with Ms Crozier. We have been receptive to their point of view. That is not the
case with Mr Kennedy, the member for Hawthorn. He has not, as I understand, been prepared to
engage with them and actually have a serious discussion about what the impact is there. In one sense
the Toorak Road crossing is inside the Malvern electorate, but it clearly impacts on a number of
institutions that are in the Hawthorn electorate. Ms Crozier and I have met with the schools—for
example, with Bialik College, Auburn South Primary School and Auburn High School. All the schools
want to see the best outcome for these crossings. To me it seems incumbent on a local member that
they meet with these institutions and with local groups that have legitimate points to make.
The Kooyong Underground group has a large number of engineers and professional people who are
part of that group and who actually have very good, thoughtful ideas. I was disturbed when I had a
recent meeting with that group and they relayed to me their conversation with some of the Level
Crossing Removal Project (LXRP) engineers. One of the points they made was that they had been told
there would be no change to this model because ‘we have a direct instruction from the minister’. That
is as blunt and as plain as it was put. It is of no use to put a good idea forward. It is of no use to claim
that certain points have not been taken into account. Of course this is one of those models where the
government again has made a decision before it has consulted the community.
The City of Stonnington has made strong points in its formal position, and I have read the
correspondence between Stonnington and the Level Crossing Removal Project. The Stonnington
paper lays out its views. It also makes it clear that the council has adopted a formal position that it
favours rail under road and is prepared to work closely with the state government to achieve that. I
note that Stonnington has a history of working with state governments in historic times to actually help
fund some of the rail-under-road solutions that were put in place in other parts of the Stonnington
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municipality. The Premier said, when the mayor spoke out, ‘Well, you are not contributing anything
so we are not going to listen to you’. He just dismissed the community arrogantly—I think that is the
only word that you can use.
It is a very disappointing approach, given that the community actually want to know that their views
are taken account of. They want to know that their councils are in a position to take steps. I do pay
tribute to Boroondara, too. They put a very thoughtful submission forward. It is less impactful on
Boroondara in terms of the actual land itself, but some of the land that is contemplated to be taken by
the LXRP is in Boroondara. The government has moved on the issue of the farmers market. The
farmers market would have been lost if the community had not reared up and said, ‘No, we do not
want that farmers market taken’. I understand the Patterson Reserve area is an area that the government
has now said it will not take in this process.
But let us be clear: the clear-eyed way to proceed here is to listen to the community and to work with
councils, and that is not what the government is doing. It has decided on a course of action before
consulting, and it is only now running community discussions. I have attended two of those
discussions in the recent period, and the message is very clear: ‘This is the model and we’re telling
you what the model is; we’re not actually discussing with you what the model should be’.
I intend to conclude now, but just to reiterate, there are three essential points here. One is that the state
government has not provided the documents the Council sought, and in my view, it should. Secondly,
the state government ought not to immediately reject the $250 million offered by the federal
government for crossing removals and the $10 million for studies for Madden Grove and Tooronga
Road; and, importantly, the state government should be receptive to the federal government and the
state government should work with the federal government to actually get the best outcome here. By
working together on this, a sensible outcome can be achieved. A crossing removal at Glenferrie Road
and Toorak Road could be achieved with a rail-under-road solution, and the community would be very
supportive of that. Glenferrie Road is very important for north–south movements, and I certainly
welcome that federal commitment, but implore the state government to genuinely work with the
federal government to work through a solution that is in everyone’s interests.
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (15:54): Thank you for the commentary that we were just
listening to there and the various opinions that were put forward by the Honourable Mr Davis. When
looking at this motion I am going to unpack it in its various parts, interesting as that may be. I think
we should note that there is an individual motion here about one level crossing—one—factoring in
that the Victorian government, our government, has a program of 75 level crossing removals. So
devoting all this parliamentary time to one level crossing removal when we have a full—
Mr Davis: No, two.
Ms TAYLOR: I am unpacking various components of the motion, just to be clear. Do not worry,
I will address all parts of the motion. So there is the individual motion about one level crossing, and
we will get to that in a moment. I note that the opposition have form with opposing our level crossing
removals. They have opposed, it is my understanding, every level crossing removal that has been put
forward by the government. They have form; they have actually made an art form of it. But we have
good form, because to date we have removed 29—
Members interjecting.
Ms TAYLOR: What was that, sorry?
Mr Jennings: How provocative you are. Look what you’ve got.
Ms TAYLOR: I’ve got them stirred up. How did I do that? So now we are 29 down. Do you know
why? Our word is good. And guess what? They worked out exceptionally well, exceptionally well
indeed. So let us set the scene for this whole issue as it is. Just to be really clear: we have a program
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of removing 75 level crossings by 2025. We have removed 29, and the project is for 50 by 2022. When
you are thinking about this and you are thinking about this huge infrastructure agenda, we have taken
this to the community, we have gotten their mandate to do so and we have promised to deliver the 75
that we have made very clear to the community, so we do not want to go back on that because we do
want to keep our word. Our word is true, and that we must honour.
The federal government has put a commitment for one level crossing, and, I understand, as it is written
here, $250 million was offered by the newly elected Morrison coalition government. Now, I will get
to unpacking the various elements of: have we consulted, have we not, are we willing to go with it,
are we not. I will get to that, so please have patience with me. When we are looking—
Mr Jennings interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: That’s right. When we are looking at the whole program of level crossing
removals—and I think this is very relevant—and how they have been considered and the order in
which they have been done, they have been done in the west, in the north, in the east and in the south.
Why? We want to improve safety all across the state with regard to the removal of level crossings, and
we want to reduce congestion as well. You will see, and I know myself because I have seen and
witnessed level crossing removals in Southern Metropolitan Region—Murrumbeena, Carnegie,
McKinnon, Bentleigh and Ormond—and unanimously the feedback has been resoundingly positive
for all the right reasons, safety being the pivotal one, then reducing congestion and then, because of
the consultation with local councils and community, building beautiful gardens and trees and other
amenities for the local community.
Just imagine if we flipped the coin here and if we, the government, were to make a motion about every
single one of those 71 level crossing removals. If we were to take up parliamentary time, maybe over
the next year, and have a motion each sitting week of Parliament, how would that go down? How
would that look? I am just trying to give a little bit of perspective here in terms of the best way to use
parliamentary time for the benefit of the community. I am going to hear what some of the incentives
might be in terms of putting forward a motion of this nature. Is it really in the best interests of the
community, or could it be that there may be other political drivers? I do not know; I am just putting it
out there and seeing if it lands or it does not to see how that sounds. And do you know what? I suspect
that there may be some other motivations here and that perhaps the community’s best interests are not
the highest priority.
We are currently in the process of removing the level crossing at Toorak Road, Kooyong. Just in terms
of looking at how it was decided to remove the Toorak Road crossing, it is as a matter of fact more
congested than Glenferrie Road given its immediate adjacency to the Monash Freeway. We know that
there are—just so I can give a full picture of what that congestion looks like—on average
37 000 vehicles crossing the Toorak Road level crossing each weekday. The boom gates are down for
an average of 40 minutes in each 2-hour morning peak. I have witnessed this myself, and it is not
pleasant, to say the least. This crossing removal is projected to be completed by 2021, probably not a
moment too soon. It will involve the rail being elevated over Toorak Road. Some 160 000 commuters
use the busy Glen Waverley line every week, so when you are thinking about which level crossings
to remove—arguably all of them in due course should be removed—of course they have to be fully
costed and you have to assess when and how to do each level crossing according to a fairly complex
matrix to be sure that they are removed in a fair and reasonable and workable way.
I want to note something about those opposite. When we are looking at the motivation behind this
kind of motion, in their election costings released in November of last year, signed by the then Leader
of the Opposition in the Assembly, the Liberals committed to delaying the removal of the Toorak
Road level crossings until after 2023. I am a little bit confused. Are they for level crossing removals
or are they not? It is very hard to understand. Are they working in the interest of the community or is
this a political stunt? Again I am putting it out there, and let us have a little think about that.

