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Tuesday, 18 June 2019
The PRESIDENT (Hon. SL Leane) took the chair at 12.04 p.m. and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (12:04): 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.
SRI LANKA TERRORIST ATTACKS
The PRESIDENT (12:05): I would like to share a letter that was sent to me recently from the
Consul General of Sri Lanka, Kapila Fonseka:
On behalf of the Government of Sri Lanka, I express my sincere appreciation and gratitude to you for your
message of condolence on the Easter Sunday terror attacks in Sri Lanka. It is heartening that the Parliament
of Victoria unanimously passed a motion and observed silence in commemoration of the victims of the attacks.
Sri Lanka is a country of resilience and I am confident that we will be able to bounce back as we have shown
through the recent history, especially with the goodwill and support of Australia and other friendly nations.
Already, the Australian tourists have resumed visiting Sri Lanka and the Government of Sri Lanka has
restored normalcy in the entire country. Sri Lanka is now waiting to welcome the tourists with its traditional
warm hospitality.
I look forward to associate closely with good offices of yours during my tenure as the Consul General of Sri
Lanka in Victoria.

Bills
APPROPRIATION (2019–2020) BILL 2019
APPROPRIATION (PARLIAMENT 2019–2020) BILL 2019
Royal assent
The PRESIDENT (12:06): I have a message from the Governor:
The Governor informs the Legislative Council that she has, on this day, given the Royal Assent to the
undermentioned Act of the present Session presented to her by the Speaker:
15/2019 Appropriation (2019–2020) Act 2019
16/2019 Appropriation (Parliament 2019–2020) Act 2019
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE
MELBOURNE, VIC. 3002
12 JUNE 2019

STATE TAXATION ACTS AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Royal assent
The PRESIDENT (12:07): I have another message from the Governor:
The Governor informs the Legislative Council that she has, on this day, given the Royal Assent to the
undermentioned Act of the present Session presented to her by the Clerk of the Parliaments:
17/2019 State Taxation Acts Amendment Act 2019
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE
MELBOURNE, VIC. 3002
18 JUNE 2019
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Members
MR DALIDAKIS
Resignation
The PRESIDENT (12:07): I now have to bring to the attention of the house the resignation of a
member of the house. Yesterday, Monday, 17 June 2019, I received a message from the Governor
advising that she had received from the Honourable Philip Dalidakis his written resignation as a
member of the Victorian Legislative Council. The letter, dated 17 June 2019, that was submitted by
Mr Dalidakis to Government House advises that he has given notice of his resignation from the
Victorian Parliament, effective immediately.
Questions without notice and ministers statements
MURRAY BASIN RAIL PROJECT
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:08): My question is to the
Minister for Regional Development. Minister, you are the one minister at the cabinet table who is
primarily responsible for the economic development of Victoria’s regional industries and communities
and therefore would have a keen interest in the success or failure of government policies and projects
in the regions. The Rail Freight Alliance (RFA) has pointed to the Murray Basin project, and indeed
the chair, Cr Milne, has said that the Murray Basin rail project is:
Poorly scoped, mismanaged and poorly constructed, what promised so much for Victoria is now a
complete mess.
A half-done project, leaving freight paths compromised and the work that has been done to date has left the
track in a worse state than before.

I ask you: what action will you take as regional development minister to protect regional economies
impacted by the Andrews government’s botching of the Murray Basin project?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:09): Mr Davis, you cannot link everything that happens in regional
Victoria to my portfolio. There are appropriate ministers to ask these questions of. What I can say is
that my commitment to rural and regional Victoria is unwavering. As to the commitment from our
government, our record speaks for itself—more jobs created under this government than at any time
before, the lowest unemployment level—
Mr O’Donohue interjected.
Ms SYMES: We have got plenty of money in the Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund,
Mr O’Donohue. We will continue making investments to grow jobs and grow the prosperity of rural
and regional Victoria.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:10): I think that is pathetic.
You need to take more responsibility for regional Victoria. Minister, the RFA chair, Cr Milne, also
said of the Murray Basin project:
It leaves me to wonder, what is the future for Victorian exports and our regions, this project was entrusted to
Minister Allan and she has failed to deliver.
This project was to be a game changer and bring prosperity to the regions …

Minister, what is the future for Victorian exports and our regions now that the government has so
spectacularly failed to deliver the promise of the Murray Basin rail project, and how exactly do you as
minister, and how does the government, propose to bring prosperity to our regions?
The PRESIDENT: That is two questions. Minister, if you would like, pick one.
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Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:11): I thank Mr Davis for his supplementary question. When it comes to
exports, I would like to refer to our growing agricultural exports that are supporting rural and regional
Victorians in every part of the state. We have an ambitious target to grow our $13 billion agricultural
exports to $20 billion, and we are on track and we will continue to support our—
Mr Davis: You’re off track on this.
Ms SYMES: You have asked the wrong minister the question, Mr Davis. You might want to ask
the transport minister the question that you are asking. You have got form in this. You keep asking me
questions that are not relevant to my portfolio. When it comes to supporting rural and regional Victoria,
I will continue to do my job.
WASTE AND RECYCLING MANAGEMENT
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:11): My question is for the minister
representing the Minister for Police and Emergency Services in the other place. The issue of hazardous
waste fires is one that continues to cause concern in the community, with the large fires at Coolaroo,
West Footscray and Campbellfield the most well known examples. When representatives from the
MFB came before the Environment and Planning Committee’s recycling inquiry public hearing
recently, they highlighted an additional concern for their members, which was e-waste fires. The
growth in the use of lithium-ion batteries has posed a global challenge in waste management, as they
can become explosive ignition risks when damaged. A Californian survey last year stated that 65 per
cent of all waste facility fires were battery related. My question is: has the minister sought advice from
the fire services about their needs in responding to these e-waste fires?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:12): I thank Mr Limbrick for his question. Community safety obviously is a core
priority of this government, and we are committed to ensuring that all Victorians live in a safe
environment. We do have a proud record of protecting our environment and will continue to do so. In
terms of the specific question that Mr Limbrick asked, I am more than happy to obtain that answer
from the Minister for Police and Emergency Services.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:13): I thank the minister for following that up
for me. The government’s planned e-waste ban commences in less than two weeks. The government
has invested over $10 million across 121 sites to establish new e-waste storage facilities around the
state. Page 39 of the Managing E-waste in Victoria report states:
… poor storage practices may cause fire risks …

In testimony to the recycling inquiry, Mr Carter from the MFB, speaking about e-waste fires, stated:
It created huge issues for our firefighters, where they literally had projectiles flying out of the building at them …

What is the plan to mitigate the risks in the 121 new storage facilities that have been constructed to
stockpile e-waste until a more sustainable solution has been found?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:13): Again that was an apt supplementary question. I will ask the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services to provide an answer, along with an answer to your substantive question.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: WOMEN’S FINANCIAL LITERACY COURSES
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:14): Today I wish to update the house on a valuable education initiative that highlights
the unique and important role played by Learn Locals. The financial literacy for women affected by
family violence initiative is jointly run by the Department of Education and Training and the
Department of Justice and Community Safety. It was developed in response to the Royal Commission
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into Family Violence, which recommended that there be an increase in financial literacy training for
victims and survivors. Learn Locals are well-placed to deliver financial literacy courses to victim
survivors of family violence. Learn Locals are community owned and managed training organisations,
have existing relationships with agencies that deliver related services and have experience delivering
in integrated programs that maximise impact on those who most need support.
Since February 2019, 59 staff and 32 Learn Local organisations have been trained to deliver the
financial literacy course for victim survivors of family violence. These train-the-trainer workshops
were led by the Women’s Information and Referral Exchange. Phase 2 of the program started this
month, with the Adult, Community and Further Education Board funding the trainers to deliver the
financial wellbeing course in their communities across Victoria. This course essentially supports
vulnerable women to manage their money and build their confidence and thereby enhance their
immediate and long-term wellbeing.
Ms Wooldridge: Try not reading every word. Look up.
Ms TIERNEY: Learn Locals delivering this course are focusing on engaging disadvantaged
women in metropolitan, regional and rural settings who have experienced or are experiencing family
violence; single mothers and women experiencing or at risk of homelessness; Indigenous women; and
those from culturally diverse backgrounds, including recently settled migrant and refugee women. In
addition to supporting women in these situations to regain control over their finances, this course
assists them to reshape their future relationships, explore further study and job opportunities and
provide increased security and a better future for their children.
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Order! The previous President made a ruling about members statements and it
being okay to read because—
A member: It’s not a members statement.
The PRESIDENT: It is actually a statement. It is a ministers statement. It is actually a statement
with limited time, and the rationale for the President making that ruling about it being okay for
members to read members statements is because of the limited time afforded to them.
SEA ELECTRIC
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:17): My question is to the Minister for Regional Development.
Minister, in the budget you reported jobs in regional Victoria resulting from government investment
to assist SEA Electric vehicles to move to the Latrobe Valley. Given SEA vehicles have not even
secured a site yet, aren’t you getting a bit ahead of yourself reporting on the creation of new jobs that
do not yet exist?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:17): Thank you, Ms Bath, for your question. Lots of work is happening
in relation to this company. There is actually a facilitation of prospective workers that are being
transported to the Dandenong facility so that when the SEA facility can open in the area they can
transition quite quickly. So it is a great initiative, it is going to create lots of jobs and it is an election
commitment that we will be delivering.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:18): I thank the minister for her response. Minister, will you
claim these jobs again against your job creation target when they actually are created in 2021?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:18): I thank Ms Bath for the question. We will continue to promote the
work of the Andrews Labor government in creating jobs in rural and regional Victoria. Regardless of
what the numbers are, I will keep trumpeting them, because they are pretty good.
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CORKMAN HOTEL SITE
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:18): My question is to the minister representing the
Minister for Planning. I congratulate the minister on his impressive and bold pre-election declaration
regarding the illegal demolition of the Corkman Irish Pub that it would be rebuilt brick by brick, but
now unfortunately I am totally disappointed by his unimpressive and timid post-election settlement
with the developers, accurately described by the Herald Sun as a win for the Corkman cowboys. Will
the government now examine legislation which would better protect our heritage from the current rate
of hasty destruction and, in cases of illegal demolition, legislation to compulsorily acquire the site for
the purpose of public open space or social housing to stop developers from profiting from their own
duplicity?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:19): Thank you, Mr Hayes, for your question for Mr Wynne in the other
house. I will endeavour to provide a response to you in the appropriate time from the relevant minister.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: FOOTSCRAY HOSPITAL
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:19): I rise to update the house on the progress that the Andrews Labor government is making on
our landmark new Footscray Hospital. This week marks the next phase of the project, with the search
getting underway for the project’s builder. The new hospital will feature 504 beds and will be built
next to Victoria University’s Footscray Park campus, replacing the current hospital that was built back
in the 1950s. It will be delivered as a public-private partnership, and invitations for expressions of
interest will open later this week to secure a consortium partner for the design, construction, finance
and maintenance of the $1.5 billion hospital. This is the biggest investment in a hospital that our state
has ever seen.
On Monday I visited the site of the new Footscray Hospital together with Katie Hall, the member for
Footscray, to announce the members of the project’s community consultation committee that will be
chaired by Ms Hall. The committee will ensure locals will have a say on the project and will include
representatives from key organisations such as council, health service providers and the local
community. The project will help transform Melbourne’s inner west into a health, education and
research precinct and create up to 2000 construction jobs in the process. The bigger and better
Footscray Hospital will cut waiting times and allow almost 15 000 additional patients to be treated and
almost 20 000 additional patients to be seen in the emergency department each year. It will allow up
to 17 000 local residents to get treatment without having to visit hospitals in Melbourne’s CBD.
It is just one of the projects funded in this year’s budget, which kicks off our government’s massive
$3.8 billion pipeline of hospital projects, ensuring patients get the very best care when they need it the
most, close to home. In fact our investment in this year’s budget alone is more than the previous
coalition government invested during their entire four-year term. Unlike those opposite, who sat on
their hands for four years, we are making an unprecedented investment in our health infrastructure,
building on our $3.2 billion investment during our first term.
FINES VICTORIA
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:21): My question is to the Minister for Local
Government and relates to the revelations in today’s Geelong Advertiser that a bungled Fines Victoria
system has cost the City of Greater Geelong about $650 000 in just 18 months, with the council owed
about $8 million in unrecovered fines. Minister, what action have you taken or do you propose to take
to protect the revenue base of the City of Greater Geelong and other councils impacted by this Fines
Victoria debacle?
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:22): I think it is probably an apt description to call it a Fines Victoria debacle,
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because it is a bit of a debacle, but responsibility for that debacle does not sit within the local
government minister’s purview. Yes, local government revenue is affected by this bungle, and I would
expect that to be fixed, because local government revenue is a big thing. Local governments provide
key infrastructure and maintenance, and they provide key local services to their communities, so we
should be making sure that our local governments are not victims of bungles by government agencies
and that their revenue base is maintained.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:23): I thank the minister for his answer, but as the
Minister for Local Government can he assure the house that councils impacted by Fines Victoria in
this debacle, including the City of Greater Geelong, have not cut their services or lifted their rates
higher than otherwise would have been required without this debacle?
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:24): If I can just say the debacle and the bungle is a matter for the AttorneyGeneral; it clearly sits within her portfolio. Council operational matters, their funding and the way they
raise rates, or in fact whether they have got a legal claim against government agencies, departments or
any other enterprise, are clearly matters for council. They are sophisticated, large organisations that
have access to legal advice, and I am sure they have been receiving that legal advice, which I am not
privy to. In terms of the other part of your question and whether that has affected the rates cap, if
Geelong council think that they have a case for raising the cap, they ought to make an application to
the Essential Services Commission, where a panel of experts will give due consideration to whether
the cap should be lifted.
RURAL AND REGIONAL ROAD SPEED LIMITS
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (12:25): My question is for the Minister for Road Safety and
the TAC, Minister Pulford. As we are all too aware, the Victorian road toll this year is in a state of
crisis. With the recent road safety referral to the Economy and Infrastructure Committee not due until
the end of the year and with three other inquiries burdening this committee, action is needed now. The
minister was recently quoted as saying:
… to turn this tragic situation around we need to be looking at speed limits on rural roads …

