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Thursday, 6 June 2019
The PRESIDENT (Hon. SL Leane) took the chair at 9.35 a.m. and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (09:35): On behalf of the Victorian state Parliament I acknowledge the
Aboriginal peoples, the traditional custodians of this land which has served as a significant meeting
place of the First People of Victoria. I acknowledge and pay respect to the elders of the Aboriginal
nations in Victoria past and present and welcome any elders and members of the Aboriginal
communities who may visit or participate in the events or proceedings of the Parliament this week.
Committees
LEGAL AND SOCIAL ISSUES COMMITTEE
Inquiry into the Public Housing Renewal Program
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (09:36): Pursuant to standing order 23.30, I lay on the table a copy of the
government response to the Legal and Social Issues Committee inquiry into the public housing
renewal program.
Papers
PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Auditor-General’s Reports on—
Melbourne Metro Tunnel Project—Phase 1: Early Works, June 2019 (Ordered to be published).
Recovering and Reprocessing Resources from Waste, June 2019 (Ordered to be published).
Climate Change Act 2017—Independent Expert Panel’s Interim Emissions Reduction Targets for Victoria
(2021–2030), Final Report.

Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Notices given.
Committees
PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES
Membership
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (09:41): I move, by leave:
That:
(1) Mr Limbrick and Mr Quilty be participating members of the Standing Committee on Legal and Social
Issues;
(2) Mr Limbrick be a participating member of the Standing Committee on the Economy and Infrastructure;
and
(3) Mr Quilty be a participating member of the Standing Committee on the Environment and Planning.

Motion agreed to.
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Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (09:41): This one may not travel
so well, but I desire to move, by leave:
That my notice of motion given this day be made an order of the day for later this day.

Leave refused.
Members statements
RAMADAN
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (09:42): On Monday night I was privileged to be invited to
the Sunshine West home of Nezahat and Kadir Eryegit for a home iftar dinner. Richard Riordan, MP,
and I were honoured to sit around the family dining table and share a meal in a friendly and welcoming
environment. Nezahat’s culinary skills are without par. She is renowned for her authentic Turkish
food, which, under the name of Gozleme Queen, she sells at various markets. Nezahat has also been
an active contributor to the Turkish media. Kadir and Nezahat came to Australia with two suitcases
and a few hundred dollars and through hard work purchased a house and supported their children
through education and entrepreneurial business activities. This family is a strong example of
Australia’s successful migration program, and their philanthropic support for others is a lesson to us
all. I must also thank Ahmet Keskin from the Australian Intercultural Society who was instrumental
in organising our dinner and other iftar dinners, I understand. I learned a great deal about a culture of
which I admit ignorance. Thank you to all those of whose company and hospitality I was a beneficiary.
RACHANA NATYALAYA
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (09:43): I had the honour of attending Nrityanjali, the
seventh annual dance concert organised by Rachana Natyalaya, the School of Indian Classical and
Folk Dancing, on 25 May 2019 at the Williamstown town hall. This vibrant and joyous evening
showcased the talent of over 120 students in Indian classical Bharatanatyam, Kuchipudi, folk and
Bollywood dancing. Rachana Natyalaya is one of the leading centres for learning Indian classical, folk
and Bollywood dancing in Melbourne. Their mission is to showcase the many kinds of performing
arts prominent within India. Dance has traditionally been an important part of the culture in India. I
was delighted to attend this event, which was full of colourful props and costumes and was a treat for
the eyes and the soul. The enthusiasm that young parents in the west showed to promote participation,
that in turn helps the cause of a healthy lifestyle, preserving the culture and promoting harmony and
multiculturalism, was remarkable.
I admire Rachana Natyalaya for their commitment to engaging and educating the youth of their culture
in a manner which exhibits a colourful, vibrant and immersive outlook through song and dance. Events
like these truly uphold the commitment of the Andrews Labor government to nurture Victoria’s
vibrant multicultural and multifaith society. I look forward to supporting and attending more of such
events in the future, and I thank Rachana Natyalaya for inviting me to this event.
D-DAY
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (09:45): I want to note that today
is D-day, 75 years later. That amazing and important invasion, the largest seaborne invasion in history,
was the base of the process of winning that amazing and terrible war. I think we owe a great debt of
gratitude to the soldiers who fought in that war, the paratroopers, those involved in the seaborne
invasion, the air pilots—all of those involved in this amazing and very significant operation. You
cannot be struck by anything but admiration for the more than 3000 Australians who were involved in
that. Even in the images on the television this morning you could see the impact that this had on those
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men, who had put themselves in harm’s way in a very significant step. One described the stench of
death on the beaches of Normandy, the five beaches—Utah, Omaha, Gold, Juno and Sword—and the
enormous planning that went into that step. I want to put on record our gratitude and our thanks to
those who lost their lives and to the ones who came back and made a further contribution to our
society—indeed I suspect on behalf of everyone in this chamber. Lest we forget.
JILLIAN PANNAN
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (09:46): Today I rise to speak of Jillian Pannan, who sadly
passed away from cancer last week. Jillian was the wife of Jeff Pannan, who runs the Melbourne Arms
and Militaria Fair in Altona. Funnily enough, Jillian was really the heart and soul of all this. It was a
year or so ago that we found out she was sick, and despite that she turned up for quite a while. It is
kind of a blessed relief, I guess, that she has gone, because her last few months were not pleasant. Rest
in peace, Jillian. You will be missed.
D-DAY
Mr BOURMAN: Whilst I am here, it is now 75 years since the invasion of Normandy. I think we
should all take the time to remember all those who fought for their countries—all those who died, all
those who were wounded—and remember a couple of things: everyone gave some, some gave all;
and rest in peace.
DARWIN SHOOTING
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (09:47): In news that has become too familiar in the past
months, I was saddened to see that another cowardly act of violence occurred in Darwin on Tuesday
evening—a deliberate and deadly attack by a lone gunman who has left four people dead and several
injured. One of the dead was a taxidriver on his break with no connection to the killer. Survivors report
surreal scenes of indiscriminate firing and mindless violence on account of one man’s thoughtless
rage. At this time we do not know why he did it, and perhaps the reason does not matter, for violence
of any kind is always senseless; there is no reason, no excuse, no justification for violence.
This is the third time in nearly as many months that I have stood in this place to speak on senseless
violence—that is three times too many. One of the survivors said, ‘It just seems so insane’, and they
are right—it is insane. It is easy for us to shut our hearts off to violence, to become desensitised, but
we cannot let that happen. Christchurch, Sri Lanka, Virginia Beach, Darwin—remember them. The
Northern Territory Chief Minister said, ‘This is not the Darwin we know’. He is right: this is not the
Australia we know. It is certainly not the Australia we want to know. To the families and survivors, I
wish you the strength to carry on. To those that did not make it, may you rest in peace.
D-DAY
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (09:49): Today, 6 June, is the 75th anniversary
of D-day. On this day 75 years ago 156 000 Allied troops crossed the English Channel by sea and by
air to land on the beaches of German-occupied Normandy in France. It was the largest seaborne
invasion in history, and 4500 Allied troops died on the beaches that day. Under the command of General
Eisenhower, Operation Overlord saw 875 000 troops land in Normandy in June of 1944. The liberation
of France from the Nazi regime was a turning point in the war that led to the freedom of Europe and
the Free World that we know today. Overnight Her Majesty the Queen led commemorations at
Portsmouth, supported by the President of the United States, Donald Trump, Australian Prime
Minister Scott Morrison and leaders from across Europe and the Free World, including the German
Chancellor, Angela Merkel. As Her Majesty reflected, the commemorations are an opportunity for
those who have enjoyed 75 years of freedom to say thank you to those who sacrificed so much and
contributed so much. More commemorations are to follow at Normandy in France today.
In 1995 Victoria commemorated the 50th anniversary of the end of the Second World War and
celebrated the victory of freedom over tyranny with major parades and services in Melbourne to mark
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VE Day and VJ Day. Next year will mark the 75th anniversary of the end of the Second World War.
It is likely to be the last sentinel anniversary where the servicemen and women to whom we owe so
much can be present to receive the thanks of a grateful nation. I take this opportunity to call on the
government to ensure that Victoria does mark this important anniversary with a calendar of events
befitting the sacrifice and achievement of 75 years ago.
TUNGAMAH FOOTBALL NETBALL CLUB
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (09:51): Tungamah is a small Victorian town with a population
of less than 500. It is home to a primary school, a pub and even a payphone. Tungamah is also home
to a football club. About a decade ago, in a surge of inclusivity or a sudden rush of blood, the members
of the Tungamah Football Club decided to rename themselves the Tungamah Football Netball Club.
You might think that is a harmless change. In fact this seemingly innocent decision was actually an
underhanded attempt to defraud the Victorian public.
Luckily, the brave and righteous heroes at the Victorian Commission for Gambling and Liquor
Regulation sprang into action. Through their tireless vigilance they noticed, only 10 years down the
track, that the Tungamah Football Club did not exist. There was a Tungamah Football Netball Club,
but that did not fool them. They cancelled the liquor licence and devastated the team and the town.
Of course the two clubs are the same club. There never was a fraud. The Tungamah Football Netball
Club has had to shut their bar and reapply for their liquor licence. Maybe these things make sense in
Melbourne. It is not the way things work in the bush. In a sane world that would never have happened.
In a sane world they could have picked up the phone, contacted them and with the stroke of a pen
solved the problem. It is a shame we do not live in that world. Maybe we could.
CHURCH SQUARE, ST KILDA
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (09:52): The state of Victoria granted the land now known
as Church Square to the Anglican Diocese of Melbourne in 1855. The Victorian heritage database
statement of significance of the Christ Church complex states that it is ‘a rare and significant square
in the history of town planning in Victoria’ and is the last known example of Victoria’s historical
church squares. As well as being a place of Victorian heritage, Church Square is also a local
community icon. The tranquil gardens have been a place of quiet reflection for generations, something
quite unique in such a high-density urban area. It is the place for community picnics, children’s play,
walking the dog and rest and respite from the hustle of the inner suburbs.
A for-profit childcare venture is proposed to be developed on the historic Christ Church complex in
St Kilda. This would be a significant commercial operation with upwards of 140 people present on a
typical day. The proposed development would require remodelling and extension of the bishop’s
residence building, construction of significant other new buildings and construction of a large car park
on what is currently parkland. The proposal would be damaging to the village green atmosphere of the
square and change forever its appearance and function. It would also appear to be at odds with the
Burra Charter. I concur with Church Square Friends and other concerned members of the community
who wish to preserve the heritage of this site for generations to come, and we eagerly await the
outcome of the heritage council.
LIAM BAKER AND SYDNEY STACK
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (09:54): I rise to congratulate Liam Baker and Sydney Stack on
being named the NAB AFL Rising Stars for rounds 10 and 11. Liam Baker is an outstanding young
player at the Tigers. He has played eight games in 2019, averaging 19 disposals and 69 per cent
efficiency, and has quickly become one of the real stars at Tigerland. Since being picked up by the
Richmond Football Club as a preseason supplementary inclusion in December last year, 19-year-old
Sydney Stack has proven himself to be an outstanding talent also. Sydney was first selected to play in
the Richmond AFL team in round 3 and has played every game since, averaging 17 disposals and
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85 per cent efficiency over his nine games. Before being picked up by Richmond, Sydney was
overlooked by every AFL side in last year’s draft due to some challenges he faced off field. I am proud
to belong to the Richmond Football Club, who have shown a willingness to assist players like Sydney
to prove themselves and help them to achieve their dreams.
Another outstanding young player at the Richmond Football Club this year has been Jack Ross, who
I am hoping will soon be back on the field so that he can also be named a NAB AFL Rising Star,
which he rightly deserved before being injured. Jack Ross has played only five games but he averaged
18 disposals and 76 per cent efficiency. He is a player of the future at Richmond, as are Liam Baker
and Sydney Stack.
NORTH EAST LINK
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (09:55): Today I want to talk about the North East Link. It
is an important project. It is one of our largest transport infrastructure undertakings to date. Recently I
have engaged closely with the community in my electorate to ensure that they are aware and they have
assistance in preparing their submissions for the environment effects statement (EES). In the past
fortnight my office has received a huge number of calls, emails and messages from residents, sporting
clubs and local councils. Despite the massive scale and importance of the project, the formal consultation
period has only been 40 days. Ten of those days were over the extended Easter-Anzac period.
I have asked the Minister for Transport Infrastructure to extend the deadline of this Friday, 7 June,
with no response. My concerns, which I will present in my own submission, are that the barebones
reference design presented in the EES has been superseded yet approvals are still being sought, and
upgrades to major feeder roads such as Bulleen Road south of the Eastern Freeway and Templestowe
Road will not be included in the project. I am concerned about the real impacts on residents during the
construction and that the community has been given little more than 30 days to respond to
10 000 pages. At 5.00 p.m. on Friday the door will shut on this project, and the authority has advised
there will be no consultation with the tendering organisations.
We need this infrastructure but we only have one chance to get it right, one chance to get the best value
from almost $16 billion of taxpayers money. I hope the government will do the right thing by my
Eastern Metropolitan Region community and listen to them.
AUSTRALIA’S BIGGEST MORNING TEA
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (09:57): An estimated 134 174 new cases of cancer will be
diagnosed in Australia this year. One in two Australians will be diagnosed with cancer by the age of
85. These sobering statistics are softened by hope that through research, prevention and support more
people will survive cancer. One in three cancers is preventable, with public education key to reducing
the risk of cancer. The rest relies on science and innovation for new treatments and ultimately a cure—
work which is supported by government and organisations such as the Cancer Council. Each year
across May and June thousands of workplaces, community groups and individuals participate in
Australia’s Biggest Morning Tea, a traditional and enduring fundraising event for the Cancer Council.
Last year Australia’s Biggest Morning Tea raised $11.9 million. If you have not had a cuppa for a
cause yet, bring your colleagues, family or friends together to support the vital work of the Cancer
Council.
Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (09:58): I move:
That the consideration of notices of motion, government business, 10 to 99, be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
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Bills
APPROPRIATION (PARLIAMENT 2019–2020) BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Ms SYMES:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (09:59): I rise to speak relatively briefly to
the Appropriation (Parliament 2019–2020) Bill 2019 this morning. The Parliament appropriation bill
of course is the carve-out from the general appropriation which relates to the appropriation provided
for the parliamentary departments and the independent officers of the Parliament.
This standalone appropriation for Parliament continues what has now been a fairly longstanding
fiction underpinned by the view, quite rightly, that appropriations for the Parliament should be in the
hands of the Parliament, independent of the government. For a long time now, many decades,
appropriations for Parliament have been separated out of the general appropriation bill for the rest of
government. Now, of course we know that in reality the appropriation for Parliament bill is a
government bill. It is a bill that is prepared by the government, prepared by the Treasurer. Being an
appropriation bill it is done with a message from the Governor, obviously on the recommendation of
the government. So while it is separated and titled ‘Parliament’ and it maintains a fiction that the
parliamentary appropriation is treated differently—it is in the hands of the Parliament rather than the
government—in reality the parliamentary appropriation bill is a government bill, and it reflects the
decisions made by the government as to the allocation of funds for Parliament.
The purpose of the parliamentary appropriation bill is to provide the funding for the parliamentary
departments: the Department of the Legislative Council; the Department of the Legislative Assembly;
the parliamentary investigatory committees, the joint committees; the Department of Parliamentary
Services; the Auditor-General; and in the last two years, the Parliamentary Budget Office as one of
the new independent offices of the Parliament. What this bill does not do, despite what many members
think, is pay salaries for members of Parliament. They are in fact covered by a special appropriation
under the Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation Act 1968, so contrary to what many members
think, the failure to pass this bill would not lead to members not being paid. It would, however, lead
to the clerks and the other staff of the Parliament not being paid, so the failure to pass this bill is not a
good thing.
Notwithstanding the fact that this does not relate to members’ salaries, there are some very good
reasons why this bill should be passed prior to the expiration of the current appropriation on 30 June
this year. The bill does provide the base funding for the parliamentary departments. It also supports
the funding for members’ electorate offices. We see in the appropriation this year that there has been
a change in the level of funding appropriated across the departments, and I will come to the overall
figures shortly. But in respect of the aggregates under the appropriation bill, Parliament’s funding this
year will increase to $160.7 million appropriated versus $154.3 million last year. We see the allocation
for the Legislative Council increase from $4.6 million to $5.8 million; for the Legislative Assembly it
increases from $4.9 million to $6.8 million; and for the parliamentary committees it declines from
$7.4 million to $5.7 million—that is the line for the joint committees. In respect of Parliamentary
Services, the amount increases from $112 million to $121 million; for the Auditor-General the
appropriation declines from $21.6 million to $17.7 million; and for the Parliamentary Budget Office
the amount is constant at $3.3 million.
Now, of course the appropriation bill is only part of the story. It does not represent the full resources
which are allocated to the Parliament. With the somewhat complex funding structure we have in
Victoria under the Financial Management Act 1994 there is the appropriation through this bill, there
are the special appropriations such as members’ salaries through the Parliamentary Salaries and
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Superannuation Act, and there are various other revenue items—receipts that are attributed to the
departments via appropriation, funds which are carried forward from previous years. While the
appropriation bill reflects $160 million being allocated to Parliament by way of direct appropriation,
the total allocation for Parliament in the 2019–20 year is in the order of $244 million when the special
appropriations are taken into account and when carryovers and receipts credited are taken into account.
Looking at the initiatives which are in the budget in terms of new initiatives for Parliament this year,
they are relatively few in size and in nature. In relation to asset initiatives, the budget records an
electorate office asset initiative of approximately $3 million per year. This reflects in fact an
accounting change to the public sector accounting standards in relation to the way in which leases are
now required to be reflected in public sector balance sheets. This has had a significant impact across
the entire public sector. The impact on Parliament is relatively small, but across the general
government sector the impact is significant with the changed accounting standards under, I think,
AASB 16. This has been an issue that has been ongoing and under consideration for a number of years
and has come to fruition in the set of accounts prepared for this year’s budget.
Putting aside that asset initiative, which reflects, as I said, the change in accounting standards, we see
new funding allocated this year for the performance audit for the Auditor-General. The house earlier
this year agreed by way of resolution with the other house to the appointment of a performance auditor
for the Victorian Auditor-General’s Office. We have some funding allocated for electorate office
accommodation and some funding allocated for an increase in electorate office and communications
budgets. So the new funding initiatives in the budget for Parliament this year are relatively modest in
number and in size.
It is interesting to reflect on that increase in electorate office funding, which is largely following the
formula laid down for electorate office budgets, which is proportional to the number of voters enrolled
in each electorate. There is a formula which allocates funding to different electorate offices based on
the number of constituents enrolled in each electorate.
One of the challenges the Parliament will have this year follows the passage of the parliamentary
remuneration and integrity legislation earlier this year, which has already started to take effect. We
saw the first trigger of that legislation being a requirement for members to submit returns under the
new register of interests in April—a requirement to submit a primary return for each member. As that
process was undertaken it became apparent to many members that the way in which that legislation
had been put together is a mess. There are inconsistencies in the requirements laid down for disclosure
through that return process with disclosure being required in some instances and not in others.
There is a lack of clarity as to what is actually expected in terms of disclosure through that framework.
For example, with shareholdings in public companies members were required to disclose the name
but they were not required to disclose, obviously, the contact details of public companies because they
are a matter of public record. However, when it came to recording income—dividends from those
public companies—members were required to disclose contact details and addresses for public
companies. There are huge inconsistencies; it is badly put together legislation in respect of those
primary returns. Lack of clarity is what was intended with disclosures under that framework. This
month members of Parliament have received advice from the Clerk of the Parliaments that under that
legislation a further return will be required to be submitted in June.
So six or eight weeks after putting in a return, a further return which is different, which has some
differences to the original return, will be required to be submitted. In that regard, with that degree of
inconsistency and lack of clarity that applies to the new register of interests framework, later this year
we will see a new regime of oversight apply to electorate office budgets and the management of
electorate office entitlements and the use of those and the oversight of those. Frankly, if the same poor
drafting and lack of clarity that exists in the register of interests applies to that framework, it is going
to be a very difficult period for the Parliament and for members in the administration of those
entitlements for the balance of this financial year. In noting there is a small increase in the aggregate
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for electorate office budgets, about $1 million a year over the forward estimates, the management of
those budgets is going to be a huge challenge for the Parliament and individual members if the quality
of the new framework there is as bad as the framework we have seen for the register of interests.
One of the ongoing issues for this chamber in particular has been funding for parliamentary
committees, for the Legislative Council standing committees—the Economy and Infrastructure
Committee, the Legal and Social Issues Committee and the Environment and Planning Committee.
Those committees have been in place now in the Council for a number of years and have performed a
range of inquiry functions. Indeed, we saw just yesterday the upper house committees are taking on
an increasing range of inquiries, a number of inquiries. Indeed, the Economy and Infrastructure
Committee now has four inquiries that it is undertaking. Those committees have undertaken a
workload equal to and in many cases exceeding the workload of the joint committees, particularly on
issues which are of great public interest where large numbers of submissions are generated and large
numbers of witnesses are seeking to be heard. So an enormous amount of work is now taking place
through the Legislative Council’s committees office, far more than may have been the case a decade
ago or 15 years ago, relative to the joint committees.
It has been an ongoing issue for the Council to have those committees resourced, to have that in its
base funding. We saw over recent years, over the last five years, a number of supplemental
arrangements put in place on an ad hoc basis, with agreements from the Treasurer. We saw two or
three years ago this house amend the parliamentary appropriation bill to support additional funding
for the Legislative Council committees. That was ultimately resolved by an exchange of letters with
the Presiding Officers and the Treasurer to ensure that the additional funding was provided to the
Council. It is good to see additional funding in the base appropriation for the Council in this year’s
appropriation bill, but I will in the committee stage of this bill seek undertakings from the minister and
clarity from the minister as to the government’s intention with that base level funding on an ongoing
basis.
This is an important bill in that it underpins the ongoing operation of the Parliament and the broader
parliamentary infrastructure. It is good to see the work of the Legislative Council recognised through
the increase in the base appropriation, but we will seek assurance that that is to be ongoing funding
beyond this budget year and that that will become the norm for those new activities of the Legislative
Council to be recognised in the appropriation mechanism.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (10:13): I rise today to speak in relation to the Appropriation
(Parliament 2019–2020) Bill 2019. In doing so I want to address a number of the components of
Mr Rich-Phillips’s contribution in the context of the progress that has been made to provide a greater
degree of clarity around the way in which appropriations occur to parliamentary departments, the way
in which committee structures will be better resourced as a consequence of that funding that Mr RichPhillips has referred to and the way in which the appropriation and authority from the Consolidated
Fund to Parliament in respect of this financial year occurs to provide a greater level of consistency as
we move to appropriately resource this particular part of the overall work of government.
Mr Rich-Phillips referred at the beginning of his contribution to the fiction which occurs whereby the
parliamentary appropriation is carved out of the general appropriation for the purposes of the budget
debate and discussion and subsequent allocation process. One of the things that we do need to
remember is the importance of perception around the independence of the way in which the Parliament
operates, and that whilst government will be responsible for the financial management and the
associated processes with the passage of legislation to provide those allocations from the Consolidated
Fund, this ‘fiction’, for want of a better term and as coined by Mr Rich-Phillips, is a necessary one in
the context of the circumstances and the independent operations of the Parliament, alongside those
offices which have been referred to and which include the Parliamentary Budget Office and the
Victorian Auditor-General’s Office.
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As we heard earlier, the funds are appropriated by way of special appropriations, and we look at the
way in which those special appropriations sit within other legislation. As a total we do have around
$244 million by way of special appropriations and those carryovers combined with the $160 733 000
by way of direct appropriation in this particular bill, and whilst the bill itself does not go to pay the
salaries of the staff of the Parliament, save for officers such as the clerks, it is important to recognise
the consequence of potential ongoing liabilities as may be incurred by the Parliament, such as those
employee entitlements that may be realised into the future. Before 30 June 2019 the actual unapplied
appropriation will be finalised, and the 2019–20 appropriations will be adjusted by those approved
carryover amounts under section 32 of the Financial Management Act 1994.
We do have a number of other pieces of legislation, as Mr Rich-Phillips has indicated and as I indicated
earlier in my contribution, which also apply to resource the Parliament accordingly. In line with the
wishes of the Presiding Officers, appropriations in this particular parliamentary bill are made to the
departments of the Parliament.
I would like to touch on, finally, before moving to the detail of the bill itself as it will apply, the issues
that Mr Rich-Phillips has referred to around the register and around the greater level of scrutiny which
will be applied to members of Parliament who are in the process of the discharge of their elected
responsibilities and the way in which there can be a greater level of public confidence and certainty
around the standing of those particular members of Parliament. We have, it is true, had a process of
revision, of refinement and of continuous improvement that has as a consequence of the passage of
other legislation in this place necessitated a very careful inquiry by individual members of their own
circumstances and disclosure of certain of those circumstances where they do present or may present
an actual matter for consideration—not necessarily a conflict, but a matter for consideration—that is
relevant to the discharge of those obligations.
In issuing the register of interests and requiring members to complete and return that register, what we
have seen is a greater level of consistency and a huge leap forward in the context of transparency. We
see time and time again that politicians, elected members, are accused of opacity, accused of not
having shown their full colours to the community that is represented by them, and this is something
which, in the context of perceptions and in the context of trust to manage the obligations of the
responsiveness of government, of opposition and of democratic representation, is important to address.
There will be areas of continuous improvement that do require attention, and we see that the guidance
material and the notes which were distributed alongside the process of initial completion of that
register have begun to put a framework around the way in which these matters are disclosed, such that
we get the best level of consistency possible. Overall we see that the Parliament itself, as represented
by elected members, is in the process of an evolution toward greater transparency, and this is a good
and appropriate thing.
This is something which will take a considerable amount of time. We have seen for a very long time
now constant scrutiny which has not enabled people to have the level of confidence around elected
representatives that they deserve. To refine that, to harmonise that through a register of interests in this
system, is a good and appropriate thing. It is a thing which is resource intensive, and to that end I think
it is important and relevant that we thank and put on the record the gratitude of members of this place
for the assistance provided in what is essentially a very new process. We need to make sure that we
recognise that we are moving through a period of relative challenge for many people, often based on
their own individual circumstances, about how they disclose and report their individual circumstances
and how that fits with the expected and stated obligations of members of Parliament. That is something
which I do not think can be overstated.
For us to go through this process of a register of interests, which has been completed relatively recently
and published I think as of the 28th of last month, and now to go through a further process to continue
that work and to provide a further register to be completed is not a bad thing. Where over time this
encourages better practice of disclosure, better integrity and better accountability overall, the
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Parliament, the functions of government and the operations of the roles that we all have here will be
better for it.
We have a number of other areas of relevance in this bill that I do want to touch on in the limited time
that I have available today. The base funding for parliamentary departments is provided within the
context of this particular bill, alongside that for members’ electorate offices. There are changes to the
base funding as a consequence of either completion or lapsing of funding for the purposes of upgrades,
including security upgrades. They have been an important part of, again, maintenance of the capital
structures within the electorate office and parliamentary framework.
We have also had changes to the committee structures. Mr Rich-Phillips referred in his contribution
to the large number of inquiries which our parliamentary investigatory committees are undertaking.
We look, for example, to the Economy and Infrastructure Committee, which Mr Rich-Phillips quite
rightly points out is already busy and already has its hands full with four inquiries. Looking at the
Legal and Social Issues Committee and the Environment and Planning Committee, I could hazard a
guess and despite not being a betting woman myself be inclined to put a couple of bob on the fact that
they will be busy enough before too long as well. We have had a number of changes, though, and what
we have seen is a refinement of the committee structure which means that we are to my mind striking
a better and more appropriate balance in the way in which committees in the upper house work as
compared with and distinct from the joint committees, which have had the lion’s share of funding and
which have been the subject of numerous discussions between and with Presiding Officers and
between and with members of house committees and other representatives in both houses around the
resourcing applied.
The way in which we have moved from that ad hoc funding structure into more structured funding
gives a greater degree of certainty under this new committee structure. Looking at what occurred prior
to the allocation of funding, which occurred for committee purposes in April this year, we do know
that self-references and the changes to the committee structure and the process by which committees
could initiate inquiries led to a vast number of references taking place over the last Parliament. I know,
having sat on a number of committees, including the Environment and Planning Committee, that
alongside the work of joint committees and the work of other committees in the Parliament this can
represent a really significant workload, particularly where self-references do not have to necessarily
have a huge nexus with the subject matter of a committee itself but can take enormous resources. We
see that committee inquiries often attract thousands and thousands of submissions, that they often
necessitate regional hearings and that they often require the focus and the expertise of people who are
specialists in their field. One example was the inquiry into onshore fracking and the way in which that
could be considered not just from a policy perspective but also by reference to expert material,
hydrogeological surveys and other highly dense scientific material.
This committee structure needs the resourcing that it has been calling for for some time. It is a credit
to the Presiding Officers, indeed to members in this place and also to the clerks that these needs have
become better understood and this has resulted in a degree of clarity that now provides some certainty
around how those committees are resourced.
We also see that there have been some changes as a consequence of decreases in the net asset base for
the Victorian Auditor-General’s Office, having completed their one-off capital expenditure for office
fit-outs and also those security upgrades that we touched on earlier.
The government has in essence increased the Parliament’s overall appropriation in 2019–20 by
approximately $6.5 million. That is around a 4.2 per cent increase. In the previous two years the
addition to the net asset base appropriation was provided for fixed-term projects such as remediation
of those Parliament office accommodations, which I think was around $6 million back in 2016–17,
and we have those projects concluding in the 2018–19 financial year.
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When we have appropriation redirections from the parliamentary investigatory committees of around
$1.5 million for the Legislative Assembly and around $1 million for the Legislative Council we also
do not see a corresponding effect on Parliament’s overall appropriation. Again, that net increase of
$6.5 million continues to be the relevant number to look at. That transfer of appropriation for those
purposes reflects that work around providing an appropriate level of funding for the recently
established Assembly standing committees as well as the amended legislation that merged and
abolished some of the joint investigatory committees.
Again by reference to interlinking legislation such as the Financial Management Act 1994, Parliament
can approve transfer of that appropriation. The Treasurer needs to be notified of the change but is not
required to approve it, which I think again strikes that appropriate balance. To round off where I
started, this in fact looks to reinforce the importance of the Parliament in the context of its work
independently of the functions of government. I think, for what it is worth, maintenance of those
traditions and those conventions around the general carve-out of the parliamentary appropriation from
the general appropriation is an important component of not just sending a clear signal around the
functions and the work of the Parliament and its officers but also maintaining a degree of distance
from the way in which the general appropriation works in form if not in substance.
This is a bill which in fact complements the work of ongoing discussions within the Parliament,
complements the work of appropriately resourcing departments, offices and agencies and strikes that
better balance around consistency, not just around the way in which funds are allocated and provided
but also around the processes which are associated with holding politicians to a greater degree of
accountability and a greater degree of consistent scrutiny and providing a better matrix to achieve that
accountability, which I think we should all aspire to. On that basis I commend the bill to the house.
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (10:28): I rise to give a contribution on the Appropriation
(Parliament 2019–2020) Bill 2019, and in doing so I appreciate the opportunity to understand in a little
bit more depth how the amazing work of our parliamentary and Department of Parliamentary Services
(DPS) staff is organised in relation to the budget appropriations. The key purpose of the bill before us
this morning is to ensure that payments are made to Parliament for its 2019–20 ongoing operation. By
way of contrast, in 2018–19 the parliamentary departments’ appropriation was $178.2 million, and in
the 2019–20 appropriation bill that figure is $188.8 million, which is a change of $10.6 million. I will
come to a number of the reasons for that increase during the course of my contribution.
Importantly, the bill funds the core parliamentary services of the Department of Parliamentary
Services, the Department of the Legislative Assembly and the Department of the Legislative Council.
A number of my colleagues today have noted the increase in allocation of funding to some of the
committees that have been established in this place, and I will come to that in little bit more detail.
Importantly, in terms of the integrity of these institutions, there is funding for the Victorian AuditorGeneral’s Office and the Parliamentary Budget Office as well as the parliamentary committee system.
In terms of Parliamentary Services for the 2019–20 output, that has increased by 10 per cent compared
to 5.5 per cent in the 2008–19 budget. That higher growth is largely driven by additional initiatives in
relation to funding electorate office accommodation and communications.
In terms of the challenges that are before DPS in relation to additional budget pressures, if you like,
associated with the increase in the electorate office area, there is an increase in relocation and
refurbishment projects associated with many of the incoming MPs elected at the 2018 election. There
are also a number of refurbishment projects that are part of the annual and ongoing role of DPS—the
property area. There are increasing IT and communications costs with more data usage and greater
cybersecurity requirements. There are increases to electorate officers’ salaries. Obviously the work of
our electorate officers is incredibly important in supporting the work of elected members of
Parliament, both in this place and the other place. In addition to that, the year ahead will also see, in
terms of budget appropriation, financial arrangements for the employment of a parliamentary integrity
adviser. All of these priorities for the budget estimates are accounted for in the appropriation bill.
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Turning to some of the other details of the bill, the government has increased the Parliament’s overall
appropriation in 2019–20 by almost $6.5 million, or 4.25 per cent. In the previous two years
appropriations were provided for fixed-term projects, such as the remediation of Parliament office
accommodation, but these projects will conclude in the 2018–19 financial period. In April 2019 the
Presiding Officers approved $2.5 million in appropriations to be redirected from the Legislative
Assembly and the Legislative Council, but this transfer does not affect the Parliament’s overall
appropriation, which increased by almost $6.5 million in 2019–20. The transfer of appropriations
reflects the government’s commitment to providing an appropriate level of funding for the three
recently established Assembly standing committees, as well as the amended legislation that merged
and abolished some of the joint investigatory committees—issues that have been well debated and
ventilated in this place.
Under section 31(1)(a) of the Financial Management Act 1994 the Parliament can approve transfers
of appropriation. The Treasurer must be notified of the change. Notwithstanding this, the 2019–20
budget announced $0.4 million of output funding in the 2019–20 period for a performance audit of the
Victorian Auditor-General’s Office and this audit is going to be undertaken through the parliamentary
investigatory committees.
In terms of the Legislative Assembly’s appropriation, that has increased by $1.8 million largely due
to the Presiding Officers’ decision to redirect $1.5 million of existing funding from the parliamentary
investigative committees to the Legislative Assembly to support the new Assembly standing
committees. Similarly, in relation to the Legislative Council the appropriation has increased by
$1.3 million due to the Presiding Officers’ decision to redirect $1 million of existing funding from the
parliamentary investigative committees, PICs, to the Legislative Council to support the Council
standing committees. I know that this has been an issue that has been ongoing for a significant period
of time—that is, the appropriate resourcing of the important work of the parliamentary committees—
and already in the 59th Parliament we have had quite a number of referrals to our Legislative Council
committees. This appropriation will allow for a much greater level of resources for those committees
to do their very important work, all of which of course goes to ensuring that we have scrutiny in the
Parliament.
I will turn to some of the important work of the parliamentary staff, including right across DPS. As a
newly elected MP, I have been blown away by the professionalism and the support that we receive
from all of the parliamentary staff, both in the Council and in the other place, and of course the support
that we receive from all the different departments of the Department of Parliamentary Services,
including the security staff who have obviously got an incredibly important role to play in ensuring
the security of everybody in the building and of the public who visit our building, and including
obviously cybersecurity. I am sure that many of us have heard the parliamentary IT staff talk about the
numbers of phishing attempts. I am not an IT guru, but I understand that there are a lot of dodgy emails
that come through the parliamentary email system that are designed to trick us into letting all the
viruses in. Obviously in a high-profile institution like the Victorian Parliament that is a continuing and
ongoing area that requires adequate resourcing to be able to ensure that the security of the Parliament
and the parliamentary IT systems is sound.
Another very important aspect of the life of this Parliament is the way in which we engage with the
community. Some of the community engagement that the parliamentary staff and the Presiding
Officers undertake really does showcase this building and this institution to the broader Victorian
community and visitors from across the country and international visitors. There is the important
ongoing work of our parliamentary staff to ensure that our school tours continue and the education of
and access to the building for the broader Victorian community are important aspects of the work that
our staff in this place undertake.
I know that the Presiding Officers are very committed to ensuring that there is a plan in place in the
Parliament for recognising First Nations people. I know that one of the priorities of the Presiding
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Officers in the next financial year is to ensure that consultation occurs across the First Nations
community so that they feel part of this institution and feel that this institution is accessible to them
and their communities.
In relation to the support that we receive from the staff right across the DPS and the Parliament, I do
not think that anyone in this place could do their job adequately if it were not for the incredible support
that we receive from the clerks, from the table office, from the attendants, from the library staff, the
IT staff and from the catering staff. Every single person in this building is a professional, all of whom
we respect, and we want to ensure that their work is appropriately renumerated. That is one aspect of
the Appropriation (Parliament 2019–2020) Bill 2019 that we will obviously all be very happy to
support, at least those on this side of the chamber.
In summary and in closing my contribution to the debate on this bill before the house, I note the
important issue of ensuring that committees of both the Assembly and the Council are adequately
resourced so that they can do the important work that they are charged with and so that that work is
not limited in any way. Then there is the importance of ensuring the performance audit of the Victorian
Auditor-General’s Office and the critical role that our electorate office infrastructure and staff play in
supporting members of this Parliament in terms of the appropriation for electorate office
accommodation, both in terms of relocation and refurbishment, and also an increase in MPs electorate
office and communications budgets to reflect the fact that in a number of regions and divisions the
population growth has meant that there has been an increase in the number of electors within those
regions and divisions and therefore a subsequent increase to the appropriations required in that area of
expenditure.
I will wind up my contribution there. I hope that the Appropriation (Parliament 2019–2020) Bill 2019
is supported by the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1 (10:45)
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: As noted in the schedule to the bill, the appropriation for the Legislative
Council this year is increasing by $1.2 million in round figures. Can the minister outline the purpose
of that appropriation increase for the Council?
Mr JENNINGS: Ultimately I know why Mr Rich-Phillips is really asking this in committee. He
wants to provide me with the opportunity to take credit for and be happy about the increase in resources
that has come to the Legislative Council on the basis of undertakings that I may have made over a
number of years to actually see resources come to the Legislative Council to support the committee
structure of the Legislative Council and to make sure that we acquit our work. I have done that on a
number of occasions. You would be aware that I have actually worked with the Presiding Officers, the
Treasurer and the Parliament to enable the transfer of money in the running—and sometimes at
Mr Rich-Phillips’s urging—to enable the Council to undertake its committee functions and other
activities within the Council without necessarily being short of resources.
In the circumstances where the government have brought to the Parliament changes to the number of
joint investigative committees, and thus the added responsibility that will fall to standing committees
of both the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Council, it was recognised that there was a need
to add to the resource allocation for the Council to enable that work to be undertaken here. That led to
conversations that took place with the Presiding Officers on advice from the Parliament—from the
clerks and indeed from the Department of Parliamentary Services. The Presiding Officers
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subsequently wrote to the Treasurer to ask for a reallocation internally within the parliamentary
appropriation to account for that resource allocation being transparently reallocated from the joint
investigative committees to the Council and to the Assembly accordingly to enable them to acquit
their responsibilities. That is the reason why this variation has occurred in the line item of the
Legislative Council.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. Minister, can you confirm that that variation, that
increase, is intended to be ongoing base funding for the Council in the out years over the forward
estimates?
Mr JENNINGS: Yes, I can confirm that.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thanks, Minister. I have just one other question, and it is a technical
question. It arises from the budget papers—the parliamentary authority for resources to the Parliament
contained in budget paper 3 on page 370. It shows a line item of special appropriations—special
appropriations to the Parliament—of approximately $49.4 million a year for the 2018–19 budget,
2018–19 revised and 2019–20 budget. In table 2.19, ‘Parliamentary authority for resources’, however,
special appropriations for 2018–19 show a spike to $54 million before returning to $49 million. I am
wondering if the minister is able to explain what the source of that spike is in 2018–19, in special
appropriations, and indeed whether it is in fact a spike or it is in fact an error. I will give the minister
the relevant table so he can actually look at what I am referring to. I just seek clarity around why that
second line item of special appropriations for Parliament has spiked by 10 per cent, seemingly without
reason.
Mr JENNINGS: I have been transmitted a couple of things across the table during the course of
this week, and this one is more relevant than the other one, so I will come back to you.
My apologies to the committee. I thank everyone for their patience up until now. Let us see how we go.
Ms PATTEN: Following on from previous questions about the committee processes, I note that in
the budget we have line items for the investigatory committees and we also have performance
measures for the parliamentary investigatory committees, but in this budget we have neither for either
the Legislative Council committees or the Legislative Assembly committees. Given the added roles
that these committees will be playing, is there an expectation that they will be given separate line items
in the budget and as performance measures?
Mr JENNINGS: It is an interesting thought. I cannot provide an absolutely certain answer, but I
what I can say is there are conversations taking place around the Parliament, and I think it is useful for
us to reflect on what is a reasonable expectation of the performance of a committee. How many
references should a committee have simultaneously, for instance? I think there is a chance that in the
Parliament’s rampant enthusiasm to provide references we may be, in terms of the quality of the
outcome and the considerations, robbing Peter to pay Paul in relation to the number of references that
actually may come through at this point in time.
What is the sweet spot of the number of references that a committee could reasonably undertake to
acquit its responsibilities? As you would appreciate, some committee references may be able to be
completed within a number of months and some may take years to do the subject matter justice. At
the moment we have not got any way of measuring that. We have not got any way of regulating the
workflow of a committee. The Parliament is somewhat reactive in relation to what might be the policy
imperatives or concerns that individuals, the chamber or the committee itself may agree to at a certain
point in time.
I think it is worthy of our consideration. How that takes place, whether it ends up being part of a
performance measure—it may or may not—but I think there is certainly some value in the Parliament
finding an opportunity. It is very hard in the running of parliamentary debates, as you would
understand, to actually have a discussion about what the appropriate workflow should be and how it
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gets prioritised and how you assess its effectiveness. As you would be aware, there are many
committee references that are quite exhausting. They may lead to recommendations or they may not
lead to recommendations. They may end up in a nil-all draw at the end of a committee, and then they
may not have any further legislative or policy response. They may or may not lead to the gravity of
public knowledge in relation to a certain subject matter.
I think if the committees are actually going to spend a lot of time, not only the resource time and the
consideration of MPs, but also the staff, the research capability that is within the Parliament and indeed
the value-add and contribution of the community, we should reflect on all of those things in terms of
what value the committee work brings to community life. So I am happy to take your question—as
you can tell, on notice—in relation to the substantive issue. How that reflects in the budget paper may
or may not be a measure of those things, but I think it is worthwhile for the Parliament to explore them.
Ms PATTEN: Minister, I am not sure if you want to finish answering Mr Rich-Phillips before I
ask my questions.
Mr JENNINGS: I will see whether I am able to.
My report-in-progress in answering your question is that ultimately we are getting a frontier
exploration team ready to go into the bowels of Parliamentary Services, back into the past, and
hopefully shortly come into the current timeframe to explain what we believe to be, at this point in
time, an underspend from a previous year that has actually ended up flowing through into last year and
then carried forward now into the annual appropriation. We think that is the construct. That is the
preliminary geographical understanding of the terrain that we are in. I will be happier, and I can tell
from your body language that you will be much happier, when I come back with a full explanation, so
there is still work being done.
Ms PATTEN: I look at the budget papers now and for the joint investigatory committees we still
have performance measures of a target of 28 reports when we had a target of 15 in the previous budget
year. It is curious that we have abolished half of the committees yet we have doubled our target for the
reporting of those committees. That is probably more of a comment. But are we going to get some
certainty for the Council committees—and for the Legislative Assembly committees—by way of a
line item for that funding? As a member of a committee, there still seems to be great uncertainty as to
what sort of funding our Council committees will have to be able to pursue some of the more detailed
inquiries that are coming up.
Finally, a question on results. I would love to see results come into our performance measures. How
many of the recommendations were adopted by government or made into law would be very
interesting. Actually a hobby that I am going to take up is looking into how many recommendations
made by committees have actually become law. But the question is more about the line items and
ensured funding for the committees over the next four years.
Mr JENNINGS: I have provided Mr Rich-Phillips with some comfort about the intent of the
adjustment to the Legislative Council and indeed that the addition to the Legislative Assembly is in
the name of supporting committee work. That is why the transfer has actually taken place. These
undertakings were made to a variety of people, including you, that the net allocation of resources that
came out of joint investigatory committees were appropriately apportioned across the houses of the
Parliament. That is the intention of the transfer, so hopefully that will allay any lingering anxieties in
relation to that.
In terms of the project that you are embarking upon, my instincts say that it is going to be a very sorry
correlation. It has got nothing to do with the government of the day that receives committee
recommendations as to what comes out of parliamentary inquiries and ends up in law. I think that
correlation would be relatively low. There may be other outcomes in terms of what might be
modifications to certain programs and other things that you could measure, but it may well be that you
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are going to have to workshop, if you want to have an optimistic rear view of the success of
committees, through a variety of outcomes other than legislation.
Ms Patten: I agree.
Mr JENNINGS: Effectively the advice that I have got is firming up the general framing of what I
have actually suggested to the committee: the detail of what had incurred in 2017–18, where there was
an underspend, and then effectively a catch-up in 2018–19, which was then carried forward. But in
terms of what the underspend was attributed to and the catch-up from 2017–18 into 2018–19 is the
issue that is going to be explained to me.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. Obviously you would appreciate it is a special
appropriation. There is really one substantive special appropriation that relates to the Parliament,
which is funding for members’ salaries under the Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation
Act 1968. I am curious about the underspend and overspend suggestion, given the nature of the
particular special appropriation we are talking about—it does not seem to lend itself to overspends and
underspends. So I would be grateful if you were able to clarify that. Perhaps for the purposes of the
committee, and I might seek your advice, Deputy President, is it possible for the minister to give an
undertaking to the committee to provide a written answer to be incorporated in the record, as we do
with—
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Mr Rich-Phillips, I am advised that an incorporation needs the
approval of the President in the standing orders, so it is not something that I am able to approve.
Mr JENNINGS: These are circumstances where the President in real time may be aware of this
issue, so I could give that undertaking knowing that he is likely to be able to enable this to occur. So
with the permission of the committee, I might try to secure that outcome now.
I thank Mr Rich-Phillips. I thank the committee sincerely for allowing a degree of latitude so that I can
actually come back and give that undertaking. I will provide a written answer. I think a written answer
would provide us all with some comfort in the circumstances that have just been described to me.
Since my last contribution I have spoken to the President, who has confirmed he will authorise the
inclusion of that document in the record, and I believe the President has also confirmed that to the
Clerk.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: There is a further complication. To incorporate something, it has to
be done by leave of the Council, so the committee is not able to actually approve that. It will have to
be done at the third-reading stage—that they seek leave of the Council to incorporate that.
Mr JENNINGS: So now we need the approval of every member of the Legislative Council for
this to be incorporated.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: There are two steps: the approval of the President and then leave of
the Council, and it will have to be done at the third-reading stage.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: The third-reading stage is in about 3 minutes time, so I do not know that
the minister will have a document to incorporate at the third-reading stage.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The President is happy to give contingent approval.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: I thank the minister for that undertaking. I am completely confident that
he will honour it through some mechanism.
Mr JENNINGS: Yes, we will find a mechanism.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: We will get something onto the record at some point that will provide us
with an answer. Thank you, Minister, and thank you, Deputy President.
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Mr JENNINGS: Thank you, Mr Rich-Phillips, for assuming that I will play my role in acquitting
my obligation to you and to the committee, and I hope the Legislative Council steps up and shares our
enthusiasm and our commitment.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 7 agreed to; schedule 1 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (11:22): I move:
That the report be now adopted.