MOTIONS
1526

Legislative Council

Wednesday, 29 May 2019

I know that it appears that the Honourable David Davis is an engineer and has exceptional expertise
that I had no knowledge about. Based on his very learned assessments—I might term them as
opinions—
Ms Crozier interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: I think opinions.
Ms Crozier interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: No, no, this is the way it landed here.
Mr Jennings: The man who manipulates arguments and sometimes bodies.
Ms TAYLOR: Yes, that is right. This is the way it landed on this side, because he was so emphatic
about dismissing things such as water flow and flood mitigation and so forth and the removal of major
utility connections across a whole electorate, as if that is nothing and does not matter. It is much better
from a PR point of view if he can say, ‘Look, I’ll just give you rail under road. We really need those
votes. That’s more palatable. I’ll just give you that. Won’t worry about what the engineers say—I just
want those votes’. I am just saying that could be a way of interpreting why somebody might be so
dismissive of such critical elements of major infrastructure projects, which cannot be dismissed lightly.
Another thing to be factored in, and I know with some of the feedback from members of the
community there was a bit of confusion, is the impression that because one level crossing is defined
as having to be a certain way, the next one will automatically follow a certain precedent. That is
absolutely not the case. Each level crossing is assessed on its own unique requirements, so they look
at the stability of the soil, they look at water flow and flood risks and they look at all of the utilities in
the surrounding area, the level of congestion and the level of disruption. All of those factors are taken
into account. They also look at how many houses might have to be flattened in the process and how
many trees might have to be flattened in the process.
But obviously the Honourable David Davis is an engineer! Maybe he went to a different engineering
school, where these things just are not factored in. I do not know; maybe he has a special qualification.
I personally would rather refer to the expert engineers who are highly qualified and part of the Level
Crossing Removal Authority and who are able to advise persons such as the minister as to the most
appropriate mechanisms to be taken into account when assessing a level crossing removal. I should
note that just because you have elevated rail at Toorak Road, this does not preclude any design option
at Glenferrie Road. The decision made on one does not define the other.
What are the other issues that we want to take into account? That is right. Looking at the issue in the
motion of Glenferrie and where the Victorian government sits on this particular proposal, that was
kind of a rush to the altar, if I can make an analogy on that. It was pretty quick—‘Rush, rush, rush,
let’s get it out. It sounds good. It is palatable. Don’t necessarily consult with engineers, don’t
necessarily consult with the Level Crossing Removal Authority. No, no problem’. Then we might
actually have to be totally upfront and transparent with the community. We cannot just make it up on
the run. So what I will say, and I am going to unpack this bit by bit, is that the Victorian government
has no preferred design option for any potential or future removal of the Glenferrie crossing. There is
no prejudice or decision in terms of what it should or should not be in terms of rail under road or a
bridge over the rail, just to be really clear about that, and I will proceed to unpack the further elements
of this particular issue in the motion.
One thing I do know—and this is something that I have always taken very seriously in any negotiations
with the community, whether in my previous life as a councillor or now as an MP—is that you do
have to be very careful and up-front in the way you give information and you convey information
about projects et cetera to the community. We have to be careful not to take poetic licence and be
dismissive of issues such as stability of the soil, engineering factors which have to be taken into
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account, water flow and flood risk. All of these issues matter, and in fact as a layperson it is not
appropriate for me to weigh one as being more or less important than another. They all matter because
at the end of the day it is the community who will live these particular experiences.
But these are the kinds of things that sound a little alarm bell to me. I do not want to be part of
exacerbating a risk, for instance, of flood. That is not something that would sit very well with me. So
when engineers point out these kinds of concerns, I like to take them seriously and not dismiss them
simply so I can put up an option that purports to be more palatable on the surface to the community. I
like to look at and think about the safety of the community first, because above all else level crossing
removals are all about safety. So if we want to keep those safety standards as high as possible, it does
not make sense to remove a level crossing and enhance a more dangerous situation. Does that make
sense? I hope it makes sense. It makes sense to me anyway, so hopefully that translates elsewhere—
that is, that if you are removing a level crossing you make sure that you are actually enhancing and
strengthening the safety for the community from a holistic perspective and minimising the risk. I
appreciate that some of these risks, such as flood risk et cetera, could pose an inconvenient truth, but
it is better to have an inconvenient truth and actually take note of that than to dismiss something that
is actually vital and a critical element to be considered in this kind of major infrastructure project.
So the Liberals have complained about there not being enough consultation on Toorak Road. I will
say the Victorian government consulted extensively with the City of Stonnington on the removal of
the level crossing through the Level Crossing Removal Authority. Now, the factors that were taken
into account included engineering reports, utility considerations and water flows to Gardiners Creek.
These may be inconvenient truths—sorry that they are inconvenient, sorry that they are not palatable—
but these are things that have to be plain and straight. You have to play with a straight bat. You do not
be manipulative with this kind of information, and in good conscience I cannot do that to the
community, even if it means it is a little less popular in the short term. In the long term we know
overwhelmingly that the community have endorsed each and every one of the level crossings removed
to date—all 29. Once we get through the process, get through consultation, they get to have their input,
and once they see the outcome—and I have personally witnessed the outcome myself—it is truly
enlightening. It is a relief when you no longer have to sit for 20 minutes in the morning on your way
to work watching the boom gate go up and down and up and down. That actually in itself creates a
very irritating noise for the local community. So these are factors that also contribute to having to
remove these level crossings one by one.
Even if some of these inconvenient truths, can we say, may not be as palatable or may not be as
convenient to a particular PR line or angle that a political party may wish to take, we have to be honest
and up-front and transparent with the community because we are talking about major infrastructure.
This is not, ‘Well, we need some more votes; oh, that’s right, level crossings! They went really well
in Victoria. Yep, let’s jump on that bandwagon’. No. This is really serious. We take this really
seriously, and I think at one point before Mr Davis was referring to the Premier. I am not sure if it is
the same point, but one thing I will say from what I have heard from the Premier is that it is very
important that every Victorian who lives in proximity to these level crossings is treated equally and
fairly and that every level crossing removal is approached with the same level of rigour and care and
dedication, because every single Victorian deserves that. That is the fundamental point that the Premier
was conveying, and I do not think that that should be distorted, because that is fundamentally the
premise upon which he operates.
The other thing we have to think about is that level crossing removals and these actual projects impact
lives as they are undertaken. When you have to disrupt 160 000 people on a weekly basis when you
are going through the project and making it happen, as we have over and over again, you cannot take
it lightheartedly. You have to be very careful and prudent and make sure that it is a mature and
considered approach and not one that is geared towards manipulating the goodwill of the local
community.
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Now, I am going to explore this issue of consultation regarding Glenferrie Road. The Liberals have
ruled out consultation on the design elements on Glenferrie Road. So we are talking about quid pro
quo here. You are saying, ‘You don’t consult’; we are saying, ‘We do consult. Just because you have
not necessarily received the response that you want does not mean that we are not consulting’. So the
Liberals have to factor in their liability in terms of consultation on this issue. The best advice from the
agency is that the $250 million proposal is $100 million short. We have removed—I will not say me
personally—29 level crossings. So I think we might know a thing or two—and I am referring to the
expertise of the whole level crossing removal team—about how these projects operate and the costings
involved. So therefore if the federal government is really serious about this, then it needs to put up the
dough. At the end of the day, if you want a level crossing removal, well, show us the money. Good,
bring it on, but show us the money. We have already made firm commitments for the 75. If you want
that one removed at Glenferrie Road—I am not saying it should not be removed—show us the money.
Just to factor this in—and I know today maybe we do not want to look at all the inconvenient truths,
but I think if we are going to properly address this motion then we should look at those inconvenient
truths and take them seriously—look at the complexities of this removal that is at Glenferrie Road.
They are significant and compounded by the rail under the road. I am just putting it out there. I am
sorry it is inconvenient, but I am going to put it out there. Why? We have a tramline crossing, which
actually the Honourable Mr Davis referred to before. It is a narrow corridor. The adjacent station
would need to be rebuilt in a new location. It would require significant service relocation. It also would
require flood mitigation and potential road and property acquisition. Property acquisition means at the
end of the day that you are flattening properties. Now, I do not know about you, but that is something
significant. I certainly would not want to take that lightly. But I am referring to the many engineers on
the team’s best advice on that, because I am not an engineer myself, and I am not going to pretend that
I am one either. I am happy to take the experts’ advice.
There is extended disruption to road and rail, because when you make particular choices you then have
to live with the ramifications of those choices. I wonder if those have been appropriately conveyed to
the community by those opposite.
Now, when you want to dig a trench, this requires the removal of a number of significant mature
trees—far more than elevated rail. From my own experience with the community, a lot of community
members come to me, and have for many years in different parts of Glen Eira and so forth, to say that
they actually really care about preserving as many significant trees as possible. They are good for the
weather, are aesthetically pleasing and provide shade, and they are also part of our history and our
native flora and fauna and not something to be knocked over lightly simply because you want to
choose what appears to be a palatable option. So it is important that we unpack these projects
accurately so we are actually having a very honest conversation with the community. The reason you
would have to chop down more significant trees—and these are mature trees—is that you need
additional space when you dig a trench. So there is no way around that. That just is factually correct.
I cannot put marshmallows on it, dress it up and make it into something it is not; this is factually a
requirement and something that has to be factored in.
Now, the commonwealth government did put together the Glenferrie Road proposal without
consulting the Victorian government, so it is a little bit rich now to say, ‘Oh, you don’t want to talk
about it’. Well, you whipped up the proposal and you did not consult us on the proposal, so that is a
bit hypocritical. You had six years to remove it. I mean, you could have removed it when you were
last in power—I am just saying. Compare your scoreboard, if you are going to put it that way, with
our scoreboard in terms of level crossing removals—well, I think the maths stacks up.
The Victorian government is willing to discuss what part it can play in the Level Crossing Removal
Project—and I say that on behalf of the government; we are willing to discuss that, okay? So if that
clarifies that element of the motion, then that is good, then we have actually had good communication
on this issue. It is a little unclear, though, why the commonwealth government have ruled out
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consultation on the design solutions for Glenferrie Road. Why are they just adamant that it has to be
one way and not actually taken into account the inconvenient truths which I have already been
discussing today? I think that is interesting to say the least, and I think that is something that it would
be rather naive not to take into account.
Now, let us look at this issue of elevated rail, because I have heard many myths about this over my
time. They exist around Melbourne, across Australia and around the world. In fact I was in Holland
last year, and I actually attended various very modern—latest technology—rail-over-road railway
crossings in Holland, just to give an example. So people try to dismiss this and say, ‘Oh, they’re
nowhere else in the world’. I am sorry, I have seen them; I have actually seen them, and they are
documented. It is not just me that needs to have seen them. It is evident. So to try and dismiss that and
say that somehow it is some obscure little thing that the government is trying to hang on is absolutely
incorrect. In fact there are over 100 elevated rail bridges over roads on our current Metro train network.
Now, case in point: Glenferrie Road, Hawthorn—that has elevated rail. It is a vibrant local shopping
centre. I have to say it is like when we were in the election and there was all this fear that with this
elevated rail the sky would fall in, we were going to have all this criminality and it was going to be
horrendous and we would have such a backlash from the community—all sorts of lies and speculation,
which was rather disturbing. But just as an example, Glenferrie station, with the rail over road, it is
vibrant, it is beautiful, it is a very alive and very appealing community space. I have had coffee there.
It did not have a snow dive into some sort of living hell, as was predicted, rather irresponsibly, by
those opposite.
And even if I give another example, in Murrumbeena—I have been to the cafe just adjacent to the
Murrumbeena station many times—I have seen mums and dads playing with their kids under the
elevated rail. They have got beautiful trees; they have got little play equipment and so forth. It is quite
pleasant, really and nothing like the doom and gloom that was predicted by those opposite. So it is
actually good to see older and newer examples of the fanciful claims being directly repudiated by
direct evidence you can see with your own eyes. You only have to visit. So I think that these are things,
these are pragmatic realities, that should be factored into this argument so it is a balanced argument
and not one simply about emotion. Having said that, I think it is very good that the community cares
about what is happening in their local area. They absolutely have the right to be partial to these
particular major infrastructure changes in their local area, and that is why consultation is built into
every one of the level crossing removal projects.
One thing that I would just remind those opposite is that you do have form with opposing every single
level crossing removal project that the government has done. Are you not yet exhausted? Are you
really acting on behalf of the community or is this really politically motivated? Because I am not sure
that it has worked so well for you.
Did it really work so terribly well for you with that particular strategy, which if it had been based on a
good intent for the benefit of the community would have then had a different outcome? But instead if
we look at results and we look at what happened in November, this particular mandate for the 75 level
crossing removals was overwhelmingly endorsed, because the community have experienced the direct
benefit of the Level Crossing Removal Project. They have been able to test the outcomes of those level
crossing removal projects. That is the greatest way of assessing the merits of this project, because we
can actually point to many, many examples—in fact all the examples—where they been successful
and for the betterment of the community on so many levels: on safety, on convenience, on reducing
congestion and on enhancing trees and other beautiful amenity in proximity to those spaces.
So I think these level crossing removals have been appreciated by the community, and I am confident
in saying that because I have sought the feedback across many fellow MPs who have witnessed these
level crossings themselves and have seen that the sky did not fall in. Doom and gloom did not prevail.
They have actually been overwhelmingly beneficial for the community and they will continue to be
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so. I would urge you to have a more positive and constructive approach on this issue—just something
to think about in the best interests of the community.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (16:24): I am very pleased to be able to rise and speak to
Mr Davis’s motion after hearing my colleague Ms Taylor speak on behalf of the government—
extraordinary would be an understatement—in relation to this very important motion. Mr Dalidakis,
who is in the chamber, also represents Southern Metropolitan Region, as do Ms Taylor and I, Mr Davis
obviously and Mr Hayes, who is also listening to this important debate. What we just heard from the
government MP was an extraordinary diatribe of what is actually going on in relation to level crossing
removals. In fact she just said, ‘I consulted with MPs about this project’. It is an extraordinary
contribution to say that. Has she consulted with the community? Has she spoken to the community?
Mr Davis pointed out the community meeting that was undertaken on this very issue on 24 April, the
evening I was there. Mr Davis was there. The member for Malvern and Leader of the Opposition,
Michael O’Brien, was there. Council members were there. The very council members who raised
concerns publicly—Cr Matthew Koce and Cr Marcia Griffin, along with the mayor, Cr Steve
Stefanopoulos—were all there listening to the community. There were hundreds in that room,
Ms Taylor. There was a seat there for a government MP and no-one bothered to turn up. Not one of
you bothered to turn up to hear from the community. There were 300 or 400 people in that town hall;
it was packed. In that room were the engineers—the engineers that you claim that Mr Davis was trying
to be. They were the engineers, the experts in the room, who actually spoke of their concerns. So you
have got no credibility on this issue, because you have not spoken to and you have not consulted with
the community. You just consulted with your peers, with your MPs. I mean, how ridiculous.
In relation to this really important issue there are many concerns. We have got a whole lot of projects
being undertaken in this city, as you keep reminding everybody, including the Metro Tunnel, that are
going under parts of the city. There was a very serious issue that was raised in question time by
Mr Davis to Ms Mikakos about the impacts of that Metro Tunnel dig below the Victorian
Comprehensive Cancer Centre, the Royal Melbourne Hospital, the Parkville precinct and everything
that is being affected there. If they can jolly well do a Metro Tunnel that is not impacting all of that,
getting through pipes and wires, why can’t they do a rail under road at the Toorak Road level
crossing—which the government says cannot be done because of utilities and wires and
communication cables. What a load of garbage. What an absolute load of garbage. I will say that no
one believes that because all of those people in that community meeting understand what a load of
garbage it is too.
The council have been trying to get proper consultation with the Level Crossing Removal Authority,
and the mayor said it had not been undertaken. The councillors were flabbergasted. It was literally,
‘Here’s a bit of information. That’s it. That’s your consultation’. Nothing about, ‘What input from
you?’. As Mr Davis said, there was a clear direction from the council that a formal position of rail
under road be adopted. That is their position. That is what they want for their community, and the
government has ignored them. It is an absolute disgrace what this government has done.
In terms of the rail crossings that are on either side of Toorak Road—Tooronga Road and also
Glenferrie Road—I mean, what are we going to have? We do not know if we are going to have a loopthe-loop like Luna Park here. Are we having an extensive sky rail? Is that what you are saying? Is that
what the government is going to do at Tooronga Road, Toorak Road and Glenferrie Road? Or are you
going down and up and down? The community want to know. You spoke about the community and
the amenity that it provides. Well, they want to understand actually what the government has planned,
and you have not provided that to the community nor have you provided it to the council.
The number of trees that are being destroyed in this process is in the thousands. Again, where are the
Greens on this? Silent. They were absolutely silent when it came to the trees removed in Murrumbeena
and Carnegie.
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Mr Dalidakis: They have lost four members, so there is only one.
Ms CROZIER: Exactly. And they were silent in the last Parliament, as you well know,
Mr Dalidakis, as they are silent here. This is absolutely critical. They are absolutely silent in their
ridiculous saving of the trees when there are thousands of trees being destroyed with these level
crossing removals.
Now, there was a letter from the Stonnington council to the Minister for Planning. In that, the council
clearly said that they support level crossing removals. I am just reading from the letter so it can be
clear what I am talking about:
The City of Stonnington supports level crossing removals as critical projects to improve Melbourne’s
transport system and to make our environment a safer one for pedestrians, cyclists, public transport users and
drivers.