Whilst I support action, I do not support the dropping of speed limits as a cure-all, so my question is:
can the minister provide to the house the evidence to support the suggestion that reducing the rural
road speed limits will also reduce the road toll?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:25): I thank Mr Bourman for his question and his interest in this
matter. This is one of many, many suggestions that were raised and discussed at the recent road safety
summit. Indeed, that speed is the number one factor in serious injury and fatality accidents in Victoria
is actually not news at all and should not surprise anyone particularly. Alongside drug and alcohol
impairment, fatigue and distraction, it remains the number one factor.
The loss of life on Victoria’s roads this year, last year and really since record keeping began has been
disproportionately felt by communities in rural and regional Victoria, and this is in no small part
because the speeds at which people travel are faster and just the very simple fact that when objects
collide at a particular speed they hit with a force that exceeds the human body’s ability to withstand
that trauma impact. I guess that is the sort of non-expert description I can give you.
In terms of the research that you asked for, this proposal was put to the road safety summit by one of
the expert researchers at the Monash University Accident Research Centre, so I am happy to provide
that advice. I will see if I am able to obtain that within the day, but given that it is external to
government and it is advice from a research institute, I will get it to Mr Bourman at the earliest
opportunity. I might also take the opportunity to circulate it to all members, given the level of interest
in this issue.
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Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (12:27): I thank the minister for her answer. Obviously, it
coming from Monash Uni, I do not expect to get it in a day.
Ms Pulford interjected.
Mr BOURMAN: I will not complain if I do. I spend a lot of time on rural roads, and they are in
general in atrocious conditions. An example of such a road is Bengworden Road, which is a back road
from Stratford to Bairnsdale. This is a gazetted truck route, an overdimensional truck route, that police
have previously advised people not to use as it was in unsafe condition, so I ask: will the minister
commit to a wideranging rural and regional road rehabilitation project to address the issue of
substandard roads?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:28): I thank Mr Bourman for his supplementary question. The
government has doubled its expenditure in regional road maintenance, so that work is already
underway. In particular on Bengworden Road, which Mr Bourman has asked about, there are no plans
to reduce the speed limit on that road. That road is attracting a little more traffic at the moment while
the safety barriers are being installed on the Princes Highway east. But as for a continued and
determined effort to improve the condition of roads in country Victoria, I can assure Mr Bourman that
is well and truly underway and note the good work of my predecessor in achieving record investment
in regional road maintenance. I would also make the point that road condition is a factor in around
2 per cent of fatality and serious injury accidents. Whilst 2 per cent is still very important for the
families of those people, our focus does need to also remain squarely on the even more significant
contributing factors to road trauma.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: BIOSECURITY
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:29): I rise today to update the house on how the Andrews Labor
government is protecting Victoria’s biosecurity, keeping our livestock and thousands of agricultural
jobs safe. I was pleased to launch Notify Now, a new app created by Agriculture Victoria to help
farmers, vets and animal owners notify authorities of animal disease outbreaks as soon as they are
detected. Notify Now uses geotagging to pinpoint the location of the animal carrying the disease and
allows users to upload photos of the affected animal, improving the quality of data sent to Victoria’s
biosecurity teams.
We are proud to be playing our part in supporting the state’s biosecurity with initiatives like this app
as well as just recently in the budget the biggest ever investment into biosecurity of $142.5 million to
keep our agricultural sector free of pests and diseases and back the many thousands of Victorian jobs
our livestock sector supports. Agriculture of course is the backbone of rural and regional Victoria, and
our record investment will provide assurance to farmers and also help create and maintain over
150 jobs. These are scientists and veterinary and biosecurity officers. We have got some really talented
people here in the state working on this important program, and we want to give them the necessary
tools and assurances to keep doing that great work.
Notify Now will help us put extra biosecurity services and funding where they are most needed and
prevent potentially devastating disease outbreaks that wreak havoc on the Victorian economy and of
course our communities. Notifying authorities of the presence or suspicion of animal disease is an
important element of biosecurity in Victoria. It is also a legal requirement. Detecting diseases like
bluetongue, swine flu and foot-and-mouth disease is absolutely vital. The earlier you detect it, it creates
the most opportunity for people to respond and eradicate these diseases so they do not cause any more
problems.
I would encourage everyone to have a look at the Notify Now app, particularly if you are a farmer, but
I found it quite interesting as well. I welcome everyone having a look at the new app to protect our
biosecurity in our state.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE AND MINISTERS STATEMENTS
1980