Motion agreed to.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (11:22): I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

In doing so I am advised that it would be appropriate for me, pursuant to standing order 12.17, to seek
leave to incorporate into Hansard later this day a written response to the question that Mr Rich-Phillips
asked me in committee and that I have not been able to furnish him with an answer to but have made
undertakings that I will do so.
Leave granted; response, received 7 June, as follows:
Thank you for your queries on Parliament’s special appropriation during the Legislative Council debate on
the Appropriation (Parliament 2019–2020) Bill 2019.
I refer to your question on the $10.0 million increase from 2017 18 (actual) to the 201819 (budget) reflected
in Parliament’s special appropriations figures under Table 2.18: Income from transactions in the 201920
Budget Paper No.3. This increase is largely due to an underspend in 201718 as Parliament was not required
to make a contribution to the Parliamentary Contributory Superannuation Fund (PCSF).
The PCSF was transferred into the Emergency Services Superannuation Scheme (the Scheme) and special
appropriation of $9.3 million is provided to Parliament each year for contributions to the Scheme. The
recommended contribution rate was nil for 201718 as the assets transferred into the Scheme is sufficient to
cover the cost of both accrued and future benefits as assessed at 30 June 2018.
You also queried why there is a difference in the 201819 (revised) special appropriations amount between
Table 2.18: Income from transactions ($49.4 million) and Table 2.19: Parliamentary authority for resources
($54.3 million). These two tables present information for different purposes.
The income from transactions table reflects the special appropriations amount to be received by Parliament.
The Parliamentary authority for resources table reflects the authorised expenditure amount, which generally
includes expenditure funded from unspent prior years’ appropriations. For 201819, Parliament is authorised
to access $4.9 million of prior years’ appropriations for remediation of Parliament office accommodation and
the Spring Street security upgrades.
In responding to these queries, the Department of Treasury and Finance consulted with the Department of
Parliamentary Services.
Gavin Jennings MLC
Special Minister of State

Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Pursuant to standing order 14.27, the bill will be returned to the
Assembly with a message informing them that the Council have agreed to the bill without amendment.
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STATE TAXATION ACTS AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Ms SYMES:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (11:25): I move:
That debate on this bill be adjourned for one week.

In moving the adjournment of the State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill 2019, I do so on the basis that
this bill has been rushed through this Parliament over the course of the last week. We saw this bill first
read by the Treasurer on Monday of last week when the budget was introduced. It was second read in
the Assembly on Tuesday and subsequently passed through the Assembly on the guillotine on
Wednesday. This bill contains a number of significant policy changes in taxation, particularly in
relation to stamp duty, which have not been the subject of consultation with the relevant affected
industries. Over the course of the last two to three days we have now seen substantial concerns raised
by those industry sectors, particularly in relation to the property sector and the impact that some of the
changes in stamp duty will have on those sectors.
So hasty has the government been in bringing forward this bill that the Treasurer’s office only offered
a briefing to the shadow Treasurer in the other place after the bill had in fact already been guillotined
through the Assembly. So we have seen an extraordinary departure from the standard process of a bill
being introduced and laying over for at least a week for consultation. We have the circumstances of
the government’s creation of two sitting weeks back-to-back where there has not been an opportunity
for any public consultation in relation to this bill. The government was not even able to offer a briefing
to the opposition before the bill went through the Assembly, and we are now seeing substantial
concerns raised by the public who will be affected by elements of this bill.
So I propose this motion that debate on this bill be adjourned for one week, which will allow the nonsitting week, next week, for public consultation on measures which are going to have a very significant
impact on a number of sectors, including what appears to be a number of unintended consequences on
the property sector. I think this is a sensible way for this bill to be the subject of proper consultation,
and then it can be dealt with before the Parliament adjourns for the winter recess.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (11:27): The government
opposes the adjournment motion that Mr Rich-Phillips has moved to prevent the State Taxation Acts
Amendment Bill 2019 being debated today in the Parliament. The government is fully prepared to
debate the state taxation bill over the remainder of this sitting week for as long as the opposition wishes
to debate this matter and other members of the chamber wish to pursue issues of concern relating to
this bill.
In part Mr Rich-Phillips’s argument relies on the response of stakeholders, who clearly do have a
vested interest in the existing tax regime, where they deem there to be changes that have come to their
detriment. It is very unsurprising that a number of stakeholders would say, ‘We don’t want to have
our increased tax share paid in Victoria’. It would be nothing unusual for stakeholders to complain
about lack of consultation or consideration of their concerns.
The counter to that argument is that the government has to be mindful of what we believe to be a fair
tax regime in the state of Victoria that actually does acquit our responsibilities of making sure that the
state has sufficient revenues to account for the appropriation that went through the Parliament during
this sitting week. The government has predicated its appropriation and its forward estimates on tax
revenues that are included in this bill, so the structure of the budget depends upon a tax regime being
adopted by the Parliament to enable the budget to be acquitted. And again, there is nothing unusual in
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those circumstances, so there is nothing unusual about stakeholders complaining about tax increases
and there is nothing unusual about the structure of the budget relying on tax revenues that are included
in this bill. There is a connection between the appropriation and the forward estimates for the state of
Victoria in terms of its budget position and the tax revenues that are in this bill.
Mr Rich-Phillips did indicate that the speed of transmission from the Legislative Assembly to the
Council may be slightly unusual. I acknowledge that; I am not insulting his intelligence in relation to
this. The standing orders of the lower house require that there be an offer made of a briefing to the
opposition prior to the completion of the consideration of that bill in the Legislative Assembly.
Mr Rich-Phillips did not indicate that the offer was not made prior to the bill being concluded by the
Legislative Assembly. I think the standing orders would have demanded that it was. If the offer of the
briefing was not taken up until a point—
Mr Rich-Phillips: The offer was not made until after the shadow Treasurer had spoken.
Mr JENNINGS: I am just actually indicating to Mr Rich-Phillips what the standing orders require
and how the opposition and how the government have worked in the Legislative Assembly. I may
have my own personal view about the level of understandings that are useful to be reached between
the government and non-government members in both the Assembly and the Council, but I understand
that there is a form of consideration in the standing orders of the Legislative Assembly and I believe
that they would have been complied with technically if not in the spirit by which Mr Rich-Phillips is
indicating today is his concern.
Ultimately at the end of the day the government in this house is relying on the passage of this
legislation. It will not shy away from a full debate and consideration, both in the second-reading debate
and the committee stage, of the state taxation bill. We do not agree that it be delayed, and we urge
members of the Legislative Council to support the government’s legislative program and enable the
bill to be considered now.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Southern Metropolitan) (11:32): Can I just make a very brief contribution. I sit
in this place as a member of the government, but I chair the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
as a member of Parliament. I just wish to point out to Mr Rich-Phillips, through you, President, that in
fact on Wednesday of the last sitting week, prior to the commencement of the sitting day, the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee did in fact provide for all members of Parliament a briefing by the
Secretary of the Department of Treasury and Finance with his deputy secretaries.
I make that point because of the comment that Mr Rich-Phillips made about no briefing being
provided. That may or may not be true on the part of the government, but the Parliament did in fact
provide a briefing to members of Parliament. In fact not only did we do that but as the chair I facilitated
the deputy chair, Mr Richard Riordan in the other place, chairing the question-and-answer session as
well to ensure that all members of Parliament, regardless of which party affiliation they subscribe to,
felt that they had a fair and open opportunity to ask questions of the officials in relation to the budget
that was handed down. I am not questioning the veracity of what Mr Rich-Phillips said in his
contribution, but I do wish to make clear that the Parliament did facilitate a briefing on the budget to
all members of Parliament.
House divided on Mr Rich-Phillips’s motion:

Ayes, 10
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr (Teller)
Davis, Mr

Finn, Mr
Lovell, Ms (Teller)
McArthur, Mrs

O’Donohue, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms
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Noes, 26
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Dalidakis, 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
Pulford, Ms
Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr

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

Motion negatived.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (11:41): I am pleased to rise to speak on the
State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill 2019. This is probably the first time the State Taxation Acts
Amendment Bill has been expedited to the Parliament with such little scrutiny, when it has such a
significant impact on a number of elements of the Victorian community. It is a bill which, frankly, the
state should not need. As I outlined in the course of the Appropriation (2019–20) Bill 2019 debate
during the last sitting week, the government did not need, or should not have needed, to be taking these
sorts of revenue measures. We have seen over the life of the Andrews government a government which
has been the beneficiary of windfall revenue. For the first four years of this government each
successive budget revealed revenue, particularly property-related revenue such as stamp duty revenue
and also land tax revenue, which was well above earlier estimates.
At each budget update of the annual budget we saw forecast receipts vastly higher than had been the
case in the previous forecast period. Rather than recognising that that revenue was windfall revenue,
that it was above-trend revenue and that it would not continue, the government looked at the windfall
revenue as if it would continue in perpetuity. Accordingly the government built that windfall revenue
into the cost base of the state. We have seen, as I outlined in the appropriation debate, that expenditure
over the first four years of this government has grown at an alarming rate. From memory it is in the
order of 40 per cent over the period of the government, with effectively every dollar of windfall
revenue being built into the cost base of the state through an expansion of the public sector and through
an increase in public sector wages, both of which have been the big drivers of the cost base of the state.
Also—and they are not obviously on an output basis—we have seen an increase in infrastructure
spending and a substantial increase in the unit cost of infrastructure spending.
Rather than the government recognising that much of that above-trend revenue was one-off windfall
revenue that would not continue and which should have been brought to the capital account, the
government built it into the operating cost of the state. Now we arrive in 2019—and indeed we saw
this trend start last year, and we saw it papered over to a certain extent in the pre-election budget
update, but it has come home to roost in this year’s budget—and the residential property market has
come off the boil. We have seen a decline in property prices over a 12-month period, and in fact it is
a decline in property prices which by some measures has been the longest and most sustained decline
in property prices recorded. With that we have seen a decline in the volume of property being
transacted in the residential market. Of course the price and the volume are the two big drivers of
stamp duty revenue, which is one of the state’s key sources of revenue. Now, rather than accepting
that that reflects the cyclical nature of the economy and the cyclical nature of the property market and
allowing for that cyclical revenue in expenditure by the state, we have seen that peak revenue built
into the cost base. Of course as that revenue has dropped away—and it has dropped substantially in
this year’s budget in respect of stamp duty receipts—the government has needed to scramble to find
new revenue sources to prop up and underlie the ongoing expenditure which is now in the cost base.
We have seen that occur in a number of ways; obviously the raid on the Transport Accident
Commission of almost $3 billion in dividend equivalent payments. The extraordinary raid on that
entity underpins much of the budget surplus over the forward estimates period. A similar raid on the
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Victorian WorkCover Authority, which was something this government said it would never do,
underpins the surpluses in the out years in this budget. Likewise there is a boost to the number of speed
cameras, and the commensurate boost in speed camera revenue of around $2 billion over the forward
estimates period also underpins the budget surplus—it is part of the government’s rush for additional
revenue now that stamp duty has fallen away.
We have also seen a number of new and expanded revenue measures, and that is the purpose of this
bill. The bill that the house is dealing with today gives effect to those policy changes that were
announced in the budget which saw a number of taxes expanded in base or increased in rate to collect
additional revenue. The State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill makes the necessary amendments to our
underlying taxation law. The Duties Act 2000 is the one that is subject to probably the most significant
revisions, but this bill also makes amendments in respect of the Payroll Tax Act 2007, in respect of
the Land Tax Act 2005 and in respect of the Valuation of Land Act 1960 to give effect to the policy
changes announced in the budget.
The bill itself is necessarily quite technical, and the committee and the house will go through it in some
detail when we reach the committee stage. The best pointer to what the government is seeking to do
in taxation and what it is seeking to achieve through the mechanics of this bill is set out in budget
paper 3 as the revenue initiatives. Table 1.26 of budget paper 3 contains a list of modified and new
taxes, most of which are given effect by this bill. The one that is not given effect through this bill is
the exemption on gold royalties, which again was something that was unexpected and has unwelcome
consequences for our extractive industries here in Victoria—but the bulk of the tax changes announced
in the budget are given effect through this bill.
It is true that this bill does provide some minor tax relief for some sectors and that is welcome. The
coalition will not oppose those taxation reductions, as minor as they are and indeed, in some cases, as
delayed as they are. But the bill does have a number of tax increases.
One of the issues the state needs to look at in proposing these tax increases and incorporating them in
the technical mechanics of the state tax amendment bill is what is the underlying philosophy that the
state has in relation to tax? Are we seeking to be the most competitive on state taxes of all the
jurisdictions in Australia, or are we happy to be sitting at the national average or to be worse? For
several years now Victoria in aggregate has had the highest state taxes in the nation. State taxation as
a proportion of gross state product is higher in Victoria than in any other state, and this budget and the
bill we are dealing with today makes that worse. It makes Victoria’s ranking even less competitive
than it was in the financial year that we are concluding.
The Treasurer likes to say, ‘We don’t have the royalties that other states have, and if you add in
royalties from other states, then Victoria is not so bad’. The point is Victoria also does not have the
extractive industries for those royalties, and the last time we saw this government attempt to impose a
royalty on extractive industries it was in the Latrobe Valley, it related to coal and it led to the closure
of Hazelwood power station and the loss of a quarter of the state’s generation capacity. So that was an
unmitigated failure, that policy change, where the government thought, ‘We’ll raise revenue through
a royalty, and we’ll argue that it’s putting Victoria on a comparative basis to other states’. So the
Treasurer’s argument that when you include royalties Victoria is comparable with other states does
not carry weight when Victoria does not in fact have the extractive industries to levy royalties on, and
on a taxation basis Victoria is simply uncompetitive.
Given Victoria’s uncompetitive standing on state tax, it is concerning to see the rhetoric used by the
government in the budget in relation to the tax measures to justify many of those tax increases, because
we see when we look through the descriptions of those tax increases quite often the rationale for
increasing tax in Victoria is, ‘We’re harmonising with rates in other states. We’re raising Victorian
taxes so they are at the same level as other states’. I would have thought it is the job of the Victorian
government, the job of a provincial government in a commonwealth like Australia, to ensure that the
economic settings—the tax settings, the policy settings—in our state are as competitive as possible.
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So we should not be looking to harmonise our taxes with other states—raise our tax rates and expand
our tax base to match those of other states. We should be looking to minimise our taxes, to provide as
competitive a tax environment as possible. Yet the rhetoric of the budget is, ‘We’re raising taxes to
harmonise with other states’. We are giving away our competitive advantage, the advantage we have
where we can attract investment, where we can attract employment because we have some advantages
in taxation—some rates, some bases are lower than in other states. We are giving that away. We are
saying we are harmonising with other states.
Of course when our overall burden is already the least competitive of any state or territory in Australia,
making it worse through this claimed harmonisation is not in the interests of the state. It may be in the
interests of the Treasurer in getting his bottom line outcome, having mismanaged expenditure over
five years, but it is not in the interests of the state in terms of the investment environment and the flowon employment environment.
I will run through the individual taxation measures as set out in budget paper 3 and reflected in what
the bill we are dealing with today will achieve. The first revenue measure that is listed is: to ‘Expand
the payroll tax exemption to all types of parental leave’, and this is one of the few minor concessions
that is being introduced, and it will provide for parental leave, both maternity and paternity leave,
entitlements to be exempt from payroll tax. This is something that the coalition believes is appropriate,
and it is something that we will support with this bill. It is worth noting that the value of that exemption
is only $1.7 million per annum, so this is a tiny, tiny exemption. It is a headline for the government to
be able to run around and say, ‘We’re exempting all parental leave from payroll tax’, but its impact in
an economic sense is very, very minor.
The next provision listed in the table is to ‘Expand the qualifying provisions for the corporate
reconstruction duty relief’. The description provided in the budget paper is that this measure is:
To promote business efficiency, the qualifying provisions for corporate reconstruction relief under the Duties
Act 2000 will be expanded. This is expected to facilitate business restructuring and reduce compliance costs.

This measure is forecast to raise $36 million per annum, so while the government is disingenuously
claiming that this will promote business efficiency, facilitate business restructuring and reduce
compliance costs, in fact it is imposing a $36 million impost on businesses that are restructuring. We
have already seen that there have been even in the course of the last week since this bill was rushed
through the other place a number of representations from businesses and business groups that say this
measure will have in fact the opposite effect; it will simply lead to planned corporate restructures
ceasing.
I saw correspondence just this week where the impact of this measure upon just one corporate entity
that was seeking to undergo a restructure, a realignment of subsidiary structures within a large
corporation to reduce Australian Securities and Investments Commission reporting requirements, to
simplify internal corporate governance requirements, the introduction of this concession in place of an
exemption was going to cost that entity $2 million just to undertake the restructure that it was seeking
to do to improve its internal efficiencies, and as a consequence of this $2 million impost on the
company that restructure will not proceed. The net effect is that the government will get zero revenue
from this expansion in the corporate reconstruction duty structure because the reconstruction which
was proposed is not going to occur. It is no longer viable for that company, which was seeking to
achieve governance and administrative efficiencies, to proceed on the basis that it is now going to cost
$2 million in stamp duty, whereas previously there would have been no cost.
I advise that Victoria will now be the only jurisdiction where this type of stamp duty, even at a
concessional rate, will be levied on these types of corporate restructures. With South Australia having
moved to a full exemption, Victoria is now at a competitive disadvantage relative to every other state
and territory in relation to corporate restructures. So despite the disingenuous comments in the budget
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papers about promoting business efficiencies and facilitating restructures and reducing compliance
costs, it is going to have the exact opposite effect on corporates that are seeking to restructure.
The next measure that the budget incorporates is described as ‘Harmonisation of foreigner property
surcharges—absentee landowner surcharge’, which is forecast to raise $45.7 million, and again under
the banner of harmonisation—matching our tax rates to other jurisdictions, giving away our
competitive advantages—we are seeing the government seek to increase the absentee landowner
surcharge from 1.5 per cent to 2 per cent, raising $45 million in the first year.
In relation to land transfer duty, where this government has also introduced a differential stamp duty
regime for foreign property purchasers—surprise, surprise—we are seeing that differential rate being
increased from 7 per cent currently to 8 per cent. Again, this is being done under the banner of
harmonisation—we are matching our taxes to New South Wales—but what we are doing is giving up
the competitive advantage that we enjoyed as a jurisdiction for foreign property buyers seeking to
enter the Victorian market.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Questions without notice and ministers statements
METRO TUNNEL
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:00): My question is to the
Leader of the Government, who is not here. Where is he?
The PRESIDENT: I do not know. Maybe I could call on—
Mr DAVIS: There is something extraordinary going on when the Leader of the Government has
disappeared for question time.
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: I call on Mr Davis for a question.
Mr DAVIS: My question is to the Leader of the Government. I refer to the Auditor-General’s
report tabled today titled Melbourne Metro Tunnel Project: Phase 1—Early Works and the massive
cost blowout of near to $150 million. Does the government accept responsibility for this cost blowout?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:01): It is a very interesting
question that Mr Davis asked, because in fact he will from this moment onwards assert that it is the
government’s responsibility. How on earth can the government actually refute that it is the
government’s responsibility in relation to the expenditure of public moneys and the way in which we
get our important projects away? Ultimately at the end of the day the Victorian government will take
credit for the delivery of this project—I have no doubt about that—and the thousands of motorists that
use the system each and every day will give credit to the Victorian government for delivering on this
important project that they have waited for for quite some time and the government is going to deliver.
With the credit that we are going to receive, there is actually some responsibility that comes with it. I
think there may be a whole series of levels by which you can account for individual cost containment
controls within the contracting arrangements in relation to the way in which tenders are actually
acquitted, so there is risk and there is responsibility that would be apportioned at every decisionmaking stage along the way. Ultimately at the end of the day the community will make their judgement
call about the responsibility, and they will say, ‘Of course it’s the government’s responsibility’, but
they are also going to thank the government sincerely when the project is delivered and they get the
benefits in terms of their ease of movement across the metropolitan landscape that the success of this
project will inevitably deliver.
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Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:03): I am pleased that the
minister does accept responsibility, unlike his colleague in the other place, who did not accept
responsibility. But I make a further point from the Auditor-General’s report. The Auditor-General said:
Areas that could be improved relate to proponent agencies of major projects not showing comprehensive
analysis of all realistic options in business cases, and central agencies not giving comparative advice on the
costs and benefits of all realistic and sensible options.