They also say in this letter:
Council reaffirms its preference for ‘rail under’ Toorak Road and not ‘rail over’ as the most appropriate design
solution for the removal of the current level crossing on Toorak Road.
…
Council calls on the Victorian State Government to work in partnership with all levels of Government to
deliver the lowering of the rail line at Toorak Road.

There has been deathly silence—nothing. The council know the game of this government is to push
through, barge through and bulldoze through, because their track record has proven that in relation to
so many issues that have affected and impacted local communities. Ms Taylor was completely
ridiculous in her contribution when she said that—
Ms Taylor: Thank you. That’s nice.
Ms CROZIER: Well, you were. You actually were not factual, and you were ridiculous in saying
the opposition did not support it.
Ms Taylor interjected.
Ms CROZIER: You were not in the previous Parliament or the Parliament before that, but it was
the coalition government that funded and planned for the North Road, Ormond, and also the Burke
Road, Glen Iris, rail-under-road projects. When those opposite got into government they came in here
and did North Road, Centre Road and McKinnon Road—three rail-under-road projects—for the
electorate of Bentleigh because it was so marginal. Everybody knows that. They have done that rail
under road, and we are not objecting to any of those things. But what we are pointing out to you is the
factually incorrect information that you have presented in this house about the opposition’s and the
coalition’s stance on rail under road and level crossing removals.
Regarding Springvale Road, there were numerous things that were planned when the coalition was in
government. To say that we had no plans or that we did not believe in the removal of level crossings
is completely wrong. As I said, North Road, Ormond, and Burke Road, Glen Iris, were funded and
planned for by the former coalition government.
I know Mr Hayes is very concerned about the impacts on the local community and on the amenity and
about what it will do. There are serious concerns from community members about the degree of the
rail elevation and how that will work, going up and down. There are safety concerns about the ability
of train carriages to move in a Luna Park type of scenario. They have got valid concerns about safety
issues and about the gradient of that rail-over-road solution.
This is a belligerent, ill-thought-through and contemptuous decision by the government to not
undertake the proper consultation that is required with the local council and, more importantly, the
community. I want to commend all of those who have spoken out, who have come out to those local
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meetings and who have expressed their concern, and there were hundreds. As I said, no government
member was there, even though they were invited, which shows their contempt once again. They were
invited, but they failed to bother to even turn up.
I think everybody in this chamber should support this motion to get those documents that the
government has got in hiding, because they are pretty good at it, and we need to see what is actually
in those documents rather than all of the mumbo-jumbo that was spoken about by the member for
Southern Metropolitan Region in her contribution.
After the government went out to Talbot Crescent, which is close to Toorak Road, with the Level
Crossing Removal Authority and had all their fanfare and media entourage there and said what a great
job they had done and ‘We’re going to do this’, the councillors who reflect their community’s concerns
and represent their community spoke out very sincerely about the way the government had operated.
I think it just demonstrates again the arrogance of the Andrews government. It has been on display not
only in the last Parliament but in this Parliament. It has just been extraordinary. We have seen this
week the pushing through of the budget papers and the extraordinary comments by the Treasurer,
Mr Pallas, telling individuals to get a life. If they were saving up for some vehicle that they wanted,
his response was ‘Get a life’. Goodness me! What an arrogant display of the fact that power has gone
to these people’s heads and they just do not care. They have total contempt for the people. They sit
here and think they can demand and dictate to the community. Look how that worked out for Bill
Shorten and his mate Chris Bowen: ‘If they don’t like us, they don’t have to vote for us’.
Mr Finn interjected.
Ms CROZIER: Yes, what about the prancing photo in the federal Leader of the Opposition’s
office, Mr Finn. What arrogance and absolute contempt they held for the Australian public. I am so
pleased that the Australian public saw through it and held common sense in relation to the federal
election result. I do deviate, but the point I am making is that the total arrogance by the federal Labor
Party in the lead-up to the federal election was there for all to see. We saw that through the photographs
and the comments that were made and the appalling arrogance and contempt that they held—
Mr Finn: What about Chris Bowen: ‘If you don’t like it, don’t vote for it’?
Ms CROZIER: That is right. It is a bit like Tim Pallas’s ‘Get a life’. That was Tim Pallas’s Chris
Bowen moment, I would say, in his commentary. But nevertheless, Mr Finn, I go to the point that this
government has been completely arrogant. They were in the last Parliament in relation to community
concerns in Carnegie and Murrumbeena. Yes, many of those people are still very, very upset with the
way the government did not take into account any of their concerns. Many of those people who love
the sky rail do not live in the community. They are living further down the track, quite literally. They
do not have to live with a great big huge construction just on their back fence with limited daylight in
the winter months and huge noise and fumes and everything else that will be spread over those houses
and communities.
I note that the government obviously will not be supporting Mr Davis’s motion, but we state that we
need to see those documents. That is the transparency that we require and that this house requires. It
is absolutely incredible that the government will fail to provide those documents. It is clearly that they
are pushing ahead. They have no concern for their local community, and what is more, neither do local
members Ms Taylor or Mr Dalidakis, which I think is extremely disappointing, to say the very least.
I know there are members of the Kooyong Underground and other groups who have expressed their
concern and are very concerned about the government’s approach to this issue. They want more
consultation, as does the council. They deserve that—
Mr Finn: The money is there.
Ms CROZIER: Mr Finn, if they did not waste $1.3 billion on ripping up the east–west link, then—
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Ms Taylor: Here we go. Dredge up the past.
Ms CROZIER: There you go again. That is the arrogance we are talking about: the total contempt
for the taxpayer in your response. It is not your money. It is Victorian taxpayers money that you—
actually, the Premier, not you, Ms Taylor; you were not in the Parliament at the time—said would not
cost a cent. The Premier also said, ‘I guarantee you there will be no more taxes’. Look where we are
going with that. There is tax after tax after tax. We are the highest taxing state in the country. It is quite
shameful that so many projects that have been undertaken by this government have blown out
extensively. It is no wonder Mr Pallas has had to double the debt. Future generations are going to be
paying for that. As we say on this side of the house, Labor cannot manage money, and they sure come
after yours. They do it time and time again. They prove it, and they are doing it now. Nevertheless, I
would urge the crossbenchers and the government to get on board and support Mr Davis’s excellent
motion.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (16:39): I am very concerned about this crossing, particularly
at Toorak Road. I have had quite a lot of residents contact my office and speak to my staff about their
concern with what is happening there with the above-ground option going through there. I think we
need a rethink on it, and I am concerned about the level of consultation. We hear of course that
Stonnington supports rail under road. In fact I have got a document here, a press release from the
mayor, saying:
City of Stonnington Mayor, Cr Steve—