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 18 June 2019

BARWON REGION DENTAL SERVICES
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:31): My question is for the Minister for Health.
Minister, the average waiting period for patients to see a dentist in the Barwon region is now
32.4 months. The Labor government has bragged about its new policy of free dental care in all
Victorian state schools. Associate Professor Matthew Hopcraft of the Australian Dental Association
has pointed out that in addition to the average of 32.4 months, when people get off the waiting list they
have to wait another 12 months to get back on it again, making some have to wait nearly four years
between dental appointments. Given Labor has now been in power for almost five years, what are you
doing to reduce the totally unacceptable waiting periods for residents of Geelong needing public dental
care who are not of school age?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:32): Thank you very much for that question. I can tell you that what the Andrews Labor
government is doing to address public dental waitlists is that in this year’s state budget we have made
a historic investment. We have made the biggest ever investment in our public dental scheme. We are
investing $321.9 million in this year’s state budget to roll out free school dental vans right across
Victoria, and we are prioritising South Barwon as one of the first four areas that will get the benefit of
the rollout from term 3 of this year.
This is going to take pressure off the entire public dental system. We anticipate that when we have
fully rolled out the school dental vans, which will visit every government school, both primary and
secondary, in this state, we will free up approximately 100 000 additional appointments in the public
dental system to enable more adults and to enable more pensioners and others who rely on the public
dental system to access appointments.
The only two organisations that have been critical of this fantastic initiative that is going to save
families about $400 a year on average and make it convenient for kids to access dental professionals
are, one, the Victorian Liberal Party—who are failing to get on the phone to their mates in Canberra
and ask them to reverse the 30 per cent cut to public dental funding that we receive from the
commonwealth that would help to take pressure off our waiting list—and the second organisation of
course is the organisation representing private dentists. Well, that is a huge shock that they might be
upset that their members might be losing some business as we provide free dental screening and
treatment to every child in a government school in Victoria.
We know that this initiative is going to be a huge win for Victorian families. It is going to be a huge
win for Victorian children. The biggest reason for preventable hospitalisations for kids under 10 at the
moment is dental issues. It is a huge win for children, and it is also a huge win for those adults who
are on waiting lists. The other point that I would make—
Ms Crozier interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS: I have just said, Ms Crozier—you are a bit slow to catch on—that we are going
to free up 100 000 appointments for adults and others who rely on the public dental system. The other
point to make, of course, is that we prioritise children under 12 and others who are not reflected in that
data, so I think it is important that you are aware that priority patients are not in fact reflected in the
data you have quoted.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:35): Thank you, Minister, for your question and your
answer relating to schoolchildren. I did ask the question relating to adults. Given this could be
described as yet another debacle by this government, but since you are totally responsible and cannot
off-load it to the Attorney-General, I ask: will you join the shadow minister, Ms Crozier, and me on a
visit to a Barwon public dental clinic to see firsthand the impact of Labor’s cruel waiting times on
those adults desperately in need of dental care?
Members interjecting.
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The PRESIDENT: Order! I find that is more of an adjournment matter than a question, but I will
let the minister answer the invitation.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:36): What I would say is I would invite all local members, if we can all fit in, to join me in one of
Dan’s vans when it goes down to South Barwon. You are welcome to join me to check out the brandnew Dan’s van that will hit the South Barwon schools later this year, because this will be a huge win
for children and families in that local community. The point that I wanted to make to the member is
that we prioritise children under 12 and others who are not captured in the waiting list data. That in
fact accounts for half of the people who get support through the public dental system every year. In
fact, if you do actually include those priority patients in the data, the waitlists are far, far less, because
those people are not in fact included in the waiting lists. Those are in fact not included in the waiting
lists. So what I can say to the member is: join me in supporting Dan’s vans, because those smile squads
will be fantastic for the people of Geelong.
BLACK SPUR ROAD SAFETY
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:38): My question is to the Minister for Road Safety and
the TAC, Ms Pulford. It follows another spate of accidents on the Black Spur Road in Murrindindi
and the decision last week that VicRoads meet to ‘investigate potential safety improvements’ there.
Minister, is it true that you and VicRoads had not even heard before last week that locals had resorted
many months ago to opening a dedicated ‘Is the Spur open?’ Facebook page in order to alert one
another to conditions on the road rather than rely on repeatedly inaccurate, out-of-date official
information? Alternatively, if you were aware of this, why has it taken so long for the government to
even investigate, let alone act upon, the very significant frustrations and safety concerns of users on
the Black Spur?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:38): I thank Ms Maxwell for her question about the Black Spur
in the Murrindindi shire. This is one of the most beautiful touring routes in Victoria. It attracts people
who are travelling to the area and visiting the area, and it is of course an incredibly important access
point for a number of communities in the Murrindindi shire. The Black Spur, as well as being one of
the most beautiful stretches of road in Victoria, is undeniably one of the most dangerous. There have
been a spate of accidents, and for people who are familiar with that road that is not a particularly
uncommon experience.
It is an area that is also very popular with motorcyclists as well as touring drivers, and there were a
number of accidents earlier this month as well as earlier this year, but it has a very long history. The
community have raised with me, and indeed with Minister Symes, their concerns about the condition
of the roads. It is not accurate to say that I was unaware of the Facebook page. I am aware of the
Facebook page, and the community have taken it upon themselves to provide real-time information to
one another about when the road is closed, because the alternative routes are quite a significant detour
for people when the road is closed when there is an incident. Information is shared by the community
about conditions as well.
A couple of weeks ago I asked VicRoads to undertake a safety audit of that stretch of road, and I am
certainly expecting that that work should by now have commenced. VicRoads staff would be well
aware of the issues and the circumstances that communities in the Murrindindi shire face. The other
thing that I would indicate for the benefit of the house and Ms Maxwell is that council last week passed
a resolution formally asking us to undertake that investigation and also expressing their view about
additional policing resources. This is something that Ms Symes has raised with me as well, prior to
that resolution of council. But, yes, it is certainly fair to say that there is a renewed level of interest in
an up-to-date audit of safety and conditions on the Black Spur being considered, and that work has
commenced.
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MINISTERS STATEMENTS: ROADSIDE WEED AND PEST CONTROL
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:41): I am pleased to update the house on the government’s commitment to support
rural and regional Victorian councils to manage roadside weeds and pests as part of Victoria’s broader
approach to weed and pest management. I am pleased to advise that $2.7 million has been allocated
for this program in the 2019–20 budget. This has been welcomed by the Municipal Association of
Victoria, as it was one of their requests in the budget. Local roadsides are a critical part of managing
the spread of weeds and pests on public and private land. Whilst this is a responsibility of councils,
the roadside weeds and pests program ensures we are working together with private landholders and
the community as part of a strategic approach to weed and pest management. Pests, diseases and weeds
are a risk for primary producers as they can have a serious impact on agricultural production. Roadside
weeds and pests also have the potential to harm Victoria environmentally by threatening parks, forests
and native animals and plants. The program provides councils funding of up to $75 000 each to plan
and implement control activities for the long-term management of rabbits and other pests, as well as
regionally prohibited and regionally controlled weeds.
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:42): As far as today’s questions go, I want to thank Minister Symes, who
will get a written response from the Minister for Planning to Mr Hayes’s question in line with the
standing orders. Also Minister Tierney will get written responses from the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services to Mr Limbrick’s question in line with standing orders, and Minister Pulford will
get some information for Mr Bourman outside of that process when possible.
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) (12:43): There are 12 written
responses to questions on notice: 201, 315, 318–19, 322, 328, 373, 375–9.
The PRESIDENT (12:43): Before I call for constituency questions I would like to state that I have
received a written request from Ms Wooldridge seeking the reinstatement of questions on notice
directed to the Minister for Training and Skills. I have received the responses and reviewed them, and
I order that questions on notice 237 and 238 be reinstated in full.
Constituency questions
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:44): My constituency question
relates to the North East Link and the decision of the government to proceed with that. Obviously that
is in an environment effects process, and I note that three councils—Boroondara, Whitehorse and
Banyule—have put a submission in to that environment effects process. I understand that the Minister
for Transport Infrastructure has met with at least one of the councils, but I ask whether the minister is
prepared to have those submissions examined more broadly and beyond the environment effects
process by her bureaucrats at the North East Link authority.
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:45): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Public Transport and is in regard to South Kensington railway station. Last week we received the
distressing news that a man had fallen onto the tracks at South Kensington station. The man told us he
was nudged and fell onto the tracks due to the narrowness of the platform. He is now recovering from
a severe concussion. He also spent a day in hospital and required stitches and an X-ray.
Understandably he is very shaken up, and I shudder to think of a situation that could have been even
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worse. My colleague Ellen Sandell has been campaigning for years for an upgrade of South
Kensington station due to its unsafe conditions and run-down infrastructure. Clearly South Kensington
station poses a significant threat to my constituents. Minister, when will you take safety concerns at
South Kensington station seriously and commit to upgrading the station?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (12:45): My constituency question is for the Minister
for Training and Skills. A family-owned furniture manufacturing business in Melbourne’s north is asking
why there is not enough being done to train young people in furniture making—wood machining,
upholstering, cabinet-making and polishing. Youth unemployment in Melbourne’s north is almost
triple the state average, and in the age bracket 20 to 25 it is almost double the average. Carjo Furniture
is a family-owned business. It is willing to work with the local TAFEs such as Melbourne Polytechnic
to help young people get skills in furniture making, an industry that has a future in Melbourne’s north.
Minister, will your government commit to more training for furniture-making courses in Melbourne’s
north and allow businesses such as Carjo Furniture to employ more young people?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:46): My question is for the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change. Recently there was a major landslip on the Yarra riverbank close
to the Glenvill residential development at the old Amcor paper mill site at Alphington. Two large gum
trees have fallen into the river, and I am led to believe that there are several others at risk. These are
important habitats for local wildlife. Residents believe water flows and seepage have changed since
the development began and speak of a lack of urgency from both Glenvill and government officials in
investigating what is clearly a major environmental problem at this massive site. So my question is:
what immediate action is the minister taking to investigate this pressing issue, and what steps is her
department taking to ensure the protection of local wildlife in the area surrounding the old Amcor
paper mill development?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:47): My question is for the Minister for Public Transport. I
was recently contacted by one of my constituents from Katunga in my electorate who expressed
disappointment in the current consultation process by Rail Projects Victoria. In particular my
constituent pointed out that a survey seeking feedback on the Shepparton line upgrade is only available
online, with no ability to print a hard copy for completion. Many pensioners in my electorate do not
use the internet, and some that do live in rural locations where internet access is sometimes limited.
This is preventing many of my constituents from expressing to Rail Projects Victoria their opinions
on the important passenger rail upgrades currently underway on the Shepparton line. Will the minister
ensure that concerned constituents in my electorate are able to access hard copy surveys from Rail
Projects Victoria so they can have their say on the regional rail projects that affect them?
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:48): My constituency question is addressed to the
Minister for Planning, Richard Wynne. My office has received countless calls and emails over the last
40 days from people concerned about the effects of the proposed North East Link Project. Since the
submission closing date last week, I have had questions regarding the ‘lawyering up’ of the project
managers and their requests to present to the expert panel over a nine-day period before the public
hearing begins. The project managers had previously told the public they do not need lawyers. These
people who want to appear before the panel are feeling quite intimidated by this, especially given that
the lawyers have also sought an additional day to refute the details presented by others. I support the
North East Link and I believe it is a very important project for my constituency, but I ask the minister
to assure locals appearing at the panel hearings that it will not be an interrogation requiring them to
‘lawyer up’ and defend their point of view.
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WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:49): My constituency question is to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services. Last week on no less than three separate occasions Sunbury Road was
closed, apparently by the department of justice, for the purpose of ‘speed camera testing’. I do not
doubt that speed cameras need to be tested, but Sunbury Road is a very busy road carrying thousands
of vehicles each day. Closure of Sunbury Road is a major inconvenience for locals and visitors alike.
Will the Minister for Police and Emergency Services direct her department to find a less populated
road the next time it needs to test speed cameras?
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:50): I raise a constituency question for the Minister for
Roads. The question I rise follows representations I received from the Wellington Shire Council about
the development of a Sale alternative truck route. The council has done considerable work on
identifying an alternative truck route, which they now seek to have formalised as part of the Victorian
freight plan. Truck movements in and around that part of Gippsland are increasing, I am advised, by
around 6 per cent per annum, while traffic on the Princes Highway increases by around 2 per cent per
annum. With that significant annual increase in truck movements, the development of an alternative
truck route makes sense. So the question I have for the minister is: will she give consideration to
commence the process to formalise the Sale alternative truck route as part of the Victorian freight plan
as identified by the Wellington Shire Council?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:51): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Local Government and comes from concerned councillors in my electorate, and it results from the
Local Government Act 1989. A survey of Victorian councillors conducted by Markstone consulting
found that 80 per cent of the respondents were concerned about the relationships between them and
the council administration. In 2015 the Andrews Labor government introduced a restrictive definition
of the role of a councillor into the Local Government Act of Victoria. This definition limits councillors’
representative role to only when they are making decisions in the council chamber, making the only
information they are legally entitled to access the information associated with those decisions. My
question to the minister is: can the minister please explain why the Local Government Act and the
new local government bill do not require CEOs to provide councillors with the information they
reasonably need to do their jobs and instead leave councillors dependent on majority council support
to access basic information about council operations and performance?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:52): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Mental Health. The residents of Murrindindi shire in my electorate have gratefully received two
exemptions from the minister up to 30 June 2019 in relation to the provision of publicly funded mental
health services. One was in relation to the problem that many people in the shire, in particular
Kinglake, have to travel to Shepparton for subsidised mental health services even when services in
places like Healesville and Whittlesea are at least 100 kilometres closer to them. Another was the
minister’s direction to Melbourne Health, Austin Health and Goulburn Valley Health to provide
mental health services for residents up to the date, irrespective of catchment areas. I ask: can people
in Murrindindi expect either or both of these exemptions to continue, or have they now been ended,
and if so, why?
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Petitions
Following petitions presented to house:
NORTH RICHMOND SUPERVISED INJECTING FACILITY
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of residents of Richmond and surrounding suburbs draws to the attention of the House the need
for urgent action to address growing substance abuse, anti-social behaviour and the safety concerns in the
Richmond community since the opening of the Medically Supervised Injecting Centre trial.
It is concerning that the Andrews Labor Government has already broken its commitment to make our local
streets safer. Even more concerning is the fact that, despite bungling the legislation, the Andrews Labor
Government has begun to build a permanent facility despite the trial still underway and has boycotted
necessary community consultation.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council of Victoria calls on the Andrews Labor
Government to:
1)

Provide more front-line police to tackle growing anti-social behaviour and drug related crimes on our
Richmond streets;

2)

Postpone the construction of a permanent facility until the trial evaluation has been completed; and,

3)

Adopt the Victorian Liberals 2018 State Election policy of mandatory drug treatment for young people
at risk, to give families hope and keep communities safe, by providing intervention and treatment for
those who are caught in the cycle of drug dependence and abuse.

By Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (77 signatures).
Laid on table.
CANNABIS DECRIMINALISATION
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council that it
is immoral for the Government to tell people whether they can smoke cannabis. The Government should treat
adults like adults and not baby them. Cannabis will bring revenue to Victoria, creating jobs as dispensaries
are set up. All tax from purchases will provide the Government much needed revenue to spend on schools,
health care or subsidies for businesses.
The Government could use the State of Colorado, in the USA, as an example. Colorado has a population of
roughly 5.6 million, the same as the population of Victoria. According to Colorado’s Department of Revenue,
$700 million was made from the cannabis industry. $63 million was generated in tax revenue and an
additional $13 million was made in licensing. The Department of Revenue has reported that since 2014 when
marijuana was legalised, $5.7 billion has been raised in revenue.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council to call on the Government to introduce a Bill for
the legalisation of recreational cannabis.

By Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (1655 signatures).
Laid on table.
Committees
SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 8
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (12:54): Pursuant to section 35 of the Parliamentary
Committees Act 2003, I lay on the table Alert Digest No. 8 of 2019 from the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee, including appendices. I move:
That the report be published.

Motion agreed to.
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Papers
PAPERS
Tabled by Deputy Clerk:
Planning and Environment Act 1987—Notices of Approval of the following amendments to planning
schemes—
Casey Planning Scheme—Amendment C253.
Knox Planning Scheme—Amendment C175.
Latrobe Planning Scheme—Amendment C116.
Moonee Valley Planning Scheme—Amendment C179.
Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme—C210.
Stonnington Planning Scheme—Amendment C221.
Wyndham Planning Scheme—Amendment C235.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament—
Building Act 1993—Nos. 40 and 41.
Confiscation Act 1997—No. 43.
Corrections Act 1986—No. 46.
Crimes (Mental Impairment and Unfitness to be Tried) Act 1997—No. 44.
Livestock Disease Control Act 1994—No. 42.
Residential Tenancies Act 1997—No. 45.
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal Act 1998—No. 39.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994—Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule Nos. 37, 39 and
42 to 44.
Victorian Environmental Assessment Council Act 2001—Report on the Assessment of the Values of
Victoria’s Marine Environment, May 2019, pursuant to section 26E of the Act, together with Atlas and
Summary.

A proclamation of the Lieutenant-Governor in Council fixing an operative date in respect of the
following act:
Justice Legislation Amendment (Police and Other Matters) Act 2019—Parts 2 and 3, Division 1 of Part 9 and
sections 39, 42, 44 and 46—5 June 2019—Part 5, the remaining provisions of Part 8 and Division 3 of
Part 9—1 July 2019 (Gazette No. S215, 4 June 2019).

Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Notices given.
NOTICES OF INTENTION TO MAKE STATEMENTS
Notices given.
Committees
ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
Reporting date
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (13:03): I move, by leave:
That the resolution of the Council of 6 March 2019 requiring the Environment and Planning Committee to
inquire into and provide an interim report and a final report by 13 August 2019 on Victoria’s recycling and
waste management system be amended so as to now require the committee to present its interim report by
29 August 2019 and its final report by 29 November 2019.

Motion agreed to.
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PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND ESTIMATES COMMITTEE
Membership
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(13:04): On behalf of the Leader of the Government, I move, by leave:
That Dr Kieu be a member of the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee.

Motion agreed to.
PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES
Membership
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(13:04): On behalf of the Leader of the Government, I move, by leave:
That Dr Cumming be a participating member of the standing committees on:
(1) economy and infrastructure;
(2) environment and planning; and
(3) legal and social issues.

Motion agreed to.
Business of the house
GENERAL BUSINESS
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (13:05): I move, by leave:
That precedence be given to the following general business on Wednesday, 19 June 2019:
(1) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Davis in relation to the revocation of Kingston planning
scheme amendment C159;
(2) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Quilty in relation to the management of public land;
(3) the notice of motion given this day by Ms Wooldridge in relation to West Gate Tunnel steel;
(4) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Davis in relation to the Murray Basin rail project;
(5) notice of motion 89 standing in the name of Ms Crozier in relation to the CFMEU state secretary,
Mr John Setka; and
(6) notice of motion 101 standing in the name of Mr Davis in relation to the production of certain documents
relating to GJK Facility Services.