Minister, will you confirm that the government accepts this advice and will apply it to all of its major
transport infrastructure projects, including its Level Crossing Removal Project?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:04): President, you will
know, and in fact Mr Davis knows, that there is a very, very high correlation between recommendations
that are made by the Auditor-General and what is ultimately accepted by government—a very, very
high correlation on just about every report that has ever been issued by the Auditor-General. It is
premature for me to indicate what the government’s response to these matters is, because I have not
been afforded the opportunity to talk to my colleagues in the other chamber and the cabinet has not
actually met to discuss the consideration of our response to the Auditor-General’s findings and
recommendations, but I rely on the fact that there is usually a very high correlation between the lessons
that have been pointed out by the Auditor-General and the government and its agencies accepting them.
In relation to the specifics of this matter, it would be wise of me to get further advice and analyse this
matter myself at greater depth and talk to my colleagues about it. I am sure my colleagues will
ultimately make it very clear what lessons, if any, have been learned, how we are going to apply them
and how we are going to get best value for the Victorian taxpayer.
KYNETON WATER TREATMENT PLANT
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (12:05): My question is for the minister representing the
Minister for Water, Minister Tierney. For the 11th time since 2007 an unauthorised release from the
Kyneton water reclamation plant has seen contaminated water flow down the Campaspe River. The
Environment Protection Authority Victoria has been advised by the water authority that it now needs
to undertake daily releases of some class C water to protect the embankments of the water plant. The
Kyneton water reclamation plant is unable to cope with demand as a result of population and industry
growth. Urgent action is needed to protect local farmers and the environment. Can the minister outline
what steps the government is taking to solve this issue?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:06): I am going to take this
answer, and whilst I will take the answer—
Members interjecting.
Mr JENNINGS: I am very happy to take responsibility for providing the answer, and the answer
that I will be providing will be dependent upon the advice of my colleague in the other place.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (12:06): I thank the minister, whichever minister it is, for their
answer. My supplementary question is: downstream farmers were advised last night that they are now
unable to use the river for their usual irrigation purposes. One farmer recently invested $20 000 in a
brand-new pump that he is now unable to use. An upgrade of the Kyneton water reclamation plant to
facilitate greater production of class B water would solve many of the concerns being raised by the
community. Will the government commit to accelerating the upgrade of the Kyneton water
reclamation plant to allow greater recycling of class B water?
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Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:07): We are having a
subsequent discussion about who is the responsible minister. I continue to take responsibility for it,
and I will make sure that the answer is provided by the Minister for Water in the other place.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: ROAD SAFETY
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:07): Everyone here is well aware that it has been a tragic start
to the year on our roads; 143 people have now lost their lives on our roads since the year began.
Yesterday this house resolved to have an inquiry into this issue, and I welcome the interest of so many
members in the subject. The government has responded to this devastating increase in a number of
ways. Our response to the increase in lives lost in the first half of 2019 has included 300 additional
road policing shifts across Victoria, with a focus on regional areas; increasing mobile camera hours
by an additional 430 hours a month from March to June; and as part of the budget just released last
week a $121 million investment in speed compliance over the next four years, because we do
recognise that unsafe speeds continue to be one of the biggest killers on our roads. Last week we
launched a new campaign on distractions to get people off their phones. Phones are the drink-driving
of this generation.
Last week, along with the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, Lisa Neville, I hosted a road
safety summit. It was attended by Mr Barton, Dr Kieu and Mr Rich-Phillips, among many other
members of the community. The summit brought together experts to discuss what more can be done
to address the horror start to the year on Victoria’s roads. Close to 100 people focused their response
on some key themes: enforcement and the nature of enforcement changing behaviour on our roads;
the relationship between community expectations and safe speeds in relation to speed limits; vehicle
standards and the role of both the commonwealth and state governments in getting safer vehicles on
our roads and unsafe vehicles off them; infrastructure and what is needed to make the road network as
safe as we possibly can; and technology—what innovative solutions exist to address driver behaviour
and provide opportunities for even greater compliance. The government will now consider the ideas of
the summit, but an important complement to this is a number of community round tables. (Time expired)
METRO TUNNEL
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:10): My question is further to
the Leader of the Government. Minister, I refer again to the Auditor-General’s report Melbourne
Metro Tunnel Project: Phase 1—Early Works, which states:
RPV’s—

Rail Projects Victoria—
decision to bring in a member of the PPP consortium as its ‘delegate’ to help resolve delay and design issues
in the State Library station precinct access shafts, as well as other early works, resulted in an unanticipated
cost of $68.3 million. This extra cost was due to the EWSA—

early works services agreement—
that RPV negotiated with a member of the PPP consortium.

I ask: Minister, was this due to a hole dug in haste in the wrong spot, and if not, what was the cause?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:11): One thing for certain is
that I am not going to dig myself into a hole in providing the answer. I will take advice on the question
Mr Davis asked me from my colleague in the other place.
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Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:11): Thank you for taking
advice on that. Certainly the advice that is around the sector is that a hole was dug in the wrong spot.
But let me just say, Minister, that this is a project the government is already almost $150 million over
budget on for early works. The Auditor-General further stated:
RPV had substantially consumed the project’s overall cost contingency at the time of this audit. This raises …
early concern about the sufficiency of contingency funds available for the next phase of the project, which
includes five years of complex and risky tunnelling and construction.

Are you certain, Minister, that there is sufficient contingency in this project given the huge blowout in
just the early works package?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:12): Mr Davis would expect
me to do two things. First of all he would expect me to take advice in relation to the technical nature
of his question, and I will do so from the minister in the other chamber. But what he would also expect
me to do is to actually say this government is committed to this project, will complete this project and
will make it happen and that commuters across Victoria will be the beneficiaries for generations to
come. This is a project that is not at risk in any shape or form in relation to being completed and being
delivered to the people of Victoria. Our government will make sure that in decades to come when
generations to come use the transport system in Victoria into the future they will know that this was a
step change in relation to the delivery of important transport infrastructure unlike we have ever seen
before. This government will deliver on those outcomes.
BELFAST COASTAL RESERVE
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:13): My question is to the minister representing the
Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change. Is it correct that the environmental monitoring
plan for Levys beach and Hoon Hill within the Belfast Coastal Reserve has not been released for public
consultation? If this is correct, when will the minister release the environmental monitoring plan for
consultation and review?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:14): I thank Mr Hayes for
adding to my sense of responsibility today. On this occasion I know the contentious issue many members
of the community in western Victoria and people more broadly are concerned about. I know that parts
of government have spent considerable time and effort trying to get management plans and other
environmental and indeed cultural heritage protections in place to allow for appropriate use of Victoria’s
environment to be undertaken in an environmentally and culturally sensitive manner. It is not an easy
task. I know this creates ongoing anxiety for a variety of members of the community from different
vantage points. My colleagues have been trying to work through getting that balance right to deliver
the appropriate framework into the future. In terms of the specific nature of when plans will be released
and subject to further public consideration or implementation, I will take advice from my colleague.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:15): Thanks for that answer, Minister. Is it correct that
the environmental monitoring plan has been prepared by consultants engaged by the Warrnambool
Racing Club? What action is the minister taking to ensure that the impact of commercial horse training
on the endangered hooded plover and the erosion of dunes in the Belfast Coastal Reserve is being
thoroughly and effectively monitored?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:15): I take the last words of
Mr Hayes’s question to be very important. Effective monitoring is one thing, but protection is a more
important thing. Ultimately your objective is in fact to protect endangered wildlife. Indeed that should
be an obligation that all members of our community share in relation to providing that degree of
protection. In terms of the specific nature of how this will be monitored and how the protections will
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be put in place, these are relevant questions and I will pass your inquiry on to my colleague to
supplement what I have been able to, probably in policy outcomes terms, convey to you. We want to
protect species, not just necessarily monitor their decline.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: WINE INDUSTRY
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:16): I rise to update the house on how the Andrews Labor government is
supporting our booming Victorian wine industry. The wine industry is so vital to the state. We have over
800 wineries and 600 cellar doors. The industry contributes around $7.6 billion every year to the state’s
economy and directly employs around 13 000 people, many of them in rural and regional areas. The
Andrews Labor government is absolutely committed to supporting and growing this important industry.
We have funded projects through the government’s Wine Growth Fund. In the first two rounds we
funded 106 projects worth almost $2 million, and importantly this leveraged $6.7 million into the
industry. In round 3 we funded $2 million worth of projects towards 78 individual projects to increase
domestic and international markets, improve wine tourism and grow local businesses and of course
grow local jobs. Through the fund, Victoria’s wine industry will increase visitors to our prestigious
wine regions, develop further exports and continue to grow the industry.
I am off to Rutherglen on the weekend to partake in former member of the other place Ken Jasper’s
Pollie Wine Stomp with the hope of regaining my title, which I lost to Cathy McGowan last year. Of
course this prestigious wine stomp event coincides with the Winery Walkabout event that brings
hundreds of people to Rutherglen over the long weekend. Many of these wineries are well-placed to
receive these visitors as they have been recipients of the Wine Growth Fund this year or in the past,
enabling them to upgrade their cellar doors or create better facilities for visitors.
The Labor government will continue to support the wine industry in Victoria through Wine to the
World, a $5 million election commitment that is in the budget this year to provide financial support to
wine businesses so they can participate in wine exhibitions, trade missions and export campaigns. We
have a further $10 million election commitment, Taking Our Local Produce to the World, which will
also provide producers of craft food, beer and spirits with help to grow their businesses. It is all part
of our plan to make rural and regional Victoria an even better place to live, work and invest for existing
residents and hopefully new residents.
DENTAL SERVICES
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:19): My question is to the Minister for Health.
Minister, Aldo is a 77-year-old pensioner with two loose front teeth, one of which is infected. He made
an appointment to be seen at the Royal Dental Hospital of Melbourne in April, where he was seen and
charged $28.50. He was told that because he was not in pain he would be on the waitlist, but Aldo is
in constant pain and was told he will be on a waitlist for two and a half years. He has gone back to a
community health service three times, all to be charged $28.50 but receive no further action. He called
his local MP, Martin Foley, and his office told him they would follow up; they have not. He called the
Premier’s office and, in his words, ‘got the run-around’. Minister, the Australian Dental Association
Victorian branch says that some people are waiting up to four years before they see a dentist. Aldo’s
simple dental issue could be resolved, yet the delay could mean it becomes far more complex and may
require further intensive interventions. Could you explain to Aldo why he has to wait for a likely two
and a half years, maybe four, before he is seen to have his dental problem resolved?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:20): I thank the member for her question, and I would encourage her, as I have on previous
occasions, to forward to me any relevant details regarding this particular constituent, and I would be
very happy for my office to follow up directly with Aldo about his particular circumstances.
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What I would advise the member is that our dental system has in fact been hard hit by a 30 per cent
savage cut by her colleagues in Canberra. They pulled the plug on the dental funding partnership with
the states, and they replaced it with a new cost-cutting scheme. This means that tens of thousands of
people have been added to the waiting list each year. In contrast, Victorian funding has increased over
this time. This term we have decided that we cannot wait for funding certainty from the commonwealth
government. This is why we made an election commitment, and we followed it up with funding in the
state budget last week, to provide free dental care to all public school kids, both primary and secondary,
by bringing back dental vans.
I can understand that there might well be some private dentists who might be upset about this. Blow
me down with a feather if some private dentists are upset that they might lose business. If Ms Crozier
wants to advocate on their behalf, she would need to explain to families why she would choose to put
the interests of private dentists above those of families who will get free dental van support. What I
would say to the member further is with the significant investment of $321.9 million over four years
towards our school dental van commitment, we will in fact free up capacity of more than
100 000 appointments for seniors, for people who qualify for public dental. We are creating more
capacity in the public dental system by making this investment.
We do not apologise for the fact that we are putting the funding that is required into public dental, but
what we see from Ms Crozier is crocodile tears here every sitting week. She wants to leave her
colleagues in Canberra off the hook. I wonder if she would have taken the same position if the result
had been different on 18 May. I wonder if she would have taken a different position, if there had been
a different result on 18 May, to the one that she takes now. I bet it would have been a very, very
different position. And federal Labor, of course, as Mr Dalidakis has remarked, in fact offered free
additional services, public dental services for seniors, which would have made a huge difference to
the waitlist that her colleagues had no interest in addressing. So I challenge you, Ms Crozier: will you
support our public dental vans finally? Will you support that, or is it going to be on the chopping block
if Victorians ever have the misfortune of having you in charge?
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:23): Again, the minister refuses to even acknowledge
Aldo, a 77-year-old pensioner who is in pain and who has been to his local member and to the Premier,
and she just goes on about her own self-interest. Minister, your government has wasted billions of
dollars on overrun projects and broken promises and has cut community health funding in this year’s
budget that provides the very services Aldo needs. So I ask: why has the government undertaken these
heartless cuts to the sector that provides the very services that Aldo requires?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:24): Well, clearly Ms Crozier did not listen to a thing that I said in response to her substantive
question. I have invited her to provide me with the details of this constituent. She is choosing to ignore
that. She knows full well that we have provided a record health budget in this year’s state budget—
more funding for our health system than ever before—and her claims about cuts are absolute rubbish.
She can peddle this in this house every day. We know it is total rubbish. She peddles it in question
time. She peddles it on Twitter. She is absolutely putting out absolute rubbish every single day. And
this is coming from a person who was the Parliamentary Secretary for Health and who, together with
Mr Davis, oversaw slashing and burning and cuts to our health system. We are making the investment
that is necessary in our public dental scheme, something that your colleagues are not doing in Canberra
and something that you had no interest in doing yourself.
FIREARM PROHIBITION ORDERS
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:25): My question is to the minister representing the
Attorney-General. Ensuring the protection of Victorians and maintaining security in our communities
is a priority of Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party. This includes continuing efforts to lower the risk that
these people pose to the community. A current procedure for lowering the risk that known offenders
pose to the community is the handing down of firearm prohibition orders, or FPOs. An FPO is an order
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that prohibits the subject from owning, using and attaining firearms. Recently former president of the
Rebels motorcycle gang Colin Websdale was served an FPO due to his having been affiliated with a
violent entity and having a list of previous convictions, including drugs charges, assault and possession
of illegal weapons. Websdale appealed the order and successfully had it overturned and revoked
through the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal. There are concerns that this decision will
pave the way for more offenders to have their FPOs revoked, allowing more known violent offenders
to access firearms in Victoria. My question is: what steps is the Andrews government taking to ensure
that firearm protection orders are served and enforced effectively in the interest of protecting our
communities?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:26): I thank Mr Grimley for his question and his ongoing interest in this area,
particularly in terms of firearms. I will refer the matter to the Attorney-General.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:26): My supplementary question is: could the minister
provide any insight as to whether the administration and appeals process regarding FPOs will be
reviewed in light of this recent decision?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:26): Again I thank Mr Grimley for his question. I will have that incorporated into the
request for further information that will be supplied to you.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: GROWING SUBURBS FUND
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:27): The Andrews Labor government is building on its investment in Victoria’s
interface councils with $50 million allocated to continue the Growing Suburbs Fund in 2019–20. This
brings the government’s total investment to $250 million over five years. The GSF enables
Melbourne’s diverse and fast-growing interface councils to deliver critical local infrastructure to their
communities. The GSF has contributed to 161 projects since 2015, 64 of which are now complete and
open to the community. It has also supported more jobs in interface councils through the creation of
more than 5400 new jobs in construction and the subsequent follow-on services. The projects funded
through the GSF are put forward by the interface councils and include multi-use sporting pavilions,
community centres, play spaces, recreation areas and precinct developments.
WASTE AND RECYCLING MANAGEMENT
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:28): My question is to the Minister for Local
Government. Minister, does the government accept the Municipal Association of Victoria’s (MAV)
assessment of the 2019 budget that it does not deliver the level of investment urgently needed to
strengthen our fragile recycling system and that, despite $511 million in collected landfill levies sitting
in the Sustainability Fund at 30 June 2018, the budget’s commitment of just $34.9 million to tackle
the recycling crisis over three years is grossly inadequate given the scale of investment needed?
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:29): I would like to thank the member for her question. I will answer a component
of the member’s question, and regarding the other component relating to the waste issue—as we have
established in this place before that the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change has
legislative responsibility for that particular issue—I will refer that matter to the minister for
environment. But in terms of the budget and the local government sector, I have got to say I have just
completed a ministerial statement on $50 million more to the Growing Suburbs Fund, so $2.7 million
more for weeds and pests, which the member should be happy with in rural and regional Victoria. We
are currently undertaking the $20 million rural councils transformation program. We are currently
seeing what the outcomes of that particular issue are going to be.
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I have been travelling around the small rural councils, and I have got to say I have been very impressed
with what I have seen, in that you have got a bunch of councils that are trying their best to corroborate.
That is why they have put aside their parochial interests and have got on board with the rural councils
transformation program. That is all about taking advantage of scale so they can tackle their
sustainability issues. But again, I reject the member’s characterisation of this budget as being bad for
regional Victoria. This is a very, very good budget for the local government portfolio.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:31): Yes, it was the MAV’s characterisation,
Mr Somyurek, so you may have to take issue with them. Each year the state collects, largely through
local government, more than $200 million in municipal and industrial landfill levies. Given the
recycling crisis confronting Victorian municipalities, does the government support the MAV policy
that says:
… much more of the State’s landfill levy income must be reinvested into waste and resource recovery—rather
than it propping up the Victorian … budget.