Mr Dalidakis: Stefanopoulos. Liberal mayor.
Mr HAYES: thank you—
Stefanopoulos said that the entire council supported the State Government’s level crossings removal
program—

as I do—
however an opportunity for better community outcomes has been missed.
We are disappointed that the state government announced the elevated rail line at Toorak Road in Kooyong
without consulting with local residents or council about their final design decision …

What worries me is that it seems like a decision had been made before the consultation took place, and
that is not real consultation. I just wonder if all the engineering options were examined or we are only
looking at maybe the cheapest option. But I am sure that if there is now some federal government
money on the table for other level crossing removals in the area, we could look at the Toorak Road
one too. That is my concern. If the Monash Freeway can go below ground there, why can’t the rail
line? That must be subject to flooding as well. I would like to see a good briefing or a real
understanding of what the problems are there and why it cannot be done there.
As I said, I am very supportive of what the government has done with level crossing removals
generally. It has been a great success, this program, but just because it has worked well putting them
above ground in a lot of places does not mean that it is going to work well in all areas. When you think
about driving down Toorak Road and looking at that intersection, that whole area down there is
extremely busy, and if you picture a huge bridge over it as well, I do not think it will add to the beauty
of the area. I think it will add to visual clutter there. But maybe it is hugely expensive to put the rail
underground—like enormously expensive. Maybe money from the federal government cannot be used
there either. I do not know, but I am sure there is some room for negotiation, and I just wish we could
look at the whole thing with a fresh eye and not be bloody-minded about it one way or the other.
Certainly let us not presuppose that a decision made in the minister’s office before consultation is the
only way of going about it.
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Look at the successful results—even the mayor points it out—at Burke Road at Gardiner,
underground. Closer to my area down south there is Glen Huntly Road in Elsternwick—very
successful undergrounding there—and Centre Road, Bentleigh. You hardly know there is a train line
there now. You drive over it and you wonder, ‘Oh, where’s the railway crossing?’.
Mr Dalidakis: Glen Huntly we haven’t done, but we plan to.
Mr HAYES: No, you haven’t either.
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Mr HAYES: Congratulations. I support that too. But let us hope there is good consultation and all
the engineering options are examined and the costs and benefits weighed up properly.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Southern Metropolitan) (16:44): I rise to talk to Mr Davis’s motion. What is
quite apparent though from Mr Davis’s motion is that once again he is using the Parliament as his
personal political plaything. Parliament is nothing more than a stunt to Mr Davis, but those of us that
have been here for some time—and Mr Davis has; in fact I think he is now in his 23rd year in this
place—will appreciate that Mr Davis has two gears: moving forward with stunts or moving forward
with stunts. That is where Mr Davis goes. But that is okay. He wants to think that public policy is his
personal plaything. I am far more serious about public policy. I believe that public policy is something
that we should take seriously, that public policy is something that we should be concerned about in
the public interest, not just for today but indeed for future generations to come, those people yet to be
born and those people yet to arrive—those people that choose this great state and those people that do
not have the choice but get born into this great state. Either way our role is to make sure that Victoria
tomorrow is well planned for and we deliver for them today.
Ms Crozier made a contribution. Ms Crozier and I do get on. Outside of this chamber people would
be surprised to learn that Ms Crozier and I both share a passion and a love for Southern Metropolitan
Region, as indeed do my southern metro colleagues Mr Hayes and of course Ms Taylor. We love what
we do, and that is why of course we put ourselves up for public office. It is a great privilege to serve.
It is a great privilege to be presiding over the implementation of public policy. On this particular issue
I would tell you that indeed the opposition, and Mr Davis in particular, have got it wrong.
If we look at the motion, I do want to address the issues part by part, bit by bit. Number (1) is:
That this house—
(1) notes that the state government has failed to provide a copy of all documents created or referred to by
the Andrews Labor government relating to the Toorak Road, Kooyong, level crossing removal project
sought by a resolution of the Legislative Council on 20 February 2019 …

This is a guy that when he was in government refused to provide documents every week that
Parliament sat. ‘Do as I do, not as I say’ or ‘Do as I say, not as I do’—take your pick. Either of them
apply to Mr Davis because he will always tell you one thing and do another. Unfortunately we have a
situation where he calls for documents. Well, let me tell you something: just because you call for
documents does not actually mean you should get them. It is a bit like my children. I love my children
dearly, but just because they want ice cream does not mean that they are going to get it, let me tell you.
Ms Wooldridge: Because you’ve eaten it all before they can get to it.
Mr DALIDAKIS: So let me tell you that Mr Davis can ask for all the ice cream he wants, but he
is not getting it, and he is not getting the cherries on top either.
Ms Wooldridge: You’ve eaten them as well!
Mr DALIDAKIS: Well, I am going to take up the interjection from Ms Wooldridge. It was a mean
and nasty interjection suggesting that I wanted the ice cream all for myself. I can refute that because
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my children and I do not eat the same type of ice cream. So on that particular point you almost most
had me, Ms Wooldridge, but you missed it by that much.
So Mr Davis has set about with his motion to ask for documents that he would never have dared give
up when he was in government and documents of course that he is just not entitled to—just because
he wants a document does not mean to say that he should get it either.
But I think we have had enough mirth at my expense with my own analogy, so if we move on to
number (2), he expresses concern at the Premier and our government because of the rejection of the
money offered by the Morrison coalition government for the rail-under-road project. They talk about
not just Glenferrie Road but also Tooronga Road. In contributions—it is not in the motion—we had
Ms Crozier talk about the level crossing removal that we are undertaking for Toorak Road. The beauty
about people putting things on paper—and this one is for you, Mr Hayes—is that it leaves a record.
Let me refer—and I am happy to table this document if anyone from the opposition benches wants me
to—to Get Back in Control: 2018 State Election Policy Costings by the Liberal and National parties.
If they want me to table this document, please ask me. I am happy to table it. It is such a fine document
that the Victorian people rejected it.
Anyway, if I get to page 4 of the document, in very, very small print—even though I have had the
benefit of a laser eyesight correction I am still going to have to bring it within an inch of my eyes to
read—if I can get my eyes to adjust, let me just let you know that the Liberal and National parties were
committing to:
The re-scheduling of level crossing removals nominated by Labor will better align with planned scheduling
of related Liberal Nationals projects and will be undertaken after—

Mr Hayes?—
2023.