Motion agreed to.
Members statements
BUDDHA’S DAY AND MULTICULTURAL FESTIVAL
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (13:06): On 18 May 2019 I attended the world peace
blessing and opening ceremony which was a part of the Buddha’s Day and Multicultural Festival. The
event was organised by Fo Guang Shan Melbourne and Buddha’s Light International Association of
Victoria. I represented the Honourable Daniel Andrews, Premier of Victoria, and the Honourable
Richard Wynne, Minister for Multicultural Affairs. I was delighted to see many dignitaries,
community leaders from various multicultural groups and members of the Buddhist community come
together to celebrate.
Victoria is home to over 180 000 people who belong to the Buddhist faith. Buddhism’s teachings of
wisdom, moderation and tolerance appeal to people of many cultural backgrounds. Our culturally
diverse state is a result of generations of passionate people who have promoted cultural and religious
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diversity. Events like Buddha’s Day and Multicultural Festival celebrate unique cultural traditions and
history, making us one of the most inclusive societies in the world.
Victoria, and in particular my electorate of Western Metropolitan Region, is a hub to many new and
emerging communities. I am delighted to be a part of an Andrews Labor government that is determined
to make sure that all Victorians can enjoy the social, cultural and economic benefits of a dynamic and
diverse society. I look forward to working with organisations such as Fo Guang Shan Melbourne, the
Buddha’s Light International Association of Victoria and many other ethnic and faith community
organisations to ensure we remain cohesive and that every Victorian has the opportunity to be part of
our state’s success.
MARIST SCHOOLS AUSTRALIA NETBALL CARNIVAL
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (13:07): My members statement relates to netball, and over the past
four days the Marist Schools Australia netball carnival has been underway in the lovely place of Alice
Springs. There have been three Gippsland teams, Lavalla Catholic College, Catholic College Sale and
Marist-Sion College, Warragul. Lavalla and Sale both made the semifinals, and I am delighted to
report that Lavalla has gone through to the grand final. In fact the grand final is being played just as
we speak. It has been a hard-fought match against Sacred Heart from South Australia. Sadly, Sale just
did not make it through the elimination finals.
Netball is just a fabulous game, providing a platform for our young and fabulous athletes to compete
in a game that I watch with enthusiasm. I would like to congratulate the Lavalla players: Chelsea
Livingstone—her grandfather was a Fish Creek gentleman, so it is a great place that she comes from—
Isla McRae, Madison Rohde, Madison Knowles, Emma White, Matilda Vanberkel, Lauren King
Church, Lainie Galea, Alyssa Anderson and Bella Betridge. Well done to their coaches, Fiona
Morrow, Nikki Schroeter and Natalie MacPherson, for their amazing performance. With the
indulgence of the house, I am just going to look now to see that they have won the game, 23 goals to
eight goals. Congratulations to them.
FREEDOM OF SPEECH
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (13:09): As other members will be aware, one of the joys of
this job is attending and speaking at citizenship ceremonies. I often talk about our good fortune to live
in Australia and protecting its wide open spaces, its democratic culture and its freedoms—freedom of
speech, freedom of assembly and freedom of religious expression. Key aspects of freedom of speech
are the freedom of the media to report the facts without risk of censorship or imprisonment, and
freedom of information—the public’s right to know what is actually happening.
Sustainable Australia Party is a strong supporter of protection for public service and other
whistleblowers. I was concerned by the recent Australian Federal Police raids on the News Limited
journalist Annika Smethurst and on the ABC. Of course the AFP needs to be able to protect us from
violence and terrorism, but these raids had nothing to do with that. They appear to be a response to
revelations that the government found embarrassing and to send a message designed to intimidate
potential whistleblowers. These raids are not the only evidence of a culture of secrecy and cover-up.
Australia’s conduct in bugging the East Timorese cabinet during negotiations over oil and gas fields
was disgraceful, and those who revealed it should get a medal rather than face prosecution. I condemn
these raids and urge the federal Parliament to examine improved protections for whistleblowers and
the public’s right to know.
PHILIPPINE INDEPENDENCE DAY BALL
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (13:11): I had the great delight of attending the
121st Philippine Independence Day Ball at Keilor Park along with my parliamentary colleague Steve
McGhie, the member for Melton. It is really extraordinary just how long it took to get to the point from
originally back on 12 June 1898 to 1964. It just shows how important it is to really honour these kinds
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of events because of the tremendous sacrifice and persistence it takes to be able to get to the point of
emancipating a nation and also inspiring others to do the same, should the need arise at any time,
because—you never know. Democracy is always a delicate beast that has to be protected at all costs—
not all costs; we should preserve life in that process. We must be vigilant, and we must honour this.
I really must commend the Filipino Community Council of Victoria for organising this ball and also
for showing such dedication to the preservation of democracy and the emancipation of a nation. And
I must say, my fuchsia suit paled in comparison to the extraordinary colour and distinction of the guests
at this event. And the dancing—they outdanced me. I tell you what, I did the Nutbush and a couple of
other events, but that was all I managed. They outdanced me. It did not matter what age they were—
there was no capping on that. And their extraordinary joy—can I say, we were talking about Zen
before. Somebody was. The Zen— (Time expired)
MARGARET MITCHELL
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (13:12): I wanted to take this opportunity to acknowledge
the sad passing of Mrs Margaret Mitchell of Pakenham. Margaret and her husband, Jack, have been
stalwarts of the Pakenham community and so many community organisations now for many, many
years since they relocated to Pakenham several years ago. Jack was a former Cardinia shire Senior
Citizen of the Year, and Jack and Margaret could be counted on to support a whole range of events,
from the Relay for Life to the Lakeside Residents Group and a range of others. Margaret was a
wonderful woman who made me so welcome when I first opened my electorate office in Pakenham
over a decade ago, and she will be sorely missed. My sympathies go to Jack, their children and their
families.
QUEEN’S BIRTHDAY HONOURS
Mr O’DONOHUE: I also wish to acknowledge the members of my electorate who have received
Queen’s Birthday honours recently, particularly Garry Runge, the former Shire of Cardinia mayor;
Mr Derek Amos, who is a remarkable community champion; Mr Charles Kiefel, who has received an
OAM for his role in US relations and philanthropy; as well as Myles King, Matt Collins, Jenny
Mulholland and Clem Newton-Brown for their contribution to our community.
EMERGENCY SERVICES FOUNDATION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (13:14): I rise today to recognise the work of the Emergency
Services Foundation. Recently I had the pleasure of meeting the CEO of the foundation, Siusan
MacKenzie. Siusan explained how the Emergency Services Foundation is working with both private
organisations and the state government in order to build an organisation which is a one-stop shop for
all emergency services workers.
Within Victoria there are many great organisations, such as Police Association Victoria and the nurses
union, which help individuals from each sector access support services. Despite the great efforts of
each of these organisations, there is still the need for one body that helps people from all emergency
services. The Emergency Services Foundation operates on minimal public funding. However, it has
already secured some great wins for its members. The foundation is working with the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services, the Honourable Lisa Neville, in order to establish a rewards program
for volunteers whilst also working with other public organisations, such as the AFL, to open a public
dialogue about work-related injuries, both physical and mental, that are associated with emergency
frontline services.
Whilst one foundation may not be able to resolve all of the issues facing a large segment of our society,
it can definitely work towards it. I look forward to working with the Emergency Services Foundation
alongside the state government to ensure that there is a strong organisation in Victoria that can help
members of all emergency services. I thank Siusan MacKenzie for all her work and commend the
team at the Emergency Services Foundation for all their great work.
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HONG KONG PROTESTS
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (13:15): We hear a great deal from a wide range of people about
their love of freedom. Almost always it is in a setting where they are free to express their view and
where their own personal safety is in no way compromised. It is therefore quite remarkable to see so
many in Hong Kong stand for freedom in spite of the menacing danger of the Chinese communist
government—indeed in spite of the very real threat to the lives of those standing up for their basic
human rights. As a lover of freedom I express my strong support for those taking to the streets of Hong
Kong to fight for their freedom. I call on the Premier of Victoria to do likewise and for every member
of this Parliament to express their solidarity with the people of Hong Kong in the face of a bully that,
as we have seen before, is capable of just about anything.
Last week marked 30 years since the Tiananmen Square massacre, which saw tanks crush freedom
and, quite literally, those fighting for it. We still do not know exactly how many were killed. The world
is now watching to see if China has learned anything in the past three decades. We are watching to see
if, despite its appalling record on human rights and its brutality toward dissidents, the Chinese
government will respect the 2 million protesters in Hong Kong. The Chinese government should be
aware it faces universal, international condemnation if it attempts to use force on the people of Hong
Kong. For my part, I stand for freedom and I stand with the freedom fighters of Hong Kong.
GRUNT THE PIG
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (13:17): Let me tell you a tale about an unprejudiced heart. Some
of you may have heard about Grunt the pig. Grunt lives in Wangaratta with his owner, Mr Evans. Like
all pet owners, Mr Evans ensures his precious porker gets plenty of exercise. Grunt is well-liked in the
community, he is well-behaved and he is docile. Unfortunately Wangaratta council want to ban Grunt
from their community. First they told Mr Evans that Grunt was not allowed on his 2.5-hectare
property. However, the law was on the pig’s side. But councils do not like to be baulked. Now they
want Grunt off Wangaratta’s streets, on pain of an $800 fine. The council claims that Grunt is
dangerous because of his weight. He does weigh 300 kilos, but then again so do some people. The pig
is no more dangerous than a mobility scooter. I hear he is slower than one as well. Unfortunately
government is like a hammer, and to them every problem is a nail. They could have talked to Mr Evans
and worked out a new route for Grunt’s walk—found a compromise or a middle ground. Instead they
came in swinging—all bans, fines and penalties. The only thing human about government is that it
constantly makes mistakes. Since this story broke there has been an outpouring of support. The
community is rallying against the government. I would like to add my support. To Wangaratta council:
please lift the ban. Set free Grunt the pig.
FEDERAL ELECTION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (13:19): I want to congratulate
Scott Morrison and his team on their magnificent election result, but I notice the outcome of the
election has seen increased diversity in the background of a number of key Liberals and Nationals. We
remember Bill O’Chee as the first Asian-background Australian in the commonwealth Parliament—
a National—and Tsebin Tchen, the first overseas-born Asian Australian in the commonwealth Senate
and in the overall Parliament. Gladys Liu has now been elected as the first overseas-born Asian woman
in the House of Representatives, as the member for Chisholm, and I am very pleased that our friend
on this side of the house Gladys Liu is in that position.
In terms of Indigenous representation, of course it was the conservative side of politics that saw Neville
Bonner, a Liberal and the first Indigenous Australian in the commonwealth Parliament, and now it is
important, I think, to announce that Ken Wyatt is the first Indigenous Australian in the federal cabinet.
That is a great achievement, with the cabinet of the re-elected Morrison government containing more
women than any in federal cabinet history. In terms of broad diversity representation in the
commonwealth Parliament, I am very pleased to see those of LGBTI backgrounds—not only Tim
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Wilson of Goldstein, Victoria, but Trent Zimmerman of North Sydney, Dean Smith, who did so much
in the marriage equality debate in the Senate in WA, and Angie Bell in Moncrieff, Queensland, who
is also an important new addition. I say this is welcome news, and the conservative side of politics is
very proud of these results.
SHANE MCDERMOTT
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (13:20): Vale, Shane McDermott. Shane was a beloved
local of West Brunswick, a passionate advocate for his community and a tireless campaigner. He was
also a friend. I first met Shane in 2012 in the lead-up to the local council elections when he began the
campaign to save the Hope Street bus. This was a bus that was a lifeline to many, including him. It
was often the only mode of transport for many older residents to go and see a friend or go to the shops.
The service had been cancelled without much warning, and so began the campaign to bring it back.
He called MPs, councillors and candidates. He doorknocked his neighbours, printed flyers, held rallies
and ultimately was successful. He then began his advocacy to restore a local park. Always with a sense
of humour and unyielding perseverance, he got in the ear of councillors and council officers and was
successful in making the restoration of Sheils Reserve a priority. The birds will fly again and sing
again in that little nook of West Brunswick, thanks largely to Shane. One of the last actions he put his
energy into was the campaign to save our public housing at Gronn Place in West Brunswick. So
worried was he about the privatisation and sell-off of our public housing land and the break-up of the
community that he loved so much on the estate that he took action.
He brought people together, engaged them on issues and got results. He was a keen follower of politics
and local council. He held us to account and made us better representatives. We will all miss him, but
we will never forget what he always wanted us to remember with his favourite saying, ‘It is about
community’.
Bills
FIREFIGHTERS’ PRESUMPTIVE RIGHTS COMPENSATION AND FIRE SERVICES
LEGISLATION AMENDMENT (REFORM) BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Mr JENNINGS:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (13:22): I move:
That debate be adjourned until later this day.

I do so because this week the government have listed that they have the intention for the Firefighters’
Presumptive Rights Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019 and,
importantly, the Disability (National Disability Insurance Scheme Transition) Amendment Bill 2019
to be debated, with such an important issue like the national disability insurance scheme (NDIS).
Ms Symes: Even your own shadow wanted to delay disability.
Ms CROZIER: Well, Ms Symes, we know how chaotic the government was in relation to bringing
the debates into the Parliament, but we did that graciously after having no briefing and no notice and
the chaotic notice from the government that was provided. This is an important bill that I think all
Victorians—
Ms Symes: But it wasn’t important last week?
Ms CROZIER: Well, I think the government should make this a priority, and it just demonstrates
the priorities of this government that they will not put priorities of—
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Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Ms CROZIER: Thank you, President. Vulnerable Victorians who have a disability, their
supporters and their families should be able to have the certainty and understand that this government
does have them as a priority. In the last sitting week in the other place a number of MPs reiterated the
issue around how the bill needed to be passed by 1 July to meet the federal guidelines that all states
and territories fall under. Even in the minister’s second-reading speech he said:
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.