Or is the government at odds with the MAV?
The PRESIDENT: I think there are a couple of questions there. I will call the minister to answer
one of them or both.
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:31): There are again a couple of questions in that. If I could again clarify, I do not
have legislative responsibility for the waste issue. That sits within the ministerial purview of the
minister for environment. I do have responsibility for the Municipal Association Act 1907. I do; that’s
a fact. But the fact of the matter is that I do not control what the MAV says. The MAV is entitled to
run commentary on various things in the world. That does not mean that I have responsibility to
respond to everything that the MAV runs a commentary on. They might be commenting on the
international peace process in the Middle East. It does not mean that I have responsibility for that.
CONTRACEPTIVE PILL ACCESS
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:32): My question is for the Minister for Health. The oral
contraceptive pill was a revolution in self-ownership. It gave women unprecedented control over their
own bodies. It has been widely considered a good thing. However, as with all good things, government
simply cannot leave it alone. The women of Victoria are not free to purchase this product, unless they
first obtain a permit, otherwise known as a prescription. Contraceptive pills pose little risk to the taker
or to anyone else. Any pharmacist can explain the risks. They are not addictive. There is no reason these
drugs should require a prescription. Unfortunately it is a federal issue. What ought to be a personal
matter is somehow a federal matter for the whole nation. Queensland is presently trialling a system that
allows pharmacists to issue repeat scripts for the pill, which would allow women to avoid thousands
of pointless visits to GPs. Has the minister taken any steps to establish a similar trial here in Victoria?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:33): I thank the member for his question. He has raised some very important issues around
women’s ability to safeguard their access to sexual and reproductive health services, and this has
certainly been an important priority of our government. We have had a number of commitments that
we have made to improve access to sexual and reproductive health. In fact my predecessor committed
$6.6 million in funding in recent years to put in place a number of additional health centres, including
some based in regional Victoria, I am sure the member would be pleased to know. And just recently I
was pleased to make an announcement about the locations of two further sexual and reproductive
health centres.
The issue that the member has specifically raised goes to access to the contraceptive pill, and had
matters gone a different way just a few weeks ago on 18 May, I had been looking forward to working
with federal Labor around a very detailed and comprehensive policy that they had developed around
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this and other issues. In the absence of any leadership from Canberra around this issue, this is an issue
that I have asked my department to work with me on, because I do want to ensure that we are providing
access to these types of services for Victorian women. I acknowledge, however, that there are very
differing views about these issues, and certainly from the medical profession I understand that there
are some strongly held views from clinicians. I will be having dialogue with a range of stakeholders
about these issues, and I am very happy to have some discussion with the member about this issue. I
certainly welcome his interest in this matter, because it is an interest that I share with him.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:36): Thank you, Minister, for the answer. It was quite good.
The requirement to get permission implies that women are unable to make these decisions for
themselves. Contrary to this implication, most women are not first-timers when it comes to the pill. I
often hear anger at the fact that decisions about women’s reproductive rights are made by men. We
are angry about the fact that an individual’s reproductive rights are controlled by somebody other than
themselves. Self-determination is at the core of liberty. The decision to take the pill or not take the pill
should be for each woman to make for herself. It should not be subject to a veto by anyone, including
a doctor. Will you take steps to circumvent these barriers and treat women like adults who are capable
of making decisions for themselves?
The PRESIDENT: I think the minister is happy to answer it, but it was more of a statement. Do
you want to add something?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:37): Look, I think the member really gave us a very strong philosophical basis for his views about
these issues, and I have to say that that is a philosophical basis that he and I have in common. If we
look to what is happening in the United States at the moment and the absolute attack on women’s
reproductive rights, that is something that alarms me greatly. That is a view I have shared with women’s
organisations, in particular women’s health organisations in this state—that they are rights that we
need to continually defend and be vigilant about. This is why I supported the decriminalisation of
abortion in this state. This is why I supported the safe access zones legislation in this state. This is why
I will continue to explore ways that we can provide greater access for women to sexual and reproductive
services in this state. As I said, I am happy to have further discussions with the member about this,
acknowledging that safety is obviously an important consideration as well, and this is why I will be
having discussions with a range of stakeholders about this specific request that the member has asked.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: MEDICAL RESEARCH
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:38): I rise to inform the house of how the 2019–20 Victorian budget is supporting our health and
medical research sector and in particular how last week’s budget delivered $116.5 million to maintain
Victoria’s leadership in health and medical research. The Andrews Labor government is investing in
our hardworking researchers, clinicians and scientists because we know that they will find the next big
breakthrough.
The funding in the budget will go towards the Walter and Eliza Hall Institute of Medical Research’s
Australian Drug Discovery Centre to support the critical translation of new breakthroughs into new
treatments; the Australian Clinical Trials Network, or TrialHub, to increase access to clinical trials,
particularly for patients living in regional and rural Victoria; Victoria’s first gamma knife at the
Victorian Comprehensive Cancer Centre, which will provide more treatment options for Victorians in
their fight against cancer; the Aikenhead Centre for Medical Discovery, which will be Australia’s first
research and education centre for biomedical engineering; and of course delivering on our election
commitment to the Generation Victoria project, which is an investment in the health, development and
wellbeing of Victoria’s children. These investments in health and medical research will help embed
research in our health system and accelerate and translate the research into our hospitals and new
treatments, diagnostics and drugs.
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Our leadership is undeniable when you consider that Victoria consistently attracts 40 per cent or more
of the National Health and Medical Research Council’s annual funding through competitive grants.
Our government is very proud that we are making this investment. We remain a steadfast supporter of
our health and medical research sector. It is really with great pride that we are making this investment
and working side by side with our clinicians, our medical researchers and our scientists to make sure
that Victorians can continue to access world-class health care here in Victoria.
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:40): As far as today’s questions go, can I thank Minister Tierney for
committing to getting written responses in line with the time lines in the standing orders from the
Attorney-General for both of Mr Grimley’s questions. I thank the Leader of the Government for
committing to getting written responses from the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate
Change for both of Mr Hayes’s questions and from the Minister for Water for both of Mr Bourman’s
questions and for committing to provide written responses himself for both of Mr Davis’s questions
regarding the Metro Tunnel project.
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) (12:41): Today there are
38 written responses to questions on notice: 311–14, 316–17, 324–5, 345–72, 393, 433.
Constituency questions
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:41): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services. When will the minister place a permanent police or PSO presence in
the Geelong mall and bus interchange? As reported in today’s Geelong Advertiser, yesterday saw wild
scenes yet again in the Geelong mall, with up to eight people, including a pregnant woman, involved
in a wild brawl. This part of the Geelong CBD has had problems with crime, violence and antisocial
behaviour for a long time, yet this minister and this Labor government continue to put their heads in
the sand and pretend there is no problem, putting the rights of criminals and thugs ahead of those of
law-abiding citizens. The opposition announced a policy of putting PSOs in the Geelong mall, and yet
this Labor government has done nothing to protect shoppers, workers and businesses in the heart of
Geelong. I again ask the minister: when will she put a permanent police or PSO presence in the
Geelong mall and bus interchange?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (12:42): My constituency question is to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services. Under this government we have seen seven consecutive quarters where the
crime rate has decreased. However, we know there is more to be done. Can the minister provide an
update on how many of the new police funded by the Labor government have been deployed in my
region, Western Metropolitan Region, and how many more are due to be deployed?
SOUTH EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:42): My constituency question is for the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services in the other place. I have a constituent who owns a rental
property and this is, or was, their primary source of income. They are involved in a long-running
dispute with a neighbour of that property. We do not have the other side of the story, but my constituent
has shown us concerning evidence, including correspondence from real estate agents stating they can
no longer represent them due to actions taken during inspections by the neighbour. This constituent
has sought legal resolution to the situation through VCAT, legal aid, local laws officers, local police,
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and other community organisations. At each point they have followed the procedure and advice
provided. Feeling that local police did not handle the matter appropriately, they filed an official
complaint. They were dissatisfied with the police review. IBAC considers the matter not significant
enough for their attention and the Ombudsman’s office does not deal with police complaints. After
seemingly exhausting all official options for resolution and for review of the police response, what
other options are available for independent review?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:43): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Planning. The battle for the Bulla bypass continues after many years of fighting. As the population of
Sunbury continues to grow, with the government planning a population explosion in the town, traffic
congestion on Sunbury Road grows ever worse. I am informed the Minister for Planning is responsible
for blocking this much-needed project. Where exactly is the minister with regard to his deliberations
on this matter, and when can we expect the minister to give the Bulla bypass the green light?
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (12:44): Under this government we have seen seven consecutive
quarters in which the crime rate has decreased. There is much more to be done, however. My question
is to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, and I ask for an update on how many of the new
police funded by the Andrews Labor government have been deployed to Eastern Victoria Region and
how many more are due to be deployed, noting the specific allocation of resources through family
violence specialisation and the creation of the new forensic hub in the Latrobe Valley to better process
police requests and evidence?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:45): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Public Transport in the other place. The action I seek is on behalf of a resident in South Melton,
Mr Roberts. What is the minister’s plan to provide a public transport service for residents travelling
between Melton train station and Eynesbury? A large number of these residents make this journey
daily to get to school, work, the train station and shops, but there is no public transport option or service
for these residents and they dearly wish for a bus. The constituent believes a bus servicing this area
would also assist other residents in Melton South and reduce traffic congestion. I call on the minister
to ensure that these residents have a safe means of travel to and from their homes via a bus.
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (12:46): Under this government we have seen seven
consecutive quarters where the crime rate has decreased. However, we know there is more to be done.
Can the minister provide an update on how many of the new police funded by the Labor government
have been deployed to my community in Southern Metropolitan Region and how many more are due
to be deployed?
Mr O’Donohue: You need to mention a minister. You didn’t mention a minister.
The PRESIDENT: I think she did mention the minister: Minister Neville, the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services.
Ms TAYLOR: There you go.
The PRESIDENT: Mr O’Donohue, thanks for your help.
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:46): I raise a matter for the Minister for Roads, and the
question I have for the minister is: will she partner with the Mornington Peninsula Shire Council and
the federal government to fund the 4.8-kilometre Somerville to Baxter proposed bike path? The
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minister will be pleased to know that the federal government has committed $2 million to this very
important project and the Mornington Peninsula Shire Council has done all the planning and business
case development, so it is literally shovel-ready. To make it happen we need the state to come on
board. It is a very important project both for the connectivity of the cycling paths through the
Mornington Peninsula and further towards Melbourne and for the tourism and health of Mornington
Peninsula residents alike. I ask the minister to partner with the council and the federal government and
provide funding to make this project happen.
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:47): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Corrections. It follows queries to me, from a number of constituents in northern Victoria who support
my Enough is Enough page, about the Catalyst Consortium. This $1.6 million program was
established by the government in early 2017 and is aimed at improving research into and
understanding of the causes of violent and sexual offending. It was part of the government’s response
to the Harper review. I ask the minister if he could indicate what the outcomes and achievements of
this program have been in northern Victoria, including by pointing me to any formal reports or
evaluations that have been undertaken on it.
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (12:48): My constituency question comes from Robyn Wylie
of Warrnambool and is for the Minister for Racing in the other place, Mr Pakula. Shamefully Victoria
is just one of two states that continues jumps races. It is discontinued in Tasmania, Western Australia
and Queensland. Just over the border in New South Wales practising jumps racing will land you a jail
sentence. Already three horses have died this season in Victoria. Most commonly jumps horses die
from snapped legs or snapped necks from the deadly combination of galloping and jumping in a pack:
Monarch Chimes at Cranbourne, Big Bad Baz at Casterton and Blues Breaker killed at the annual
Warrnambool carnival. It is shameful as a member for Western Victoria Region to list two deaths in
my own electorate. That this toll will rise is not a question of if but how many. Jumps racing has killed
93 horses in the last 12 years. How much longer will the minister allow horses to die in the name of a
so-called sport?
The PRESIDENT: Mr Meddick, I will not ask you to change your question, but I am going to
review it. I know you said it was from a constituent, but I am not too sure if it is completely a
constituency question. I will get back to you on that.
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:50): My question is for the Minister for Roads. Central Gippsland
transport operators are highly frustrated. One constituent just recently highlighted the government’s
hypocrisy. On the one hand he is saying that the Andrews government has attacked its federal
counterpart for the lack of infrastructure in Victoria based on the percentage for Victoria, which is
25 per cent, while also saying on another occasion that this government has allocated only a paltry
4 per cent of Victoria’s infrastructure spending to regional Victoria when we comprise 25 per cent of
the state—and Gippsland only has a sliver of that 4 per cent. Specifically my constituent cited the
shovel-ready project of the final stages of the Traralgon–Sale Princes Highway duplication, a
carriageway that he travels on a weekly basis. The completion will enhance agricultural efficiencies,
productivity and safety for users. So I ask the minister: when will she make this commitment to fund
the final $33 million for its completion?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:51): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Public Transport in the other place. The Craigieburn line, which runs through parts of my electorate,
is one of the most congested train lines in Melbourne. Kensington station in particular is severely
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overcrowded, with commuters reporting that they sometimes have to wait for up to six trains to pass
at peak hour before they are able to board. My colleague, Ellen Sandell, the member for Melbourne in
the other place, is frequently contacted by constituents frustrated with the delays and congestion at
Kensington station. One Kensington local reported that although the Public Transport Victoria app
states that the journey from home to work will take 16 minutes, the trip usually takes between 35 and
50 minutes as the trains are too full to board. The Craigieburn line is projected to be Melbourne’s
busiest by 2031, meaning that Kensington commuters will continue to bear the brunt of the congestion
on the line. Minister, when will the government commit to upgrading signalling and other
infrastructure on the Craigieburn line to reduce overcrowding at Kensington station?
The PRESIDENT: Mr Meddick, I have seen your question; I did not hear you say ‘Warrnambool’.
I understand that Warrnambool is in your electorate, so I stand corrected by everyone.
Bills
STATE TAXATION ACTS AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:52): I am pleased to continue the
contribution on the State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill 2019. Prior to question time I was outlining
the revenue initiatives, the tax increases, which have been listed in the budget and which are given
effect to by the state taxation bill that the house is dealing with this afternoon.
The next one I wish to touch on—having referred to the harmonisation of foreign property surcharges,
the increase in the rate for property purchases by foreign interests, which is forecast to raise $23 million
in the budget year, increasing to $39 million in the budget year, again undermining the state’s
competitive advantage relative to, particularly, New South Wales—is a reduction in regional payroll
tax, which I note does not trigger this year. It is in fact delayed for 12 months before coming into effect
in 2021. However, that is a reduction in regional payroll tax that the opposition will support.
We also see a land transfer duty concession in respect of commercial industrial property in regional
Victoria. Again, this is a minor measure. It is a reduction of $4.9 million in the budget year, but it is
one that we are happy to support.
The list then goes on to talk about the increases the government is proposing in motor vehicle duty,
and this is the so-called luxury vehicle tax that the Treasurer made some outrageous comments about
last week, some comments that were dismissive of a whole section of the Victorian community. This
is a levy that the government is seeking to impose on vehicles costing in the first instance $100 000 or
more, with a second-tier at $150 000, on the basis that these are somehow luxury vehicles. This is on
top, I might add, of the luxury car tax which is already levied by the commonwealth, which frankly,
should be lifted given the protection for domestic vehicle manufacturing is no longer in place, and we
should not be seeing the state government seeking to impose a further so-called luxury car tax on top
of that with this stamp duty change, which is introduced by this bill.
The Treasurer in his comments last week was asked about circumstances where a citizen may have
saved for 10 or 20 years to buy a Toyota LandCruiser—a LandCruiser Sahara—costing more than
$100 000. The Treasurer’s response to that proposition was simply to say that the person should ‘get
a life’. It highlights how dismissive the government is of the concerns of real Victorians, people who
may have saved for a vehicle so that in retirement they can drive around Australia. The Treasurer’s
response to them saving for 10 or 15 years to buy that vehicle costing $100 000 is to tell them to get a
life. It shows how the government does not understand the impact that these types of measures have
on Victorian families. This is a measure which is going to raise more than $60 million in revenue in
the first year. It has been described by some in the government as the Lamborghini tax; in reality it is
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the Toyota tax. The biggest payer of luxury car tax in Australia is Toyota in respect of the vehicles
that it sells. This is a tax that will have an impact directly on many Victorian families.
Likewise, the bill proposes to remove the existing land tax exemption for contiguous landholdings in
metropolitan Melbourne. This is a provision which recognises that families may have bought a house
and may have the opportunity to buy the adjoining block and maintain those two blocks on separate
titles. In recognition that effectively it is part of the family home, which is exempt from land tax, there
has been a longstanding exemption from land tax for the contiguous block. This is a block that may
be used for a garden, a vegie patch or, as Ms Crozier says, perhaps a granny flat. It is integral to the
family home and no different to any other family home, except it is on a different title and it is
obviously contiguous, joined, to the primary family home. The government in its wisdom has decided
that this is fair game for tax increases, for the imposition of land tax.
For the first time we will see those families—many of them through my electorate in the south-east,
particularly migrant families that came to Australia post war, who bought houses in Dandenong and
Springvale down through the south-east and have had the opportunity to buy neighbouring blocks—
hit with a tax because they own the adjoining block, which happens to be on a different title. Their
neighbour may have a total landholding of the same size. It might be a quarter-acre on a single title
and they are not hit by this, but a property that in total comprises a quarter-acre on two titles is suddenly
going to be hit with land tax. We maintain that that is not fair. The Treasurer, in his dismissive way,
tried to sell this as the tennis court tax; well, it is not. This affects people down through the suburbs,
throughout Melbourne. As I said, granny flats, gardens, vegie patches—all of those things are going
to be caught up within this provision simply because the Treasurer over the last four years has not been
able to manage expenditure in the budget and is now looking for every opportunity to nickel and dime
Victorians on the way through.
As I indicated before, the government is also seeking to impose new royalties on gold extraction. That
is not covered within the bill; that will be done by regulation. But it again highlights the way in which
the government is seeking to exploit every opportunity to raise revenue.
One of the most controversial aspects of this bill is in fact not included in the budget papers as a
revenue item because it has been presented in the bill and presented by the government as a measure
to simply preserve what it regards as the status quo. It is covered in the explanatory memorandum of
the bill. It is described as amendments to the Duties Act 2000 to address the Supreme Court’s decision
in BPG Caulfield Village Pty Ltd v. Commissioner of State Revenue, which is a 2016 case regarding
economic entitlement landholder provisions in order to safeguard revenue. So the government is
saying this is about protecting the existing revenue base. This is something which was not
foreshadowed to industry. It arises from a court decision three years ago, and it is going to have
enormous implications for the property development sector. It was sprung on them last week with the
bill. As I said, it is not disclosed as a revenue item in the budget; it is simply described as protecting
existing revenue. But the reality, the impact of this measure, is going to be to dramatically expand the
base on which stamp duty is levied in respect of economic entitlement landholder provisions. It will
see many people and many entities which are not paying tax and are not required to pay tax now
subject to stamp duty.
As recently as this morning I had contact from a property developer who has indicated the uncertainty
that this has created. It has led to a residential development worth approximately $100 million being
put on hold because this has now introduced such uncertainty as to how stamp duty is to be levied and
which parties, including parties facilitating and taking commissions as part of putting a project
together, may be subject to stamp duty. There is now such enormous uncertainty as to how this is
going to work that that project is on hold until this matter can be resolved.
This has an enormous impact on the Victorian economy. The Treasurer has gone into this and the
government has gone into this saying it is merely about preserving the status quo. The reality is it is
not. It is creating uncertainty. It is broadening the base. It frankly is an unintended consequence, I
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believe, but it is something that has not had the opportunity to be tested, because the government has
rammed this bill through the Assembly and is seeking to ram it through the Council without these
matters being subject to consultation and without there being any understanding by the government,
the State Revenue Office and the Treasury as to what the practical implications are going to be on the
sector they are seeking to levy.
This bill has been brought to the Parliament as a quick fix for the government because they are unable
to control expenditure and they now have a revenue hole, but the implications of this are significant
for a whole range of Victorians who are going to be taxed for the first time or have their tax base
expanded. As I said, there are some measures which make some minor reductions in taxation, and the
coalition will not oppose those. But in relation to each of the new tax measures which are being
introduced, both rates being increased and the base being broadened, the coalition believes they are
completely inappropriate. They are a consequence of the Treasurer’s mismanagement, and we will
oppose them strongly in committee.
Sitting suspended 1.03 p.m. to 2.08 p.m.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Southern Metropolitan) (14:08): I think I have half an hour as the lead speaker
of the—oh, it is a second reading. You guys do everything to try to take time away, you antidemocratic forces restricting the good people of Southern Metropolitan Region from getting their
money’s worth—their value.
Dr Ratnam: Why are you wasting your time now?
Mr DALIDAKIS: I do not believe publicly calling for the people of Southern Metropolitan Region
to get what they paid for is wasting my time, but you are from the northern metropolitan area. You are
from north of the Yarra, and that is enough said.
I rise to support the State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill 2019, and I do so because what we have
here is a piece of legislation that provides a pathway, a footprint, a blueprint and a way forward. It has
a range of measures in it that are measures that not only this Parliament should support but which the
community can have confidence in—measures that help to strengthen our community. The word, the
notion and the use of the term ‘community’ has many definitions: the small business community; the
broader community. This budget has the ability to help people in our regions and our regional
communities, as well as supporting those in our metropolitan communities. There are those in our rural
communities that also benefit from this budget.
Can I say that I remain proud to serve alongside a government with a Treasurer like Tim Pallas in the
other place. He has committed himself to delivering a budget that not only delivers a budget surplus
this coming year but indeed contributes a budget surplus over the forward estimates. The budget
surplus, to my recollection, is approximately just over $1 billion this coming financial year, and over
the forward years it is on average $3.4 billion. If we do not have a budget that has that strong sense of
supply and security in terms of the surplus amount, then we will not able to build upon the investment
in the infrastructure and also in the services that we need to be able to look after the people that we
serve.
Of course that means being able to do a range of things. The Labor financial statements before the last
election on 24 November 2018 provided us with a pathway forward to this budget. The acquittal of
our Labor financial statements—of our election commitments—is fundamental to what we do in this
place. It is the very social contract between us as members of Parliament and the executive government
to be able to not just have an election commitment but implement that commitment. This is why faith
in the Andrews Labor government was demonstrated by a significant swing towards us at that election.
People had seen over the previous four years of the 58th Parliament that our government was a
government that did what it said and said what it did. You did not need to like our politics, and I
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acknowledge that those opposite frequently complained about our politics, but what you could not
argue was that we did not do what we said and we did not say what we did not do.
That might be an inconvenient truth for Mr Davis and his colleagues, because Mr Davis and his
colleagues need some kind of scapegoat to explain why they are in opposition—not because of their
own weak, pathetic performance over the last four years. But that is okay too, because Mr Davis has
another three and a half years from this day to try to contemplate why he is there. This budget is a
blueprint for that ability to self-reflect—something that I have not seen Mr Davis have the ability to
do for some period of time. In fact yesterday in opposition business, some people might say somewhat
unfairly, I suggested to Mr Barton that his contribution in the last six months in this place has been far
greater than Mr Davis’s has been in 23 years. But that would be unkind to Mr Davis, because he spent
four years in the executive as the Minister for Health, and if it was not for Mr Davis’s four years as the
health minister we may not have won the election in 2014. There was a direct relationship with the
work that he did do—sorry, correction—the work that he did not do as the health minister that helped
to reinforce to the Victorian public that they needed a government that was caring and concerned about
their needs, not our own. This budget firmly does that.
The last election was only six months ago, and the Treasurer did something in this budget that he did
not have a mandate to do. Funnily enough the opposition has not actually mentioned that. It has been
inconvenient to them that the Treasurer in the budget that he handed down provided for relief through
payroll tax cuts for our small business community, and I note that we have the Minister for Small
Business in the house right now. Small business relief through payroll tax cuts by the extension of the
threshold from $650 000 to $700 000, on top of the extension that we provided in the last term of
government from $550 000 to $650 000, in addition to cutting the payroll tax percentage for
businesses across the state but also specifically for businesses in rural and regional Victoria—that was
not a commitment that we made at the last election. That was something that the Treasurer did through
the budget because he believes in being able to support our business community and being able to
support job creation to support investment in local communities. To enable investment to be made and
provided for is an economic stimulus in itself.
Another inconvenient truth is that when we came to government unemployment was nearly 7 per cent.
It is now down at 4.9 per cent in Victoria, and it is at a historical all-time low in rural and regional
Victoria at 4.2 per cent. Let me just repeat that: in rural and regional Victoria it is at an all-time historic
low of 4.2 per cent. Now, Mr Davis and his colleagues might like to bang on about why this budget is
bad and what it does not do, but let me tell you, there are people that are employed, that are earning a
wage, that are able to support themselves and have a role to play in their communities and that have
money in their pockets to spend in other businesses, to support other small businesses, to be able to
see people able to prosper and create value, a better life and a better way of contributing to their own
assets and also to the community’s benefit.
There is nothing more that we can do as a government than that, because through creation of a strong
economy in metropolitan Melbourne, outer suburban areas or rural and regional Victoria, the ability
to be able to create that strong economy, to be able to create an environment where jobs are built and
economies are strengthened, means that we as a government then have the necessary flow of revenue
to be able to undertake social programs that enable us to contribute to society’s betterment. That
fundamentally at its core is what a good government should be about, but of course what this budget
does goes beyond that.
We are now building and investing in infrastructure that is multigenerational. We are building
infrastructure and investing right now in projects that we as a government may not have an opportunity
to open. We may not as a government have the ability to celebrate when these projects are open to the
public to use, but that is not what we are about. We are about trying to make that investment, to put
that building block in the ground, if you like, to make sure that the infrastructure tomorrow or next
year or even in a decade is going to benefit our community long beyond our lifetime in this Parliament.
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If we have a look at Melbourne Metro, which we will continue to invest in through this budget, it is a
9-kilometre dual underground tunnel that will allow us to double the capacity of what the city loop
currently is. That ensures that we are providing that infrastructure that will give our future generations
of people that are either yet to be born in Victoria or yet to move to Victoria an opportunity to live in
a society where they are put first.
Sadly in question time we saw an outrageous occurrence, where the opposition again demonstrated
that they are Liberals first and Victorians second when they attacked my ministerial representative for
the health portfolio, my parliamentary colleague the Honourable Jenny Mikakos, over a number of
policy issues, but instead of looking at themselves and their colleagues in Canberra they wanted to
attack Ms Mikakos. That is again an example of why they may be in opposition right now, because
there is no us and them when it comes to improving people’s lives in the community, providing dental
funding, providing funding for flu shots for people who cannot afford them. These are not issues that
we should be squabbling about. These are issues that we should be brought together over to improve
their lives, to improve their safety and to ensure that we as a community are better off for it, but no,
they come into this place and they attempt—they fail, but they attempt—to score a cheap political
point that does not bear scoring when it comes to people’s lives or people’s health.
It is the same thing with our infrastructure spend. We have put the foundations in this budget for North
East Link. We have put the foundations in this budget for airport rail, with the contribution from the
commonwealth matching the state contribution as well. We have already got funding to do a range of
other scoping projects as well. It is not road at the expense of rail. It is not rail at the expense of road.
We can do everything, and we need to. That is what differentiates us from the Greens, because they
are interested in only public transport. It is what differentiates us from the opposition, because they are
only interested in road. We as a government understand that you need to do both road and rail, public
transport and personal transport, the ability to make decisions for yourself based upon your
movements, where you need to go and where you need to get to.
And of course there is also the money for one of the most wonderful projects that I certainly will not
be in Parliament to see completed, and that is the rail loop. I will not be in Parliament; that is a promise
to everybody here. I will not be in Parliament for the rail loop to be completed. It is also a promise to
my family, my wife and my children, bless them.
This budget does more to support our business community, our local communities, the people that
depend upon us to provide the services that they need, the people that need the work that we do that
we try to support both in the regions and also here in the city.
We are continuing to grow at a great pace. Melbourne will outstrip Sydney in population around 2030;
Victoria will outstrip New South Wales in early 2040. The reason for that is people can see what we
are doing and they want to move here. They want to be here, and in turn, as a government, we need to
plan for that growth, we need to contribute to that environment, we need to provide the support and
the services for them to be able to survive, and not just survive but indeed to thrive. That is our
responsibility. This budget delivers on that in spades.
I have spent a bit of time talking about payroll tax, but one of the unheralded policies from this budget
that I think needs highlighting before I finish my contribution is the expansion of the eligibility for
regional payroll tax relief from 1 July this year by removing the business location test. This means that
businesses will only need to meet the more important 85 per cent of wages test to benefit from the
regional payroll tax rate, which will be cut again to make regional Victoria’s payroll tax rate the lowest
of any region in Australia, at a quarter of what the normal payroll tax is for metropolitan Melbourne.
If people doubt that this budget is good for rural and regional Victoria, they only need to have a look
not just at the headlines but at what lies underneath. I am very proud to serve next to the Honourable
Tim Pallas. This is a budget that delivers for all Victorians and it is a budget and a piece of legislation
that I commend to the house.
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Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (14:23): I am pleased to rise and
make a contribution on this State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill 2019. I have already made a
significant contribution earlier on the budget, and I want to confine my comments on this bill to matters
surrounding the bill. There are a number of new taxes in this bill, quite to the contrary of what
Mr Dalidakis said before. The state government went to the election without committing to many of
these new taxes. There was no commitment to a gold tax. There was no commitment to further taxes—
Mr Dalidakis: That is not true. You are misleading the house.
Mr DAVIS: I am not actually; I am speaking directly and factually. There was no commitment to
a gold tax; you hid that. There was no commitment to a new tax on luxury cars.
Mr Dalidakis: That is not true.
Mr DAVIS: You tell me where, before the election, the government fessed up that it was going to
bring in a gold tax, additional property taxes, taxes on heritage properties, taxes on cars—all of these.
You tell me where, before the election, they promised a gold tax. They did not tell country Victoria,
‘We’re going to bring a gold tax in after the election’; they did not say, ‘We’re going to put a tax on
luxury cars’; they did not say, ‘We’re going to put additional taxes on properties’; and they did not
say, ‘We’re going to put new taxes on heritage buildings’. They did not say any of that. They did not
say that at all.
What I am going to do here is step through a couple of these points. On the gold tax, we heard the
contribution in the lower house today from the Treasurer, and it is very clear that this gold tax will
have a major impact. The gold mining sector understands that this is going to have a huge impact on
their viability, a huge impact on the outcomes for the sector in country Victoria. It is a tax on country
Victoria. There is no question that this is going to be a very significant impost.
In terms of cars, the tax there is significant. I know many in this chamber are in receipt of
correspondence from the relevant sector about the impact on it. Rohan Martin, the secretary of the
National Automotive Leasing and Salary Packaging Association, has sent material to me, as he has to
many others, outlining for our earliest attention their concerns about the super-luxury motor vehicle
tax contained in the State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill 2019.
There is no question that the impact here is going to be very significant. The most impacted people are
not going to be people who are buying very expensive vehicles. The highest selling group of vehicles
in this category is actually Toyotas. These are not the most expensive cars. These are cars that often
people have saved up for. What is happening here is the Treasurer is going to hit these people and is
going to hit them in a very nasty way—in an arrogant way. We heard his comments recently where
he told people to ‘get a life’. If you save for a Toyota, the Treasurer’s response to you when he puts
his tax on it and you do not like it is just to say, ‘Get a life’. I say that that is disgraceful, it is nasty and
he has misunderstood what Australians think.
I know also that the property sector is very concerned. They are very concerned about the proposals
that are part of this bill that will impact on heritage buildings. Now, obviously there is a balance to be
struck between appropriate land tax on heritage buildings and ensuring that those heritage buildings
are protected and that they are made viable. I for one do not trust the State Revenue Office on these
matters. The State Revenue Office has a history of going too strongly on these matters and actually
very much driving government policy here rather than government actually making the decisions. I
think the Treasurer has bought a pup from the SRO. The SRO is up to its old tricks again. I think that
the heritage issues are very significant, and I think that the viability of many of these buildings will be
directly impacted.
There is, I might say, in this State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill also an aspect of retrospectivity. We
know that a number of property developers have sought rulings from the SRO, and the SRO have been
dithering and deliberately delaying those decisions in an attempt to wait until this bill is through. I say
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the government not only needs to give a commitment but needs to preferably write that into the
legislation so that those genuine developers who are actually taking a position with some land—not
owning that land but having access to it at an early point—are not overly penalised and that those who
have sought rulings from the SRO and sought to proceed with these arrangements before this bill are
not retrospectively penalised. I do think the government’s decision with this bill to kowtow, to
acquiesce and to push forward with the SRO’s longstanding push on these matters is very concerning.
We know what this will do to the property sector, which often writes development agreements with
landowners, and those development agreements allow a lot of the work to be done, a lot of the
background work to be achieved and for it to be done before stamp duty is crystallised.
The SRO has always wanted to pull this forward, and I think the government in its scatter for money—
we know that the state take on stamp duty has fallen very significantly—has tasked the State Revenue
Office to go out and clear the decks and find any source of revenue that they can. One way is to pull
forward some of this stamp duty receipt that would be later crystallised on properties—pulling it
forward and ensuring that with anyone who has a development agreement with a landholder, the stamp
duty is crystallised at an early point.
I know what the State Revenue Office is up to, and I think the community, the property sector in
particular, understands precisely what they are up to with these matters. I am thankful for the advice
that has come from the property sector on these matters. We think that this particular matter of
crystallising stamp duty early in this process, where an agreement has been signed, will fundamentally
change property development in the state. What it will mean is people will need much more capital
up-front to pay that stamp duty, but it may be many years—in some cases 10 years—from the time
when the first development arrangements are struck with a property owner to when a project is
completed and individual land items are sold.
We say that these things can actually have a very bad impact and a direct impact. I pay tribute to the
Housing Industry Association, which has correctly pointed to housing affordability issues with this
change. This will directly load additional costs, it will slow down development and it will slow down
the number of properties coming to market. That will directly hit price and also the holding costs of
paying that stamp duty at an early point, then a property developer holding that property, having paid
a very large stamp duty up-front—on top of the growth areas infrastructure contribution, in many
cases, and on top of other development charges and fees. It will add very much to the up-front costs
and the holding costs as we go forward.
It is also clear that there is a whole series of unintended consequences that are occurring here. The real
estate institute is now very concerned that commissions will be scooped up. I do not think there is a
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee report on this bill yet, is there? Is there a SARC report?
Members interjecting.
Mr DAVIS: I am very happy that Mrs McArthur, as a member of SARC, will talk to the SARC
report. But I think that there are real issues with the process that has occurred here, and I think that the
outcomes are going to be very concerning for our property sector in general. Real estate agents are
concerned about the impact on their commissions and the fact that stamp duty may well be levied on
the commissions of real estate agents who are caught up in these arrangements.
I do want to say something beyond the bill. It is clear that we do not like this particular bill and that
there are brand-new, spanking new taxes that were not declared before the state election and that were
hidden until the bill was brought forward. We are very concerned about those and the impact on
property prices and on land flow and the number of properties coming forward. But the actual way in
which this bill has come to the Parliament is also concerning. I want to put on the record my concern
at the chaotic and jackbooted process that the government has undertaken here. It is very important to
get some of these matters understood.
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The State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill 2019 was first read in the Assembly on 27 May and it was
second read in the Assembly on 28 May. That was when we got to see that bill. It is now 6 June. That
is a very short time period for members to consult the sectors and their local communities, their
constituents, on matters of new taxes that are in this bill. The Assembly, as I said, second read the bill
and it was seen on 28 May. It was passed in the Assembly as part of the government guillotine on the
government business program on 29 May. So in fact the time period was from early afternoon on the
28th through to 5.00 p.m. on the 29th. That was the whole time that the Assembly had to see this bill.
The shadow Treasurer was not offered a briefing before she had to speak on this bill. We are actually
into really unusual territory here, where a jackbooting government is pushing forward in a way that is
completely and utterly undemocratic. They actually put the tax bill on the government business
program before the bill had been second read, so the opposition was required to vote on the
government business program on a bill that was not even available to be seen. No-one had seen it. This
is extraordinary.
The Council’s first reading of the bill was on 29 May and it was second read on 30 May, and now we
are at 6 June, a very short period afterwards. A week is a very short time for the whole process of
introducing a raft of large and troublesome new taxes that will impact on the property sector, the
vehicle sector and the gold sector—the whole gamut—and these new taxes will also impact on heritage
buildings and developments all around the state. It is a very short period of time. What the government
is doing is fundamentally wrong. They have also taken this attitude with the Firefighters’ Presumptive
Rights Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019, which was first
read on the 29th, was second read on 4 June and will be crunched—will be guillotined—tonight in the
lower house chamber at 5 o’clock.
With the Disability (National Disability Insurance Scheme Transition) Amendment Bill 2019, I make
the point on the disability insurance arrangements that we strongly support the NDIS. But we have
known for years—for years—that this bill had to come. Why was this bill not brought forward earlier
in the year, in February or March or April? Why was it not brought forward earlier? I do not
understand. The government is just wanting to crunch this through. Again disability services are being
put at risk by a bill that has not had proper scrutiny. That bill was second read in the Assembly on
4 June. It will be crunched tonight at 5.00 p.m., and the government is demanding that we pass it next
week. Well, I say you cannot do justice to legislation at that sort of speed, that sort of crunching and
that sort of anti-democratic approach. MPs in both houses have got a job, a legitimate right and a
legitimate responsibility to go out and actually consult with the relevant sectors and to consult with
their communities to understand the impact of specific clauses and often highly technical clauses.
In the case of the firefighters presumptive legislation, that will also be guillotined at 5 o’clock in the
Assembly, and that bill is not operative until the second half of 2020. So you have got to ask why the
government is hell-bent on crunching these bills through in this period. Well, it is politics. It is because
they botched the budget process. It is because they thought they would take a bet on the election, but
the bet did not quite pay off. They spent $2 million of public money backing one party in a highly
partisan and improper use of public money for a set of election ads right in the middle of the election
campaign. What we know now is they are trying to crunch these bills through, including this state tax
bill, in an anti-democratic, jackbooted way. This is a tearing up of every tradition of this place. It is a
tearing up of all of the key protections for members and their communities.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (14:38): I am also pleased to be able to make a
contribution to the government’s State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill 2019, which we are discussing
this afternoon. Mr Davis is absolutely right. The government have rammed through this bill like they
are doing with others. It just demonstrates the contempt they have for Parliament and indeed the
contempt they have for due process as well, I would suggest. There is a process that needs to be
undertaken in relation to not only this bill but others currently before the Parliament. The government
is completely ignoring the proper, due process that should be undertaken. I think Victorians would be
absolutely horrified if they knew the true extent of this, but as usual the government are very
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disingenuous in their description of what they are doing and how they are doing it. Unfortunately many
Victorians probably would not be that interested in process, but we in here are. That is what we are
here for, and that is what we are undertaking to do.
I have to say Mr Rich-Phillips outlined the opposition’s argument extremely well and also outlined
the main issues in this bill. He went through the revenue-raising initiatives that are laid out in the
budget that will obviously be of benefit to the government’s bottom line. The government obviously
need that bottom line to improve because they have put Victoria in a fairly perilous state. Doubling
debt from $20 billion when they came in to $54.9 billion just a few years later is extremely concerning,
and I think businesses and people who understand good management of fiscal policy, running a
business and managing money would understand just how this government is going.
There are also a raft of broken promises in the budget. The government have increased taxes and, as I
said, doubled debt to pay for blowouts on projects that they have completely botched and mismanaged.
Almost $25 billion in blowouts on projects is an extraordinary amount, and that is why they have had
to borrow more and double Victoria’s debt. We have got some real concerns about what this bill does
in getting that tax grab. In the second-reading speech the government says that:
This bill delivers 2019–20 initiatives that will support all Victorians and reduce costs for Victorian businesses.

We are finding out now that many businesses are very concerned about these measures. The Property
Council of Australia has got serious concerns about how this bill is going to impact on future income
and future developments for the state and the competitive nature of this state. They are just
understanding the full aspects of this bill too. That is why, as other speakers on this side of the house
have pointed out, the process that has been undertaken by this government to ram this bill through
without having proper consultation or an ability for stakeholders and businesses to understand what is
in the bill is completely contemptuous. It just demonstrates the incredible arrogance of this government
thinking they can do what they do any way they like. It is quite shameful in actual fact that they are
doing so. The government, as I said, is treating the parliamentary process with contempt, and quite
frankly it is treating Victorians with contempt.
Mr Finn: Hear, hear.
Ms CROZIER: Mr Finn knows this only too well. We have seen with other bills rammed and
rushed through how that impacts on stakeholders that do not have a proper ability to be consulted.
You, Acting President Bourman, in your position as a local member, would want to speak to the people
and businesses that this bill affects about how it affects them. The government says it will support all
Victorians and reduce costs for Victorian businesses. That might have some unintended consequences
where it actually drives business out of town or out of the state because of the huge imposts that are
being applied.
The language used, as we have heard from other speakers, is really quite divisive. It is almost like Bill
Shorten and Chris Bowen have been reincarnated through Daniel Andrews and Tim Pallas in wanting
to divide Victorians and set up this class warfare. They talk about a tax as a Lamborghini tax when it
actually affects everyday Victorians who just want to get ahead. They want to aspire and own a vehicle,
but just because it is over a certain pricepoint it does not get hit with one tax; it gets hit with two taxes.
This is an absolute tax grab—
Mr Finn interjected.
Ms CROZIER: a tax grab, Mr Finn—from Victorians. I think the Treasurer saying to people who
want to aspire that they should ‘get a life’ demonstrates again the contempt and arrogance of this
government.
There are many more elements in this bill that Mr Rich-Phillips, as I said, went through in great detail,
highlighting the initiatives which we have great concerns about but also the areas that we will support.
In conclusion, I think all Victorians will be horrified that the proper process has not been undertaken
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with this bill and other bills that are coming through the Parliament as we speak, with how this
government are behaving, the tax grabs that they are imposing on hardworking Victorians and the
broken promises that they have delivered to Victorians. That is what they are doing, delivering broken
promises willy-nilly, and I think all Victorians are waking up to just how arrogant this government are
and the position they are putting all Victorians in.
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (14:45): I too rise to speak on the State Taxation Acts
Amendment Bill 2019. This bill includes quite a few measures. It includes more tax cuts to help
Victorian businesses and to help grow jobs, modernising motor vehicle duties, ensuring foreign
property owners pay their fair share, closing loopholes and making sure that everyone pays their fair
share. There are certain general taxation amendments. This bill will close some loopholes; improve
the general operation of Victoria’s revenue laws; correct technical or drafting defects, remove
anomalies or inconsistencies and restore the intended operation of some of the existing laws; and
improve the fairness and sustainability of the tax system. Overall it will be helpful to communities not
only in regional Victoria but also in the metropolitan area.
The bill includes quite a few measures. In terms of the cuts, there will be an increase in the payroll tax
free threshold. In its first term the Andrews Labor government delivered tax cuts which benefited
almost 40 000 businesses when we increased the payroll tax free threshold from $550 000 to
$650 000, and that was done in instalments of $25 000. In this budget we are increasing the threshold
to $700 000, and we will be doing that—again, in instalments of $25 000—from 1 July 2021. These
increases in the payroll tax free threshold will benefit about 38 000 Victorian businesses by up to
$2425, and 1400 small businesses will stop paying payroll tax altogether. That is good news for those
small businesses. So that was about the increase in the payroll tax free threshold.
Another measure is about investment in regional Victoria, where we are going to reduce the payroll
tax rate which is applicable to regional businesses. Again, like the first one here, the first term of the
Daniel Andrews government delivered a massive boost to regional economies when we cut the
regional payroll tax by 50 per cent. It used to be 4.85 per cent, and it has been reduced to 2.425 per
cent. This is the lowest payroll tax rate in the country. The benefit of this is that it has led to the lowest
unemployment rate in the country. So that was in the first term. Now we are going to provide further
cuts to regional payroll tax, and it will be down to 25 per cent of the metropolitan rate. It will start
from 1 July 2020 and will be implemented over three years, when the rate reduction will be
0.4 percentage points.
Three and a half thousand businesses will benefit from this, and also it will support companies in
regional Victoria and help in job creation. We need to remember that for the state’s economic growth
we always need to consider the growth of regional Victoria as well. In addition to this we will expand
eligibility for the regional payroll tax by removing the business location test. Our commitment to
regional Victoria does not stop here. We are going to invest in our regions, where we will have a 50 per
cent duty concession on commercial and industrial properties. This new reform will help businesses
to relocate and expand in regional Victoria. This will happen via a 10 per cent duty concession, which
will begin from 1 July 2019, and it will go up to a 50 per cent concession with the increase of
10 percentage points every year. This will help businesses to save, over the next four years,
$69 million.
Another measure which is part of this amendment bill is aligning the payroll tax treatment for parental
leave. We want employers to extend paternity leave. The Labor government in 2002 made maternity
leave payments an exemption. We were the first. Now we are encouraging employers to make sure
that they offer paid paternity leave, and this payroll tax exemption will help to do that. This was part
of the election commitment that we made at the last election, the young families package, and it will
apply from 1 July 2019. Mums and dads both have a right to be with their new babies—to be at home
so that they can create bonds with their newborn babies. So that was all about tax.
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Other measures that are part of the amendment bill are about modernising the motor vehicle duty.
Victoria is a progressive state, and we want to make sure that our laws, and especially the motor vehicle
duty laws, are modernised so that we support the transition to modern fuel-efficient cars and electric
cars. There are a few measures that are included in this bill to do that. We will be aligning the motor
vehicle duty rates above the luxury car threshold. In previous reforms the government aligned the duty
rate on new and used cars below the luxury car threshold. This bill applies the same change, but it will
be above the luxury threshold. That will be from 1 July. The rate on new and used cars will be the
same, whether the value is above the luxury car threshold or below the luxury car threshold.
As part of the amendment, we will also be increasing the progressivity of the motor vehicle duty
regime. For this we will be introducing two new super-luxury thresholds, which will come into effect
from 1 July 2019. The revenue raised by this will be used for the investment that we have made in our
roads. On the two super-luxury thresholds, the first one is for vehicles priced from $100 001 to
$150 000, and the new duty rate will be $14 per $200, which has increased from $10.40. The other
threshold is for motor vehicles above $150 000, where a duty rate of $18 per $200 will apply. These
changes will not have any effect on non-passenger vehicles. So it will not include any motorbikes,
utes, panel vans or motorhomes.
There are also new exemptions for green cars, which includes electric cars and low-emission engine
cars. Owners will no longer pay a higher duty rate above the luxury threshold and will not be affected
by the new super-luxury thresholds. Farmers’ passenger cars which are used in primary production
will no longer have a higher duty rate above the luxury threshold. As a result, the duty rate for new
green and primary producer cars above the luxury threshold will be cut to $8.40 per $200. That is a
reduction from the current $10.40. There is also an exemption for service demonstrator vehicles. These
vehicles will be exempt from duty when they are acquired by licensed motor car traders from 1 July
2019. These changes will ensure that service demonstrator vehicles are treated in the same way as
normal demonstrator vehicles and it removes a double duty on eligible vehicles.
The next amendment is about foreign property owners. We want to make sure that foreign property
owners pay their fair share. At times they do not pay the wide range of taxes and charges that are paid
by local property owners, but they do benefit from the investments that get made by the government.
So in this bill we are including two measures which will increase the contribution foreign purchasers
will make to the state budget. Currently foreign property owners do not pay any of these charges, and
we will align these new charges on foreign property owners with those applied in New South Wales.
Under this duty, there will be two types of charges that foreign property owners will pay. The first one
is the foreign purchaser additional duty, which will increase from 7 per cent to 8 per cent, and it will
apply on the contracts signed from 1 July 2019. However, contracts signed before that will be subject
to whatever the current duty rates are. There are existing rules which currently apply in terms of
exemptions, which help to add to Victorian property stock. Another charge is an increase in the
absentee owner surcharge. Currently it is 1.5 per cent. It will go to 2 per cent, and it will come into
effect from the 2020 land tax year. It does not replace any existing taxes that are in place. Those
existing taxes still apply.
Further to this, there are a few other loopholes that will be removed through this bill to make sure that
everyone pays their fair share. It will also improve the fairness and sustainability of the tax system. To
do that we have three measures. First of all, we are removing the principal place of residence
exemption for contiguous land. So land that is on a separate title to someone’s principal place of
residence can attract a PPR exemption if it is contiguous to their PPR and they do not have a separate
residence. Our government through this bill is going to remove this exemption for contiguous land,
which will come into effect from the 2020 land tax year. Doing this will discourage land banking, it
will promote fairness, and when at times there are shortages of land supply this measure will help first
homebuyers have their first home. But these reforms will not come into place straightaway. So if the
current owners want to consolidate their titles before the changes come into effect, they can do that.
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These sorts of changes are going to be applicable only in metropolitan Melbourne; they are not
applicable in regional Victoria.
Another measure is the valuation of heritage sites. This measure makes sure that rules for valuing
heritage sites are simpler and clearer. We will also restore the intended operation of the law. By doing
this we will prevent the taxpayer from artificially lowering their land tax bills simply because of a
heritage registration. In restoring this law we are not here to raise any revenue. Instead this is just to
protect the tens of millions of dollars that would otherwise be lost through people abusing these rules.
We will also remove the exemption for gold royalties. Currently there is no charge on gold royalties.
So in removing this exemption a 2.75 per cent royalty will apply to the net market value of gold
production from 1 January 2020. It is the same rate that is applicable to other base metals and mineral
sands. There are other general taxation amendments: we are supporting the imposition of land transfer
duty on the acquisition of fixtures above the value of $2 million, ensuring the duty provisions regarding
economic entitlements operate effectively and fixing an anomaly in the definition of public unit trust.
So in conclusion, I want to say that I commend the bill to the house.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:00): I am pleased to have an opportunity to speak
on the State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill 2019. In many ways this bill continues exactly what we
expect from a very Labor budget, and the way that the Labor government has handled it I think has
been a complete shemozzle. First of all, we had the delaying of the budget because of the federal
election, and in fact with the taxes that are contained in this budget it is very clear why the Premier
and the Treasurer did not want anyone to see the budget prior to the federal election. It is no secret that
the Premier was trying to get his mate Bill Shorten into the Lodge and elected as Prime Minister.
Certainly at the last federal election Daniel Andrews’s treatment of the CFA is widely thought to have
contributed to the fact that the coalition actually was returned with one seat, and I am sure the Premier
was trying to reverse the impact he had had at the last election by hiding this budget and the range of
taxes on the Victorian community, as well as spending what we now know was nearly $2 million of
taxpayers money to try and advertise his way into convincing the Victorian community to support Labor.
The good news is that the Victorian community are not that foolish in relation to the federal election
result, supporting many strong Liberal members to be returned and Liberal candidates to be elected.
After delaying the budget, we then saw the full extent of it, and as I have said, this taxation bill outlines
this detail. Another thing this budget clearly does is reinforce the view that you cannot believe what
the Premier and the Treasurer say, because consistently what we see is that they say one thing and do
the absolute opposite. It was interesting that on the eve of the state election the Treasurer, Tim Pallas,
said, and I quote:
This document is Labor’s financial plan—

obviously in relation to the costings that were released prior to the budget, Labor’s financial plan—
for the next four years. It contains no new taxes, whatsoever. No tax increases, no extra charges. It’s all there
in black and white.