After 2023. Here you go—in black and white with a bit of blue at the top. There you go. Unfortunately
no-one has asked me to table this document, but nevertheless it is now in Hansard.
The Liberal Party went to the election in 2018 with the project of the Toorak Road level crossing, and
they were so concerned for the community that they were not going to do it until after 2023. Well, for
that community thank God they were not elected, because we are going to remove it sooner than that.
We have committed to removing it sooner and we have committed to doing it according to the
engineers, according to how it should be done, with the least amount of disruption to the local
residents, with the least amount of disruption to the travelling public and with the least amount of
disruption to of course those people in vehicles moving through that intersection all the time.
Now, I believe—and I am going to push out an olive branch to you, Ms Wooldridge, and to your
colleague Mr Davis, because it is at the end of the day and I am feeling generous—
Mr Davis: Are you resigning?
Mr DALIDAKIS: I am not that generous. I am feeling generous, and I am going to say to Mr Davis
that in an ideal world of course you would be able to try and do Toorak Road and you would try and
do Glenferrie Road and Tooronga Road all at the same time, just as we were able to do McKinnon
Road, North Road and Bentleigh Road. Mr Hayes knows the area meticulously well, having grown
up there and gone to the same primary school as I did; we were only a few years apart. We are actually
only talking about 1.4 kilometres, so from Centre Road, Bentleigh, to McKinnon Road is about
700 metres, and it is about 700 metres again from McKinnon Road to North Road. So about
1.4 kilometres meant that we could do those three consecutively, at the same time, because the
geographic distance meant that we actually had that opportunity. We are talking about a much greater
distance for the Toorak Road, Glenferrie Road and Tooronga Road level crossings. That does not
naturally lend itself to do them at the same time. So those over there can ask for it—
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Mr Davis: That isn’t true.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Mr Davis is out of his place, but he usually is even when he is in it. But let me
tell you this: Mr Davis can say that that is not true, but in black and white they were not doing Toorak
Road until after 2023. So he can try and claim something is not correct, but I have got the Liberal Party
manifesto Get Back in Control—that worked!—2018 State Election Policy Costings. Unfortunately
that did not work—well, fortunately for the people of Victoria and also fortunately for the residents
around Toorak.
If we move along, Mr Davis has said that of course he expresses concern—I love this—that we
outright rejected the $250 million from the coalition for rail-under-road removal of Glenferrie Road.
The problem of course with this motion is it presupposes that both Mr Davis and the Morrison
government know what engineering position they should have taken. It does not say in the motion,
‘We want to leave it to the engineers to determine what the best level crossing removal is’. It does not
say, ‘We wish to take advice from engineers to determine whether it should be up or below’. He has
already predetermined the outcome.
Again I use Mr Hayes and Ms Taylor in this room because sadly Ms Crozier has departed—she has
left the chamber. She has not departed the world; she has just left the chamber—I just want to make
that clear to anyone listening at home lest they get concerned for her health and wellbeing. Mr Hayes
is a serious person about public policy. Mr Hayes, while he and I sometimes do not agree on public
policy, gives it a great deal of consideration, as does my colleague Ms Taylor. So we do not come
lightly to this discussion. We do not come lightly to this debate. We do not come lightly to the
accusation that Mr Davis is playing party tricks with Parliament’s time, because he has already at
number (2) suggested that he knows better than any of the experts. Mr Hayes in his very brief
contribution—I would have preferred his contribution to be lengthier; he is taking a line I think out of
Mr Quilty’s promise to this chamber to be brief—said that he would like to see rail under road. But I
know that if the engineering report says that we should not do that for a range of reasons he is openminded enough to consider it. Whether he ultimately agrees with that is another story, but he will
consider that and he will understand that.
So I can say that where tramlines are part of the problem for which a level crossing removal needs a
solution, it becomes a far more complicated affair. We will go through that with the Glen Huntly Road
level crossing removal, which Mr Hayes and I spoke about briefly in his contribution, and of course
Neerim Road, which is only a few hundred metres from Glen Huntly Road. With those two we have
already said as a government that when it is time to do one we will do both together, because
geographically they are so close to each other and it does not make sense to do them separately either
financially or through the disruption to the local community.
If we come back to Mr Davis’s motion and have a look at it, we can see very clearly that this motion
is designed to do nothing other than to create a groundswell of nothing. It is almost like he is a supporter
of the Aero bar, because it is the bubbles of nothing that make it really something. Either that or he is
a fan of Seinfeld. Let us be honest, the whole show of Seinfeld was created over nothing. Jerry Seinfeld
said that himself. It is still one of my favourite television series today, not just because it shows such
great wit for everyday life. I reckon they would have loved to have met Mr Davis, because I reckon
he would have become a character in Seinfeld that we would have just loved to watch time and time
again.
A member: A show about nothing.
Mr DALIDAKIS: A show about nothing. I feel that societies and TV purveyors around the world
have missed out in not being able to see the David Davis caricature for everyone else, not just for us.
We want to share you, Mr Davis, with the world. I am not sure that your colleagues in the Liberal
Party would want to, lest they stay in opposition a little bit longer than they are. But nevertheless these
motions that he brings to this chamber are, sadly, a reflection of his partisan political ways rather than
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his bipartisan desire to improve public life and to look at public policy as a means to an end, not just a
means to his personal ends.
Number (3) in his motion calls on the government to genuinely negotiate progressing these level
crossing removals with the federal government in the interests of Victorians. But do you know what
this motion does not do? In the time remaining to me I think it is very important that I make mention
of this. What this does not do is it does not actually reflect what the necessary costs are. He does not
actually say, ‘I ask the Victorian government to negotiate with the federal government and tell them
what the actual costs of removing the level crossing are beyond the figure that the feds came up with’,
because they, believe it or not, do not have the expertise—nor does Mr Davis have the expertise—to
be able to determine what the costs of the level crossing removal actually are. If he had put that in his
motion or if he wanted to amend his motion and say that should the Victorian government be able to
ascertain what the actual cost is and share that with the federal government that they would support
hand in hand with the Andrews Labor government an attempt to get the full amount extracted from
the feds to do this, that would be a sense of bipartisanship—and you could almost knock me over with
a feather, because that will not happen today, it will not happen tomorrow and it will not happen in the
next parliamentary sitting week. In fact it will not happen for the rest of Mr Davis’s parliamentary
career, which has already gone into 23 years.
But in terms of sky rail, we have heard a lot of bluff and bluster about sky rail. In fact if people just
want to search Hansard in the 58th Parliament, they will be able to put themselves to sleep reading so
many of Mr Davis’s sky rail contributions. Let me tell you, the communities where sky rail has been
built love it. Do not take my word for it, go and read the Age article, ‘More than a year on, has “sky
rail” turned suburbs into ghettos?’ by Paul Sakkal. They love it, he loved it and David Davis should
love it too.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (16:59): This is a very reasonable
motion. It is a motion that points to the lack of documents that the government ought to have provided.
It offers the alternative for the state government to work with the commonwealth government instead
of taking them on unhelpfully. There is no technical reason why a rail-under-road solution cannot
occur at Toorak Road. I have spoken to a number of engineers who have actually drafted up significant
work. They have sought to present that to the Level Crossing Removal Project, and that group is not
prepared to engage with them on these matters.
Contrary to the views of a number in this chamber, the opposition has not taken these steps and has
not taken these positions without thoughtful engagement and focus with a number of engineers, a
number of them retired engineers who have considerable time, who have done a great deal of work to
look at the options that are available with this level crossing. What is clear, though, is that the
community has actually spoken very, very directly. At the large public meeting that Michael O’Brien,
Georgie Crozier, many councillors and I attended—300 to 400 people—on an evening at the town
hall, the people there spoke with very strong vehemence and determination to see a rail-under-road
solution rather than a sky rail solution.
Nobody was consulted on this before the election; nobody was given a rail-under-road option. After
the election the government has pushed forward with a proposal that is not welcomed by the
community. Indeed the City of Stonnington has taken a clear and formal position and said, ‘Actually
we want a rail-under-road option’. Their engineers are very aware of this as well. They know that the
capacity for place making, for better outcomes and for better continuity across the area will be
enhanced if there is a trench dug and they actually are able to dig part of that. There would be more
parkland if a creative option like that was taken forward, and it would not necessarily be more costly.
These sky rails are turning out to be very costly indeed, and the government has refused repeatedly to
release the details of the costings of the different crossings. Those costings are not in the public domain.
The one that is in the public domain is on this line, just a little way up at Burke Road. That was funded
by the previous government, and the decision was made by the previous government to put a rail-
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under-road option in place. That was persisted with by the current government, to their credit, and a
very successful and popular outcome has been delivered.
Equally on the Frankston line the Ormond, McKinnon, Bentleigh triplet of level crossing removals
was a rail-under-road solution, and it has been incredibly well received because the community
recognises that this is a better outcome for them. I can tell you that a sky rail would not have been well
received there; it would not have been a popular outcome. We know that the outcomes in Hughesdale,
Murrumbeena and Carnegie have not been good outcomes. Indeed one of the assessments that was
done by the City of Boroondara with respect to Toorak Road was an independent assessment where
they went down and looked at the sky rail at Murrumbeena and Carnegie. Their commentary in the
formal document the council submitted actually makes a series of points about the water, about the
lack of light, about the lack of growth of trees in that area and about the wet mulch in significant areas
underneath the sky rail. That is not a pretty sight; that is not a good outcome.
The Age article that was referred to was an article by a journalist who was provided with additional
information which they chose not to use. Indeed I sent that journalist significant information, and a
number of community members spoke to that journalist and made the point that the sky rail has not
been popular there. As far as antisocial activity goes, there are clear issues with antisocial activity
along that corridor. Indeed the councils have yet to come to a conclusion as to what long-term
maintenance arrangements will be put in place. Glen Eira, Monash, Dandenong—none of those have
yet agreed with the state government about a long-term maintenance program. The reason for that is
that they know it will be costly and the state government is not offering sufficient resources to do that
long-term maintenance.
So the outcomes are not good. I went and did a walking tour in Murrumbeena with a local arts group
just a few weeks ago—a very welcome set of steps. But as I moved around with that local arts group
it was clear that the elevated rail was not a popular elevated rail. People did not want that outcome;
they wanted a rail-under-road solution. Many have been forced to flee the area because of the impact
on their homes.
A member interjected.
Mr DAVIS: They have indeed fled the area. That is what they have done. And I have to say that if
a skyrail option is put in place at Toorak Road, there will be a significant impact on many of the local
people. They know it; they have begun to look at these designs closely. The engineers are looking at
them closely. They know what is going to happen with shadowing. They know the visual amenity is
going to be directly impacted. The government has not done proper studies on sound and the sound
impacts. We know from the sky rail in Murrumbeena and so forth that the impact is quite significant.
The government assessments down there were not assessments of the best outcomes. They did not
model a rail-under-road solution in the case of the CD9 set. They modelled only what was then the
current rail with an elevated rail, new track and no boom gates, and strangely they found that when
you remove the boom gates it is quieter. When the trains do not toot when they go through the boom
gates it is quieter. Let me tell you, you get that effect whether you have a rail-under-road or a rail-overroad level crossing removal. You get no sound in that sense, but the actual noise that goes out from
the elevated rail is greater and goes out a greater distance than the option of a rail under. That is the
assessment, and that is the option that should be considered.
I cannot for a moment think that the offer by the federal government should not be accepted and
worked through. The state government should in the first instance, to pick up the first point I have
made here, actually make available the documents, the assessments and the consultancies that they
have undertaken at public expense and this chamber has sought to have provided, which they are at
the moment sitting on and will not provide to the chamber. And that is wrong. That is simply wrong.
The state government ought to come clean and provide those assessments. The simple fact is that if
those assessments were in the public domain, people could see them and critique them and indeed
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debate the merits or otherwise of different proposals. But with the state government keeping all of that
secret it is very hard to debate the precise proposals when they are not putting them in the public
domain in a comprehensive way.
I have been to the briefings. I have spoken to the community. I have spoken to the engineers that have
looked at the options on this, and I say the commentary by Ms Taylor was very misinformed. She
should talk to those groups and she should talk to their engineers. She should take the time, as a local
member, to actually sit down for a lengthy period and have those engineers talk through some of these
points with her, and she will be surprised. If you go with an open mind and a preparedness to talk to
the community, they have a huge reservoir of knowledge and information which MPs are able to tap,
MPs are able to draw upon, to inform their decisions. I commend that model to the chamber. In any
event, this is a modest motion and I seek the chamber’s support.
Motion agreed to.
Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION AND ORDERS OF THE DAY
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (17:08): I move:
That the consideration of the remaining notices of motion and orders of the day, general business, be
postponed until the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
Statements on reports, papers and petitions
DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY AND FINANCE
Budget papers 2019–20
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (17:09): I rise this afternoon to make a contribution and a couple of
points in relation to the budget, specifically how it relates to regional and rural Victoria. It has been a
disappointing budget in terms of country Victoria and indeed in my patch of Eastern Victoria Region
in terms of the loss of a very good, well-respected and well-used grants system with good outcomes
called the Regional Growth Fund. Back in the day when Peter Ryan and Ted Baillieu came into
government they created a fantastic program that was well received and ran for eight years, finishing
only recently.
During that period of time there were a number of different programs under the coalition, the Liberals
and Nationals. They included the Putting Locals First Fund, the local government infrastructure
program, infrastructure funding and the Developing Stronger Regions Program, to name a few, and of
course they were run and auspiced by Regional Development Victoria, which ran these tremendous
grant programs. In terms of some stats and some numbers, during our period in office the state
government invested $500 million, so half of that, supporting almost 1800 projects but leveraging
more than $2 billion worth of investment. In effect, as such, it secured $3 for every $1 that was invested
by the government.
It created 23 000 jobs across rural and regional Victoria, including 6000 direct and full-time jobs and
almost 12 000 indirect and part-time jobs, and 5000 construction jobs. When I first came into this role
in the upper house in 2015 I had the pleasure of going around and being part of the opening ceremonies
of a number of those projects and enhancements to rural and regional Victoria that we had funded. It
always ends up being something that sticks in your throat a little bit when the incoming government
gets to cut the ribbon and take the accolades in relation to those funding projects. That is immaterial,
as such, the effect was that the communities had benefited so greatly from these particular outcomes.
I remember going to the Great Southern Rail Trail, not far from my home, when that was opened, and
what a tremendous asset that is. I remember going to the Arc Yinnar, where they had upgraded their
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kitchen, and what a tremendous asset that is for the community of Yinnar. I remember going to the
heritage cultural walk down there near Kernot Hall. What a tremendous asset and embodiment of the
culture and history of the people and communities that came into the Latrobe Valley.
What we are so very disappointed with today is that the government has decided in its lack of wisdom
to remove this funding channel and to remove a direct and proper grants stream that can be used by
councils very effectively to empower, encourage, enhance and capacity-build our small country towns.
Indeed what we know is that under our government and, using the second part, under the previous
term of the Labor government, long-term jobs and industry were created, but in small and localised
contexts. This is highly important for those small regional communities—to be able to employ people
and to be able to encourage and enhance our tourism industry along the way. What we also know,
unfortunately, is that with that contraction, with that axing of this program, there are great programs
that will struggle for funding and may not even have any funding going into the future. I raise the issue
in terms of the youth and leadership programs that have occurred right across this state. They have not
had their funding renewed, except for one year. The minister very embarrassingly had to retract what
was issued in the budget papers to give them a reprieve for one year. These are very important longterm ways of enabling our youth and our leaders to support country Victoria, and they have only got
a reprieve of one year. This is an indictment of this government, and we need to see direct and proper
funding into the regions.
Bills
APPROPRIATION (PARLIAMENT 2019–2020) BILL 2019
Introduction and first reading
The PRESIDENT: I have received the following message from the Legislative Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act for the
appropriation of certain sums out of the Consolidated Fund for the Parliament in respect of the financial year
2019/2020 and for other purposes’.

Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (17:15): I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

Motion agreed to.
Read first time.
Ms SYMES: I move, by leave:
That the second reading be taken forthwith.

Motion agreed to.
Statement of compatibility
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (17:16): I lay on the table a statement of compatibility with the Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 (Vic) (Charter
Act), I make this statement of compatibility with respect to the Appropriation (Parliament 2019–2020)
Bill 2019.
In my opinion, the Appropriation (Parliament 2019–2020) Bill 2019, as introduced to the Legislative Council,
is compatible with the human rights protected by the Charter Act. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined
in this statement.
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Overview of Bill
The purpose of the Appropriation (Parliament 2019–2020) Bill 2019 is to provide appropriation authority for
payments from the Consolidated Fund to the Parliament in respect of the 2019–2020 financial year.
Human Rights Issues
1. Human rights protected by the Charter Act that are relevant to the Bill
The Appropriation (Parliament 2019–2020) Bill 2019 does not raise any human rights issues.
2. Consideration of reasonable limitations—section 7(2)
As the Appropriation (Parliament 2019–2020) Bill 2019 does not raise any human rights issues, it does not
limit any human rights, and therefore it is not necessary to consider section 7(2) of the Charter Act.
Conclusion
I consider that the Appropriation (Parliament 2019–2020) Bill 2019 is compatible with the Charter Act
because it does not raise any human rights issues.
GAVIN JENNINGS MLC
Special Minister of State

Second reading
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (17:16): I move:
That the second-reading speech be incorporated into Hansard.

Motion agreed to.
Ms SYMES: I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The Appropriation (Parliament 2019–2020) Bill 2019 provides appropriation authority for payments from the
Consolidated Fund to the Parliament in respect of the 2019–2020 financial year, including ongoing liabilities
incurred by the Parliament such as employee entitlements that may be realised in the future.
Honourable Members will be aware that other funds are appropriated for parliamentary purposes by way of
special appropriations contained in other legislation. In addition, unapplied appropriations under the
Appropriation (Parliament 2018–2019) Act 2018 have been estimated and included in the Budget Papers.
Before 30 June 2019, the actual unapplied appropriation will be finalised and the 2019–2020 appropriations
will be adjusted by the approved carryover amounts under section 32 of the Financial Management
Act 1994 (Vic).
In line with the wishes of the Presiding Officers, appropriations in the Appropriation (Parliament 2019–2020)
Bill 2019 are made to the departments of the Parliament.
The total appropriation authority sought in this Appropriation (Parliament 2019–2020) Bill 2019 is
$160 733 000 (clause 3) for Parliament in respect of the 2019–2020 financial year.
I commend the Bill to the House.

Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (17:16): I move, on behalf of my colleague
Mr Rich-Phillips:
That debate on this matter adjourned for one week.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for one week.
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PUBLIC HEALTH AND WELLBEING AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Introduction and first reading
The PRESIDENT: I have received the following message from the Legislative Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act to amend
the Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008 in relation to HIV testing and to make minor miscellaneous
amendments and for other purposes’.

Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (17:17): I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

Motion agreed to.
Read first time.
Ms SYMES: I move, by leave:
That the second reading be taken forthwith.

Motion agreed to.
Statement of compatibility
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (17:18): I lay on the table a statement of compatibility with the Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006, (the Charter), I
make this Statement of Compatibility with respect to the Public Health and Wellbeing Amendment
Bill 2019
In my opinion, the Public Health and Wellbeing Amendment Bill 2019, as introduced to the Legislative
Council, is compatible with human rights as set out in the Charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined
in this statement.
Overview
The Bill amends the Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008 (the Act) to remove the requirements in relation
to the provision of information before and after HIV testing (and makes other minor miscellaneous
amendments). These requirements are no longer necessary, as they are covered by national testing
requirements, and removing them will reduce stigma and discrimination against people who may be HIV
positive. Thus, promoting the right to recognition and equality before the law is central to the Bill’s purpose.
Human Rights Issues
Human rights protected by the Charter that are relevant to the Bill
Section 8—Recognition and equality before the law
This right includes the right of every person to enjoy their human rights without discrimination. Every person
is equal before the law and is entitled to the equal protection of the law without discrimination and has the
right to equal and effective protection against discrimination. This means that the content of legislation ought
not to be discriminatory, in that it should not expressly treat people differently on the basis of a particular
characteristic.
The Act currently contains provisions which place special requirements in relation to HIV testing.
Section 131(1) prohibits registered medical practitioners from carrying out or authorising the carrying out of
a test for HIV, or any other prescribed disease, on a person who has requested the test unless they are satisfied
that the person requesting the test has been given the prescribed information in accordance with the
regulations. Section 131(2) provides an exception to section 131(1) if a pathologist authorises or carries out
the test on the authority of another registered medical practitioner. Section 132 prohibits registered medical
practitioners or persons of a prescribed class from advising a person who has requested a test for HIV, or any
other prescribed disease, of test results if the results are positive unless they are satisfied that the prescribed
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information, has been given to the person who requested the test. There are no other diseases which have been
prescribed for the purposes of these sections, so the requirements apply in respect of HIV only.
The Bill repeals sections 131 and 132 and makes consequential and other minor amendments to the Act.
The repeal of these requirements will allow HIV testing to be treated in the same manner as testing for other
blood borne viruses and many other medical conditions. This will assist in reducing the stigma surrounding
the condition. Removal of the ‘person of a prescribed class’ requirements by repeal of section 132 (and
consequentially the regulations made under that provision) will also allow training providers and professional
associations to develop more modern and flexible training for clinicians that reflects best practice in HIV care,
rather than deliver training in line with more static legislative requirements.
In addition, advances in HIV testing technology—particularly peer-based rapid testing and HIV home testing
kits—render the requirements in the Act increasingly outdated, or even a barrier to HIV testing.
The health sector, including groups representing medical professionals and consumers of health services, has
identified the requirements in sections 131 and 132 and in the relevant regulations as unnecessarily complex,
burdensome, expensive, time-consuming and stigmatising. As such, the sector welcomes efforts to streamline
and modernise arrangements that bring HIV into line with other communicable diseases.
There are no Charter rights limited by the Bill.
Jenny Mikakos MP
Minister for Health

Second reading
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (17:18): I move:
That the second-reading speech be incorporated into Hansard.