This is what members in the other place said. Mr Pearson said:
We need to have this legislation passed in order to ensure that we have got the appropriate quality, safeguards
and standards for participants in the NDIS from 1 July 2019, so we absolutely need to get on with the job of
providing this level of certainty.

Ms Hutchins said:
… a very significant bill for this Parliament to be debating at this time because of the time frames that are
bearing down on us with an effective date for the national scheme and the compliances required by Victoria
of 1 July.

Ms Connolly said:
I acknowledge how imperative it is for us to be hearing this debate now, with 1 July only a couple of weeks
away.

Mr McGuire said:
There is some arguing at the margin over the timing of the bill. This is a necessary proposition. It is critical
that the provisions are passed by 30 June to meet commonwealth requirements, so that is what we are doing.

Mr Tak said:
… 1 July 2019 represents another step forward towards the national arrangements. Notably, most Victorian
regulatory responsibilities will transition to the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission at the NDIS full
scheme commencement on 1 July 2019. With this date fast approaching, it is important that we make sure
that all Victorians with a disability and relevant service providers are supported and that no-one falls through
the gaps.

Members of the government have said how imperative it is that this bill is passed by 1 July. It is not
our intention to hold this up in terms of getting that through so that this bill can be passed. We have
indicated support. The minister has said how important it is for the 1 July time line, yet the government
in this place are not prioritising the bill as they should be.
It is clear that those people with disabilities need to understand that the transition arrangements will
be in place that this bill provides, and I think it is quite shameful that the government is not prioritising
this bill. They are playing politics with it, and that is reflective of the government and that is how they
are behaving in this matter. We on this side of the house think that this is important. We think this bill
needs to be addressed in the house first up, and we would give, obviously, the bill support. I have
indicated to the Leader of the Government and others that there are some questions that we do need to
be asking in the committee stage, but it is not the opposition’s intention to delay this bill. We wanted
to see it pass.
Ms Symes interjected.
Ms CROZIER: Well, they are your priorities. You see, you have got it all wrong. You are not
taking into consideration the issues of vulnerable Victorians with disability.
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Ms Shing interjected.
Ms CROZIER: Ms Shing, all you are taking into consideration are your union mates and getting
what they want over the line, with the United Firefighters Union and—
Members interjecting.
Ms CROZIER: No, no. This should be the priority, if you had any decency whatsoever, any
decency whatsoever. You rushed it through in the other house. You should be addressing the NDIS
bill now.
Members interjecting.
Ms CROZIER: No, no. It demonstrates just how desperate you are and how you have not taken
the decency or understood—
Ms Shing interjected.
Ms CROZIER: Ms Shing, I believe this NDIS bill should be debated today and now. (Time expired)
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (13:28): I do not wish to speak
for very long on this matter because the government’s clear intention has been shared with this
chamber. It is to pass the national disability transitional arrangements bill this week and to make sure
that the Parliament deals with it appropriately, for the reasons that Ms Crozier has actually just
outlined. We are a government that has for the last four years been determined to try to make sure that
the transition for people with disabilities into the national scheme is protected and their circumstances
are enhanced as hopefully the national disability insurance scheme (NDIS) delivers a quality service
to them. In the last term we introduced a registration scheme for workers who work in the disability
field, which went through the Parliament during the last term. We allowed for the appropriate
legislation to enable the transition to occur. At every stage we have supported clients of disability
services and people who aspire to have a better opportunity in their life through the NDIS and who
aspire to achieve their potential by being supported by quality services that are regulated and resourced
appropriately and in which we have staff that acquit their responsibilities.
In relation to this piece of legislation that has somehow become contentious now between us, it should
not be contentious between us. The chamber should unite in recognising the importance of passing
this legislation. This motion is specifically designed to waste time. This is a time-wasting device that
is actually preventing the government moving through its legislative program and allowing
consideration of this bill to be completed by the end of the week. This is one in a series that the
opposition will use on a number of occasions this week to delay the consideration of the fire services
reform, the consideration of the national disability insurance matter and maybe one other matter—to
deal with governance in local government—that should be dealt with this week.
Ms Crozier interjected.
Mr JENNINGS: Ms Crozier, I am not making eye contact with you at this moment—through you,
President—because you did not make eye contact with me throughout your contribution, because it
was completely disingenuous. In fact your contribution was trying to pretend that you have a concern
about the clients of disability services. The government assures the house that this legislation will
provide for a regulated environment to cover the transition that occurs on 1 July. If the bill does not
pass, the government will give a guarantee to the chamber and to the Victorian community that we
will find ways through quality assurance, regulation and our intervention to provide for that quality of
transition—even if this bill does not pass. But the government’s intention is for the bill to pass this
week. The quickest way we can actually do that is to stop having delay motions that try to change the
order of business and create a disingenuous framework by which the opposition is crying crocodile
tears in relation to the wellbeing of people with disability. It is not sincere. It is a device to stop the
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legislative program being proceeded with. The government intends to pass the NDIS bill, we intend
to pass the fire services bill. Let us, the chamber, enable the government to get on and do just that.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (13:31): I am just staggered by what I have just heard from the
Leader of the Government. He got up in this house and said a motion to bring on a bill about people
with disabilities is a waste of time. That is what he said. That is the policy of the government of
Victoria—that supporting people with disabilities is a waste of time. What a despicable, low-life
accident of a government they are. It is absolutely disgraceful that they come in here and try that on.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (13:32): I move:
That the question be now put.

The PRESIDENT: Are there six members prepared to support that?
Required number of members having risen:
Ms Symes’s motion agreed to.
Ms Crozier’s motion negatived.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (13:33): I rise as the first speaker on behalf of the coalition
in relation to the Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights Compensation and Fire Services Legislation
Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019. This is a bill that is very similar to that which was presented in the
last Parliament, with some amendments, including those that were put to this house in the early hours
of Good Friday 2018. At the outset I wish to say that I gave notice earlier today of a motion that
consideration of the bill be split if the bill passes the second-reading stage. That is consistent with the
position of the opposition now for many years and consistent with a private members bill and what
Mr Battin, the member for Gembrook and shadow minister for emergency services in the other place,
sought to do in the other place earlier in this Parliament. He sought to introduce a presumptive rights
scheme, which was voted down by the Andrews government. Again, we support the passage of a
presumptive rights scheme for firefighters in this state. I have noted contributions from other members,
particularly from the crossbench, that there seems to be wide support in this place for the passage of
presumptive rights for firefighters. So I will be moving that if the bill passes its second reading, prior
to the commencement of any committee stage.
I do note the support of the coalition for the presumptive rights elements but that we remain opposed
to the changes to introduce the Fire Rescue Victoria (FRV) model. The reasons for that I will outline
shortly, but first of all I just want to place a few things on the record. There was a truncated debate in
the other place. A bill being introduced and debated in the other place in the same week is highly
irregular and highly unusual, particularly for a bill that affects so many Victorians, so many volunteers
and so many firefighters. So there are a few things I will put on the record in relation to this debate
with the time that I have.
The first point is that we are extremely disappointed that the government is seeking to rush this bill
through, when the make-up of this place is very different from the last Parliament, when firefighters—
career and volunteer—have not had time to consider the make-up of this bill and its implications for
them and for Victoria. The government is seeking to rush this through in an expedited way before the
house rises, despite the clear comments from the minister in her second-reading speech and despite
the comments from the department in their advice to the coalition during the bill briefing that this
model will not actually be rolled out until next year, for fire season 2020. So there is actually no
requirement to rush this bill through this sitting week. It is meeting a political requirement. Whereas
last time with FRV we heard government members try to find operational justifications for these
dramatic changes to how our fire services operate and are regulated, this time there has been very little
effort from the government to do that. It has been a clear objective of ‘Get it in, get it done and get it
out as quick as possible—get the bill through’, which again is disrespectful to firefighters and to
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community members that rely on the great work of both paid and volunteer firefighters, and it is
extremely disingenuous of the government.
I also want to reflect on the events of Good Friday last year. Whilst the government has sought to
make political capital out of the events of Good Friday last year, I think it is important to remember
that the Parliament has never sat on Good Friday in Victoria’s history, dating back to the
commencement of the Legislative Council—never before in its history. So the mere fact that the
Parliament sat on Good Friday was a disgrace. It was an affront to many members, many community
members and all the staff that were required to stay behind. I invoke John Lenders when he used to
talk about all the staff required to be on duty when the Parliament is sitting.
We saw that in the early hours of Good Friday when, after questioning from the opposition, the
government was forced to amend the definition of ‘firefighter’. So draftspeople from the Office of the
Chief Parliamentary Counsel no doubt had to draft amendments on the instruction of the government
to resolve a deficiency identified as a result of the committee process—an example of the tens, possibly
hundreds of people who were forced to remain at work for the house to remain functioning through
the night on Good Friday. Of course, there is a whole backstory to the reneged deal from the
government when it comes to pairing arrangements, but suffice to say the way the government tried
to ram the legislation through that time is consistent with the way they are trying to ram the legislation
through this time, and that is not in the public interest, it is not in the community interest, and it is a
disgrace that the community has not had the opportunity to properly consider this bill.
The history of the CFA is a proud one. Following the Stretton royal commission, it was recommended
that the CFA be established, and that is what happened post the Second World War in 1945. The CFA
has long been a proud organisation serving country Victoria, regional cities and outer suburban and
peri-urban areas of Melbourne. Now, one of the key points in the limited argument for reform the
government keeps referring to is that the CFA will be returned as a volunteer organisation. But it is
my understanding that virtually since its inception there have been integrated stations of the CFA and
that that model has been used to develop the integrated model we have today. It is my understanding
that the first integrated station was Geelong city in 1946, the year after the CFA came into being. In
1946 Geelong city had an employee firefighter and became the first integrated station. Ballarat
followed in 1951, Bendigo in 1952, Frankston in 1952 and Dandenong in 1954. So for the entire
history of the CFA—or virtually the entire history of the CFA—we have had an integrated model, and
the integrated model has served Victoria extremely well.
I am looking forward to discussing with Minister Jennings some of the operational changes that will
be required, if this bill passes, to move away from that integrated model to the separated FRV and
CFA model. The question remains: why would you ditch and unwind the integrated model that has
existed as part of the CFA virtually from its creation? Why would you ditch a model that has seen the
volunteers retained and respected and integral to the delivery of fire response, training and community
education, while at the same time, as demand increases in particular locations, permanent or employee
firefighters are deployed to supplement, support and work together with those volunteers? There still
has yet to be any rational or compelling reason given as to why that integrated model is being abandoned.
As I said, the royal commission that followed the Black Saturday fires endorsed, or supported, the
integrated model. As was quoted in the previous debate, Jack Rush, who was counsel assisting the
royal commission, in his writings has spoken extensively about the benefits of the integrated model
and the support that that integrated model can provide, particularly when there are campaign fires.
When there are fires that last for days, weeks and months and there is the need for a surge capacity,
that surge capacity comes from across the firefighting community, including from volunteers located
at integrated stations.
One of the concerns that the opposition has is that volunteers will be excluded and that volunteers will
drop away from integrated stations over time. The government, despite what it has said or even some
of the clauses of the bill, has demonstrated that volunteers will not be welcome at FRV stations. We
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have new stations being built in parts of Victoria where there will be permanent firefighters located,
but to my knowledge—and again I look forward to asking the minister about this—there will be no
volunteers. In Ballarat West it is my understanding—and again I think the minister answered this
question during the last committee debate—that there are no volunteers, despite that being a semirural
area, still a growing area, where one would expect volunteers would be welcome. Similarly it is my
understanding that there will not be volunteers at the station in Armstrong Creek.
Volunteerism is something that is integral to our culture and our community. Take, for example, some
of the traditional institutions which brought communities together, such as attendance at church every
Sunday. At a time when fewer members of the community undertake those engagements than perhaps
used to, volunteerism is a great way not only to protect the community and keep it safe but also to
bring the community together. The CFA is one of those institutions that, when so many others have
lost the respect of the community, continues to be highly regarded, highly respected and highly valued
for what it does. The great concern is that the passage of this legislation, if indeed it is supported by
enough members of the crossbench to see it pass, will set up a framework which over time will see a
diminution in the number of volunteers and that volunteer culture. We should not just anticipate that
that culture of volunteerism continues in perpetuity. It needs to be fostered, it needs to be supported,
and those who do the volunteering need to feel supported.
Since this bill has come back, the feedback I have got from volunteers right across Eastern Victoria
Region—from the Mornington Peninsula, from the Berwick-Pakenham growth corridor, from the
Dandenong Ranges and Yarra Valley, through all parts of Gippsland—is that they do not feel
supported, that there will be no operational improvements achieved as a result of these proposed
changes and that these changes are being done for political reasons, not for reasons to improve
community safety. Talking about those integrated stations, there are roughly 1500 volunteers who will
be directly affected by the transfer of these CFA stations to FRV stations. How will those stations be
presented? How will the rights of volunteers be served?
Another issue of significant concern to the opposition is that with the fire services property levy and
the changes that the previous coalition government made—which was at that stage the largest reform
for decades to state taxation, providing a stable future funding base for fire services in Victoria based
on property rates, not insurance, implementing a recommendation of the royal commission—the
boundaries of the CFA will change.
To quote from an article in the Weekly Times of 28 June 2017, they have calculated the loss to the
CFA to be somewhere between $200 million and $240 million. With those highly urbanised areas
where the integrated stations are based, a large number of ratepayers and the collection of a significant
part of the CFA budget, much of that will now transfer presumably to FRV—and the CFA will be left
with areas with a small rate base and a significant slashing of its budget. One has to ask the question:
is the long-term aim of the government to have only one fire services agency, to starve the remaining
proposed CFA of funding over time and ultimately to absorb it into a single fire entity? This is
something which would appear to be the intention of a bill such as this.
This model that the government is proposing, the FRV model, is incredibly cumbersome and
bureaucratic, with the CFA not being able to employ its own firefighters and staff but having staff
seconded from FRV. This does sound like a bureaucratic nightmare. Volunteers have raised with me
the concern they have about the culture of the CFA being diminished, because many of the operational
support members of the CFA are deeply entrenched in the CFA culture and the CFA as an
organisation. If they now become employed by another organisation, over time that common culture—
that common understanding and purpose—will be lost, particularly if there are secondments from
other parts of Victoria and from other people who perhaps have never had that experience of the
volunteer culture and the can-do culture of the CFA. If the government is seeking to separate the
firefighting services into urban areas and non-urban areas, or volunteers versus paid firefighters, why
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not enable the CFA to also employ staff to service and support those CFA volunteers? This legislation
will nobble the CFA and make it beholden to FRV.
The select committee that was established to inquire into the previous legislation found the legislation
was flawed. It recommended that the legislation should be withdrawn or rejected by the Legislative
Council, and it recommended that part 2 of the bill relating to firefighters’ presumptive rights
compensation be introduced to Parliament as a standalone bill to be considered on its merits. It beggars
belief that with such a contentious suite of issues the government has not seen the passage of
presumptive rights legislation with bipartisan support through the house many years ago. It is rank
politics to link these two issues.
I could quote extensively from a range of people who are opposed to this model, but maybe I will just
mention a couple of names: Andre Haermeyer and Garth Head. Andre Haermeyer, a former Labor
police and emergency services minister, has written in the Herald Sun, given interviews extensively
and previously spoken about his opposition to this legislation and his concern about the impact this
legislation will have on the volunteers in the CFA, that unique firefighting service that we are so lucky
to have in Victoria. Garth Head, who is a former senior Labor ministerial adviser, similarly was active
last year in his opposition to this legislation, or its predecessor, again because of the impact it will have
on volunteers and the long-term impact on Victoria’s capacity to respond to campaign fires when they
continue for weeks and weeks and weeks and there is a need for that significant surge capacity.
Volunteers across the region have told me that they are finding that the morale of many brigades has
diminished, that they feel that they have not been listened to, that the government is seeking to ram
this through legislation for political purposes and that they do not feel valued for the risks they take
and the contribution they make to the community.
I want to quote from an article of 12 June by Adam Barnett, who is the chief executive officer of
Volunteer Fire Brigades Victoria (VFBV). I will just quote from what he said, which sums up many
of these issues so well:
I reject any implication that the proposed changes will modernise our fire services. The proposed Bill actually
takes us backwards, pre-CFA—reverting to a model similar to what existed at the time of the 1938–39 “Black
Friday” fires that destroyed more than two million hectares and left 71 people dead.
Back then there was the Bush Fire Brigades and the Country Fire Brigades operating across regional and rural
Victoria as two distinct fire services, together with the Forests Commission.
They operated with inconsistent equipment, and different operational doctrine and chains of command and
that cost lives.
This Bill was drafted initially in secret, without any input from CFA or MFB leadership, or even the
Emergency Management Commissioner. No clear case has ever been put forward and no analysis or
modelling to demonstrate what, if any, benefits and impacts it will have on community safety outcomes and
CFA efficiency.