So we had the Treasurer laying out the government’s agenda if it was re-elected in November, with
no new taxes whatsoever, no tax increases and no extra charges.
Now, only six months later, what do we see? This state taxation bill with extensive new taxes across
the board, and they are very significant and affect many, many Victorians in a range of different ways.
There is the vegie patch tax and the tax on unoccupied properties, which will have a significant impact
on, for example, people in regional Victoria. People who farm and have an apartment in Melbourne
that they may use when they come up to see their families, see their kids and connect with the city and
the activities up here, will now pay that additional tax. We also have the Toyota tax, the tax on socalled luxury vehicles that cost over $100 000. It is a benchmark. Many people do save up to try to
buy something like a Toyota LandCruiser. The Treasurer’s comment in relation to that was, ‘Get a
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life’. It just shows, as he drives or is driven in his Lexus into town, how out of touch he is with so
many Victorians who do aspire to buy a car like a LandCruiser for their family needs, for their holidays
and those types of activities.
I also want to comment, particularly from my portfolio perspective of trade, on the new luxury car tax.
Not only will it have a significant impact on Victorians but in fact the issue of a luxury car tax—and
we do know there is a car tax federally and this one significantly adds to it—actually comes midway
through Australia’s negotiation with the European Union over a long-anticipated free trade agreement.
The luxury car tax at a federal level has actually been a very significant source of negotiations,
including in the most recent round of negotiations in November. That is because some European
countries still make cars that are expensive, and given that we no longer have our car industry here, of
course, these cars are imported and supported by some in terms of our Australian market. What Daniel
Andrews and Tim Pallas have done is directly intervene and interfere in a federal trade negotiation on
an issue that was a point of negotiation by adding a Victorian tax to the suite of taxes that people pay.
This we believe is in contrast with the direction that negotiations were going. So it was very concerning
to once again see Daniel Andrews having an impact on foreign affairs and trade discussions and
discussions in particular on an EU free trade agreement.
As I have said, this budget has been a shemozzle from the perspective of the government’s handling
of it and the substance of it. It just significantly reinforces the view that this is a government that will
say anything to get elected and then do the absolute opposite afterwards.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (15:06): I rise to speak on the State Taxation Acts
Amendment Bill 2019. Apart from amending the Duties Act 2000, the Land Tax Act 2005, the Payroll
Tax Act 2007 and the Valuation of Land Act 1960, it introduces a raft of new taxes. Honesty and
integrity are important aspects of our parliamentary and democratic system. When politicians make
promises and categorical statements, the electorate have a right to believe them. It comes as a major
disappointment that Daniel Andrews gave a categorical promise regarding taxes in November 2014.
He said, ‘Not interested in raising taxes’, ‘No plans to increase fees and fines’, ‘No intention of
introducing new charges’. When asked by Peter Mitchell whether he would not increase taxes or
introduce any new taxes, the response was clear: ‘I make that promise, Peter, to every single
Victorian’. But this government has come to power, and Victorians now have 20 new or increased
taxes. The electorate has in effect been fed a lie.
The Treasurer is no better than the Premier. Only six months ago he also promised no new taxes.
However, arrogance is also a hallmark of this Treasurer. ‘Get a life’, he told Victorians who might
have to spend years saving up to buy a Toyota LandCruiser. As a member of an electorate covering
about a third of rural and regional Victoria, I constantly see decisions from this government that clearly
emanate from within the tram tracks of Melbourne and have little regard to those living beyond the
West Gate Bridge. If the Treasurer had ventured from the security of the ministerial wing and his new
taxpayer-funded, chauffeur-driven luxury Lexus car, he might have discovered the dangerous roads
for which a four-wheel drive vehicle has become a necessity. These are no luxury vehicles; they are a
safety precaution against rough roads, potholes and kangaroos. This so-called luxury car tax is
expected to raise $260 million. Victoria is now the highest taxing state in Australia. Taxes are now up
36 per cent under this high-taxing, big-spending Andrews government that apparently is raking in an
additional $24.4 billion.
One new tax, the 2.75 per cent gold royalty, defies history and logic. After all, we sit in this magnificent
building courtesy of gold. The Labor Party champions its union roots. Those goldminers of Eureka
would be horrified to see that their rebellion to stop taxation via a miners licence has been overturned
by a Labor government. Victoria’s wealth was built on the back of goldmining and the industry is
enjoying a resurgence, with industries creating new jobs in my Western Victoria Region electorate.
For example, Castlemaine Goldfields, located in Ballarat, directly employs 160 and contracts another
70 or 80. The general manager said that this tax is ‘a very real and present threat to our viability’.
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There has been no consultation with the industry and no-one appears to know how the royalty will be
levied. The new tax is scheduled to collect $56 million over four years. One business estimated it could
be up for between $24 million and $31 million each year or $100 million over four years. This begs
the question: does the government not know how its new tax will work, or is it hiding something from
the gold industry and Victorians?
We desperately need investment outside the Melbourne tram tracks, but this government, like its
federal colleagues who have just been clearly rejected by voters, clearly hates anyone who wants to
create wealth, take responsibility for their own life or that of their dependants, employ people—
especially in rural Victoria—and grow the Victorian economy. The government, through its tax
addiction, puts investment at risk, which will inevitably drive investment interstate or overseas.
The resounding cry from many of those affected by the increased taxes is around the secrecy,
sneakiness, lack of transparency and complete failure to consult. Why is this so? If you are arrogant
or cannot logically argue the case for many of these tax changes, the obvious answer is to operate
under the cover of darkness. The issue was compounded by the rush to push this bill through
Parliament, allowing no-one adequate time or a decent ability to consult. This verges on government
by dictatorship. The Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee, of which I am a member, even has
concerns. It points to the potential human rights issues and the retrospective nature of this bill. It has
asked the minister for an explanation. I look forward to that answer.
Land taxes have more than doubled under this Labor government and have raked in an extra
$5.4 billion since Labor came to government. Payroll taxes are now up 27 per cent since Daniel
Andrews was elected, an additional $4.1 billion. Changing the geographic location for payroll tax
recipients does not help growing rural businesses who seek to expand and employ hundreds more
workers. Why penalise anyone who employs workers? This bill is a disgrace in the way it has been
rammed through by this government. All we can say is that this is a government addicted to taxation,
addicted to spending, and it does it with absolutely no consultation with the Victorian electorate.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (15:13): Does it give me a great deal of joy to get up here today
to speak on the State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill 2019? Sadly, no, it does not, because not only is
the bill a flawed bill, introducing a number of taxes that this state does not need, taking the hard-earned
money of the Victorian taxpayer off them—
Members interjecting.
Mr FINN: I know the members opposite believe that it is their right to have their hands in the
pockets of every Victorian. They think that. But let me tell you that Bill Shorten tried that and look
where it got him. You can understand why the budget was postponed until after the federal election,
because in the previous federal election Daniel Andrews cost Bill the election. I think Bill cut Dan
from his Christmas card list—if he still believes in Christmas—and he said, ‘If you ever do that to me
again, I am going to come after you with a machete’. So he made a very firm commitment to himself,
did our Premier, not to do that again.
He knew this was a shocking budget. He knew this was a budget that would go down like a tonne of
bricks, so he put it off until after the federal election—not that it helped his federal leader at all, because
he did himself in. He did not need the help of Daniel Andrews.
Mr Melhem interjected.
Mr FINN: I see the Australian Workers Union faction over there is really arcing up about this,
because there are connections here and sensibilities that perhaps I may be treading on. Perhaps I should
apologise to Mr Melhem before I go any further.
What this government is is a pack of thugs. They are a pack of political thugs, and what we are seeing
in the Parliament this week is a classic case of that thuggery. They have used the other place as a place
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where they can abuse and use thuggery against their political opponents, and they are trying to do it
here as well, and I suspect we are going to see a little bit more of that before we are finished this week.
This government, the Andrews government, has total contempt for the people of Victoria and we know
clearly total contempt for this Parliament. Despite what they say about respect for the upper house and
making it relevant and all that nonsense that they talk about, they have no respect for the Parliament.
They have no respect for this upper house. They are showing it here today, and I suspect they are going
to show it tonight and they are going to show it again tomorrow.
This budget that these taxes spring from is a classic Labor budget, as we have been told by many
people, particularly on the other side of the house. They say it is a classic Labor budget, and I have to
agree. Tax and spend, tax and spend, tax and spend—that is your classic Labor budget. If you are
going to spend every cent that you have got, every cent that you have ever had and every cent that you
are ever likely to have, then you have to hit people with taxes. There is only one place that government
can get money from, and that is from the pockets of Victorian workers and businesses. That is the only
place that government gets money from. So people should be aware in future that when Labor gets up
and promises the world, they are going to have to pay for that at some stage, and unfortunately this
budget presents the opportunity for them to pay for that, and we will be paying for it for decades, if
not indeed for generations to come.
This is a budget of theft really. It is theft. I mean, let us face it. Let us not beat around the bush here.
This is a government that is largely comprised of thieves, and they have no compunction whatsoever
about rifling through the pockets, the wallets, the purses of Victorian taxpayers, and they are doing it
again with this legislation. This is an appalling piece of legislation for the new taxes that it is imposing.
I am a very, very strong and very, very keen opponent of high taxation, and clearly that makes me a
very strong opponent of this government as well. This bill deserves to go down, and I ask members to
consider that during the committee stage.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (15:18): I am pleased to make a short contribution this afternoon on
the State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill 2019. This bill, as my father would say, is a two-step bill. It
is one step forward and two large steps back. The Nationals will not oppose certain parts of this bill,
certain elements that include the payroll tax rate cut and some increases to the threshold which are
very important. However, we note that that increase does not come to fruition until 2022. So while we
have our rural and regional communities on their knees at the moment with spiralling electricity costs
and the crushing burden because of the downturn in the economy and we have roads that are in a
perilous state, we have this payroll tax threshold increase but not for another three years. I note too,
that even though this is an increase, there are other jurisdictions, other states across this country, that
have much higher thresholds. As my friend Mr Finn just said, we are the highest taxing state in the
country. That is no great prize to aspire to. This is an embarrassment, and it is particularly felt in rural
and regional Victoria.
This budget is based on spiralling debt, doubling debt, cuts to the very fabric of our society in country
Victoria and higher taxes. We see there are higher taxes on cars, new taxes on land, new taxes on
mining and new taxes on homes. The government has called the tax on cars the luxury tax. We know
that a tax on a car that is over $100 000 is not a luxury tax. It is aimed fair and square at the heart of
many rural and regional Victorians, because they have worked very hard during their lifetimes. They
have often scrimped and saved on their farms. They paid interest rates back in the 1980s of 18 and
19 per cent. They cut a flea in half and divided it by two to feed their families. They went out morning
and night into the dairy sheds and on farm and worked their guts out, and now in their retirement they
have saved up and they are ready to go on that grey nomad adventure, and what do they get hit by?
They get hit with a tax on all of their hard work. The other day the Treasurer said, in defending this
new car tax, that after Victorians have spent all that time saving up to buy a LandCruiser, they could
get a life. That is just an appalling state of being. They want a life and they want lovely experiences in
their retirement by enjoying a life, but they are getting hit with another tax.
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The other tax we see is a new land tax on adjoining land—the land that is on a different title but which
adjoins somebody’s home. As we have heard, it could be the granny flat tax or the vegie tax. It is quite
reasonable that people invest in land and invest in property. They want to have that as an asset, but
they are going to get hit with this new tax.
I was speaking only recently in terms of the new mining tax—the new goal extraction royalties that
we have seen—with the prospectors and miners who are pulling their hair out on any given day due
to the bureaucracy that they have to go through. It is legitimate that whenever they start a minor
operation or ask for a licence there is a process that they need to go through to get that licence, but
they feel like they are walking in quicksand, in quagmires, at the best of times. And what we see now
is that if they are going to make a go of it—and I have heard in relation to Ballarat and Bendigo that
there are mining operations occurring to stimulate our regional economy—what is going to happen is
they are going to be hit with a tax on top of this again. It all ends up costing rural and regional Victoria
jobs and investment, and that is a crying shame. But we know this is a government that really could
not care a carbuncle for rural and regional people. So with that, there are a few slim elements of this
bill that I will not be opposing that can be useful, but the rest of it is just cut-and-paste Labor Party
rhetoric. It is tax, it is tax and it is more tax.
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (15:23): I rise to speak on the State Taxation Acts Amendment
Bill 2019, and in doing so I have to say it is particularly disappointing the way the government has
handled this bill. To introduce it and bring it on for debate in the lower house before the opposition
had even been briefed on the contents of the bill is an absolutely shameful way to govern in this state.
People need the time to see what is in a bill to actually digest its contents and to discuss it with
stakeholders in order for it to be debated fully in the chamber. But, no, Daniel Andrews is determined
to just ram through this bill. And why, we might ask ourselves, does he want to ram through this bill?
If we go back prior to the 2014 election, what was the promise that Daniel Andrews made to all
Victorians? On the eve of the election Peter Mitchell stood on the steps with Daniel Andrews and
asked, ‘Do you promise Victorians here tonight that you will not increase taxes or introduce any new
taxes?’, and Daniel Andrews said, ‘I make that promise, Peter, to every single Victorian’. He soon
broke that promise. He went on to say in the Herald Sun of 6 November 2014 that Labor had ‘no plans
to increase fees or fines’. But they have done that. Labor have broken all of their promises. And prior
to this budget we actually saw around 12 new or increased taxes in a new city access tax for the West
Gate Tunnel; tripled brown coal royalties; introduced Uber and taxi fare taxes; increased stamp duty
on new cars; new stamp duty on off-the-plan purchasers; new so-called vacant home tax; the new
annual property valuations to increase land tax; new stamp duty on property transfers between spouses;
new point-of-consumption gambling tax; new land tax surcharge, which was subsequently tripled for
absentee owners; new stamp duty surcharges, which also subsequently increased for foreign
purchasers; and an increase in the fire services property levy.
So that was Daniel Andrews’s first term of broken promises to the Victorian people. But prior to this
election, again Labor promised no new taxes. When launching their financial plan on 22 November,
Tim Pallas actually said:
This document is Labor’s financial plan for the next four years. It contains no new taxes, whatsoever. No tax
increases, no extra charges, it’s all there in black and white.

He went on then to say:
Well, the guarantee I’m giving the people of Victoria is that there is no need for new taxes for the purposes
of meeting our election commitments.
Now because of our strong surpluses, these are all investments that will be made without increasing debt.

But we have seen that in this budget debt did increase and taxes have been created, so Labor has no
conscience when it comes to breaking promises to the Victorian people.
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What are the new taxes that we are seeing in this bill and in the budget this year? Well, three of those
are the corporate restructure duty, foreign stamp duty and foreign land tax. Then there are three that I
would like to talk about in more detail. We have the new goldmining royalty. This is a tax, as Ms Bath
said and Mrs McArthur said, on country Victoria, because that is where Victoria’s goldmines are. This
tax will cost jobs and will cost investment in regional Victoria, and it is appalling that the government
are having this direct attack on country Victoria. In fact it is reminiscent of the history of this state, and
we stand in here in this place in a chamber covered in 24-carat gold out of the goldfields of Ballarat
and Bendigo. But what did that result in when we had an overbearing and overtaxing government? It
resulted in the biggest rebellion that this state has ever seen, the Eureka Stockade. It was young
entrepreneurial small business people rebelling against an overbearing, overtaxing government.
The next tax I would like to talk about is of course the luxury car tax. This is what we like to dub the
‘LandCruiser tax’. What an insult it is to hardworking Victorians who save for their retirement to buy
the LandCruiser to tow their caravan and to move around the country to be told to ‘get a life’ by this
Treasurer, because they need to save up to buy their luxury vehicle, whereas he only needs to make a
stroke of his pen to have the taxpayer pay for his luxury car ride.
What effect will this have on border communities, in electorates like mine, where the entire northern
border is the entire northern border of the state—border communities like Echuca, Moama, AlburyWodonga, Cobram-Barooga, Mildura and Gol Gol? Will this affect border communities? Will
business go across the river? Not only will business go across the river, but I think that people will
move across the river. People move between the border communities as if they were one community.
People live in Albury, work in Wodonga or live in Wodonga and work in Albury. We may well see a
mass exodus from this state of people who choose now to always live in New South Wales because it
is going to be cheaper to live in New South Wales than it is to live in this high-taxing state of Victoria.
That will impact on businesses in Victoria as well that have to sell their vehicles at a different rate to
those in New South Wales.
Then of course there is the land tax for homes with an attached separate title block—an attached block
for a vegie garden, an attached block for recreation for elderly people or an attached block to have a
swing set on it for young children. These are not luxury items. These are necessities for people to
actually live in the metropolitan area and regional cities and have a lifestyle where they can have some
space around their home and enjoy their recreational activities. But this government thinks that it is a
luxury for somebody to have a little bit of extra space, so they are going to tax them out of having that
space.
In addition, every Victorian will pay an extra 10 per cent on their fire services levy this year. That is
set to reach an extra 20 per cent on what they paid this year by 2022–23. Well, we can bet that if the
government ram through their Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights Compensation and Fire Services
Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019, which they intend to put to this house in the near future,
that will increase even more. This is a high-taxing, high-regulating government. It is a typical Labor
government that wants to dip into your pockets to fund its lifestyle.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (15:31): I will be brief. Taxation is theft. Government is a
stationary bandit. Now, a stationary bandit is better than a roving one. Stationary bandits have at least
some interest in not destroying their subjects. Productive subjects have more wealth to plunder than
destitute ones. However, government is still a bandit. Either you pay your protection money or they
will come and beat you up and take it anyway. That is what we are seeing with this bill and with this
budget. There will be no tax relief. The subjects of the Andrews government are expected to provide
more and more, year after year. The government is rotating its tax crops: less on payroll tax, and more
on vehicles, mining, and housing.
We have already spoken about how the cost of the gold tax impacts on those living in the regions.
They have also introduced the highest car taxes in Australia. Car dealers on this side of the Murray
will see a price differential, and their customers will flee to New South Wales and northern Victorian
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business will suffer again. That is on top of the excessive rego fees as seen from the looting of the
Transport Accident Commission. But again, the higher car taxes have an impact on businesses outside
of Melbourne so the government is not concerned. Do you see a theme emerging here? I do:
‘Governing for all Melburnians’.
The housing market will suffer through a broader stamp duty regime. The problem the government
faces here is that transfer duty can be avoided by avoiding transfers. Instead of opting for a more
sensible tax, the government is stubbornly trying to charge transfer duty on things that are not transfers.
Every tax causes deadweight economic loss. Stamp duty is a particularly inefficient tax, with
particularly high deadweight losses to the economy. We have already inquired about the deadweight
losses from these new taxes and the job losses that they will bring, and we eagerly await the answers.
Why are they bringing in these new taxes? These taxes are based on rubbery figures to fill a hole left
by stamp duty. We are not really going to raise as much revenue as we are predicting. It is just that we
have a $1 billion hole in stamp duty, so they are bringing in supposedly $1 billion worth of new taxes
and the hole will be filled and we will have a surplus. That is not how it is going to work. There
probably is no surplus—we will find out. These have just been introduced so that they can pretend that
that they have balanced the budget. The Liberal Democrats are easy to understand: we will never vote
for an increase in taxes, and we will never vote for a reduction in liberty. We do not support this bill.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (15:34): I rise today to speak on the State Taxation Acts
Amendment Bill 2019. The Greens will be supporting this bill as we do with the majority of the
government’s legislative agenda. I think some in this place may think that in our role of holding the
government to account that we do not praise the government when they do things that we support. But
I am very happy to give credit where credit is due, and I would like to speak in support of a number of
aspects of this bill.
State governments are responsible for a great many of our community’s most important services. Our
public schools and TAFEs are primarily funded and managed by states, as are our hospitals and
emergency services. How we get around the city and across the state, whether it is on roads or on
public transport, is the responsibility of state governments. People who are homeless, people suffering
with mental health issues or people with drug and alcohol issues are helped by services funded by the
state, among many more.
Commonwealth grants play a significant role in funding these vital services, for better or worse, but
the state also needs to raise revenue to ensure that Victorians have what they need to live good lives.
There are many ways that state governments can raise revenue. We support some and do not like
others, but the key is: are they fair, do they raise revenue from people or entities that can afford it and
are the measures progressive and not regressive? Taxes and levies are not just used to raise revenue
but to influence behaviour. In considering new measures we also look at the broader impacts they may
have. The bill contains a number of measures to increase revenue, and I will speak to those measures
that we agree are well targeted and fair.
The bill increases the foreign purchaser additional duty rate from 7 per cent to 8 per cent, which, as I
understand it, brings the Victorian measure into line with New South Wales. It also increases the
absentee owner land tax surcharge rate from 1.5 to 2 per cent. These are both very modest measures
that are fair, and we do not believe they will have much impact on those they are targeting. The bill
also increases tax rates for certain luxury cars, while keeping exemptions for green cars—that is cars
with below-average carbon dioxide emissions—and primary producer passenger vehicles. The Greens
also support the removal of the land tax exemption for land contiguous to a principal place of residence
for land in metropolitan areas. We support any moves to discourage land banking and promote better
use of urban land.
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These are all small measures and we believe fair measures. Into the future, however, Victorian
governments will need to be open to broader tax reform. As this budget has shown, reliance on stamp
duty revenue is risky, while we would argue that relying on poker machine revenue is immoral.
The much discussed but politically difficult need to move from stamp duty to a broad-based land tax
is one area that will be increasingly getting more attention. The Greens-Labor coalition have bitten the
bullet in the ACT on this reform and are implementing a long-term transition from stamp duty to a
broad-based land tax.
Victoria has many challenges ahead. Funding our public schools to the appropriate level will require
billions into the future. The Royal Commission into Victoria’s Mental Health System will undoubtedly
be recommending significant funding be put into various means of addressing mental health issues in
our community. We are facing an ecological crisis and funding will be vital not just to protect but to
restore Victoria’s environment. Providing the necessary investment to ensure communities in coalreliant areas have robust, job-supporting local economies will be necessary as we will, of necessity,
move away from burning coal.
The Greens have previously proposed two measures worthy of further consideration. The first is a
small levy on the big banks. The big banks in Australia are some of the most profitable in the world.
The levy would apply to banks operating in Victoria that are liable for the federal major bank levy. It
would be set at 0.015 per cent per quarter of Victoria’s share of bank liabilities, which would be
calculated using Victoria’s share of the national economy, currently approximately 23.6 per cent.
The bank levy we propose is modelled on the bank levy proposed by the former South Australia Labor
government, which was blocked by the Liberals and other conservatives in the South Australian upper
house of Parliament. The International Monetary Fund has recommended a maximum levy on banks
of 0.2 per cent. The Greens plan for a Victorian bank levy, even when combined with the existing
commonwealth major bank levy, will sit well below the IMF’s recommended maximum. The
Parliamentary Budget Office has estimated the bank levy could raise $1.5 billion over the forward
estimates.
We have also proposed a rezoning windfall tax to reduce land speculation and the potential for
corruption in the planning system and to ensure developers pay their fair share. Rezoning often
happens on ex-industrial land or on farmland on the edge of the city. When the land is rezoned,
property developers and large land owners can make significant windfall profits. We believe these
windfall gains should be shared with the community. A windfall rezoning tax is a tax on the increases
in land value due to rezoning. Our proposal is that the tax would be levied at 75 per cent of the
difference between the officially assessed land value before the rezoning compared to the land value
afterwards. Developers and land bankers would still keep 25 per cent of the increased value given to
them by the stroke of a minister’s pen.
We would welcome the opportunity to work with the government on these measures as well as any
other long-term fair and sustainable revenue measures to secure Victoria’s future for everyone.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (15:40): Before I start I would like to address a few
of the points made by Dr Ratnam. Taxes really are a method to influence people’s behaviour. In fact
they are a method to rule over them. Unlike some others in this house, the Liberal Democrats, as a
fundamental principle, reject coercion of other people. In fact that is fundamental to our belief system.
This idea that people from one area of the country can use their powers of taxation to influence the
behaviour of others is totally anathema to us.
As for the bill itself, as with some of the other bills we have seen here recently, it seems like it has
been rushed through very quickly and there has been a lot of missing consultation with industry. As
members here would know, all of a sudden we are getting lots and lots of people from the property
industry, from the mining industry, from all these other industries and the car industry that are
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panicking at the moment because they are not sure how it is going to work. They are concerned about
some aspects of the legislation, and we have not had enough time to engage with these stakeholders,
we have not had enough time to figure out whether they are actually valid concerns or not. Some of
them clearly are. As we mentioned previously, these taxes that are being levied on the fairly soft
targets, it looks like they have been fairly hurriedly put together. It is as if the government was hoping
that they were going to get more money from a new Labor federal government and that did not happen
so they have rushed through these other ones.
In some of the specific concerns, there is a concern within the building industry about the definition
of the entitlements in clauses 9 to 13. The provisions are intended to restrict tax avoidance, but they
are drafted so broadly that the effect will likely reach far beyond that, and I do not think we have got
a clear idea of exactly what some of the unintended consequences of that are. Also there is going to be
a lot more red tape in the industry driving up costs for houses, and that will be passed on to consumers.
There will be more compliance costs, and when we raise the cost of housing we know what happens—
increases in poverty, increases in homelessness and all the other bad things that happen when housing
gets more expensive.
With the changes to stamp duty and how it works on plots that are subdivided, it will be payable upfront. What is happening with this is the revenue is being brought forward, so you get a lump in
revenue that is received now at the expense of future governments. Recently we have seen a
development boom out my way in the south-east around Cranbourne, Pakenham, north around Wallan,
and all these other places. These places have provided affordable housing to a lot of Victoria’s growing
population, but we have concerns that this tax may stall development in some of these growth
corridors.
The repeal of sections 2(8) and 2(9) of the Valuation of Land Act 1960 will impact people who own
heritage buildings. This part seems a bit crazy because the heritage definition has been foisted upon
these property owners and now there is a new thing to prevent people getting an exemption from the
heritage classification that they did not really ask for. We have got concerns with that as well and also
with the super-luxury motor vehicle duty. As my colleague, Mr Quilty, has already mentioned, people
along the borders will have a choice of going to a car dealer across the border with a lower tax, so of
course that will affect Victorian car dealers. It will also have an effect on any foreign companies that
are thinking about setting up dealerships that sell luxury cars; they may reconsider that and not employ
people. As I have raised previously, I have concerns about taxes in general on cars and the effect they
have on road safety by limiting and making worse the age of Victoria’s car fleet.
Finally to the miners. As with any large project, they need to do planning that goes a long way in
advance. The miners did not see this coming, clearly, so they have all had to quickly get their finance
teams onto this and figure out what is going to happen to this project that they had. Is it still going to
be profitable? What are they going to do? I guess they are madly trying to figure out what their plans
are for the future now. Some of those will be fine. The highly profitable mines, I guess they will be
okay. They might have to cut a few jobs or cut a few profits, but some of the ones that were on fairly
marginal profits to begin with, I do not know what is going to happen. Maybe they will shut down, we
do not know, and of course there are all of the other industries that are associated with that and supply
them with goods.
In short, we do not like the new taxes that have been increased. Lots of people say, ‘We have to raise
this because if we do not, we will have to cut in this area and cuts are bad’. But there is this idea that
if the government does not supply something, then it will not be supplied, which I just totally reject.
When you are taking tax away from people and supplying something, you are not supplying something
that would not be there, you are supplying something that other people would not have voluntarily
chosen to do. When you do not take the tax away from people in the first place, you give them the
option to make those choices for themselves. These higher taxes are taking away choices from
Victorians, and we reject them.
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Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (15:46): It is not my practice to take issue with members of
the crossbench, but I have to say Mr Limbrick, in saying that they have not had enough time to engage
with stakeholders on this bill when he voted to continue debate on this bill today, just highlights what
a mistake it is for this chamber to be considering this bill here and now.
The sensible thing would have been to adjourn the debate until the next sitting week so the stakeholders
that Mr Limbrick referred to could have been consulted and we could have come back and had a better
debate in the next sitting week with all the facts on the table and all things before us. Unfortunately
because of the vote by Mr Limbrick, his colleague and others, we are not doing that. We are debating
this bill, as Mr Limbrick identified, without having that feedback from stakeholders, which is again a
breach of precedent, a breach of good practice and, particularly given the things we are considering, a
big mistake in my opinion.
No matter how much money Labor have, they spend more. They come after your money because they
spend money like water no matter what windfalls they have had. Despite the sale of the port of
Melbourne and despite the property boom, they are running out of money. The costs on their projects
have blown out extraordinarily, and therefore they are coming after Victorians’ money like never
before with new taxes, increased taxes and extra taxes.
In the few minutes I am going to speak I just want to talk about a couple of those issues. First of all,
the luxury car tax that the government is proposing. I heard the Treasurer on the Neil Mitchell program
say in response to a question from Mr Mitchell that if people buy their cars interstate and then bring
them to Victoria, he will look to increase their registration to make up for it. How is the Treasurer
going to run a compliance scheme such as that? What if people move legitimately? What if people
live in Wodonga and buy their car in Albury because that is where the closest dealer is? It is just
absurd, and it highlights again the problems the government is creating by trying to eke out extra
revenue from particular parts of the economy.
As other speakers have said, ageing the car fleet creates dangers on our roads. One of the reasons the
road toll has consistently come down over the last 40 years is improvements in technology.
Improvements in technology, improvements in engineering solutions on the roads and better driver
behaviour are the things that drive reduced road trauma. By increasing the cost of new vehicles you
will age the car fleet, which increases risks on our roads at a time when the road toll is a state
emergency. Too many people are dying, the spike in road deaths is alarming and the last thing we
should be doing is making it harder for people to buy newer, safer cars.
On the gold tax, gold is one of those commodities that is notoriously cyclical: the price can boom and
bust. So whilst a goldmine may be profitable today and pay Mr Pallas’s extra tax, there may be a
central bank in Europe or there may be a new gold find in South Africa, the market gets flooded with
extra gold, the price goes through the floor and all of a sudden that profitable goldmine in Ballarat,
with the new tax that Mr Pallas is proposing, becomes unprofitable and jobs and expertise are lost
when that might not have been the case but for that tax.
I have received correspondence dated today from the Law Institute of Victoria outlining a number of
very serious concerns about the construction of this legislation. Whilst I do not have the opportunity
to read it all into Hansard, I will just read the first paragraph, which summarises succinctly the issue.
It says:
The Law Institute of Victoria … seeks a review of the State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill 2019 …
specifically the application of the amended economic entitlements provisions and fixtures provisions under
the Bill. The LIV believes that the amendments proposed by these provisions to amend the Duties Act … will
extend duty to transactions beyond the ambit or intention of the legislation such that immediate attention to
these provisions is required before the Bill is passed in the Legislative Council is required.