Motion agreed to.
Ms SYMES: I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
Increasing HIV testing is critical to achieving the goals and targets outlined in the Victorian HIV Strategy
2017–2020. To help achieve this, the Strategy contains three priority actions related to increasing access to
peer-led HIV testing, home-based self-testing, and modernising the requirements for testing providers.
Among the barriers to expanding peer-based testing are the current requirements under the Public Health and
Wellbeing Act 2008 relating to pre- and post-testing requirements and competencies for persons of ‘prescribed
class’. The need to review and modernise these requirements is an issue that a range of sector stakeholders
have been raising for some years. Overwhelmingly, the sector has supported a repeal of relevant sections of
the Act relating to pre and post HIV testing. I am pleased that, with this Bill, the government will address the
concerns of the sector and repeal these provisions.
Section 131 of the Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008 currently makes it mandatory for a registered
medical practitioner to ensure a person is given prescribed information, before carrying out or authorising a
test for HIV or any other prescribed disease. Section 132 requires a registered medical practitioner, or a person
of a prescribed class, to ensure prescribed information is given to a person before advising them the results of
the test are positive.
By singling out HIV for special requirements, the provisions have contributed to stigmatised views of the virus.
Barriers to increasing HIV testing include fear of stigma and discrimination in health settings, difficulty in
getting an appointment at HIV high-case load clinics, lack of access to easily accessible testing in local settings
and not knowing where to get tested. The repeal of these sections will support the achievement of the
government’s commitment to targeting zero stigma and discrimination experienced by people living with HIV.
It will reduce structural stigma associated with the virus and normalise regular screening for HIV and remove
a barrier to the expansion of cost-effective peer-led testing models, particularly in rural and regional Victoria.
Victoria is currently the only jurisdiction in Australia to impose requirements on who may conduct HIV
testing. All other jurisdictions are silent on the matter. The sections that will be repealed are covered by the
National HIV Testing Policy. Removing the Victorian requirements will harmonise Australian policy on HIV
testing and would allow HIV testing to be treated like testing for all other comparable blood borne viruses.
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This Bill will support the achievement of the priority actions set out in the Victorian HIV Strategy and will
allow training providers and professional associations to develop more modern and flexible training that
reflects changing workforce needs rather than deliver static training that is legislatively required. In addition,
it will remove the regulatory uncertainty around HIV home testing, which is not contemplated by the current
legislation and regulations.
The Bill repeals sections 131 and 132 and makes other clarifying amendments. These repeals will come in to
operation on a day to be proclaimed. This will enable consultation with the sector to determine the most
appropriate timing for the repeals to take effect. The Bill also makes some minor statue law revision
amendments.
I commend the Bill to the house.

Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (17:18): I move, on behalf of my colleague Ms Crozier:
That debate on this matter be adjourned for one week.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for one week.
STATE TAXATION ACTS AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Introduction and first reading
The PRESIDENT: A further message from the Legislative Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act to amend
the Duties Act 2000, the Land Tax Act 2005, the Payroll Tax Act 2007 and the Valuation of Land
Act 1960 and for other purposes’.

Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (17:19): I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

Motion agreed to.
Read first time.
Ms SYMES: I move:
That this bill be read a second time on the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
Adjournment
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (17:21): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION POWER POLES
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (17:21): My adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister
for Energy, Environment and Climate Change and concerns the appalling state of energy infrastructure
across the Western Victoria Region. On Monday night yet another power pole was set alight in
Warrnambool, requiring the immediate assistance of the Warrnambool fire brigade. This was the
second power pole to ignite in just six weeks. But wait, it gets worse. On Wednesday morning
emergency services were called to two more power pole incidents at Mepunga and Newfield. These
incidents left 300 south-west Victorians without power.
Once again energy distributor Powercor, in its failure to replace power poles beyond their expiration
date, has negligently endangered and disadvantaged western Victorian constituents. It was Powercor’s
inaction and incompetency that led to the snapping of a faulty power pole in The Sisters last year,
which contributed to the St Patrick’s Day fires that resulted in the loss of 23 houses, 40 000 hectares
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of land and 10 000 head of livestock. For how much longer must western Victoria patiently wait for
the replacement of the 550 000 power poles across our region? At their current rate of replacement by
Powercor, it would take 259 years to fully replace the network. During this time countless more lives
will be put in danger. The government must hold Powercor to account by forcing them to replace the
550 000 power poles across the Western Victoria Region—and probably throughout the rest of
Victoria as well—to prevent any further damage to property or even human life. The action I seek
from the minister is to demand immediate government action to prevent further power pole disasters
occurring in my region.
PLANT-BASED FOOD PRODUCTION
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (17:23): My adjournment matter this evening seeks an action
from the Minister for Agriculture, and I ask her to consider providing additional incentives for plantbased and cell-based meat production, considering the value and opportunities of this industry that
Victoria is currently missing out on. In order to protect our health and environment, while also feeding
the growing human population, we need to look at better and more sustainable ways of producing
food. Reducing our reliance on the industrial production and overconsumption of livestock is central
to protecting our climate and our environment and bettering human health. Fortunately food science
and human ingenuity gives us the ingredients we need to create nutritious food without the severe
problems inherent in our current systems, while still creating jobs and employment opportunities.
Australia is the third-fastest growing market in the world for plant-based foods, with our market for
packaged plant-based foods expected to reach $215 million by 2020. Just last week analysts at
Barclays predicted the alternative meat industry will be worth $140 billion globally within a decade.
Our major supermarkets, fast-food chains, independent stores and cafes are responding to the demand
for these products by importing them from overseas. We are missing a major opportunity to create
them right here, and in particular in the western region of Victoria, which is ideally placed to provide
the land, the raw materials, the employees and the transport needed to supply the finished product to
market, both domestically and internationally.
According to Food Frontier, Australia and New Zealand’s expertise and infrastructure in plant biology
and food science position them as ideal bases for plant-based and cell-based meat development.
Australia ranks fifth globally for biotechnology innovation. In this country we are primed to become
regional influencers in protein innovation due to our large agricultural sectors, proximity to Asia for
export and established regional relations.
As food innovation sweeps the globe, more investors are showing interest in cross-border ventures or
investments outside of their regional base. Australia appeals to investors seeking opportunities in the
populous Asia-Pacific. Imagine if we could be leading the way in Victoria, just as we have earlyadopted many of the other latest agricultural practices. It would create jobs, support farmers and help
us tackle the climate emergency. I ask the minister to consider providing additional incentives for those
wanting to establish plant-based or cell-based meat production in Victoria.
SEXUAL AND REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (17:26): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Health,
and it relates to the establishment of a reproductive health centre in the Greater Shepparton community.
The action that I seek from the minister is for the minister to commit to funding to establish a sexual
and reproductive health centre in Shepparton to improve access to important health services for women
in the Goulburn Valley. As part of the Andrews Labor government’s Women’s Sexual and
Reproductive Health plan, eight sexual and reproductive health centres have opened around Victoria.
Two new centres have recently opened in Ringwood and Gippsland to join existing centres in Bendigo,
Wangaratta, Frankston, Ballarat, Dandenong and Laverton.
Another key measure of Labor’s Women’s Sexual and Reproductive Health plan is a confidential
1800 My Options phone service. This confidential statewide hotline provides a range of sexual and
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reproductive health information and support for Victorian women. It was reported in the Herald Sun
of Friday, 17 May 2019, that the service has received its 5000th call since being established last year,
equating to nearly 90 phone calls a week. It was also reported that analysis showed that 97 per cent of
all calls to the service were from women seeking information regarding pregnancy terminations.
The Greater Shepparton local government area has the second-highest rate of teenage pregnancy in
Victoria, with a rate of 18.3 per 1000 women. Considering these figures, I wonder why a sexual and
reproductive health centre has not been established in the Shepparton electorate. Shepparton’s rate of
18.3 per 1000 women compares to the Bendigo and Ballarat areas, with teenage pregnancy rates of 13
and 14.3 per 1000 women. Both these cities have these sexual and reproductive health centres in them.
It is concerning that an area of Victoria with such a high teenage pregnancy rate does not have one of
these health hubs that provide these vital services that women need.
I do not raise this as a means to encourage additional terminations but rather as a preventative measure
to ensure services are available that may actually reduce the number of unplanned pregnancies,
particularly amongst teenagers in Shepparton. The government need to ensure that sexual and
reproductive health services are available to all Victorian women, especially in areas that need them
most. So I call on the minister to commit funding to establish a sexual and reproductive health centre
in Shepparton to improve access to important health services for women in the Goulburn Valley.
CAREWORKS
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (17:28): My adjournment matter tonight is for the
Premier. It concerns the Northern Community Church of Christ’s CareWorks in Preston, which
provides a very safe place of support and care for a wide variety of people, including our most
vulnerable. CareWorks provides food and clothing to those in desperate need, as CareWorks partners
with other organisations such as DIVRS and St Vincent de Paul, and it provides respite to those
seeking shelter from the extreme heat and cold and a safe place to come during the day.
In 2018 CareWorks catered for 13 000 meals for its community lunches from Monday to Thursday,
with other people purchasing takeaway or frozen meals. The CareWorks lunches help provide food
security, help combat isolation, improve mental health and wellbeing, strengthen the local community
and provide access to other support services, such as their health clinic, a community choir, a sewing
hub, some games, some shower facilities, a community kitchen and a sensory garden as well. Over
70 per cent of the people who attend CareWorks live in the Darebin area in the federal electorate of
Cooper, including Northcote and Reservoir, with some travelling from neighbouring suburbs; 77 per
cent of them are on some form of Centrelink support; 29 per cent were born overseas; 3 per cent are
currently refugees or new arrivals; and 6 per cent identify as LGBTQIA.
CareWorks also run an op shop, a furniture op shop and some projects that help provide quality
services to the local community. They are a large source of community connections and are heavily
supported by volunteers. Approximately 50 people from the local community freely give their time to
serve in a variety of roles, including cooking meals, working in the op shops, picking up and delivering
furniture, providing support, gardening and performing a wide range of other activities as well.
CareWorks need to raise about $70 000 by 5 July this year to offset the shortfall in the range of
community initiatives to keep them going so they can do these community meals, which are a
significant part of their operation. Currently CareWorks receive no funding from the state government.
The Darebin City Council helps support CareWorks through one-off grants for community festivals
and things like that.
The action I seek from the Premier is in response to inquiries I have had from Amy and her parents,
Leopoldo and Solito, who are volunteers, and also from Gloria, who has rung my office and is a client
of CareWorks. She goes there to get meals each week, and after catching the bus it connects her to
various communities. She is most worried, as are others, that it is going to be closed down. So the
action I seek from the Premier is to direct the appropriate minister—because it is unclear who takes
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responsibility for this—to find the $70 000 that Northern Community CareWorks desperately needs
to keep it open. It is a vital part of the local community. It brings people together. It deals with mental
health. And it is really important, as Gloria has told me, that she gets down there so that she can connect
with other people. It helps her, and it helps the community.
BUILDING CLADDING
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (17:31): My adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister
for Planning, and the action I seek is that the government immediately establishes a fund to cover
rectification works for buildings affected by flammable cladding. Last week I hosted a roundtable
discussion on the flammable cladding crisis. Residents, academics, industry practitioners and local
councillors came together to share their experiences and distress of living in affected buildings, their
attempts to arrange removal of the cladding and alternative solutions to the crisis. It was extremely
disappointing to see Monday’s budget allocate no money to cladding rectification for residential
buildings. Yet it did allocate funding for government-owned buildings, and therefore the government
acknowledges the urgency of some of this work.
At the round table the participants passed the following resolution:
The Cladding Roundtable participants note that:
(1) Flammable cladding on buildings across Victoria poses a threat to residents’ safety and wellbeing.
(2) Three buildings in Victoria have already had dangerous fires due to flammable cladding.
(3) The Victorian Cladding Taskforce has identified hundreds of buildings (and thousands of people) at risk
and has issued a number of rectification notices, however there is little support for residents and owners
for removing and replacing the risky cladding.
(4) The round table identified a range of problems with the current situation and the cladding rectification
scheme (CRS) and how residents/owners can be supported more effectively, and this list is available on
request.
(5) The government’s current approach to the crisis is ineffective and unworkable and is leaving residents
and owners uncertain and fearful. Residents face substantial costs to rectify their buildings, increased
insurance costs and loss of value in their homes, while not one loan has been issued under any cladding
rectification agreements (CRS).
(6) The cladding crisis was due to a failure of regulation; residents and owners purchased homes in good
faith, believing that they met appropriate standards when it is now clear they did not.
(7) The certainty of the financial burden greatly outweighs the theoretical risk of arson, associated with
owning or living in an affected building, therefore a consultation with affected residents/owners about
whether the list of buildings should be made public should be conducted.
And calls for:
(8) An urgent inquiry into the cladding crisis to give affected residents, owners and the community certainty
about the situation and to identify a fair and effective solution.
(9) The Victorian State Government to promptly fund full rectification works for buildings identified as
unacceptable risk due to the presence of flammable cladding, and recoup the costs from those who
created the problem.