What is Daniel Andrews’s motivation in seeking to bring this legislation in and ram it through the
Parliament? The VFBV can identify no operational benefits coming from the passage of this
legislation.
Mr Jennings’s second-reading speech does not cite specific operational improvements that will come
as a result of these proposed reforms. It contains motherhood statements such as:
The reforms contained in this Bill are a positive response to a clear need for change—

without actually identifying why that change is needed or what improvement will be delivered as part
of this proposed reform. As I said earlier, it is almost like the government has not bothered this time
round or has given up trying to justify these reforms. They are seeking to ram them through as quickly
as possible, before Victorians have been given the opportunity to respond or consider what they mean
for them, what they mean for volunteers and what they mean for community safety and before other
people are added to the long list of people who have compromised or lost their careers as a result of
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this longstanding dispute between Daniel Andrews and the volunteer firefighters, starting perhaps with
the former CFA board and the former Minister for Emergency Services—and the list goes on from there.
This legislation has been flawed from day one. It does not modernise the fire services as it purports.
The integrated model that has existed since 1946, according to my information, has served Victorians
well for decades and should continue to serve Victorians well with supplemented professional
firefighters working with volunteers at very busy stations. It beggars belief that the Andrews
government, after losing this bill last year, has sought to bring it back prior to the winter recess and
rush it through the Parliament when there is no operational need to do so.
I also note that the three country Independents in the other place—and I would encourage crossbench
members to speak to their independent colleagues in the other place—Mr Northe, Ms Sheed and
Ms Cupper, all voted against this bill when it passed through the other place, and Ms Sheed voted
against it after voting in favour of it last time. There will be real and serious consequences for Victoria,
I fear, if this bill passes. Those consequences may not be felt during the term of this Parliament, and
they may not be felt during the term of the next Parliament, but we know from history that there will
be another Black Saturday-style fire which will require the turnout of thousands of firefighters, with
that extra surge capacity coming traditionally from the volunteers. And the question that will only be
answered in perhaps five, 10 or 15 years time is: will those volunteers be there the next time there is a
campaign fire and a town like Kinglake or Kilmore is at risk of being wiped out by a fire? Will there
be the surge capacity there? Will there be the resources there to defend those towns on day 4, 5, 6, 7,
8, 9, 10, 11 and 12 of that campaign fire? We will not know the answer for some years, but my grave,
grave concern is that the answer to that question will be no—that the seeds for that outcome will be
planted with the passage of this legislation, which treats volunteers differently, which does not help a
volunteer culture but impedes it, which does not support volunteer firefighters in the way they should
be. The consequence will be that that volunteerism and that support over time will be lost; Victorians
will see a very significant consequence.
The final issue that I have not addressed is the financial cost, which I must say is a secondary issue to
the culture of volunteerism and the importance of community safety. But we have seen in the budget
papers this year that the fire services levy goes up roughly by 10 per cent this financial year and
continues to increase in the out years of the budget, with some property owners seeing significantly
higher increases. One can only speculate—and again perhaps Minister Jennings can answer some of
these questions later—what the cost will be to Victorians of these changes and of the loss of the
volunteers, if that accelerates as a result of these changes, in funding the fire services here in Victoria.
But as I say, that is an important issue but a secondary issue to that issue of our culture of volunteerism,
our support for CFA volunteers and the retention of that critical surge capacity to keep Victoria safe
when the chips are down and those resources are urgently needed.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (14:03): I rise today to speak on the Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights
Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019. I want to take this
opportunity to talk about a common theme which has spread throughout this discussion on frontline
emergency response and on the way in which communities have been served by firefighting operations
for decades and for generations. When we first encountered the development of the Country Fire
Brigades Board, which later evolved to become the Country Fire Authority in 1941, the world was a
very different place to the one that it is now.
For anyone who has ever been to a country station and looked at the walls, there are very often blackand-white photographs of local volunteers, community members, often very young, often in short
pants, often pictured as part of training teams and as part of groups who have contributed to their
community’s safety over the years. I have been to many of these brigades throughout the state and in
various regions and rural areas. Looking at these walls you can see that the contributions made by
volunteer firefighters in that very different time made a profound difference to community safety and
that those contributions saved lives, saved property and saved stock. What we see now in many of
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those country towns and those settlements and those brigades, which still in many cases remain simple
operations, is that they continue to be staffed and supported by volunteers who are the same people as
those who appeared in those black-and-white photographs. Those young boys and girls staring out of
the walls of these brigades and units have stayed with their brigades and units over the decades, have
made profound contributions and now in many cases have grandchildren that are the same age as they
were when they featured in those team and group photographs.
Throughout this time, when we consider that we have firefighters with 80 years service, we know that
we have seen the firefighting environment change significantly. We know from fires like 1939, like
Ash Wednesday and even like Black Saturday that the firefighting environment continues to evolve
and change. We know with the passage of time and with the explosion in population that this state has
seen that we now have many more millions here in Victoria who call this state home, not just in our
metropolitan areas, not just in our suburbs, not just in the areas around Dandenong, the south-eastern
suburbs, around to the north and to the west, which used to be farmland and used to be orchards, where
volunteer-only brigades could in fact well serve and well assist their communities without the need for
ongoing backup. We know that times have changed.
What we know also is that the complexities, the technology and the challenges associated with meeting
modern firefighting challenges continue to require our ongoing dedication. They continue to require
the best of what we have to offer in training, in resourcing, in appliances, in community education and
in the best possible way a culture that encourages all frontline responders to work as one. We now
have with the passage of time a record number of call-outs being responded to by firefighters from
any number of different brigades. We continue to have complex and campaign fires being responded
to by people who give freely, people whose families let them go, often for days and weeks at a time,
to take care of that first priority of public safety, and we know that with the passage of time these
challenges continue to become greater and more frequent. That is the genesis for this discussion, for
this bill, for this process of reform which comes off the back of more than 11 inquiries, including a
royal commission, to understand and better meet the challenges of preserving and protecting public
safety in a dynamic environmental and demographic situation.
Our boundaries and our systems need to evolve, and to date we have seen that the CFA has made
policy decisions about where career firefighters will be based and that in fact it is important—it is in
fact vital—that we take the policy framework away from this process and turn it into a legislative one,
because as this bill and as these reforms seek to achieve, a better level of equity in the response time
received is in every Victorian’s interest. It is in every Victorian’s interests that our volunteer
firefighters and their brigades and their communities are supported and equipped in a way that is rolled
out and facilitated through the return of the CFA to a volunteer organisation that runs with the
community base at its heart and which is supported in all of the ways that it needs to be—by staff and
operational facilities that come from and through Fire Rescue Victoria but which remain under the
control of the CFA.
It is in fact entirely time that we take account of the changing demographic nature of our suburban
areas—those areas, as I indicated, which had previously been orchards and farms, sparsely populated
areas—to note that these challenges in firefighting, these time restraints and indeed achievements often
mean the difference between loss of property or compromise to life and a better outcome. We need to
make sure that our firefighting resources are suitably accommodated around complex structural fires,
around campaign fires, around the nature of enabling a first responder and a first incident controller to
take control of the way in which a response occurs.
This bill is a means to recognise, to honour and to reflect the ongoing work of our firefighters. It comes
off the back of numerous engagements, visits, discussions and meetings with firefighters from all over
the state. This bill and these reforms are intended and designed to strengthen the CFA and the way in
which volunteers engage in a world where they often work away from where they live and volunteer
away from where they live and where they work. We want to make sure that in modernising the fire
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service we do not continue with a discussion which has been played out time and time again since the
1890s, when the Argus reported on this conflict between volunteer and career firefighters in relation
to how best to work together, because we know that when push comes to shove the ideal of working
together, the framework of ‘we work as one’, prevails on the fireground.
I have seen through witness evidence and through the thousands of submissions that have been
received in commissions of inquiry, including the royal commission, that the need for investment in
everybody is of paramount importance and that the need for a better framework to reflect the world in
which we live now is of paramount importance. This is a framework of reform which sits alongside a
long-awaited right to presumptive rights as they relate to compensation. This is about a fundamental
recognition of the risk, the danger and the trauma that are associated with firefighting. This bill and
these reforms establish Fire Rescue Victoria in a way that includes the 38 career and integrated
stations, establishes an independent Fire District Review Panel to review the way in which resources
are allocated and also creates a better level of integrity and of consistency around the way in which
district needs and boundaries are understood and those challenges are met.
We also see that these reforms contain a movement to correct the CFA structure to ensure that
volunteers are absolutely at the centre of what the CFA does and that as a fully volunteer firefighting
organisation, which has at its roots community, we make the necessary investments to ensure that
volunteers do contribute and can contribute and can be diverse and well-trained and well-equipped.
These reforms include transitional provisions to include the transfer of staff from CFA to Fire Rescue
Victoria and secondments which are, in effect, to control the nature of seconded employees from the
CFA and not from Fire Rescue Victoria. These reforms are about making sure we tackle in every way
possible the current correlation between fire response times—as indicated by the response time data
that has been published by this government following one of the many inquiries into fire services
reform—between integrated stations which present a lower time frame for response for turnout and
for action and the statistics that clearly indicate that those career and integrated stations respond faster
than volunteer-only brigades. This is because of the nature of the world in which we live. This is not
about tardiness. This is not about neglect. This is not about a lack of commitment to frontline response.
This is fundamentally about assisting every Victorian in the interests of public safety and in the
interests of protecting life and property as our population grows, with an equity of opportunity in fire
services that can and will continue to save lives. This is a reform which seeks to provide every
opportunity for the CFA to have the support, the encouragement and the engagement of Fire Rescue
Victoria when and as complex fires arise. This is about continuing the arrangements that operate on
the ground with people who are already working in this sector every day and with every bit of passion
and commitment that often comes from decades of experience to deliver on better public safety
outcomes.
These are discussions which have been continuing and have been on foot, whether in the context and
through the lens of fire services and structural reform or more generally, for too long. What we see
here is an opportunity to take stock and to see the world for what it is, to see the state of Victoria for
what it is now—not what it was when those now ageing and perhaps elderly members of brigades had
their photos taken as youngsters—but to see this as an exploding population, to see that the needs of
firefighting and response have changed and continue to change, and to encourage, support and
resource a culture of participation that is not based in fear, that is not based on what might happen, that
is not based in speculation or in voluminous front pages or in 240-character tweets or in Facebook
pages and posts which do not contain the detail or indeed the accuracy of what these reforms are
intended to achieve. These are reforms which are based in extensive work and based on the very best
of other models which operate, which are founded in good faith, which Victorians deserve and which
our communities will benefit from in the allocation of resources and the respect, the value and the
dignity that our firefighters deserve.
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Our frontline responders deserve better than parliamentary tactics, than end-of-the-line discussions
about how to pull one over the other side at the last minute. Our firefighters deserve better than that
and our communities deserve better than that. These reforms and this bill are a long-awaited set of
changes that will achieve a better reflection of the world as it is now and hopefully do justice to the
contribution of those ageing men who stare from those brigade walls in brigades and units all over the
state. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (14:19): I rise today to speak to the Peter Marshall
instruction to Daniel Andrews bill 2019, otherwise known as the Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights
Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019. It has been around this
place for three years, this bill—a bill that was so important it has been around for three years and today
they seek to, in their normal form, bully it through the house.
Can I start by saying that I at personal level have the utmost respect for firefighters, both professional
and volunteer. I have many mates who are in both the professional services and the volunteer services,
and I take my hat off to them. They make sacrifices, particularly those volunteers who give up so much
of their time, often sacrificing their careers and their family life. You can tell a volunteer firefighter’s
house; it is the one with all the jobs that still need to be done, because they are spending so much time
looking after their community and less time at their own home. So I take my hat off to them for the
wonderful work that they do.
This piece of legislation has two components, including a component about supporting presumptive
rights legislation for firefighters, which the coalition absolutely supports for all firefighters, both
professional and volunteer. We have been trying for a number of years now to introduce presumptive
rights legislation to the Parliament. The government has said, ‘Only if you tie it to the restructure of
the fire services will we even entertain that’. I know Mr O’Donohue and others have tried to do this
introduce legislation many times. In fact we tried to do it in the lower house, and the government
rejected it. Why? Because it is a camouflage for their restructure. That is exactly what this is about.
The other part of the bill of course is the reform, the bullying and the spill-and-fill restructure of fires
services in Victoria. It is abhorrent that this government looks to introduce this legislation once again
and once again has failed to consult with those who are going to be affected by it. This Labor
government—this arrogant Andrews Labor government—is committed to getting this bill passed so
they can satisfy their mates in the United Firefighters Union (UFU) rather having concern, which they
should have, for genuine public safety.
The fires services inquiry was held, and I take the point at this stage to talk about the upper house
inquiry that was some time ago chaired by the Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips. It went through the
whole bill piece by piece and made a number of recommendations to this Parliament. Let us just touch
on those before I get into the strength of what this bill purports to do. Recommendation 6—about
pretty much exactly the same legislation, as Mr O’Donohue nods—says this:
Due to the lack of implementation, operational and funding certainty; failure to undertake consultation; and
consequential polarisation of fire services volunteers and staff, the Bill should be withdrawn. If not withdrawn,
the Legislative Council should reject the Bill—