It is a pity that Mr Limbrick and his colleagues voted for debate to take place today, which means that
these serious issues that the Law Institute of Victoria has raised—and I thank Mr Webb, the president
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of the law institute, for bringing my attention to these issues—cannot be considered in detail. The
government, with the support of the crossbench, is seeking to ram this legislation through so that they
can get their hands on more money to pay for the ever-increasing costs of their budget blowouts from
their mismanaged projects. We should listen to the law institute on the serious issues it has raised that
are very considered and require detailed attention.
Act in haste, repent at leisure. My fear is we are acting in haste, creating uncertain law that will not
only raise taxes but create a great deal of economic uncertainty at a time when the economy has
significant challenges ahead of it. With those words, I endorse the comments of Mr Rich-Phillips and
the other members of the coalition.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (15:53): I rise to speak on this bill today because I
represent the western suburbs of Melbourne. There are a lot of people in the western suburbs of
Melbourne who are hurting, and an increase in taxes is obviously always a concern for my residents.
I have heard a lot of the debate over the last few hours from the Liberal Party. It made me feel how
out of touch they can be sometimes when I hear what they have to say in debate, talking about Brighton
and the Mornington Peninsula and about very large properties. However, I do understand the premise
that they are coming from because my community has a lot of vacant lots that they wish to have
developed, but not for a rich developer. They wish to see these land-banked parcels of land used for
the homeless. They see parcels of land that have been sitting idle in prime locations in Footscray or
West Footscray—you name the area—and they wonder why there has not been a trigger or a
mechanism to get the landowner to look at a development.
These are prime locations around train stations in West Footscray, Footscray, Tottenham and
Williamstown. There are parcels of land that the community, for 20 or 30 years, have been driving
past, wondering why some consortium somewhere is sitting on them and what is going to be that
magic trigger that creates that development.
The western suburbs of Melbourne are keen to see a mix of developments—a mix meaning that they
are wishing to see something that their children can afford. I have struggled with listening to half of
the debate today because when people say ‘developers’ people think of major developers, and
sometimes they are not major developers; sometimes they are local mums and dads—the people of
Werribee, of Point Cook—who have double jobs working for transport companies and who
sometimes, with their super, purchase an additional small flat in the immediate area. They might own
a home in Altona and they might have a little flat somewhere in Altona too.
Listening to some of the debate today and the talk about Brighton and Mornington and tennis courts
just made me feel that the Liberal Party is really out of touch when we are talking about the western
suburbs. For me, also from listening to the debate, there are other ways to have a serious conversation
about taxes, and that may be by putting up a motion and looking at the whole taxing system holistically.
I do not believe the approach has to be adversarial; I believe it can be collaborative. It could be with
the crossbench—working with all of us—and having a conversation with all of us around a better
system for everyone.
I do have great concerns about the increased taxes and the little time that the crossbench and others
have had to really look in depth at the proposed changes, one being that the current legislation applies
only to companies and land trusts that they own, but the proposed amendments apply to all titleholders
who own land, including individuals and people who have family trusts. Now, I do not have a family
trust, and that is not to say that people who have family trusts are only the rich. People in the western
suburbs have family trusts because they are worried and concerned around how they will be able to
look after their family in the future. So I do have concerns with some of the current changes.
I do understand what the government is trying to achieve. For me, someone who tries her best to speak
for the western suburbs of Melbourne, in listening to my community I have heard that they are hurting
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when it comes to land tax. They are hurting when it comes to council rates. They are hurting when it
comes to stamp duty and the trickle-down effect of the Valuation of Land Act 1960 and how that
actually affects all the different acts and all the different taxes that are proposed. But there must be
another way of looking at the tax system in a holistic manner: when we propose a new tax, how does
that trickle-down effect occur; what is the knock-on effect?
So, yes, I will in lots of ways be listening to the rest of this debate, working with my fellow
crossbenchers, hoping that others will work with the crossbenchers to achieve certainty for my
community, who are hurting, in the future. Yes, I do understand the debate from the Liberals, and I
am hearing the debate from the government. I will watch the last speakers and make my decision then.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1 (16:03)
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Deputy President, before we commence committee proceedings, I would
like your guidance as to how you would like to proceed with the consideration of the bill. As I indicated
in the second-reading debate, it is the coalition’s intention to oppose the adoption of the increases in
taxation which occur in a number of ways through the bill. However, those clauses are generally
grouped together in divisions. I am seeking your guidance as to whether when we get to those clauses
of the bill you are happy to put them as divisions, as blocks of clauses, which relate to particular tax
increases, and they can be opposed as a block of clauses rather than divisions on each individual clause.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I am advised by the Clerk that would be the appropriate thing to do.
Mr JENNINGS: I am very happy to go on the public record and say that I think that is a very
sensible way for us to proceed.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Minister, I would like to start with a philosophical question in a way.
Mr Finn just groaned at me. That is not an encouraging sign. It is philosophical in the sense that one
of the reasons for a state government to exist, for a state jurisdiction to exist, is to maximise the
competitive advantages of a state or a province or region, relative to other regions. One of the things
this bill is doing, though, is giving up competitive advantages that Victoria has in taxation, because a
number of the measures that are in the bill and in the budget have been justified by the government on
the basis that we are harmonising our tax regime, particularly with New South Wales. We are raising
rates of taxation, in some cases changing the base of taxation, in order to harmonise our taxation with
New South Wales, and in doing so we are actually giving up a competitive advantage. So can I ask at
the outset: what is the government’s underlying philosophy in relation to taxation and tax
competitiveness, given so many of these measures are actually being driven by harmonisation, which
is taking away our competitiveness?
Mr JENNINGS: I thank Mr Rich-Phillips for his question. Indeed I heard his contribution in the
second-reading debate, so I am aware of this philosophical question or the framing of his concern that
he voiced during the second-reading debate on the tax bill. My answer to him on behalf of the
government is: we have not formally sat down and consolidated our philosophical response to your
question, but my understanding of the government’s position in relation to this is that Victoria has a
number of competitive advantages. Tax rates in certain aspects of taxation may assist Victoria’s
competitiveness in the way that you describe, but it is not the only measure of the competitive nature
of the Victorian economy. In fact we have a number of virtues in the Victorian economy, including
the level of diversification of our economy.
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The primary sources of economic activity that may be available to Victoria are probably more diverse
than those of most Australian jurisdictions, to start off with, in terms of where the centre of gravity of
certain industry sectors across the nation happen to be. For instance, the superannuation industry has
a predominance in Victoria because it is the home base of major superannuation entities. At various
points in time we have had an advantage in relation to banking institutions, some of which are centred
here but others of which are headquartered in other states. That may or may not have had anything to
do with the tax rate. It may just have to do with the industry sectors that develop and are strong here.
Your point does resonate, Mr Rich-Phillips, so I am not dismissing it. There may be elements in
relation to the costs of doing business in Victoria. The government should always be mindful of the
appropriate level of revenue that is derived from industry sectors through various measures that are
available to the state of Victoria. So clearly I do actually appreciate that there may be some aspects of
a competitive environment in how the tax system is used to incentivise certain types of development.
For instance, regarding the changes that have occurred in payroll tax in relation to thresholds and the
discount for companies that operate in regional Victoria, those companies will be incentivised through
the payroll tax regime in the name of generating certain activity in certain parts of the state.
So we do understand that there is a role that tax may play in relation to the location and the economic
benefits, but in fact it is not all one-way traffic. You would hope that Victoria’s competitive position
is based on the strength and the diversity of our economy. The intensity of the development on a
national scale that occurs in Victoria, the proximity of our natural and human assets and the
configuration of our connectedness of metropolitan and regional areas are advantages for Victoria. If
we lost sight of those advantages our economy would not be as strong into the future.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. Minister, it is fair to say, though, that a number of
the tax measures that are being introduced by this bill do impact most, if not all, of those industry
sectors. You spoke quite rightly about the diversity of the industry mix in Victoria and the competitive
advantage that gives us—the financial sector, the super sector et cetera. The reality is, though, that the
property-related taxes, particularly, impact all of those industry sectors. Those and the payroll tax
changes are unique in impacting virtually all sectors of the economy. So can I ask: in framing these
measures, particularly the property measures, what consideration did the government give to the
question of competitive advantage relative to other states? Was that a factor that was taken into
consideration in framing the budget and, consequently, these tax measures?
Mr JENNINGS: Perhaps in my answer I have not emphasised it—
Mr Rich-Phillips interjected.
Mr JENNINGS: Certainly in terms of Victoria’s advantage our economic opportunities, driving
the economy and various sectors within the Victorian economy and economic activity, are
fundamental considerations of framing tax policy but also many elements of budget settings. Indeed
you could argue that the largest driver of our major infrastructure investment program is to underpin
the productivity and capacity of the Victorian economy, and to have a massive step change in the
availability of road and rail services, which would improve not only the social cohesion but the
economic performance of Melbourne and the rest of Victoria. So we actually understand that whether
you are spending money or whether you are raising money you should be mindful about the best ways
to underpin vibrant economic activity in Victoria. So those issues are connected.
In some instances the budget may well be considered in terms of trying to get the balance right between
what continues to protect the vibrancy and the stability of the Victorian economy and what issues may
be seen to be available to government to raise revenue which do not lead to an adverse economic
downturn or alternatively diminish our competitive position in other states. These are the balancing
acts that the Treasurer advises the government on and that we consider greatly. We have adopted a
number of measures, and you will describe them in a way which is quite understandable in relation to
their potential impact. The opposition would want to draw attention to the potential downside of those
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revenue measures. The government is not oblivious to risks associated with any revenue raising.
Indeed there were lengthy considerations about what the appropriate tax mix should be, the level of
tax mix going forward and the appropriateness of it in terms of supporting economic activity rather
than declining aspects of the Victorian economy. On balance, the government formed the view that
these measures were deliverable and equitable and would not have that impact that Mr Rich-Phillips
is concerned about. But I can understand why the opposition or other members of the chamber might
prosecute that argument.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. Minister, we discussed on Tuesday, I think it was, in
committee on the appropriation bill the economic forecasts which are contained in the budget, which
do show slowing economic growth over the forward estimates. They show rising unemployment,
slowing employment growth and rising inflation. Were those Treasury forecasts taken into
consideration in framing this change to the tax mix?
Mr JENNINGS: They were certainly considered in a contemporary fashion in terms of what, if
any, negative impact they would have upon those settings, which you and I discussed at the very end
of the committee stage of the appropriation bill. I volunteered to you that some of those measures are
forecast on the basis of modelling and some of them are put into the forward estimates in relation to
historical patterns of converting to the norm in relation to issues such as CPI and what might be
expected long-term average employment outcomes rather than necessarily being forecast in the
budget. They are anticipated outcomes, so ultimately where your line of questioning is taking me
relates to whether I have got any quantifiable evidence of the potential contribution that these tax
regimes may contribute to those outcomes in the budget paper. They have not been furnished to me,
and I do not believe that I am in a position to be able to provide them.
Certainly in relation to assertions that they are the prime drivers of what I described the other night as
the conservative assumptions that were built into the out years, I am not in a position to outline, I have
not been furnished with and I do not believe that Treasury has modelled the impact upon these revenue
measures to contribute to those outcomes.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. Minister, I would like to work through the list of
taxation measures which are picked up in this bill, and the easiest way to do that is probably the list of
revenue measures out of the budget papers, rather than trying to pull apart the technicalities of the bill
at this point. The first one that is listed is the intention to expand the payroll tax exemption in respect
of parental leave, and I have indicated that the coalition will support that initiative—a modest initiative
of $1.7 million a year. The next revenue initiative, which does flow through in this bill, is titled
‘Expand the qualifying provisions for the corporate reconstruction duty relief’. Can I firstly ask: what
was the policy driver behind the decision to change the exemption from duty for corporate restructure
into a partial exemption?
Mr JENNINGS: I am just going to go and do two things. I am going to go and see if I can grab a
copy of the budget paper because I have not got the budget paper before me—you are going to go
through the sequence and it would be good for me to know what sequence there is in the budget
paper—and then I will come back and answer that question.
My friends in the box, in terms of when we were teasing out the issue, think that I might be able to
win you over in relation to the opposition’s support for this in the name of ‘What was the policy
rationale?’. The policy rationale that underpins this measure was driven by creating flexibility both in
the form of corporate entities and the intersection between economic activity and transfer of activity
that we believe has been inhibited and not utilised by Victorian businesses, because those transfers
and those flexibilities may have actually incurred a higher rate of duty. With this policy setting we
would facilitate many more transactions than are currently exhibited by entities across the Victorian
economy. We apply a tax rate that will generate a positive return to state revenue on a 10 per cent
basis, as distinct from a 100 per cent basis, because of the increase in the level of opportunities that
this reform will enable Victorian businesses to access.
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Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. Taking that on face value, was consideration given
to preserving the full exemption for those reconstruction activities which are currently exempt when
the government took the decision to introduce a concession on a broader base? Yes, you are saying
the concession base is broader, therefore more entities will be able to go through a reconstruction
process at concessional rates. However, in the core those that were previously exempt are now no
longer exempt. So was there consideration given to preserving the exemption for the core group while
expanding concessional treatment for a broader group?
Mr JENNINGS: I am sure there was consideration. But just in terms of the order of magnitude, I
will perhaps go and talk to my colleagues about what the order of magnitude was—the number of
people where the full exemption was available to them.
I could have answered whilst I was here before, but I just thought I would check what the response
from my advisors was on this matter. What you are suggesting to us was based upon a pre-existing
activity, a subset of the activity that we are now trying to generate, which in terms of either compliance
or a standard way of actually administering a scheme going forward would have had a degree of
complexity that would have been perhaps counterproductive or difficult to assess. So ultimately at the
end of the day it is to provide broader application, broader opportunity and then not allow for a 100 per
cent exemption to apply but also to see that 100 per cent duties do not apply either.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. I assume, in talking about the complexity of such an
arrangement—I accept it would be more complex—the disadvantage there would have been one for
the State Revenue Office (SRO) and the state, rather than one for the entities that are going through
corporate reconstruction. Can I ask, then, in respect of the proposed measure, does the government
concede that there is a group of entities who will be disadvantaged in undertaking corporate
reconstruction relative to their position prior to the passage of this policy initiative?
Mr JENNINGS: In a literal sense I have to say yes, but in a practical sense, no. It is very unlikely
that people would organise their corporate affairs just to get around this issue. If in fact this whole
thing is done in the name of enhanced flexibility and increased economic activity, then corporations I
am certain will be looking at ways of maximising the benefit that accrues to them through the changes,
rather than, in a rearguard fashion, thinking that perhaps they were better off in the old days when
there were limited applications and limited opportunities for them to pursue this flexibility in terms of
their transactions or reconstruction on the basis of 100 per cent duty applying or the only way in which
they would proceed was if it was 100 per cent exempt. There is a lot more opportunity, you would
think, for corporations and entities in Victoria under this model.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. But that assumes the benefits of corporate restructure
are proportional to the value of the assets that are being restructured, because the duty will now be
charged in proportion to the value of the assets that are subject to corporate restructure.
I cited an example in the second-reading speech which came to me in email correspondence in the last
couple of days of a large multinational entity that was seeking to undergo a corporate restructure in
relation to subsidiary entities. The reason it was seeking to do that was to remove duplication of
Australian Securities and Investments Commission reporting requirements—the need to file annual
returns with ASIC and a range of other statutory returns to ASIC—to simplify governance within the
organisation. As I said, it is a multinational company. They have assessed the cost of undertaking a
restructure with this new regime in place as being in the order of $2 million in duty that will be payable,
and that $2 million cost far exceeds what they assess to be the benefit of having simplified their
corporate structure in terms of reduced ASIC reporting et cetera. So the effect of this change is that
they will not get a commensurate benefit because the administrative returns they will achieve are small
comparative to the duty they will now pay, simply because of the size of their asset base.
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The point I am making to you is that there is not necessarily a correlation between the administrative
benefits that can be achieved through restructure and the asset base of the entities that are restructuring.
So the argument that everyone will continue to benefit I do not think holds.
Mr JENNINGS: The example that you have given may not hold, but many others may. We are
assuming that the ones that may would outweigh those that do not.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Minister, can I ask you, in respect of the revenue assessment of $36 million
flat for the four years of the forward estimates, what is the basis of that assessment? To what extent
does SRO have visibility currently of restructure transactions which are duty exempt, and what is the
basis of assessing it is going to be $36 million, particularly given we have heard evidence, at least
anecdotally, that a number of restructures may not occur as a consequence of the introduction of this
measure?
Mr JENNINGS: The method that has been adopted is that there has been an analysis of
applications or inquiries that have actually come to the State Revenue Office over somewhere like the
last 10 years in terms of the number of entities that have actually sought advice about whether they
were exempt or liable for duty based upon the transactions that they were intending to undertake. Then
the advice that has been provided by SRO sometimes has led to a transaction taking place, sometimes
not. Then on the basis of that experience and that data source, SRO has estimated what the impact
would be in terms of revenue raising under the new regime. The reason why it is a flat line at this
moment is that whilst the assessment has been made on historical data and historical analysis in
relation to the transactions that have been considered by SRO under the old arrangements, there is no
evidence to actually say under a new regime what will be the change in practice. As I have indicated
to you, the assumption of the government is that there will be an increased level of activity over time,
which may lead to different estimates into the future, based upon that new experience, but with a
degree of caution in relation to not making any assessments or estimates beyond what we think would
be the application of this regime. Once it is implemented it will generate in the first year this amount
of revenue and then caution has been applied to the out years.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. I do not wish to protract this committee stage, so I
am happy to move through these as quickly as possible.
Moving on to the next revenue item, which is harmonisation of foreigner property surcharges, the first
being the absentee landowner surcharge, which is the land tax surcharge, which is expected to raise
$45 million in the first year, increasing to $55 million in the out year, then the land transfer stamp duty
change as well, which raises $23 million, increasing to $39 million in the out year. In relation to the
land tax change, the surcharge for absentee foreign owners goes from 1.5 per cent to 2 per cent, so it
is a 33 per cent increase in the rate.
The rationale given is simply harmonisation with New South Wales. Likewise with the escalation of
the stamp duty on foreign property purchasers going from 7 per cent to 8 per cent—again
harmonisation. What consideration was given to maintaining Victoria as a tax competitive destination
for foreign investment? Why was the decision taken to harmonise these particular measures for foreign
investors with New South Wales rather than keeping the competitive advantage?
Mr JENNINGS: It is a matter of the productive use of Victorian assets, because in a sense whilst
these assets are in private hands they are assets that are in the state of Victoria and we are trying to
incentivise their value to the Victorian economy and Victorian community. In relation to what might
be assets that are underutilised or revenues being derived from those assets disproportionately, they
are either lazy assets or they are assets where the benefit may be derived outside of the jurisdiction.
We want to try to make sure that there is more benefit that is derived to the Victorian economy and
incentivise more activity in Victoria rather than the majority of the benefit not being derived to the
Victorian economy. It is a recalibration of that. While you actually describe it as an increase of a third,
the absentee owners surcharge goes to 2 per cent.
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And in relation to the foreign property surcharges, I think you can appreciate that, in terms of what is
a consideration across the Australian nation, quite possibly there are good reasons in the name of
sovereign Australia for foreign ownership tax regimes to actually be harmonised.
I am not saying this is being driven primarily for the benefit of the nation as distinct from the state of
Victoria, but you could mount an argument philosophically that it would be a good idea for these
foreign property surcharges to be harmonised as distinct from not harmonised in the name of regulating
the flow of investment from foreign investors into Australia.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. I guess you could mount that philosophical
argument. I do not know that I would expect the Victorian government to mount that argument—the
Australian government perhaps, but I would have thought that the Victorian government, and indeed
the other state governments, would have argued for competitive advantage for their own states rather
than simply harmonising their own states.
But I would like to go back to your starting point where you talked about underutilised assets and lazy
assets, which is a valid point. Obviously we want capital to be as productive as possible. But it is not
clear to me what the nexus is between foreign ownership and lazy or underutilised assets for this
particular measure, because my understanding of the measure is that it does not relate to asset use, it
relates only to asset ownership. Are you able to expand further on the nexus you have drawn between
foreign ownership and underutilised assets?
Mr JENNINGS: In fact the reason why they were connected in my commentary was because you
connected two tax issues and I responded to two in succession. Sometimes they may be joined. I do
not know off the top of my head, and again I do not want to do anything more than what I am saying
to you in terms of this being interpreted in any shape or form. I am very aware that there is a
proliferation of apartment dwellings in the eastern suburbs of Melbourne that are being constructed at
a great rate and they are vacant at a time when housing affordability and the availability of housing is
not as it should be in the Victorian economy, and I just think we should incentivise a high degree of
occupancy in any dwellings that actually exist in Victoria.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. But didn’t your government do that through the
vacant property levy, which applies to residential property within a metropolitan boundary that is
vacant irrespective of its ownership?
Mr JENNINGS: You asked me for an example. I am trying to actually, in a diplomatic and
appropriate way, deal with the coincidence of a number of measures, and that is what I am doing.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Perhaps that was not the best example then, Minister, as to the type of lazy
asset you are talking about, given residential lazy assets are seemingly dealt with through that other
measure—
Mr Jennings: Seemingly.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Seemingly. You may want to expand on whether in fact that measure—
which we were told was about housing affordability, was about behaviour change—has actually
delivered on a change in the number of vacant residential properties across the metropolitan area or
not. But I will move on from that point.
The next two revenue items which are called out in the budget papers are the reduction in regional
payroll tax, which does not take effect from the budget year; it takes effect from the year after the
budget year. Are you able to explain, Minister, why that reduction has been delayed into the
subsequent budget year, not in this budget year?
Mr JENNINGS: Sometimes my job is to be a salesman, and sometimes I get an instruction on
how to be a salesman and I just received one, and I am grateful for it.
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This is a measure beyond what was committed to at the election, and in terms of the framing of budget
impacts in this year’s budget, the priority has been given to matters that were promised at the election.
They are foreshadowed in this budget as additional benefits, and that is why, primarily in terms of the
financial element of it, it has been sequenced in that way. But the additional benefit that has been
described to me is that it provides predictability and certainty about what the regime may be over a
certain period of time and businesses can organise their affairs and organise to take up new
employment opportunities and may be ready to access the benefit by relocation in an orderly fashion
during the forward estimates period.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. I guess that angle of rationale, providing to
businesses to organise their affairs, is somewhat different to the approach the government is taking in
the BPG Caulfield Village Pty Ltd v. Commissioner of State Revenue response, which we will come
to in due course, which gives them no time to organise their affairs. But that measure, the reduction in
regional payroll tax, is one that the coalition is going to support in the bill, as it will the following
measure, which is stamp duty and land transfer duty concessions in respect of certain commercial and
industrial properties in regional Victoria. Both those measures will be supported by the coalition.
Before I move on to the next area in relation to motor vehicles, I understand Mr Quilty has some
questions he would like to ask, so I will leave it there for now.
Mr JENNINGS: Excuse me just for a second, Deputy President—and this is not to actually stop
you from proceeding—I had been anticipating that the committee, in accordance with Mr RichPhillips’s question about moving through the clauses initially, would move through the clauses and
deal with the divisions in relation to these matters in the normal sequence of how we go through clause
by clause within a committee. I was anticipating, after initially being asked a series of questions, for
us to move into that format. That format is slightly easier for me than the format that we have currently
fallen into, which is in fact to run off the list of what is in the budget paper. It depends how long we
may be in this format—I can assure you that for me it is easier to do it clause by clause in relation to
the bill and deal with the divisions, which is what I thought we were going to do at the beginning. So
I was just trying to work out how long we might be in the committee using this format.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: If it assists the committee and the minister, I was looking in this format to
subsequently discuss the issue of the motor vehicle duty on luxury vehicles, again from a policy
perspective more than a technical perspective; likewise removing the contiguous land exemption,
again from a policy perspective rather than a technical perspective. In respect of the government’s
response to the Supreme Court decision BPG Caulfield Village Pty Ltd v. Commissioner of State
Revenue, which is quite technical, I was looking to do that probably under division 3 of the bill, which
is where it is contained. Basically the reference to divisions was actually to divisions of the bill—to
then vote against those divisions.
Mr JENNINGS: I thought the original construct of the idea was that we deal with divisions as
voting on clauses en masse, but we would have gone through the clauses in the bill. That is what I was
anticipating before we went off on this form. So we are ultimately going to go back to dealing with it
clause by clause and divisions.
Mr Rich-Phillips interjected.
Mr JENNINGS: Yes, okay.
Mr QUILTY: These will be my first questions in committee other than on Tuesday night. It may
not come as a surprise to you given that on Tuesday night I asked these questions and you said today
was the time to do it. Can you tell us about the estimates you have of deadweight loss from these new
taxes?
Mr JENNINGS: Mr Quilty, I am very sorry that I was operating on the assumption that you would
have had—
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: There is a technical difficulty. Whilst the technical detail is fixed, I
will leave the chair. The bells will ring when we resume.
Sitting suspended 4.56 p.m. until 5.06 p.m.
Mr JENNINGS: What is implied in Mr Quilty’s question is whether there is analysis required to
actually have a look at what the different tax rates may be or the duties that may be liable across state
boundaries that may impact upon the sales of vehicles. There is a complex answer that means it is very
difficult to necessarily assess what the impact on duties may be, because in different states some of
them relate to purchase price and some of them relate to capacity. There are different elements that
underpin the duties regime. The advisers have indicated to me that there will be very little effect in
relation to Victorian duties regardless of where the car is purchased. Ultimately the issue of where the
duty is applied is where the car is registered. If you are a resident of Victoria and you register a car in
Victoria, the duty is eligible here. In terms of where you purchase the vehicle, there is no incentive or
disincentive in relation to state boundaries in relation to where you purchase it. The purchase decision
would be, by and large, based on other considerations rather than the application of the duty itself.
Mr QUILTY: That is all I had to ask, those three questions. So the stuff that you are going to
provide in writing, does that get added to Hansard or how does that work?
Mr JENNINGS: In fact I was hoping to hand it to you. It is a very difficult thing. The state of
Victoria has very limited access to printing facilities, apparently, and one of the things in next year’s
budget will be an enhanced allocation to printing.
Mr Quilty: So that is what they are doing with our taxes!
Mr JENNINGS: Goodness only knows, apparently there are printers on the planet that you can
connect to with wi-fi, I think. Some of them do not necessarily have to be plugged in with a USB
connection.
Mr Rich-Phillips: Maybe we can reach an agreement to incorporate.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: That would be quicker than printing!
Mr JENNINGS: No, it would not be quicker, because that has not been delivered yet. Mr Quilty,
if we go back to Mr Rich-Phillips, your opportunity will not pass you by. I do not want to finish this
committee without handing you the piece of paper and us discussing the answers.
Mr QUILTY: Okay.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thanks, Minister. I want to pick up on the same area that Mr Quilty was
talking about, which is the new or increased vehicle duty on so-called luxury vehicles. The government
is creating two thresholds—a $100 000 threshold and a $150 000 threshold. How were those
thresholds determined?
Mr JENNINGS: I will have a discussion with my colleagues in relation to this matter. I think a
simple explanation may be that it is quite easy to assess, in terms of predicting the revenue that is
derived from certain classifications of car vehicles on the basis of their sale price, what the derived
revenue will be on the basis of the number of vehicles that are sold or registered within Victoria within
a certain band. So that reliability enables a reasonable degree of confidence about what will be raised
through this regime. It is intended to be progressive. Even though I understand it has been described
and understood to be, at an individual level, a regressive element, overall the system is a progressive
tax regime that applies.
Mr Rich-Phillips interjected.
Mr JENNINGS: Unfortunately, sometimes few words can have an effect. Nonetheless, this is a
progressive measure in relation to its application. I will go and have a discussion about whether beyond
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a simple and clear threshold level where different rates apply and the certainty that would be associated
with purchasing behaviour that enables revenues to be predictable—I will go and ask whether there is
any other rationale.
I have been advised that in fact my explanation is as good as any other explanation you are going to get.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. Minister the budget papers, the section we have been
referring to, describe the measure, the increase in the duty, as applying to vehicles above a new superluxury vehicle threshold—well, both thresholds actually; both are described as super-luxury: the
$101 000 to $150 000 and the above $150 000. Last week I attended a road safety forum, which was
held on Friday. The assistant commissioner, road policing, Mr Leane, informed the forum that Victoria
Police had purchased BMW M5 vehicles as their new pursuit vehicles, replacing Australian Holdens.
Given those vehicles cost certainly in excess of $100 000—many well in excess of $150 000—why
has the government bought super-luxury vehicles for Victoria Police?
Mr JENNINGS: I think there is a very good chance that the police bought them, and I think the
police would have made an assessment, given their operational requirements, about what suited their
needs and what vehicles were available to them for that purpose. It may well be for matters that I have
not discussed with police that they believe that that particular vehicle type is the best fit for purpose in
complying with all their operational requirements.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. Assistant Commissioner Leane in fact said Victoria
Police bought the BMW M5s because of their safety features. That was the specific reason. When they
looked to replace the Holdens they had, for new pursuit vehicles they purchased the BMW M5s,
having looked at the safety criteria. My question then is: for vehicles such as the BMW M5, which has
been identified by Victoria Police as meritorious on the basis of safety, why is the Victorian
government allowing VicPol to purchase those vehicles because they are safe while at the same time
increasing the cost of those very same vehicles to Victorian citizens?
Mr JENNINGS: There is a difference between the operational requirements in terms of what
would be expected to be performed by a Victoria Police pursuit vehicle and what would normally be
for road use in Victoria. On the occasions when the police would be required to undertake a pursuit,
you would know as well as I do that there is a whole history in relation to the chain of command,
decision-making and protocols in relation to pursuits, which are often discussed in the public domain.
This is such a concern to the police that they do not necessarily in all circumstances apply an instant
response in relation to pursuits because of safety reasons, so there is a degree of caution that is applied.
There is no car on Victorian roads that should be, under normal circumstances, driven in that way. The
Australian safety standards that apply to vehicles that should be used on Australian roads in
compliance with the road rules in Victoria, and in other states for that matter, are met well and truly
by vehicles for normal road use under normal circumstances and which are extremely safe compared
to the cars that in my lifetime were on Victorian roads. Even the most modest vehicle on Australian
roads today—a new car that is compliant with Australian safety standards—is a quantum leap from
the standard of vehicles that I knew as a child and perfectly safe for normal, day-to-day driving.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: I thank the minister for that response, and I accept what he is saying. I do
not know if the minister would agree with me or not, but on the optics of the government or Victoria
Police buying expensive vehicles because they are safe—specifically for their safety attributes—while
at the same time the government is increasing the cost of those vehicles to ordinary Victorian citizens,
I do not think it is a good look. It underscores the fact that the government is calling this a levy on
super-luxury vehicles.
We saw the regrettable comments by the Treasurer a week ago about this issue and about vehicles that
would be captured by this, completely downplaying the impact on Victorian families who may seek
to save for a vehicle over a period of time. The police example is an outlier, sure, but it does underscore
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that this measure has a real impact on Victorian families and not simply on the top end of town, as the
Treasurer has attempted to portray it.
Mr JENNINGS: You would understand that I am a bit reluctant to actually start talking about the
optics of this measure, but what I can say as a member of the government which made this decision—
and I am very happy to stand by the decision—in relation to the appropriate revenue raising by the
state of Victoria in relation to this measure is that I fully appreciate the right and opportunities of
Victorian families, Victorian citizens, to have aspiration for vehicles that they have pride in and derive
pleasure from and which are safe. But these cars are not the only cars that are safe in Victoria. I do not
in any shape or form demean the aspiration of Victorian families to have these vehicles if they derive
pleasure and comfort from their travelling experience in them.
The view of the government is that if a family is making a decision or individuals are making decisions
to purchase these vehicles, then price is not necessarily the prime driver of their decision-making. Price
is a consideration but not the primary consideration of their purchase. They are purchasing the vehicle
for a variety of reasons, of which price is one, and the government believes that this price regime is
not disproportionate to the value of the vehicle or inequitable in the way in which the duty will apply.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you for that response, Minister. It is, I think, a genuine response
and fortunately somewhat removed from the regrettable comments the Treasurer made last week.
I would like to move on to the next item, which is the increase in the payroll tax-free threshold, which
is to come into effect in 2021–22. Again, that is a measure that the coalition does not oppose.
The next tax measure I would like to touch on is the removal of the land tax exemption for contiguous
land in metropolitan areas. This was painted by the Treasurer as the tennis court tax, suggesting that
this circumstance would only arise in places like Toorak and would relate to swimming pools and pool
houses and tennis courts, when in reality there are many places throughout the suburbs where people
have purchased adjoining blocks and they are on different titles. This block may only be in total a
quarter-acre in the suburbs, in some of our more established suburbs in particular, down through the
south-east areas that the minister and I represent—Dandenong, Springvale, Bangholme and those sorts
of areas—where the landholding may be no different to the neighbour’s landholding. It may be a
quarter-acre but is simply on two titles because of the way in which the original subdivision was done
and the opportunity has arisen for the landholder to buy the adjoining block.
This is forecast to have a $10 million revenue impact through the second block now becoming subject
to land tax. Can I ask the minister: what is the policy rationale for that? Why should a household that
has residential property that is an acre on two titles pay land tax while the next-door neighbour that
has an acre on a single title does not?
Members interjecting.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Can the crossbench party room just keep their deliberations down
a little, thank you.
Mr JENNINGS: The government made an assessment that whilst there is a colloquial
understanding about this policy setting, maybe driven by pools or tennis courts or other private benefits
due to how they are located in situ with the primary place of residence, there presumably are other
benefits that accrue from the properties beyond the ones that have been described that mean that the
real value of the property may not be appropriately assessed for land tax reasons. On advice the
government believes that there are somewhere around 1700 properties across the metropolitan area
where effectively an increased land tax liability should be secured through this measure.
I can understand that there may be a few cases in the circumstances that Mr Rich-Phillips indicated
and they may have outcomes that would indicate some degree of unfortunate circumstances in relation
to what is then derived to be the value and the land tax bill that may be associated with it. I am certain
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that cases can be found that demonstrate that. But overall the government is, on the basis of the advice
to us, confident that the policy setting will not lead to a disproportionate amount of adverse outcomes
but will add to the confidence that the state has in relation to its land tax base.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. Minister, can you give the committee a general
understanding of where those 1700 properties are across metropolitan Melbourne? Are they
concentrated in particular pockets?
Mr JENNINGS: I will go and seek further advice, but I have been provided with a list, which is a
fairly comprehensive list, of councils where this will apply. Just scanning the list, it looks fairly similar
to 79 councils. It is two categories, metropolitan and regional, but roughly there look to be 79 to me.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: I take from the minister’s comment that it is clearly not concentrated in
Toorak then, as we were led to believe.
Mr JENNINGS: Stonnington is on the list.
Mr Rich-Phillips: Along with the other 78.
Mr JENNINGS: It is clearly on the list. First of all, I should clarify that the reason why there are
two lists in this form is that the exemption continues in regional Victoria. So whilst the 79 are covered,
for about two-thirds of them the exemption continues.
The answer to your question again goes back to your comment before about the different types of land
parcels that occur in different parts of the city. In terms of the suburbs where this is most likely to
occur, it is the middle ring rather than the inner CBD and inner suburbs. It is likely to be in the middle
ring of suburbs and less likely to be in newer suburbs on the urban fringe that have been subject to
land release at different times. It relates to the historical allocation of the titles. So Stonnington is one
of those councils—it would cover those areas—but there would be a number. It may be
predominantly—again it would be my guess—north-eastern, eastern and south-eastern middle-ring
suburbs.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. That gives us an indication that it is not just Prahran
South, South Yarra and Toorak. Can I ask: in terms of the forecast revenue, the $10.9 million over the
forward estimates, what consideration has the government given to the incentive this measure will
provide for those landholders simply to consolidate their titles into a single title and therefore avoid
the land tax? You have mentioned 1700 properties or thereabouts. It is an average of about $6500 per
property. Does the government expect we will see a number of those property owners simply
consolidate their titles to avoid this? Has that been reflected in the revenue estimate?
Mr JENNINGS: Treasury never model changes in behaviour.
Mr Rich-Phillips: Because they never occur?
Mr JENNINGS: Well, look, I just want you to know that—have you got an economics degree?
Mr Rich-Phillips interjected.
Mr JENNINGS: You have. I was going to say I think I could get one on the basis of this. If I do
not have to model or forecast anything, I reckon I will be home and hosed.
If the policy outcome is the way that you have described, then in fact there will be a loss of revenue
from this item. In fact the reason it has flatlined at $10.9 million is on the basis of the estimation of the
pre-existing policy settings and what the shift to the new policy settings will mean in relation to the
revenue derived from that. What changes people make to their circumstances in relation to their land
titles have not been factored in, otherwise there would be an increase in that revenue line because we
would be assuming that there would be an increase in the value of the property over the forward
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estimates and it would accrue a higher rate. So we are not anticipating any policy changes at this
moment.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. That is an interesting expectation of behaviour and
the outcome of such behaviour, but I take your point that Treasury does not model behaviour change.
Deputy President, in relation to clause 1, these are the only policy matters that I wanted to ask the
minister about. The next matter I want to ask the minister about relates to the economic entitlements
provisions, which are in division 3 of the bill. From my perspective I am happy to consider division 3,
which is clauses 9 to 13, as a group, and I have nothing further between now and division 3.
No question put pursuant to standing order 14.15(2).
Clauses 2 to 8—no question put pursuant to standing order 14.15(2).
Clauses 9 to 13 (17:39)
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Clauses 9 to 13, division 3 of the bill, are the economic entitlements in
relation to land and landholders. This is a provision in the bill which seeks to, from the Treasury’s
point of view, preserve the circumstances that existed prior to the Supreme Court decision in the BPG
Caulfield Village Proprietary Limited v. Commissioner of State Revenue matter in 2016, which related
to the taxable nature of certain development agreement arrangements. Can I firstly asked the minister:
has this provision in the bill been subject to any consultation with affected parties?
Mr JENNINGS: The response that I have in front of me indicates that in terms of what has been
undertaken, the only consultation that would have taken place is internally within government and
with our legal advisers in relation to the implications of the case, rather than external consultation. The
change here is based upon what the government believes is an amendment to remedy the failure in
how the current act was read down in that court case, which led to an undesirable ruling based upon
an interpretation of the act. The policy setting that underpins, from the government’s perspective, the
original intention of the act has been shored up by this amendment. So there has been no policy change,
and the government believes that this is a no-policy-change matter and a clarification of what prior to
that court case had been the considered, accepted interpretation of the tax act.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. This was a decision of the Supreme Court in 2016.
Why has the government now brought forward this measure effectively by stealth, insofar as there was
no consultation with affected parties before the bill landing in the other place last Tuesday and the
government has pushed this through very quickly and did not support an adjournment earlier today for
there to be consultation? Given it is a two-and-a-half-year-old court decision, why such haste in doing
what you are saying is simply restoring the position prior to that Supreme Court decision?
Mr JENNINGS: The only element that might be perceived as haste is in fact the consideration of
the bill. As I discussed when you sought to adjourn the matter this morning, it is unsurprising that
some people who believe that in fact they had the opportunity to not be liable for this tax as a
consequence of the Supreme Court’s determination—what had been previously understood to be the
policy and legislative intent of the state tax act—may feel aggrieved and voice their disappointment
about that. What emerged subsequent to the court determination was an opportunity that they
previously had not realised may have been available to them, notwithstanding the veracity of the policy
intent and what had been the enforcement of the tax act up until that point in time. The government
has considered this matter over a period of time in relation to ensuring that revenues were protected.
As you would note, there is no attribution to the additional value that is derived to the budget from this
measure. It is seen as a revenue protection measure rather than a new front in relation to revenue
generation.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. Minister, the Property Council of Australia certainly
has expressed the view that this measure, as drafted in the bill, does expand to a whole range of
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transactions and arrangements an obligation to pay duty which does not exist now and has not existed
previously. One of the issues that has been raised is that rulings and interpretations have been sought
from the SRO in respect of a number of projects following that Supreme Court decision in 2016. There
have been delays in relation to providing those rulings and there is a perception that those delays are
deliberate. The failure to provide advice and interpretation back to developers in respect of those
projects is a deliberate ploy by the SRO to delay arrangements being put in place pending this
legislation passing the house. Can you provide an assurance that there has been no deliberate strategy
by the SRO to delay the providing of private rulings or interpretations of the framework post the 2016
court decision in order to prevent arrangements being put in place prior to the passage of this bill?
Mr JENNINGS: Mr Rich-Phillips, I am about to walk over to the box. I will not be asking the
question of them that you just asked me, but what I will be asking them for is evidence that that is not
the case.
I am advised that since the court’s consideration, there are very, very few inquiries that have actually
come to the State Revenue Office on these matters because the industry has been able to make
decisions itself, to tailor its cloth in relation to this. And as an example of how infrequently this has
occurred, there are somewhere in the order of less than a handful of current inquiries or considerations
that the SRO in discussions with property owners and managers had in relation to this issue, and those
considerations relate to the pre-existing regime rather than necessarily the new regime. So on what has
been purported to you as being a standard practice and method by the SRO, again you would
appreciate that in terms of my ability to provide you with those guarantees, it relies best upon the
evidence that is provided to me. The evidence to me would suggest that there is not a proliferation of
obfuscation in relation to processing these matters. The sector itself has not come forward at great
moment to the SRO to actually seek clarification. They have acted in accordance with the comfort that
they have derived from the court.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. I accept that there has not been a proliferation of
matters coming forward to the SRO. Of the handful of matters which have come forward to the SRO,
have they been dispatched, dealt with expeditiously, or have they been delayed, pending this bill?
Mr JENNINGS: I am advised that they have not been delayed because of this bill.
Mr Rich-Phillips: Any of them—not because of this bill?
Mr JENNINGS: Well, either.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Minister, obviously this provision is quite complex and certainly the
property council is of the view that its effect will be broader than the government has stated, broader
than simply restoring the situation to that which existed prior to the 2016 court decision. Indeed there
are substantial concerns among the property sector that a whole range of transactions will become
dutiable transactions as a consequence of this provision. You note that there is the revenue line attached
to this and that is certainly the case—there is no revenue attributed to this in the budget. To clear up
this matter, can I perhaps ask you to provide an assurance that no structure or transaction that was not
subject to duty prior to the 2016 decision will be subject to duty with the passage of this bill?
Mr JENNINGS: I agree with the proposition that you put to me, and I am doing an unusual thing.
I am prepared to read from the script that has been prepared for me in relation to these matters. This
comes about—and I have not quoted from it yet—after the conversations that have taken place with
the property council and others in the time since the bill was introduced. So in answering your question
in relation to consultation prior to the bill being introduced, I stand by what I said to the committee a
few minutes ago: I am advised that there have been significant conversations that have taken place
during the course of the last week. That may not necessarily be to the total satisfaction of the property
council, as I understand that they may still be in the halls of Parliament. But what I can confirm is that
the government is operating on the assumption and the SRO and Treasury are operating on the
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assumption that this has not broadened the scope beyond what was the original intention of the tax act,
and I will read the following:
The economic entitlement rules are an integrity measure to make sure that normal duty is paid when interests
in land are transferred.
A Supreme Court decision rendered these provisions ineffective.
This bill addresses the conceptual issues and closes the loophole that was created following the decision in
that Court decision.
These changes will protect the integrity of the tax system and ensure everyone pays their fair share of duty.
The Bill will not impose duty on real estate agents, project managers or investment managers that charge a
service fee or receive a commission.
Ordinary fees for service such as real estate agent fees—even when calculated based on a commission basis—
are simply not economically equivalent to ownership interests.
The Bill is designed to ensure that duty will only be payable on the actual interests acquired no more, and no
less.
The Bill includes provisions to ensure that the right amount of duty is paid on economic interests—and that
the percentage interests can’t be ‘disguised’ in complex or inflated fees and charges.
Where fees and charges are genuine, such as reimbursements of construction costs, this will not be an
economic entitlement—and hence not be subject to duty.
Finally, I would like to assure the Chamber that the State Revenue Office will be undertaking educational
activities and preparing public guidance to ensure that taxpayers can understand and apply these measures.
This is consistent with normal practice and it will be done in consultation with industry.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. It is helpful to have that on the record. It does not go
as far as the assurance I was seeking. You spoke in terms of the original intent of these provisions in
the Duties Act 2000. The question I asked was more in the sense of the original application of those
provisions before the 2016 decision. Putting aside the intent, are you able to provide an assurance that
transaction arrangements which were not dutiable prior to 2016 will remain not dutiable—that
irrespective of what the intent may or may not have been, the practical application of the act before
2016 will be where we revert to as a consequence of this bill and there will be no broadening beyond
the practical application that was in place prior to that court decision?
Mr JENNINGS: I believe that I attempted to provide you with that assurance. I will go and have
a conversation with people. I will see whether I can improve in providing you with that assurance or
whether that is as good as I am going to get, but I will do my best to satisfy your expectation.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: If I can add, given the discussions that have taken place with the property
council this week and the assurance the minister has given, that he has read onto the record, why would
there be any residual concern from the property council if the words of comfort you have given in fact
do provide the undertaking that things are restored to the practical position pre-2016?
Mr JENNINGS: I am not sure what those concerns may be. I was probably working off script.
Actually I did recognise that the property council were walking the halls of Parliament today. Their
expectations may have been satisfied and I was perhaps making a joke at my own expense that I saw
them and spoke to them. They did not take that opportunity to actually say, ‘We have residual
concerns’, but knowing how the world works, there are always residual concerns, as you have
demonstrated. We will see how we go with this version. Given that the definition of ‘economic
entitlements’ has not changed, then any activity that should have been liable to duty will continue to
be liable as a duty, but the scope of those issues has not increased.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. I guess I am not taking comfort from that answer.
When you talk about things that should have been liable for duty, it is going back to the issue of the
intention of the Duties Act, whereas I am focusing on the actuality of the application of the Duties Act
prior to 2016. I sense there is a difference in the perspective we are coming from, and that perhaps
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there is some validity in the concerns that the property council has—that the product of this bill is
going to be a broader application than we saw prior to 2016.
Mr JENNINGS: No, the application of the act is exactly the same. What actions may have been
taken by people in accordance with their activity, I cannot account for.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. I am going to leave that there, and indicate to the
committee that the coalition will oppose division 3, which is the economic entitlements section,
clauses 9 to 13, and we will oppose that on the basis that we do not have comfort that this construction
will restore things to the pre-2016 position rather than actually expand the duty capture beyond that
which existed pre-2016.
Committee divided on clauses:

Ayes, 22
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Dalidakis, Mr
Garrett, Ms (Teller)
Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr

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

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

Noes, 14
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms (Teller)
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr

Finn, Mr
Grimley, Mr (Teller)
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms

McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr
Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Clauses agreed to.
Clauses 14 and 15 (18:12)
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Clauses 14 and 15, division 4, relate to the increase in land tax and the
increase in stamp duty in respect of foreign purchasers, and as indicated before, the coalition will
oppose these provisions.
Committee divided on clauses:

Ayes, 24
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr (Teller)
Dalidakis, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr

Leane, Mr
Maxwell, Ms
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms (Teller)
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr

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

Noes, 12
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms (Teller)
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr

Clauses agreed to.

Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms

McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr (Teller)
Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
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Clause 16—no question put pursuant to standing order 14.15(2).
Clause 17 (18:17)
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Clause 17 is the clause which seeks to impose the new rate of stamp duty
on motor vehicle purchases. This is the stamp duty increase which will hit vehicles such as Toyota
LandCruisers. It is an attack on Victorian families. It is an attack on aspirations. It is not a luxury tax
as the Treasurer has said. The coalition will oppose this tax impost on motor vehicles purchased by
the average Victorian family.
Mr JENNINGS: I will just take the opportunity to say that Mr Rich-Phillips and I have discussed
this matter. Certainly the Victorian government does not treat Victorian families and households in
the way in which has been interpreted and repeated by Mr Rich-Phillips. We are very supportive of
the aspirations and the lifestyles of Victorian families. We will continue to support them. This duty,
we believe, is imposed on an equitable basis, and we certainly do not want to make comment on the
lifestyle choices and aspirations of Victorian families.
Committee divided on clause:

Ayes, 22
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Dalidakis, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr

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

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

Noes, 14
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr (Teller)
Davis, Mr

Finn, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Limbrick, Mr (Teller)
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms

McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr
Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Clause agreed to.
Clauses 18 to 20—no question put pursuant to standing order 14.15(2).
Clauses 21 to 31 (18:26)
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Clauses 21 to 31, division 6, relate to corporate restructures. This provision
relates to corporate entities that are seeking to restructure their internal operations with a view to
achieving efficiencies and governance improvements. These provisions impose new duties on those
restructures and expand stamp duty on these reconstructions, and therefore the coalition will oppose
them.
Mr JENNINGS: I just want to say for the members of the chamber that Mr Rich-Phillips is
opposing a number of clauses that we have well and truly discussed up until this point in time. I
imagine he is actually going to make a statement similar to that statement to reiterate what he has
already said at some length to enable us to move to a vote. At this moment he is just telling the chamber
that he is voting against it and the reason why he is doing it. The government has already put on the
public record the reason why the government supports it. Let us get on with it.
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Committee divided on clauses:

Ayes, 24
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Dalidakis, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr

Leane, Mr (Teller)
Maxwell, Ms
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr

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

Noes, 12
Atkinson, Mr (Teller)
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr

Davis, Mr (Teller)
Finn, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms

McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr
Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Clauses agreed to.
Progress reported.
Ms STITT: I move:
That the meal break scheduled for this day, pursuant to sessional order 1, be suspended.

Motion agreed to.
Committee resumed.
Clauses 32 to 34—no question put pursuant to standing order 14.15(2).
Clause 35 (18:36)
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Clause 35, division 1 of part 3, is in relation to the Land Tax Act 2005.
This is the provision which seeks to impose for the first time land tax on contiguous parcels of land in
the metropolitan area. Currently if a person owns a block of land with a house on it as their principal
residence and they have an adjoining block without a residence on it, that is not subject to land tax.
This provision seeks to impose land tax on that second block for the first time, so a situation can arise
where there is a person on a quarter-acre block paying no land tax. Next to them is a person with two
titles which make up a quarter-acre; one of those titles will be subject to land tax, but the principal
place of residence will not. We believe that is unfair, and therefore we will oppose this division.
Committee divided on clause:

Ayes, 23
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Dalidakis, Mr (Teller)
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr

Maxwell, Ms
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms

Somyurek, Mr (Teller)
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
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Noes, 13
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr

Finn, Mr (Teller)
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms

McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr
Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr (Teller)

Clause agreed to.
Clauses 36 to 46 (18:43)
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: These clauses relate to division 2 of part 3 of the bill in relation to the Land
Tax Act 2005. These clauses seek to alter the absentee owner surcharge in respect of the foreign owner
surcharge—the uplift we spoke about earlier. Again, we do not believe the government has made a
policy case for this tax increase, and accordingly we will be opposing these clauses.
Committee divided on clauses:

Ayes, 24
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Dalidakis, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr

Leane, Mr
Maxwell, Ms
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr

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

Noes, 12
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr

Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms

McArthur, Mrs (Teller)
O’Donohue, Mr
Quilty, Mr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Clauses agreed to.
Clauses 47 to 55—no question put pursuant to standing order 14.15(2).
Clauses 56 to 59 (18:50)
Mr HAYES: In regard to clauses 56 to 59 and changing the valuation of heritage properties, I want
to oppose that in that I think owners of heritage properties should be given a break, especially in regard
to heritage properties of high value. It is quite expensive to maintain and look after heritage properties,
and I think that there should be ways the government can give them a helping hand in doing that. I do
appreciate the ways that they can be valued at less so they do not have to pay as much land tax. I am
not saying that all the valuations are correct, but I certainly do not want to see the imposition put back
onto valuable heritage properties so that they end up paying much more than tax than they have been.
Mr JENNINGS: I can understand the point that Mr Hayes is making in relation to people who
may be asset rich and income poor or who may be responsible for buildings that have heritage overlays
on them that create a financial burden for them. The flip side of this is that we have a number of
heritage buildings in the city that are used for commercial purposes—great commercial purposes,
receiving great return from their use of that heritage location—and they are able to effectively avoid
any land tax because of that heritage listing. So the policy intent here is in fact to ensure that an
appropriate tax regime applies in those circumstances so that land tax is not avoided by commercial
holdings that are deriving significant benefit from that heritage status. That is the purpose of the
change.
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Mr DAVIS: This is an important point that Mr Hayes is making. I understand the issue that he is
pointing to—the very significant costs that people incur with heritage properties and the issues around
land taxes and other taxes on those properties. We are not quite sure of the effect of your amendment
and how that would operate. In that circumstance, I do not think on this occasion we can support it,
but I actually want to be very clear that we think there are significant issues here. We do not in any
way diminish the point that you are making. We note that the government, through this bill itself on a
broad front, is actually landing many new taxes on properties, including heritage properties, and those
taxes will have a significant outcome.
Mr Hayes: There is retrospectivity involved.
Mr DAVIS: I am about to get to that and say that I agree with the issues on retrospectivity. I am
not personally persuaded by the government’s commentary about retrospectivity on this. I am not
persuaded that the SRO can be trusted—and I will be quite blunt—to behave properly in this matter.
There are a number of commercial people—developers and others—who have matters going forward
on this at the moment, and I understand that the SRO has been going slow on dealing with these
matters in the hope that this bill goes through and that people are then caught by the new provisions
rather than the previous provisions.
One of the consequences of a bill like this being rushed at this pace is the difficulty of consulting on
complex areas of tax law in just a few days, and I have had material put to me as late as an hour ago
on this matter. We have not been able to fully assess these matters, and that is one reason that we are
increasingly concerned with the government’s approach here. This is a complex bill. It was introduced
in the Assembly just a few days ago, on the day after the budget. It was pushed through the Assembly
within a two-day window. How could the Assembly possibly properly assess the bill? Then the bill is
in this chamber, and again the time period is very short indeed and it is difficult to assess these matters.
So I want to record the goodwill with which Mr Hayes is bringing these matters to the chamber and
indicate our view that there are in fact significant problems. But there is huge complexity in this, and
we record our concern that that assessment has not been able to be fully made in the short time that
has been available.
Clauses agreed to.
Clause 60—no question put pursuant to standing order 14.15(2).
Reported to house without amendment.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (18:58): I move:
That the report be now adopted.

Motion agreed to.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (18:58): I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

I want to take the opportunity to put on the public record the government’s apology to Mr Quilty that
we have not furnished him with written responses that he sought from the stage of the consideration
of the Appropriation (Parliament 2019–2020) Bill 2019. He operated on the reasonable assumption
that he was going to be furnished with written responses today. I undertake on behalf of the
government that he will be provided with written responses to those matters, and I apologise for not
providing them to him today.
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House divided on motion:

Ayes, 33
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Dalidakis, Mr
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr

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

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

Noes, 3
Cumming, Dr

Limbrick, Mr (Teller)

Quilty, Mr (Teller)

Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
The PRESIDENT: Pursuant to standing order 14.27, the bill will be returned to the Assembly with
a message informing them that the Council have agreed to the bill without amendment.
WATER AND CATCHMENT LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Introduction and first reading
The PRESIDENT: I have a message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act to make
miscellaneous amendments to the Water Act 1989 and the Catchment and Land Protection Act 1994 and
for other purposes’.

Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (19:06): I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

Motion agreed to.
Read first time.
Ms SYMES: I desire to move, by leave:
That the bill be read a second time forthwith.

Leave refused.
Ordered to be read second time on next day of meeting.
DISABILITY (NATIONAL DISABILITY INSURANCE SCHEME TRANSITION)
AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Introduction and first reading
The PRESIDENT: I have a message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act to amend
the Disability Act 2006 and the Residential Tenancies Act 1997 and to make consequential and other
amendments to other Acts to further provide for the transition to the National Disability Insurance Scheme
and for other purposes’.
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Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (19:07): 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 bill be read a second time forthwith.

Motion agreed to.
Statement of compatibility
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (19:09): 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, I make this statement of
compatibility with respect to the Disability (National Disability Insurance Scheme Transition) Amendment
Bill 2019.
In my opinion, the Disability (National Disability Insurance Scheme Transition) Amendment Bill 2019, as
introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible with the human rights protected by the Charter. I base
my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview
The Bill introduces a number of amendments to the Disability Act 2006 that are required in order for Victoria
to transition to the National Disability Insurance Scheme (NDIS). The amendments provide for certain
matters that will continue to be authorised or regulated by the State under the NDIS. The amendments also
ensure that safeguards for those people who receive disability services in Victoria are not diminished.
The Bill makes amendments to the regulation of restrictive practices in disability settings to reflect the new
oversight responsibilities of the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission and the remaining role of the
State in authorising the use of restrictive practices. The Senior Practitioner is given functions with respect to
the use of restrictive practices under the NDIS and is also empowered to prohibit the use of restrictive
practices. The Bill also makes amendments with respect to compulsory treatment, creating a process for
registered NDIS providers to seek authorisation to use supervised treatment and to obtain assessment orders,
as disability service providers currently do under the Act.
Various amendments are proposed to reflect the changes being made to the structure of disability
accommodation, with most accommodation no longer being provided through the gazettal of group homes
but rather through specialist disability accommodation. Provision is made for community visitors to continue
to have powers to visit residents in this accommodation.
The Bill provides an exception to the secrecy provisions in the Act to allow for the provision of information
to specified persons and bodies, such as the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission and allows the Senior
Practitioner to provide the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission with information about restrictive
practices, supervised treatment orders and assessment orders. It also provides a streamlined process for the
de-registration of disability service providers that will provide services solely under the NDIS.
As the amendments generally replicate the current provisions in the Act for NDIS participants who were
previously covered by the existing provisions they will not result in any new or greater limits being imposed
on Charter rights than exist currently. The purpose of the amendments is to ensure that the protections for
people with disabilities are not diminished for the majority who will transition over to the NDIS and to ensure
that the new and greater protections provided to NDIS participants as a result of the Bill with respect to
restrictive practices and compulsory treatment are replicated for those people with disabilities who remain
regulated solely under the Act.
The Bill introduces a number of amendments to the specialist disability accommodation provisions introduced
into the Residential Tenancies Act 1997 (RTA) by the Disability Service Safeguards Act 2018. These further
amendments will align these new provisions with other residential tenancies amendments that occurred
immediately following the Disability Service Safeguards Act 2018 when the Residential Tenancies
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Amendment Act 2018 was passed. Where possible, the current amendments align the new specialist disability
accommodation provisions with mainstream tenancy rights and refine some of the new provisions to ensure
they operate as intended.
The Bill also introduces a number of consequential amendments to other legislation that reflects the transition
to the NDIS, the repeal of references to residential institutions and the de-gazettal of group homes.
Human Rights Issues
Human rights protected by the Charter that are relevant to the Bill
1.

Amendments to the Disability Act 2006

The right to equality (section 8)
The Bill contains various provisions that only apply to people with a disability, which is an attribute protected
by the Equal Opportunity Act 2010. Section 8(3) of the Charter provides that every person is entitled to the
equal protection of the law without discrimination and has the right to equal and effective protection against
discrimination. ‘Discrimination’ under the Charter means discrimination within the meaning of the Equal
Opportunity Act 2010. Section 8(4) of the Charter provides that measures taken for the purpose of assisting
persons or groups of persons disadvantaged because of discrimination do not constitute discrimination.
Further, section 12 of the Equal Opportunity Act 2010 provides that a person does not discriminate by taking
a special measure, which is a measure taken for the purposes of realising substantive equality for people with
the relevant attribute. In my opinion the Bill is a special measure for people with disabilities and is therefore
compatible with the right to equality in section 8 of the Charter.
The right to privacy and reputation (section 13)
A number of the clauses in this part of the Bill engage the right to privacy in section 13(a) of the Charter:
–

Clause 30 gives the Senior Practitioner powers to visit and inspect non-residential places where
services are provided under the NDIS, request information about restrictive practices and notify
the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission of any matter in relation to a registered NDIS
provider.

–

Clause 32 gives community visitors functions to visit SDA enrolled dwellings and respite
dwellings.

–

Clause 35 allows the disclosure of certain information about disability services to the Secretary of
particular Commonwealth agencies and NDIS providers and allows the use of particular
information for the purposes of the NDIS or its implementation.

–

Clause 36 allows the Secretary to disclose information about worker screening to relevant agencies.

–

Clause 53 specifies the times and notice periods for visits to dwellings and allows the Minister to
direct community visitors to make certain visits.

–

Clause 54 provides community visitors with certain powers of inspection and inquiry when
undertaking visits. Under that clause medical records can only be inspected with the consent of the
individual or their guardian.

–

Clause 55 broadens an existing offence that requires disability service providers to give community
visitors reasonable assistance and to answer their questions to ensure it applies to registered NDIS
providers.

–

Clause 58 requires records of certain visits by community visitors to be kept.

–

Clause 64 inserts a new Part 6A into the Act. Within that part the new section 132ZJ provides for
applications for approval of Authorised Program Officers and the keeping of a register of the names
of such officers. New section 132ZT allows the Public Advocate to disclose information about the
use of regulated restrictive practices by an NDIS provider. New section 132ZU requires Authorised
Program Officers to notify the Senior Practitioner within 2 days of authorising the use of regulated
restrictive practices and allows the Senior Practitioner to lodge evidence with the NDIS
Commissioner or the registered NDIS provider that the use of the practice is authorised.

–

Clause 82 rewords the requirement to report to the Senior Practitioner the name of the person
applying the restrictive practice or seclusion.

–

Clause 100 requires the Senior Practitioner to give notice to the NDIS Quality and Safeguards
Commission that a certificate specifying certain matters including that a person has an intellectual
disability has been given in relation to an NDIS participant.
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–

Clause 106 requires the Senior Practitioner to notify the NDIS Quality and Safeguards
Commission of certain changes to treatment plans or supervised treatment orders.

–

Clause 108 requires the Senior Practitioner to notify the NDIS Quality and Safeguards
Commission of certain assessments having been made or revoked.

Whilst the above clauses engage the right to privacy in my view they do not limit it. The right in section 13(a)
of the Charter will only be limited where an interference with privacy is unlawful and arbitrary. Powers which
authorise a limit on privacy must be conferred by legislation or common law, be confined and structured
rather than unclear, be accessible to the public, and be formulated precisely. Any interference with privacy
under these clauses will be lawful, by virtue of the clauses themselves which are precise and appropriately
circumscribed, and they are also proportionate to the legitimate aims sought by those clauses, so they are not
arbitrary. In the event that the right is limited, it is my view that any limit is reasonable and demonstrably
justified under section 7(2) of the Charter given the beneficial purposes of the sections, their necessity to the
operation of the legislative scheme and the fact that the restrictions on the right are no more than is necessary
to achieve those purposes.
Rights in criminal proceedings (section 25)
Clause 55 inserts a new penalty provision into the Act at section 130A(2)(b), which requires service providers
and their staff to “give full and true answers to the best of that person’s knowledge to any questions asked by
a community visitor”. This provision does not limit the right in section 25(2)(k) for persons charged with
criminal offences not to be compelled to testify against themselves. Whilst a community visitor might ask a
person questions about matters that could incriminate that person in possible criminal proceedings, the
amendments do not abrogate the common law privilege against self-incrimination and its equivalent under
section 25(2)(k), which would apply to exculpate a person who refused to answer questions on that basis.
Cruel treatment, medical treatment, freedom of movement, and humane treatment (sections 10, 12 and 22)
Clause 19(1) of the Bill inserts a broad definition of restrictive practice, which will ensure that the regulation
of restrictive practices already authorised by the Act will cover the many potential ways in which a person’s
privacy, liberty, freedom of movement and dignity may be affected when receiving disability services under
the NDIS or the Act. Clause 19(1) of the Bill inserts definitions of physical restraint and regulated restrictive
practice that incorporate the broad definitions used in the NDIS rules. Clause 19(2) of the Bill replaces the
current definitions of mechanical restraint and seclusion with references to the definitions in the NDIS rules,
which are broader than the current definitions. The definition of regulated restrictive practice that is used in
the NDIS rules incorporates these definitions of physical restraint, mechanical restraint and seclusion, and in
addition, incorporates new broader definitions of environmental restraint and chemical restraint. These
changes will result in more extensive protection of the prohibition on torture and cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment (section 10 of the Charter), the right to freedom of movement (section 12 of the Charter), the right
to privacy (section 13 of the Charter), the right to liberty and security of person (section 21 of the Charter)
and the right to humane treatment when deprived of liberty (section 22 of the Charter) than is currently
provided by the Act.
Clause 64 inserts a new Part 6B into the Act which regulates the use of certain restrictive practices by
registered NDIS providers. The purposes of the Part are to protect the rights of NDIS participants by ensuring
that regulated restrictive practices are only used where the safeguards imposed by the Part are complied with.
Registered NDIS providers are required to comply with the State’s authorisation process as a condition of
registration under the NDIS Act, although it is the NDIS Act that provides for the consequences for failing to
comply, including a civil penalty. Although the aims of Part 6B are protective it does allow for regulated
restrictive practices to be used, which potentially engages the prohibition on torture and cruel, inhuman or
degrading treatment (section 10 of the Charter), the right to freedom of movement (section 12 of the Charter),
the right to privacy (section 13 of the Charter), the right to liberty and security of person (section 21 of the
Charter) and the right to humane treatment when deprived of liberty (section 22 of the Charter). However, as
the amendments broadly replicate the current provisions in Part 7 for people who are currently already
covered by the provisions that apply to persons with a disability, and who will soon become NDIS
participants, they will not result in any greater limits being imposed on Charter rights than exist under Part 7
currently.
The use of certain restrictive practices, without safeguards on their use, or where there is not a pressing and
beneficial need, could be incompatible with the right in section 10(b) of the Charter not to be subjected to
cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment if the restriction or treatment reaches the level of severity required to
be considered “cruel, inhuman or degrading”. Less severe restriction or treatment could be incompatible with
the right in section 22(1) of the Charter if a person is deprived of their liberty and not treated with humanity
and their dignity is not respected.
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New Part 6B contains strong safeguards for the use of regulated restrictive practices under the NDIS and the
definitions of those practices capture an appropriately broad range of potential restrictions on a person’s rights.
In particular the new section 132ZQ requires the use of those practices to be approved in specified ways, and
if the practice is in the form of seclusion, physical restraint or mechanical restraint, or subject to a Senior
Practitioner direction requiring additional authorisation, the use of that form must be approved by the Senior
Practitioner under section 132ZV.
Within new Part 6B, the new section 132ZR provides that authorised program officers can only approve the
use of regulated restrictive practices in NDIS behaviour support plans where the proposed use is necessary to
prevent the person from causing physical harm to themselves or another and the use and form of the regulated
restrictive practice is the least restrictive option in the circumstances and is not applied for longer than
necessary. The new section 132ZS requires an independent person to explain the proposed use of the practice
to the person on whom it is proposed to be used. New section 132ZT provides the Public Advocate with
powers to refer the matter to the Senior Practitioner or initiate action in VCAT. New section 132ZW
empowers VCAT to review the decision to authorise the practice and to direct that the regulated restricted
practice is not authorised to be used on that person. New section 132ZY provides for the Senior Practitioner
to prohibit the use of a specified restrictive practice or a specified class of restrictive practice.
Whilst new section 132ZX provides for the use of regulated restrictive practices where the person’s NDIS
behaviour support plan does not provide for that practice, or where there is a plan in place, but the use of the
regulated restrictive practice has not yet been authorised by the Authorised Program Officer or Senior
Practitioner (where required), this is only allowed in confined emergency circumstances. Regulated restrictive
practices can be used without provision for it in an NDIS behaviour support plan when there is an imminent
risk to the person themselves or someone else and it is necessary to use that practice to prevent that risk. The
practice must be the least restrictive possible in the circumstances and its use on that occasion must be
authorised by the person in charge of the registered NDIS provider. Further, the use of these emergency
powers must be notified to the Authorised Program Officer without delay.
The above requirements will ensure that the use of regulated restrictive practices do not limit the rights in
sections 10(b) and 22(1) of the Charter because they establish procedures under law for the use of these
practices that are proportionate, will prevent the abuse of these powers and will ensure that their use intrudes
on rights as little as possible and only as necessary to prevent harm. In my view these legislative safeguards
on the use of regulated restrictive practices have ensured that the provisions are compatible with the rights in
sections 10(b) and 22(1) of the Charter. In the event that any of these rights are limited, it is my view that
these safeguards ensure that any limit is reasonable and can be demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of
the Charter.
The use of restrictive practices may justifiably limit section 10(c) of the Charter, which provides that a person
must not be subjected to medical treatment without full, free and informed consent. The use of chemical
restraint involves the use of medication or a chemical substance, other than medication prescribed for a
diagnosed disorder, illness or condition. Although by definition chemical restraint will exclude “medical
treatment”, the right in section 10(c) may be interpreted broadly to cover the use of medication or chemicals
to restrain a person even where it is not used for treatment of a diagnosed disorder, illness or condition so this
right may be limited by the use of restrictive practices.
Unlike the other rights in section 10, it has been accepted that it may be justifiable to require someone to have
medical treatment without consent in various circumstances. I consider that the use of restrictive practices
under these provisions would be a reasonable limit that is demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the
Charter. The purposes of the limit are to ensure the physical safety and treatment of people with disabilities
and NDIS participants and to prevent physical harm or violence to others. These are important purposes. In
all cases there is a direct relationship between the limit on the right and the purpose for which it is imposed.
In none of the cases is the limit unnecessary to achieve the purpose.
In all cases the provisions only allow for the use of the restraint or involuntary treatment in circumstances
where there are no other reasonable means available that limit that right less, that do not require a greater
limitation of other rights of that person or of the rights of other persons. Further, in all cases, the use of the
restraint or involuntary treatment is subject to independent scrutiny by either the Senior Practitioner or by a
requirement for approval by VCAT. In the case of NDIS participants, the NDIS Quality and Safeguards
Commission provides an additional layer of scrutiny. There is also an important role for Community Visitors
in ensuring other Charter rights are protected while treatment is occurring, as they are able to visit and speak
to people who are the subject of these powers and find out how the powers are being used. Much of the
independent scrutiny of restrictive practices and supervised treatment orders under the Act will be conducted
by public authorities with obligations to comply with section 38 of the Charter when performing the relevant
functions, namely the Senior Practitioner, VCAT and Community Visitors.
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Restrictive practices may also engage the right to liberty in section 21(1) of the Charter, however the right to
liberty will not be limited if section 21(3) of the Charter is complied with, which requires that a person must
not be deprived of his or liberty except on grounds and in accordance with procedures, established by law.
The new Part 6B will establish the necessary procedures.
Restrictive practices may involve limits on the right to freedom of movement in section 12 of the Charter.
This right has been considered to be one of the most qualified rights in the Charter and may properly be
restricted in a large number of ways. I consider that the use of restrictive practices under these provisions
would be a reasonable limit that is demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the Charter. The purposes of
the limitations introduced by the Bill are to ensure the physical safety and treatment of people with disabilities
and NDIS participants and to prevent physical harm or violence to others. These are important purposes. In
all cases there is a direct relationship between the limit on movement and the purpose for which it is imposed.
In none of the cases is the limit unnecessary to achieve the purpose. In all cases the provisions only allow for
restriction on movement in circumstances where there are no other reasonable means available that limit that
right less, that do not require a greater limitation of other rights of that person or of the rights of other persons.
The Bill also amends Part 7 of the Act, which currently regulates the use of restrictive practices in Victoria and
will be amended to regulate restrictive practices used by disability service providers with respect to persons
with a disability (i.e. people who are not NDIS participants). Clause 73 inserts a new s 139A into the Act that
carves out those uses of restrictive practices that are now covered by the new Part 6B of the Act. New
section 139A(2) requires disability service providers to notify the Senior Practitioner of instances of the use of
restrictive practices within a specified time and new section 139A(3) allows the Senior Practitioner to issue
directions to disability service providers using regulated restrictive practices on NDIS participants. The broader
definitions of the various forms of restrictive practices that have been either inserted or amended by clause 19
of the Bill will also result in this part providing more extensive protection to Charter rights than before.
Clauses 79 and 80 amend section 145 and insert a new section 145A to require that regulated restrictive
practices in the form of seclusion, physical restraint or mechanical restraint or another form subject to a Senior
Practitioner direction, must be approved by the Senior Practitioner. Approval can only be given where the
Senior Practitioner is satisfied that the use of that practice is necessary to prevent the person from causing
harm to themselves or others, or to prevent them from destroying property where that could involve the risk
of harm to themselves or others. The use and form of the particular practice chosen must be the least restrictive
possible in the circumstances. The section also includes provisions to ensure that where seclusion is used, the
facilities and services provided to the person during that seclusion will ensure that they are treated humanely
and with dignity. Clause 83 inserts a new section 147A that empowers the Senior Practitioner to issue a wide
range of directions to disability service providers in relation to the use of specified restrictive practices or
specified classes of restrictive practices. These new sections increase the safeguards provided for the use of
regulated restrictive practices in this Part so that they mirror safeguards introduced for NDIS participants
under Part 6A. These additional safeguards in relation to practices already authorised by the Act will further
protect the rights in sections 10(b) and 22(1) of the Charter.
Part 8 of the Act regulates the use of compulsory treatment for people with an intellectual disability receiving
services under the Act. Clause 100 amends section 191 of the Act to make provision for the application for
supervised treatment orders for NDIS participants who have intellectual disabilities and who meet the other
criteria in the section. Clauses 102 and 104 confine what VCAT can do under sections 193 and 196 with
respect to the treatment plans of NDIS participants. This limit is required in order to ensure that the Act does
not conflict with the provisions in the Commonwealth NDIS (Restrictive Practices and Behaviour Support)
Rules, which require that regulated restrictive practices must be included in an NDIS behaviour support plan
which must be prepared, and reviewed, by an NDIS behaviour support practitioner (i.e. not by VCAT).
Because NDIS behaviour support plans may form part of treatment plans, VCAT should not be empowered
to vary a treatment plan of an NDIS participant with respect to any regulated restrictive practices.
Clause 121 inserts a new Division 7 into Part 8 of the Act, which regulates the use of restrictive practices for
NDIS participants who are subject to a supervised treatment order. To the extent possible the new division
replicates the current legislative regime to make provision for persons with an intellectual disability who are
NDIS participants subject to a supervised treatment order. As these amendments replicate the current
provisions for persons with an intellectual disability who will become NDIS participants (who are currently
already covered by the compulsory treatment provisions) they will not result in any greater limits being
imposed on Charter rights than exist under Part 8 currently.
New section 201J states that NDIS providers can only use restrictive practices when there is a treatment plan
in place and the Authorised Program Officer has authorised the use, and that regulated restrictive practices
must be contained in a NDIS behaviour support plan and authorised under section 201K. Section 201K allows
registered NDIS providers to use regulated restrictive practices on NDIS participants who are subject to a
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supervised treatment order if the use of the practice is necessary to prevent the person from causing harm to
themselves or others and that the least restrictive use and form of practice is being adopted as is possible in
the circumstances. Regulated restrictive practices are required to be included in the person’s NDIS behaviour
support plan which is attached to the person’s treatment plan which is approved by the Senior Practitioner
before the supervised treatment order is obtained (see section 191(3), as amended by clause 87(4)) and used
in accordance with that plan.
The use of restrictive practices may limit the right to freedom of movement in section 12 of the Charter. I
have considered this limit, which is the same as the limitation on section 12 that is discussed above and am
of the view that it is demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the Charter for the same reasons as discussed
above. The use of restrictive practices in the context of supervised treatment orders may also engage the rights
in sections 10(b), 21 and 22(1) of the Charter. However for the same reasons as above, I consider that the
provision for the use of restrictive practices in the context of compulsory treatment does not limit the rights
in sections 10(b), 21 and 22(1) of the Charter because the provision establishes procedures under law for the
use of these practices that are proportionate, will prevent the abuse of these powers and will ensure that their
use intrudes on rights as little as possible. Section 201J requires that the use of restrictive practices is only
permitted in certain circumstances. Section 201K strictly confines when regulated restrictive practices can be
used to situations where it is necessary to avoid harm and requires the use be documented before use. In the
event that any of the rights in sections 10(b), 21 and 22(1) are limited, it is my view that these safeguards
ensure that any limit is reasonable and demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the Charter.
The use of restrictive practices in the context of compulsory treatment might also limit section 10(c) of the
Charter in a justifiable way, because the practice could be considered medical treatment if that phrase is
interpreted broadly, as discussed above. I have considered this limit above and for the same reasons as above
I am of the view that it is demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the Charter.
Freedom of expression (section 15)
Clause 122 replaces section 202(2) with a similar provision imposing a penalty for making false and
misleading entries in documents required to be kept by the Act. Provisions of this nature do not limit the right
to freedom of expression because they fall within the internal limits to that right in section 15(3) of the Charter,
which allow for lawful restrictions reasonably necessary for the protection of public health. In the event that
the right is limited, it is my view that any limit is reasonable and demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of
the Charter given the purpose of this section is to ensure the truth an accuracy of information that will be used
to regulate the provision of services to vulnerable people. In my view the restrictions on the right are no more
than is necessary to achieve its purposes.
2.