With three cladding fires, already hundreds of buildings identified as being affected and at high risk,
thousands of residents affected and now international governments like that in the UK stepping up to
fund rectification, it is time for this government to act. This problem has been caused by a failure of
regulation and is being made worse by a failure of government intervention.
CULTURAL HERITAGE MANAGEMENT PLANS
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (17:34): My adjournment debate is for the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs. Sandra Wilson is the owner-operator of Rundell’s Mahogany Trail Rides.
Rundell’s is a small business that operates in Belfast Coastal Reserve just outside of Warrnambool in
western Victoria. The business has supported the local community for 22 years and provided
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memorable experiences to thousands. In December 2018 Parks Victoria and Aboriginal Victoria
locked Rundell’s out of four of the five trails they operated on, including their most popular trail at
Hoon Hill. In addition to that, the one remaining track is subject to further lockouts during high tide.
No warning or advanced notice was given for the lockouts, and the outlook for the business is grim.
The cost of developing a cultural heritage management plan (CHMP), which would be required if
Rundell’s were to continue to operate in the area, would be tens of thousands of dollars. Even if a plan
were affordable, the restrictions on trail access would still need to be restored. Yet since the lockouts
Aboriginal Victoria has negotiated with Racing Victoria to allow horses to be trained at Hoon Hill. No
such consideration has been offered to Sandra. Her pleas and the pleas of the community have been
ignored. One rule for large organisations; another rule for a small community business.
Rundell’s also facilitates a disabled riders program and provides hands-on contact with horses for
children and adults struggling with additional adversity. Sandra has been crushed by the people in this
place. We owe it to her to put things right. I call on the minister to reverse the lockouts from the Belfast
Coastal Reserve.
Sadly, Sandra is not alone. This year’s Sea Lake Mallee Rally, held at Lake Tyrell, was cancelled due
to difficulties in obtaining a cultural heritage management plan. The Mallee rally has been running for
47 years. It is living heritage, killed, ironically, by heritage protection legislation.
Parks Victoria also struggles to comply with the regulations. Establishing a cultural heritage
management plan costs taxpayers between $50 000 and $200 000. Parks Victoria is aware of
12 000 known heritage sites and notes that there are many more places that are currently unknown.
We are looking at hundreds of billions of dollars. Parks Victoria notes the construction of a boat ramp
cost $10 000 to install and an additional $60 000 for the CHMP. That is a real example: $10 000 ramp,
$60 000 permit. Seventy-three per cent of all cultural heritage management plans do not preserve
Aboriginal cultural heritage at all. That is $50 000 for a plan that has a 73 per cent chance of not
working. The problem is not the preservation of Aboriginal heritage; the problem is the arbitrary
lockouts, the exorbitant fees, the onerous process and the failure to achieve meaningful results.
The PRESIDENT: Mr Quilty, are you happy for that to be directed to the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change, who is responsible for Parks Victoria? Thank you very much.
FLU VACCINATIONS
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (17:37): My adjournment matter this evening is for the
Minister for Housing, Minister Wynne, in the other place. It relates to the homeless and those that are
sleeping rough. I am particularly concerned about the increasing number of flu cases. We have heard
a lot about that in recent weeks and certainly today authorities are again speaking about their concerns
about the flu season and the numbers that have received their flu vaccines, but there are lots of people
that have not yet received a flu vaccine. Of course I am pleased that the federal government is dealing
with many different cohorts. Equally I am pleased that the state government has actually
acknowledged the critical need for under-five-year-olds to have flu vaccines and has followed the lead
of the coalition in adopting a policy that they had last year to provide free vaccines to children under
five, but also there are those people that are vulnerable, the sick and the elderly. I put into that category
those who are homeless and sleeping rough.
I am really wanting to understand from the minister responsible for homelessness and housing what
action he is taking to provide flu vaccines for that vulnerable cohort. The action I seek is for him to
provide that information so that those people can be protected from this very, very severe flu season
this year.
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RESPONSES
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (17:39): I am very happy to accept the adjournment matters raised this
evening. Mrs McArthur raised a matter for the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change
relating to Powercor and power pole replacement. Ms Lovell has raised an issue for the Minister for
Health and called for a sexual and reproductive health centre in the Goulburn Valley. Mr Ondarchie
would like information from the Premier about whether there is a ministerial responsibility that can
look at funding for CareWorks in his electorate. Dr Ratnam raised a matter for the Minister for
Planning in relation to cladding. Mr Quilty raised a matter that I understand the President deems
appropriate for the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change in relation to access to
property managed by Parks Victoria and the concerns he raised on behalf of Rundell’s Mahogany
Trail Rides and also the Sea Lake Mallee Rally and the complications with Aboriginal cultural heritage
overlays and the like. Ms Crozier raised a matter for the Minister for Housing and expressed her
concerns about access to flu vaccines for those people experiencing homelessness.
I would just like to respond briefly to Mr Meddick’s adjournment matter because it was of course a
matter for me as Minister for Agriculture. Mr Meddick asked for me to consider opportunities to
support the development of the plant-based food industry. It is a matter that Mr Meddick has brought
to my attention before. Thank you for raising it in Parliament and putting it on the public record. I
confirm that I am a big supporter of all agricultural industries and any emerging industries in that
bucket. I am always interested in exploring opportunities, so I am very happy to continue working
with Mr Meddick on the development of that industry with Agriculture Victoria.
The PRESIDENT: The house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 5.41 p.m.