as it should today. Recommendation 7 says:
Part 2 of the Bill, ‘Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights Compensation’ should be reintroduced to Parliament as
a stand-alone Bill to be considered on its merits—

something that the opposition has tried to do. Why have they tied these two things together? Because
they know there is legitimacy to presumptive rights legislation, which we clearly agree with, but they
are trying to force through the restructure of firefighting services to impose what I call ‘Marshall law’
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on Victoria. This government has been impotent at the hands of Peter Marshall. If we go on to the
report’s further recommendations, recommendation 1 says:
The Government ensure compliance with its consultation obligations under the Volunteer Charter and the
Country Fire Authority Act 1958 prior to proceeding with any further reform of the fire services.

They have failed that recommendation. I have talked to many, many volunteer firefighters throughout
the passage of the three years this has been sitting around, and many of them say, ‘They won’t come
and talk to us’. One brigade tole me about where a government MP came and said, ‘We’ve already
decided we’re going ahead with it’, and they said, ‘So why are you here’. ‘I’m here for consultation’,
said this MP. The volunteer said, ‘But you’ve already passed it. You already want to go ahead with it.
Why are you consulting with us now?’, and clearly—
Mr Melhem: You’re making that up.
Mr ONDARCHIE: I am not, Mr Melhem.
Mr Melhem: Give us names.
Mr ONDARCHIE: Well, if you choose for me to name them, I will, but it might not go well for
you. The volunteers concluded that this was to show that the MP turned up to purportedly consult. It
did not actually happen. It was a take-it-or-leave-it deal.
I draw the house’s attention to recommendation 2:
The Government undertake meaningful and balanced consultation with Emergency Management Victoria,
the Country Fire Authority, the Metropolitan Fire Brigade, staff and volunteer representatives prior to
proposing any further reform of the fire services.

It said ‘meaningful and balanced consultation’. That is certainly not the way of this government. It is
actually Daniel Andrews’s way—or should I say Peter Marshall’s way—or the highway. The question
begs, what has Peter Marshall and the UFU got on Daniel Andrews?
Mr Finn: Photos.
Mr ONDARCHIE: Mr Finn interjects with ‘photos’. I do not want to know what those photos are
about. It just seems this whole agenda is being run out of the UFU’s headquarters and not by the
leadership of the government. Recommendation 3 of the inquiry chaired by Mr Rich-Phillips says:
The Government develop and publish a detailed implementation plan in parallel with any further fire services
reform proposal.

As recently as last night I was asked by volunteer firefighters when they will see the detailed
implementation plan—and they have not. The feedback they are getting from government MPs is,
‘Trust us. It’s all going to be okay’. ‘Trust’ is not a word I think volunteers are associating with the
government when it comes to these reforms. Recommendation 4 says:
Country Fire Authority staff should continue to be employed directly by the Country Fire Authority, and
solely within the Country Fire Authority chain of command. Secondment should only be used for staff
exchange/development opportunities, not as a default employment mechanism.

But they are not going ahead with that under this legislation. I can tell you what, Ms Shing in her
contribution said that the CFA will be a volunteer standalone organisation run by the volunteers and
looked after by the volunteers. That is not how it is going to happen, and we can all see it. Forget about
the politicians making comment about this; the volunteers can see what is going to happen to them.
I will give you an example. At a station that became integrated in the last term of government, the
UFU entered the building—and put stickers over the CFA signs, by the way, that said ‘UFU’, but that
is beside the point—and said to the captain, who had been captain of this brigade and given tirelessly
of his life and of that of his family to the brigade for over 20 years, ‘You can’t come into this office
area now because this is our space’. He said, ‘I just want to show you around. I want to introduce you
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to the territory. I want you to know more about what goes on here’. They said, ‘If you want a job to
do, your job will be to roll up the hoses and clean the truck’. For 20 years he had been a captain as a
volunteer, and this was how he was treated on day one. I will tell you what, we are going to see much
more of this if this legislation gets through—the disrespect of volunteers. Recommendation 5 says:
The Government and its agencies not endorse any enterprise agreement, instrument or accord, which has the
effect of limiting the exercise of statutory powers of the chief officer(s) of the fire service(s).

Do you think that is going to happen under this? I will tell you what, the UFU will demand exactly
what has happened. The government has said for a while that this is being introduced because there is
a crisis in the fire services. I will tell you what, if you look at the history of this, there certainly has
been a crisis in the fire services. In May 2015 Danny Mitchell, chief of staff to the minister responsible,
resigned after ongoing bullying by Peter Marshall and the UFU—crisis part 1. On 10 June 2016 the
former Minister for Emergency Services, Jane Garrett, was forced to resign by the Premier following
a crisis cabinet meeting. Later there were some allegations about bullying that arose, including that
Peter Marshall threatened to ‘axe her head’. Such was the allegation.
The Deputy Premier, James Merlino, was appointed the new emergency services minister that day.
New minister James Merlino sacked the CFA board despite a Supreme Court injunction. The board
members sacked were Claire Higgins, John Peberdy, Ross Coyle, Katherine Forrest, Michael
Freshwater, Peter Harmsworth, James Holyman, John Schurink—who is a good man—and Michael
Tudball. There has been a crisis in the fire service: this government taking over. Lucinda Nolan, the
Premier’s handpicked CFA CEO, resigned after one year in the job, and she is doing a fantastic job
now in her new role. On 29 June 2016 Joe Buffone, the CFA chief officer, quit citing concerns over
the UFU enterprise bargaining agreement (EBA).
On 23 September 2016 the MFB chief officer, Peter Rau, resigned. A few days later the then Minister
for Police, Lisa Neville, claimed that he had resigned because of health reasons, yet Peter Rau’s wife,
on an exchange with radio station 3AW, said he had actually resigned due to stress as a result of
bullying by the UFU and the current situation with the EBA. She went on to say:
The culture in the MFB for a long time has allowed management to be treated this way and my husband is
not the only victim of such behaviour.

Just after that, police minister Lisa Neville apologised for her earlier remarks. In March 2017 Bruce
Byatt, the CFA deputy chief officer, quit. On 27 August 2017 Paul Stacchino, the MFB acting chief
officer, resigned after 12 months in office. It was noted at the time that Victoria had lost over 300 years
of emergency services experience during Daniel Andrews’s war with the CFA. In July 2017 the MFB
CEO Jim Higgins resigned amongst the plans to restructure Victorian fire services and create the allprofessional Fire Rescue Victoria. On 14 October 2017, 10 senior MFB firefighters claimed they were
forced into early retirement by the UFU and launched multimillion-dollar legal proceedings. They
detailed a 15-year campaign of bullying, harassment and intimidation against them by the UFU.
There certainly is a crisis in the fire service. The crisis occurs because this government cannot manage
their resources—cannot manage their relationship with the professional firefighters and the volunteers.
Recommendation 8 of the report tabled by Mr Rich-Phillips following the inquiry says:
The Government ensure adequate infrastructure funding for the fire services independently of the restructure.