Amendments to the Residential Tenancies Act 1997

The right to privacy and reputation (section 13) and the property right (section 20)
A number of the amendments that the Bill makes to the Residential Tenancies Act 1997 will affect both the
right to privacy and the property right of SDA residents or SDA providers. These are both rights that contain
internal limits that allow for lawful restrictions on the right (noting the right to privacy also prohibits arbitrary
interferences with that right). To be ‘lawful’ the powers which authorise the limit on privacy or the deprivation
of property must be conferred by legislation or common law, be confined and structured rather than unclear,
be accessible to the public, and be formulated precisely. To avoid arbitrariness, the limit on the right needs to
be proportionate to the goal sought to be achieved by imposing the limit. In my view, the limits discussed
below will satisfy these requirements so that the rights will not in fact be limited.
Clauses 147 and 215 of the Bill each introduce a new subdivision into the RTA, respectively before and after
the reforms introduced by the Residential Tenancies Amendment Act 2018 come into force. New
sections 234A, 234B, 91YA and 91YB provide for the termination of tenancy agreements (which will
become residential rental agreements) because of coercion or deception of an SDA resident. The new
provisions will allow VCAT to order the termination of an existing agreement and to order that the SDA
provider enter into a new agreement with the SDA resident, and to order the return of bond money. Clause 217
introduces a new section 420D which requires the Authority to pay out bond in accordance with a VCAT
order. Clause 178 also inserts a new subsection at the end of section 498ZM, which transfers liability for
service charges for excessive usage resulting from infrastructure or fixture faults to SDA providers.
A legal interest in land, such as a leasehold interest, is likely to constitute property and sections 234A, 234B,
91YA and 91YB may affect leasehold interests. Ordering the return of bond money under those clauses and
transferring liability for excessive usage charges under the amendment introduced by clause 178 could
possibly also affect interests in property but I do not consider that they will amount to a deprivation of
property. The property right in section 20 of the Charter will only be limited where a person’s interest in
property is interfered with in a way that amounts to a deprivation of property, although this may include a
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substantial restriction on a person’s use or enjoyment of their property. Further, section 20 of the Charter will
only be limited where that deprivation has not occurred in accordance with law. In each case any possible
restriction on or deprivation of property will be in accordance with the legislative regime established by these
provisions, so the right in section 20 will not be limited. In any event, given the beneficial purposes of these
sections, which protect SDA residents in cases of coercion or deception, it is my view that any limit on the
right in section 20 would be reasonable and demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the Charter.
Clause 149 gives the Director of Consumer Affairs Victoria the function of maintaining a list of the SDA
residency agreements that the Director is notified of and clause 157 requires SDA providers to give the
Director notice of those agreements, including personal information. To the extent that a person’s privacy
may be interfered with by these requirements, any interference will be lawful as the collection of the
information is appropriate, circumscribed and precise, and not arbitrary, given it serves the important purposes
of oversight of specialist disability accommodation. In my view the right to privacy will not be limited by
these provisions. In the event that the right is limited, it is my view that the limit is reasonable and
demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the Charter given the beneficial purposes of the sections, and the
fact that the restrictions on the right are no more than is necessary to achieve those purposes.
Clauses 181(2), 184(2) and 187(4) insert exculpatory considerations into the provisions for breach of duty
notices, notices of temporary relocation and notices to vacate that take into account the special circumstances
of SDA residents. To the extent that these new provisions make it harder for property owners to evict or
relocate SDA residents, they may potentially restrict a person’s use of their property to a sufficient extent to
limit the right in section 20. However, any possible restriction on that right will be in accordance with the
legislative regime established by these provisions, so the right in section 20 will not be limited. In any event,
given the beneficial purposes of these provisions, which are special measures to accommodate the special
circumstances of SDA residents, it is my view that any limit on the right in section 20 would be reasonable
and demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the Charter.
Clause 184(1) engages the right to home in section 13 and the right to property in section 20 of the Charter
by separating two grounds for issuing a notice of temporary relocation that are currently cumulative and
allowing a notice to be issued when each individual ground is made out, which reduces the threshold for
issuing a notice of temporary relocation in certain circumstances. However, I am of the opinion that these
rights are not limited by this amendment because the limit on the rights is only allowed in a clearly confined
set of circumstances in which it is reasonable and beneficial for the resident to be relocated either because
they are a danger to themselves or they cannot be appropriately supported where they are. In my view any
limit on the enjoyment of home and property will be lawful and would therefore be consistent with the internal
limits in those rights. In the event that those rights are limited, it is my view that any limit would be reasonable
and demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the Charter given the restrictions on the rights are no more
than is necessary to achieve the beneficial purposes of the amendment.
Clause 186 inserts a new section 498ZWA which provides that a residency agreement will be terminated if a
resident is deemed by VCAT to have abandoned their dwelling. The existing provision for termination
requires proof of actual abandonment. The right to non-interference with home in section 13 and the right to
property in section 20 of the Charter are engaged by this change because there is a chance that the premises
will not actually have been abandoned despite being deemed to be abandoned. In my view these rights are
not limited because any interference with the right will be lawful and the circumstances in which a person can
be deemed to have abandoned their dwelling are clearly set out and are appropriately circumscribed so as to
minimise the risk of deeming when a person has not actually abandoned. In the event that the rights are
limited, it is my view that any limit would be reasonable and demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the
Charter, because there is only a small chance of the premises not actually being abandoned in the prescribed
circumstances and in my view taking that chance is proportionate to the purpose of making it easier to re-let
abandoned dwellings, which will allow another SDA resident to have a home.
Clause 190 inserts a new section 498ZZCA that allows property owners to issue a notice to vacate where an
SDA provider of that property would be able to do so. This amendment does not expand the circumstances
in which notices can be issued, so I do not consider that it engages the SDA resident’s rights to home and
property in sections 13 and 20 of the Charter.
Clause 197 replaces section 498ZZV, with the effect that the available grounds for issuing a warrant of
possession are reduced. Clause 208 inserts a new section 498ZZZPA into the RTA which prohibits an SDA
provider who has obtained possession of an SDA enrolled dwelling under section 498ZX(1)(h) from entering
into another agreement under the RTA to use part of the dwelling as a residence within 6 months of the notice
to vacate having been given. The property right in section 20 of the Charter may be limited where a person’s
interest in property is interfered with, including where there is a substantial restriction on a person’s use of
their property. However, section 20 of the Charter will only be limited where that deprivation has not occurred
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in accordance with law. In this case any possible restriction on a person’s enjoyment of their property will be
in accordance with the legislative regime established by this provision, so the right in section 20 will not be
limited. In any event, given the beneficial purpose of these sections, which protect the right of SDA residents
to their home under section 13, it is my view that any limit on the right in section 20 would be reasonable and
demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the Charter.
Clause 202 replaces section 498ZZZF. Both the existing and new section will allow for the sale of goods left
behind in an SDA enrolled dwelling after a certain period. In my view the new section does not interfere with
the property rights of former residents to any greater extent than the existing section. To the extent that this
provision may result in deprivations of property, I consider that such deprivations will be in accordance with
law and compatible with the right to property under the Charter. If it is considered that the right in section 20
is limited, I consider that limit would be reasonable and demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the
Charter because the goods may only be sold if not collected within the relevant period and the rightful owner
may request the proceeds of sale (less the relevant fees) if the goods are sold.
The right to a fair hearing (section 24)
The new sections 234A (inserted by clause 147) and 91YA (inserted by clause 215) provide for VCAT to
order that whilst an application with respect to the coercion or deception of an SDA resident is on foot, any
other action that is being taken with respect to that resident’s agreement be stayed until the Tribunal
determines the coercion or deception application. The right to a fair hearing in section 24 of the Charter is
relevant to these provisions to the extent that it includes an implied right to a reasonably expeditious hearing.
The question of what amounts to an unreasonable delay sufficient to limit the right in section 24 of the Charter
will depend on the circumstances. General considerations include the nature and complexity of the case, the
behaviour of the parties and other reasons for the delay. In the cases covered by these provisions, it would be
reasonable to stay any other proceedings that may have been issued to enforce an agreement, pending the
Tribunal’s consideration of whether that agreement should be terminated. In my view, any resulting delay
would be reasonable and justifiable and would therefore not limit the right to a fair hearing. In the event that
the right is limited, it is my view that any limit would be reasonable and demonstrably justified under section
7(2) of the Charter given the beneficial purposes of these sections, which is to protect SDA residents in cases
of coercion or deception.
Freedom of expression (section 15)
Clause 162 inserts a new Division 3A into Part 12A of the RTA relating to disclosures and representations.
Sections 498LA and 498LB may engage the right to freedom of expression in section 15 of the Charter in
that they respectively restrain and compel the communication of certain information. These provisions are
necessary to protect SDA residents’ right to privacy. Section 498LC creates an offence provision for
misleading or deceptive conduct that induces a person to enter into an SDA residency agreement. This
provision is necessary to protect SDA residents and to ensure that they can reasonably rely on the truthfulness
of the information provided to them when they are entering into these agreements. To the extent that the right
to freedom of expression in section 15 of the Charter is engaged by these sections, it is my view that these
provisions fall within the exception in section 15(3) of the Charter because the restriction on free expression
is reasonably necessary to respect the rights of other persons. In the event that the right is limited, it is my
view that any limit is reasonable and demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the Charter given the
beneficial purposes of the sections, and the fact that the restrictions on the right are no more than is necessary
to achieve those purposes.
Freedom of movement (section 12)
Clause 171 inserts a new subsection (5) into section 498V of the RTA, which prohibits SDA providers from
entering those parts of an SDA dwelling that are occupied by other SDA residents. Whilst this new subsection
engages the right to freedom of movement in section 12 of the Charter, in my view any limit on that right is
reasonable and demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the Charter because it is aimed at protecting the
rights to privacy and home of SDA residents. Further, the restrictions on the right are no more than is
necessary to achieve those purposes.
3.

Amendments to other legislation

The right to equality (section 8) and protection from cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment (section 10)
Clause 248 amends the definition of mental health service provider in the Mental Health Act 2014 so that it
only applies to the extent services are not funded under the NDIS. The effect is that services provided by
mental health service providers which are funded by the NDIS will not fall within the ambit of the regulatory
measures within the Mental Health Act 2014. Section 8(4) of the Charter provides that measures taken for the
purpose of assisting persons or groups of persons disadvantaged because of discrimination do not constitute
discrimination. Section 10 of the Charter provides that a person must not be subject to cruel, inhumane or
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degrading treatment. The regulatory measures within the Mental Health Act 2014 that are affected by the
amendment are potentially special measures to ensure persons are not subject to cruel, inhumane or degrading
treatment. In addition, the regulatory measures could be argued to be discriminatory for the purposes of
section 8 because their effect is that persons with a disability for the purposes of the NDIS no longer have
access to these special measures (which are put in place to ensure substantive equality). Whilst the Bill
removes services funded under the NDIS from the ambit of the regulatory measures within it, in my view the
protections that are provided in respect of services funded under the NDIS by the NDIS Quality and
Safeguards Commission are sufficient to prevent any limit on the rights in section 10 of the Charter and to
operate as an alternative special measure under section 8(4) so that section 8 is not in fact limited by the
removal of the existing special measure. The Commissioner of the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission
will regulate services funded under the NDIS and will provide other protections to the persons potentially
affected.
The right to privacy and reputation (section 13)
A number of the amendments to other legislation introduced by Parts 4 and 5 of the Bill engage the right to
privacy in section 13 of the Charter:
–

Section 41H(1) of the Child Wellbeing and Safety Act 2005 is to be amended by clause 252 to
include the Commissioner of the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission as one of the people
who can disclose protected information under that Act, as long as it is relevant to the performance
of their functions.

–

Section 3(1) of the Children, Youth and Families Act 2005 is to be amended by clause 254 to
include registered NDIS providers in the definition of information holder, which will allow
particular people and agencies to request information from them under sections 192 and 193 of that
Act.

–

Section 3 of the Commission for Children and Young People Act 2012 is to be amended by clause
255 to include NDIS providers in the definition of human service. Under section 42 of that Act the
Commission for Children and Young People can require information, documents or records
relating to a person from human services.

–

Section 53(1) of the Commission for Children and Young People Act 2012 is to be amended by
clause 255 to include the Commissioner of the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission as one
of the people that the Commission for Children and Young People can disclose information to.

–

Schedule 1 to the Family Violence Protection Act 2008 is to be amended by clause 259 to replace
the reference to section 128 of the Disability Act 2006 (which no longer exists) with a reference to
section 132ZC. The schedule lists the sections of other legislation that this Act allows information
sharing entities not to comply with when sharing information.

–

Section 18A of the Guardianship and Administration Act 1986 and section 17 of the Guardianship
and Administration Act 2019 (if it is enacted) give the Public Advocate powers of inspection to
enter institutions and inspect them. They are to be amended by clauses 261 and 262 to add SDA
enrolled dwellings to the institutions that the Public Advocate can inspect. When inspecting
institutions, the Public Advocate cannot inspect medical records without the consent of the
individual.

–

Section 3 of the Health Complaints Act 2016 is to be amended by clause 263 to include the National
Disability Insurance Scheme Act 2013 of the Commonwealth as a relevant law. This will allow the
sharing of complaints and information with the NDIS Commission under sections 19, 25 and 148
of that Act.

–

Section 51(2) of the Health Records Act 2001 is to be amended by clause 264 to include the
National Disability Insurance Scheme Act 2013 of the Commonwealth. This will allow the Health
Complaints Commissioner to refer complaints to the NDIS Commission.

–

Section 3(1) of the Medical Treatment Planning and Decisions Act 2016 is to be amended by
clause 269 to include SDA enrolled dwellings within the definition of health facility. This will
require operators of SDA enrolled dwellings to ascertain whether a person has an advance care
directive or has appointed a medical treatment decision maker or support person.

–

Section 228(j) of the Mental Health Act 2014 is to be amended by clause 249 to allow the Mental
Health Complaints Commissioner to share information with the NDIS Launch Transition Agency
and the NDIS Commission because the Mental Health Complaints Commissioner will receive
complaints that may need to be managed by the NDIS Commission, or complaints about services
funded by both the State and the NDIS.
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–

Section 233(1) of the Mental Health Act 2014 is to be amended by clause 250 to allow the Mental
Health Complaints Commissioner to receive a complaint referred to it by the NDIS Commission.

–

Section 284(6) of the Serious Offenders Act 2018 is to be amended by clause 270 to allow NDIS
providers to receive information from relevant people carrying out functions under that Act, or to
use or disclose information they obtain in carrying out their functions.

–

Section 287(2) of the Serious Offenders Act 2018 is to be amended by clause 270 to authorise the
Secretary of the Department of Justice and Community Safety to disclose to an NDIS registered
provider that is providing health care to an offender any condition of a supervision order or an
interim supervision order that may be relevant to the provision of health care to the offender.

–

Section 42B of the Working With Children Act 2005 is to be amended by clause 272 to insert a
subsection that allows the Secretary to the Department of Justice and Community Safety to share
with the Secretary to the Department of Health and Human Services any information relating to a
person who is the holder of an assessment notice or has made an application for an assessment
notice. The amendment will enable the sharing of information in order to assess an individual’s
suitability to work with people with a disability.

Whilst the above clauses engage the right to privacy in my view they do not limit it. The right in section 13(a)
of the Charter will only be limited where an interference with privacy is unlawful and arbitrary. Powers which
authorise a limit on privacy must be conferred by legislation or common law, be confined and structured
rather than unclear, be accessible to the public, and be formulated precisely. Any interference with privacy
under these clauses will be lawful, by virtue of the clauses themselves which are precise and appropriately
circumscribed, and in each case, they are also proportionate to the legitimate aims sought by those clauses so
they are not arbitrary. In the event that the right is limited, it is my view that any limit is reasonable and
demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the Charter given the important purposes of each of the sections,
their necessity to the operation of the relevant legislative schemes and the fact that the restrictions on the right
are no more than is necessary to achieve their purposes.
Freedom of expression (section 15)
A number of the amendments to other legislation introduced by Parts 4 and 5 of the Bill engage the right to
freedom of expression in section 15 of the Charter:
–

Section 3(1) of the Independent Broad-based Anti-Corruption Commission Act 2001 is to be
amended by clause 265 so that the definition of detained person will include persons detained in
SDA enrolled dwellings. Inclusion in this definition will enable confidential communications
between persons detained in SDA enrolled dwellings and IBAC.

–

Section 3(1) of the Victorian Inspectorate Act 2011 is to be amended by clause 274 so that the
definition of detained person will include persons detained in SDA enrolled dwellings. Under
section 92A of the Act if a detained person wishes to communicate with the Victorian Inspectorate
in writing that communication cannot be opened.

–

Section 3(1) of the Voluntary Assisted Dying Act 2017 is to be amended by clause 275 so that the
definition of professional care services includes the services of an NDIS provider. This will extend
the prohibition on initiating discussions about voluntary assisted dying to those providers.

To the extent that the right to freedom of expression in section 15 of the Charter is engaged by these sections,
it is my view that these provisions fall within the exception in section 15(3) of the Charter because the
restriction on free expression is reasonably necessary to respect the rights of other persons. In the event that
the right is limited, it is my view that any limit is reasonable and demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of
the Charter given the beneficial purposes of each of these sections, and the fact that the restrictions on the
right are no more than is necessary to achieve their purposes.
Jenny Mikakos MP
Minister for Health
Minister for Ambulance Services

Second reading
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (19:09): I move:
That the second-reading speech be incorporated into Hansard.

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

Incorporated speech as follows:
The NDIS is a national program that is providing a new way of delivering services and support to people with
permanent and significant disability in Australia.
At full scheme, it will provide funding to around 105,000 Victorians with a disability, who will also be able
to exercise more choice and control over the services and supports they receive.
The Victorian Government hosted an NDIS trial in Barwon from 2013, and later committed to rolling out the
scheme across Victoria from July 2016. On 1 July 2019, when Victoria takes another step towards the national
arrangements, we must make sure that people with disability and providers are supported and that no one falls
through the gaps.
I present this Bill today to achieve this goal. The Bill will make a range of necessary amendments to the
Disability Act to reflect the changes brought by the commencement of full scheme NDIS, including
implementing the division of roles and responsibilities agreed through the National Quality and Safeguarding
Framework.
This Bill will also support the effective operation of the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission by
removing duplicative regulation on NDIS providers whilst providing a new framework for the authorisation
of restrictive practices in NDIS services.
Supporting nationally consistent approach to regulation of quality and safeguards under the NDIS
The Victorian Government recognises the importance of the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission
providing a nationally consistent approach to provider regulation and participant protections.
For this reason, the Bill provides a pathway for Disability Support Providers (DSPs) who will transition to
registration by the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission to no longer be regulated under the Disability
Act. As most Victorian DSPs will fully transition to the NDIS from 1 July 2019, maintaining Victorian
registration would be duplicative and a significant regulatory burden for providers. The Bill also supports a
joint approach between the Victorian Government and the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission to
reduce the use of restrictive practices and to ensure the continuation of a robust set of safeguards.
The Bill strengthens the role of Victoria’s Senior Practitioner, requiring additional approval from the Senior
Practitioner for specific regulated restrictive practices before disability service providers or registered NDIS
providers may use them, and the ability for the Senior Practitioner to ban some restrictive practices entirely
or require additional restrictive practices to be approved by the Senior Practitioner entirely or before they are
used of specific cohorts.
VCAT will have the jurisdiction to review the decision to authorise the use of a regulated restrictive practice.
Continuity for community visitors
The community visitors are a critical disability service safeguard for residential services and has strong
support across the sector.
A national review of community visitor schemes is underway to determine how these programs can work
with the NDIS but has yet to be finalised. The review will assist to inform consistency across community
visitor schemes going forward.
In the interim the Bill provides continuity of the existing functions and powers of community visitors in
relation to SDA dwellings funded under NDIS.
Any further amendments to the community visitors’ functions and powers will be informed by the national
review and further consultation with the sector.
Facilitating worker screening
Worker safety screening checks are a key safeguard in providing quality and safe services to people with
disability.
Work is underway to establish a nationally consistent worker screening check for workers under the NDIS.
However, the scheme is not expected to be operational by 1 July 2019.
A registration and accreditation scheme for Victoria’s disability workers to support an increase in the quality
and safety of disability services in Victoria will come into operation on 1 July 2020.
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As such, the Bill will support the Secretary of the Victorian Department of Health and Human Services by
authorising the disclosure of information that is relevant to worker suitability for NDIS providers while other
schemes are established. This enable Victorian NDIS providers to meet the NDIS Commission worker
screening requirements prior to the establishment of the Victorian NDIS Worker Screening Unit.
Aligning rights for people in Specialist Disability Accommodation with tenancy reforms
Reforms introduced last year through the Disability Service Safeguards Act 2018 ensured that the rights of
Specialist Disability Accommodation Residents were more closely aligned with the rights of renters as
provided by the Residential Tenancies Act 1997.
This bill continues that work by further enhancing residency rights for Specialist Disability Accommodation
residents, including protections relating to unreasonable evictions, and keeping pets.
Deinstitutionalisation
The journey towards deinstitutionalisation has been committed to by consecutive governments since the
1980’s, and I am proud to announce that this Bill will also completely phase out this outdated model of
disability service provision.
Following the scheduled closure of Victoria’s last residential institution, Colanda Residential Services, later
next year, this Bill remove all references to institutions across the Victorian statute book.
Conclusion
This Bill represents yet another commitment by this Government to implement the NDIS and support people
with disability to receive quality disability services and are safeguarded from violence, abuse and neglect.
The NDIS is the biggest social reform in a generation. The pace, scale and nature of change being driven by
the transition to the scheme is significant. We will continue to work closely with people with disability, their
families, advocates and workers to ensure the right protections are in place.
I commend the Bill to the house.

Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (19:09): I move:
That the debate on this bill be adjourned for one week.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for one week.
FIREFIGHTERS’ PRESUMPTIVE RIGHTS COMPENSATION AND FIRE SERVICES
LEGISLATION AMENDMENT (REFORM) BILL 2019
Introduction and first reading
The PRESIDENT: I have a message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act to provide
a rebuttable presumption for career firefighters and volunteer firefighters suffering from specified forms of
cancer for the purposes of claiming compensation under the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and
Compensation Act 2013, to amend the Metropolitan Fire Brigades Act 1958, the Country Fire Authority
Act 1958 and certain other Acts to reform fire services and for other purposes’.

Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (19:10): I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

House divided on motion:

Ayes, 20
Barton, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr (Teller)
Leane, Mr

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

Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
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Noes, 15
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr

Finn, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms (Teller)

Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr (Teller)
Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

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

Leave refused.
Ordered to be read second time on next day of meeting.
Adjournment
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (19:16): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

KEALBA DEVELOPMENT
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (19:17): I wish to raise as a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Planning. I have received a representation from a constituent in the Kealba area. She has
expressed concerns on behalf of a number of her neighbours about a development plan for 27 Driscolls
Road, Kealba, which is the old secondary school site. Last Saturday, she tells me, they had a meeting
on site, which close to 100 residents attended. Many residents whose properties share a fence with the
site had not been notified of the application for a planning permit. They said they found out via a
letterbox drop.
The residents, I am told by this constituent, are happy for the site to be developed into approximately
75 house blocks, which fits in with the community and the surrounding area, but they are not accepting
at all of the intense and over-the-top development plan which last week showed 214 townhouses and
18 one-bedroom apartments. It has since been amended to 208 dwellings. However, this is still
excessive in the view of my constituent. The constituent says to me that:
This intense over-development does not suit the Kealba community character, nor do we have infrastructure
and resources to accommodate the number of residents that will come with it.

There will be an extra 500 cars in peak times, yet people currently have to wait at least two cycles to
get out from Driscolls Road into Green Gully Road. The developers’ traffic report is very misleading,
and they have not even acknowledged the difficulties residents on my constituent’s street will face
trying to get into Driscolls Road if this intense development is approved. Just this week, she says, they
have seen traffic counters installed near the site, conveniently over the long weekend.
This obviously is something that needs to be addressed by the minister at some stage as I am sure there
will be some considerable objection to this development even if the council approves it. What I am
asking the minister to do is take on board the concerns of the residents in Kealba, as represented by
my constituent, and ensure that when the time comes for him to make a decision on this the
development plan that is currently before the council is rejected and a more community-friendly and
neighbourhood-friendly plan is approved. This would be, I think, a very, very good decision for the
local community in Kealba. I trust that the minister will take this on board and make the appropriate
decision at the appropriate time.
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TORQUAY THEATRE TROUPE
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (19:20): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Creative Industries, the Honourable Martin Foley. The Torquay Theatre Troupe have been lobbying
the local council and the state and federal governments alike for their own theatre space to share with
the community, but to no avail. This group of passionate actors are an asset to the community, growing
from a small play each year to three sellout performances annually, regularly bringing in fresh talent
and fostering involvement from young and old.
Torquay and the broader Surf Coast have grown in population steadily over the years. However, there
is still no dedicated theatre, performance or arts space, and to me and other residents this is simply
unbelievable. The Geelong Performing Arts Centre is currently undergoing a $38.5 million
redevelopment. While I absolutely welcome the further $128 million allocated in the 2019 state budget
to complete the final stage, I do wonder: if this large amount of money can be provided to GPAC, how
is there not, at the very least, some funding to build a forever home for this valued community asset in
Torquay? With local councils hesitant to spend money at the moment due to rate capping, Surf Coast
shire are understandably averse to splashing cash to establish a purpose-built theatre hub. Despite
household bills rising, our communities still need investment to prosper.
The current Torquay recreation centre, affectionately known as Surf World, hopefully will be vacated
next year as a result of building Torquay’s new basketball stadium, thanks to state and federal funding.
It seem bizarre to me that this cannot be converted to a theatre space, with its high ceilings, a purposebuilt foyer space, central location and great car parking. As we say in Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party,
‘It’s just common sense’—but apparently not to some. A feasibility study conducted by council
affirms the suitability of transforming the space, but again they would need funding to convert the
space to the tune of just under $2 million. I understand the troupe have sent several letters to Mr Foley
and other ministers. However, the action that I seek is that the government genuinely consider this
project and provide the much-needed funds for a dedicated Torquay theatre hub, as the arts are
incredibly important in creating positive communities.
WYNDHAM SMALL BUSINESS
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (19:22): My adjournment matter is directed to the
Minister for Local Government and Minister for Small Business, the Honourable Adem Somyurek.
The western metropolitan area thrives due to the enterprising spirit of the excellent small businesses
in our region. I was pleased to learn recently of more support for small businesses in the Wyndham
area due to a $20 000 funding boost from the Andrews Labor government. The funding will support
a pitch competition for start-ups as part of the council’s WYNnovation business innovation program,
scheduled to run in February 2020.
Small businesses have big ideas, and this funding will give them the chance to take their plans to the
rest of our communities. I was pleased to see more chances for passionate small business owners to
get more support through the Labor government’s Small Business Bus visiting Manor Lakes earlier
this week to provide advice and mentoring for small businesses in the area. Wyndham’s business
community is the fastest growing in Victoria, with an 18.2 per cent increase in 2018 compared with
2017. There are more than 17 500 businesses in the municipality operating out of a range of dedicated
precincts in areas including retail, industrial and tourism.
Wyndham is also one of the fastest growing regions in Victoria, with a population of more than
255 000 in 2018, up 65 000 since 2013. A thriving network of small businesses is important to areas
like Wyndham, generating new employment opportunities, supporting a growing economy and adding
to the unique culture of Western Metropolitan Region. By supporting business-led innovation in
Wyndham, the government is backing the growth of opportunity and reinforcing that there is no better
place than Victoria to build a small business—a fact reinforced by the recent raising in the budget of
the threshold at which businesses pay payroll tax.
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The action I seek is that the minister provide an outline of key business indicators in the Wyndham
council area and give assurances that these businesses will continue to be able to access the support
and mentoring services of the Small Business Bus so that they can continue to thrive.
LOCAL GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (19:24): My adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister
for Local Government, and it concerns the failure of some councils to properly consult with their
constituencies prior to making significant investments utilising ratepayer and taxpayer moneys. Local
government is designed first and foremost to represent ratepayers and their local communities and
deliver outcomes through expenditure in the interests of ratepayers. It should not operate on the
grandiose whims of some councillors and big-spending CEOs.
Streetscapes have become a cause célèbre for many councils and inevitably involve highly paid
consultants, often located inside the tram tracks of Melbourne. The designs often appear as cut-andpastes and follow a set formula. Before any actual work is undertaken, the consultant bill is in the tens
of thousands and more. The origin of the need for an extravagant streetscape usually emanates from a
relatively minor issue involving drainage, footpaths, street upgrades and car park space which would
normally be funded out of council consolidated revenue or a separate grant, but in order to get the
project elevated to serious state or federal funding level a much grander plan is embarked on.
Last week, after lengthy public protests, numerous petitions and a community forum attracting over
300 locals, the Golden Plains shire finally shelved the $1 million Inverleigh streetscape master plan.
This extensive and artistically drafted streetscape originally planned to restrict side streets on the
Hamilton Highway to one-way streets, reduce the width of the Hamilton Highway and do various
other beautification works. The local One Way, No Way community organiser said this was a rare win
for David over Goliath and that, if other towns hear about the result, it will give them the ability to
believe these battles can still be won.
What a shame it had to get to this. All the community angst and consultant expenditure could have
been avoided had community consultation taken place prior to expensive plans being promulgated and
imposed on the local community. The action I seek from the minister is to require local governments
to undertake community consultation for potential large projects prior to embarking on substantial
ratepayer expenditure.
MELBOURNE AIRPORT WELCOME SIGNAGE
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (19:27): My adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister
for Tourism, Sport and Major Events, and the action I am seeking is for the minister to investigate
having a greater presence of Indigenous culture at Melbourne’s Tullamarine airport. Like many others,
we travel in and out of that airport; we have come through it hundreds of times. We know that literally
millions of people visit our airport every year and hundreds of thousands visit every week.
But I have noticed as I have been coming in that there really is not a mark of our Indigenous culture
at our airport. There might be a small Wominjeka sign, but most of it is filled with Chanel and George
Clooney. I do not mind George Clooney, but it is very international. There is nothing particularly
Victorian and particularly nothing for our First Nations people. I am sure many of you have visited
Auckland airport, Wellington airport, Vancouver airport or Toronto airport, where there is a strong
presence and a strong recognition that those are the lands of their First Nations. I think that when
tourists visit our country and when tourists visit our city they should understand that. We should have
our First Nations people front and centre when people come to visit and land at our airports. We know
that our Indigenous culture is a major tourist drawcard to this nation and this state.
The action I am seeking from the minister is to review the welcome signage that we see at Tullamarine
airport and other tourist information outlets at Melbourne’s main airport and to let me know how we
can further emphasise our Indigenous culture on arrival to Melbourne.
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RESPONSES
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (19:29): The adjournments that I have today and that I will pass on to the relevant
minister are from Mr Finn to the Minister for Planning, from Mr Grimley to the Minister for Creative
Industries and from Ms Patten to the Minister for Tourism, Sport and Major Events.
I have two adjournment matters addressed to me; one in my capacity as the Minister for Local
Government and the other in my capacity as the Minister for Small Business. First I will discharge
Ms Vaghela’s adjournment matter, which was addressed to me as the Minister for Small Business.
Ms Vaghela talked about small businesses in Wyndham and the support they are receiving and the
Small Business Bus. The good news for Ms Vaghela is that the Small Business Bus will making visits
all round Victoria and it will also be visiting the western suburbs and Wyndham in particular.
I notice Mr Finn is in the chamber at the moment. Mr Finn is welcome to come to see the bus when it
goes to Wyndham.
Ms Vaghela also talked about other forms of assistance. But what this government is doing in our
effort to cut red tape is using a sector-specific regulatory review regime, and part of that is the Better
Approvals Project. Better approvals mean that we are ensuring that small businesses throughout
Victoria are able to have their applications streamlined. We have also got another project up and going,
which is the Small Business Friendly Council program.
Moving on to Mrs McArthur’s adjournment, which was addressed to me as local government minister.
Mrs McArthur has asked me to take action to ensure that councils, when they are embarking on big
projects, engage in consultation with their communities. I have to say that is good practice. That is
something councils ought be doing. They ought be governing in the interests of their communities,
and a part of that is they ought to be consulting their communities, especially before they embark on
big projects. I am happy for Mrs McArthur to write to me with the specifics of the issue that she raised
today.
There are no other adjournment issues, and there are no written responses to adjournment matters.
The PRESIDENT: The house now stands adjourned.
House adjourned 7.32 p.m.