We have not seen necessarily the funding that is going to come as a result for these fire services. One
thing is for sure—that if the CFA have money taken out of them, it is going to hurt the volunteers and
their capacity to serve local communities, particularly in regional and rural Victoria, where already
people think they are forgotten Victorians. They think that Mr Andrews governs up until the tramlines
end, and I am sure Mrs McArthur will talk more about that in her contribution today. Once again this
will affect the CFA volunteers, particularly in rural Victoria.
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I have a lot of questions that I will be asking in the committee stage of this legislation. These questions
have been provided to me by many, many volunteer firefighters who are genuinely worried about what
is going to happen to them. Those meetings occurred right from the start of this legislation being
introduced back into this Parliament and concluded last evening, when volunteer firefighters came to
see me, still concerned about what is going to happen to them. They are concerned that volunteers will
be disrespected, they will leave the service and it will affect local communities. They are concerned
that volunteers who have given so much of their time, their heart, their energy and their money to
looking after local communities will be disenfranchised because the government wants to support the
union movement on this.
This is not the time to stand up and divide Victoria. This is the time to bring Victoria together. The
government has an opportunity today to say, ‘Okay, let’s stop and rethink this’. Members of the
crossbench have a real opportunity today to say, ‘Hang on, we should be respecting the volunteer
firefighters who do so well to protect Victoria’. Now is not the time to disenfranchise them. Now is
not the time to bully them. Now is the time to do exactly what the recommendations said in the
report—to consult with them and seek their opinion, because nobody knows country Victoria and its
fire risk and its capacity to look after the fire risk like our volunteer firefighters. So here is an idea for
the government: go and ask them; go and seek their opinion. But that is not what has been happening.
That has not been happening in the three years in the lead-up to this bill. They have not been asked,
they have not been consulted—they have been told. And it is a ‘take it or leave it’ deal symptomatic
of this government and the way it treats people.
Mrs McArthur: They’ve never been over the West Gate Bridge.
Mr ONDARCHIE: As Mrs McArthur rightly says, they wonder if the government has ever been
over the West Gate Bridge. There are people outside of metropolitan Melbourne who should be
respected for their commitment to the community. And often those people who are volunteer
firefighters do more than just volunteer firefighting. They are in Rotary, they are in Lions and in the
CWA. They do a whole lot of stuff. They are on school councils. They are on the local parks and
gardens committee. They do something to help their local communities, such is the heart of those good
people, and today is not the day to turn our backs on them. Today is the day that we stand up and say
to those volunteers, ‘Thank you. We respect you. We will consult you. We will take your opinion’.
But Daniel Andrews is not saying that today. He is saying, ‘It doesn’t matter what you think. We’re
doing this’, because whilst this bill is called the Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights Compensation and
Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019, it really should be ‘Peter Marshall’s
Instructions to Daniel Andrews 2019’.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (14:33): I rise to make a
contribution to this debate on the Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights Compensation and Fire Services
Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019. I make the point at the start that this bill has obviously
had a long genesis, but the government, true to its form, is seeking to rush this through the Parliament.
It was only introduced into the Assembly in the previous sitting week and indeed was put on the
government business program before the bill had been second read. It was then crunched through the
Assembly, through the government business program, just two days later. There is a tendency on the
part of this government to force legislation through the lower house, where there is inadequate scrutiny.
We have seen this with a series of bills, not least the State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill 2019 and
the Disability (National Disability Insurance Scheme Transition) Amendment Bill 2019, which we are
also considering this week and which the opposition would have preferred to consider first because it
is a truly time-sensitive bill.
But I have in my hand here a very simple way to demonstrate the speed with which the government is
forcing this legislation through. I have Alert Digest No 8 of 2019, dated Tuesday, 18 June. This is the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee report on this bill. I would hazard that very few in this
chamber have read the SARC report. I am sure Mrs McArthur has, because she is on that committee,
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so she will have read it, but many in the chamber will have only seen this tabled just in the last few
hours. If SARC is to have an important role—the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee,
performing its role of a watchdog on the rights of citizens, on the right to compensation and on the
rights and privileges of our community—and SARC’s job is to tell the Parliament where there are
issues of that type, it is a chaotic and impossible process where MPs are expected to debate this bill in
haste with the government here today and when a SARC report has simply been tabled today.
The government has got to get better at this, and I must say that I have not seen the like of this in my
period in the chamber—this intention of the government to crunch things through. Occasionally a bill
will come through that needs to be passed quickly, and there is potentially such a bill this week. In the
case of that bill—and I am not going to name it—there has been discussion with the parties, and it is
my view that the bill ought to be facilitated for genuine reasons. The national disability insurance
scheme bill, you might say, is such a bill which should be facilitated for the reason that there is a hard
30 June deadline. As Ms Crozier outlined before, at least five government members have pointed to
that hard 30 June deadline and the fact that people with disabilities who will access NDIS services are
best served by having the bill passed before 30 June.
Then you ask a series of questions. Why did the government, having known years ago that there was
a hard deadline on this state, not bring the bill months ago to the chamber, where it could be brought
through? That is what they should have done. Instead of that they brought it in during the last sitting
week. They crunched it through the lower house, again on the government business program where
people had not seen it when it went on the program, but then it was guillotined late on the Thursday
afternoon and forced through and brought to this place.
Now, this is not the way to manage a legislative program, it is not the way to get the best legislative
outcomes and it is not the best way that democracy is served in this state, but these are the processes
we are seeing with this government—the bullying, the bulldozing and the decision of ‘We are going
to do it this way and you will all suck it up’. Whether you are in the community or in the Parliament
or wherever, Daniel Andrews is seeking to bully things through, and this is another such case.
It is true that there has been much discussion about this bill, or earlier versions of it, through the last
Parliament, and clearly the opposition does not support this bill. We support part of this bill—we
support the section of the bill that relates to the presumptive rights to compensation. Indeed
Mr O’Donohue has done a fine job by bringing a bill to this chamber, which the government has not
supported in the past, to deal with that presumptive legislation. What we will seek to do with this bill,
as has already been outlined by Mr O’Donohue, is split the bill to say in fact that the presumptive part
of the bill is the section we support, and we will seek to have that bill brought through the chamber
and moved through quickly for an outcome for firefighters. But we do not agree with the other section
of the bill, which seeks to emasculate the CFA, which seeks to weaken the position of volunteers,
which seeks to act as a United Firefighters Union (UFU) takeover of the CFA and which will
inevitably weaken the position of the CFA.
It was outlined by others earlier that the CFA has a very long and esteemed history, going back to
1939 and the work that occurred through that period and the decision to build a CFA—a Country Fire
Authority—that had the surge capacity and the volunteer reserves which meant very strongly it could
respond when needed across the country. And we have seen that. Some of us have been around long
enough to remember Ash Wednesday and to remember earlier fire periods as well. Some of us know
people who were around in 1939 and fought those fires. My grandfather was one of those who fought
the fires up along the edge of Boronia in 1939 on that terrible, terrible day, and I have referred to that
in this chamber on other occasions.
So there is a long history to the CFA and the role of volunteers in particular. This bill will not advantage
that. This bill will discourage volunteers. This bill will make sure that volunteers are not given the free
ability to contribute what they really need to contribute. Indeed the outcome is—and we are already
seeing this with the ongoing attacks on the CFA that have occurred over the recent period—that
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volunteers are being decisively and deliberately driven out of the CFA by some who have motives and
measures that they wish to pursue for their own industrial agenda, and that will bring negative
outcomes for Victorians. Victorians need that surge capacity and they need those volunteers, and this
bill will see a weakening of that surge capacity.
The inquiry that I was fortunate enough to chair with a number in this chamber—the inquiry into fire
season preparedness—really had several parts. It had aspects that dealt with preparatory burning, it
had aspects that dealt with the organisation of our fire services and it had aspects that dealt with the
developing issue at that time of the future of the CFA and the government’s attempts to nobble and
weaken the CFA. I have to say, as chair of that, that I was singularly unimpressed with the evidence
that was provided by the UFU to that inquiry. I have to say that I found the evidence to be
unconvincing. I found that the evidence that we heard at that inquiry directly pointed to a nasty and
deliberate attempt to weaken the management of the CFA and the board of the CFA.
The chief officers were pressured, in many cases, and it is extremely clear that there is a plan at the
government level—and frankly it comes from the top. It comes from the Premier in his attempt to
bully those who disagree with his views of the CFA. We saw with Jane Garrett what occurred, we saw
what happened with the CEO of the CFA and we saw happened with the board. They were forced out
because they would not do what Daniel Andrews and Peter Marshall wanted, and those are the simple
facts of the matter. This is an industrial push, and it is an industrial push that is driven by Labor, which
is heavily indebted to this part of the union movement. The truth, of course, is that there is a very
honourable place for good and strong unions, but they should not dictate the policy for the community.
The Parliament is the place, and the government must be in a position to stand up and actually say,
‘We are making decisions here on behalf of all Victorians’.
To me, from the evidence that was provided to this inquiry into fire season preparedness that was
tabled in the last Parliament, there were many aspects, but it was very clear that this was fundamentally
a push and fundamentally a decision at the highest levels of government that they would reward the
UFU for its political and industrial support of the government. We called the minority report Payback:
Daniel Andrews Pays Back the UFU for its Electoral and Booth Support in 2014. Now, of course
there are significant donations that go from the UFU as well—financial donations—and there are
significant controls that apply from that union into the Labor Party machine, into the Labor Party state
council and other aspects of the Labor Party machine. But I say that at the end of the day it is the job
of the Parliament—and it indeed it should be the job of the government of the day—to stand there and
make decisions in the interests of the community. This bill is not in the interests of the community.
This bill is so far from the interests of the community.
The aspect regarding presumptive rights legislation is something we support and will seek to split out
and deal with in a constructive way. The other part of the bill is fundamentally focused on weakening
the CFA, weakening the volunteer base, weakening the surge capacity and, frankly, putting Victorians
at greater risk when these fire seasons come. Inevitably there will be bad fire seasons again and in the
future. It may not be next year, it may not be the year after, but sure as eggs are eggs it will occur in
the period ahead where Victoria will be in a weakened position to respond to these terrible fires that
are a part of our history.
The other part of the inquiry of course dealt with the preparation that needs to be done. We were very
strongly of the view that the government’s decision to move to a model of more targeted burning alone
was not sufficient. We said:
Risk Reduction Targeted burning is accepted as a critical part of planned burning and thereby the fire
prevention regime in Victoria.
However a risk reduction targeted burning approach is insufficient on its own. The members were impressed
by the evidence of Mr David Packham that a hectare target at least at the level set by the Royal Commission
should be retained in parallel with targeted burning.
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Our recommendation—of Melina Bath, me and Richard Dalla-Riva—was that:
Both risk reduction targeted burning objectives and a hectare based target similar to that implemented post
Royal Commission form the basis of the State’s planned burning approach. Both targets should be reported
annually.

I just put on record today my concern that in the long run we will get into the position we were in a
few years ago where the amount of fuel had built up. This targeted approach, whilst important, can
also be used to camouflage the serious business of making sure that the community is safe. I think the
risk is that bureaucrats within fire organisations respond to the risks, on one hand, of the management
of pre-planned burning and, on the other hand, the risk of not achieving that burning. The long-term
risks are greater on one side, but they are not apparent at the start. We need to ensure that fire officers
of all types are in a position to make the decisions that are in the community interest. But the key thing
here, I think, is that this bill is not in the community’s interest. We do need to support the presumptive
side of it, but we need to strongly and strenuously oppose the other parts of this bill, and the opposition
will be doing everything that it can to achieve that. We will be asking further questions in committee,
and we will be making clear points about what is in the community’s interest.
I pay tribute to all firefighters who put themselves in harm’s way, but I pay particular tribute to those
volunteers who, without pay or recompense, put themselves in harm’s way on behalf of their
community. There is, I think, deep inside these debates a feeling amongst many that there is a view of
the world there. Certainly those on this side of the house very strongly believe that communities should
be in charge of their own destiny. We believe that those local CFAs that draw from their local
communities—whether in the city, on the edge of the city or into the deep country—should be in a
position to chart their own course and should be in a position to protect their own communities and
that they are the ones who the community can trust and most trust to make decisions on behalf their
own local community, the community of which they are a member and from which they volunteer. I
say these are great people and we need to protect them.
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (14:48): I rise to speak on the Firefighters’ Presumptive
Rights Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019. This bill comes
to this house with baggage. This baggage is not something we can be proud of. This bill should have
been dealt with 12 months ago. The Andrews government have a responsibility and authority to
deliver what they determine is the best fire service for Victoria and have every right to reform fire
services in this state. However, these reforms will create a complete upheaval of the fire services in
Victoria, so the government have an obligation to engage not only the public regarding these reforms,
but they need to bring along all the key stakeholders. My view is that has not been achieved.
Aspects of this bill I can support; major points I do not. It is not the first time I have taken a different
view from this government, and I suspect it will not be the last. I am concerned about numerous things
in this bill. I am concerned about the possible unintended consequences—and I think I know a little
more than most of us in this place about being on the wrong side of government reform and its
unintended consequences.
I am concerned that we in this place are being asked to vote on presumptive rights, that health care
will be more difficult to achieve for one set of Victorians than for another group of Victorians who are
all working in the community’s interests. This is simply wrong. We should never have been put in a
position of choosing one group over another. The CFA cannot have the same presumptive rights unless
we accept the fire services reforms. This is simply unfair.
Obviously the presumptive rights part of this legislation has my wholehearted support. Presumptive
rights which are dealing with the health and welfare of firefighters should have and could have been
dealt with some time ago if they were presented in a separate bill. These presumptive rights reforms
must be the same for the professionals and the CFA volunteers. When we see a fire truck with lights
and sirens we never distinguish them from each other. They are all just heroes to us.
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I am concerned that the Andrews government is about to embark on a set of major reforms of fire
services and has not been able to bring along a large number of stakeholders on this journey of reform.
I am concerned, along with others, that Melbourne and our state face massive population growth,
which requires the best fire services available. We must make sure our professional and volunteer
firefighters have a unified management structure, a process to satisfy the necessary operational issues
and funding, training and resources. Many are not convinced, and it would be arrogant to ignore their
concerns.
I am concerned that this house is rushing it. I know for those who have been here longer this is a bit
like groundhog day, but there are 15 new members of this house, people like me. We only received
the legislation from the Assembly on 6 June. The 15 new MPs in this house were first briefed on this
on 3 June. Those of us who only came to this place on 24 November 2018 have had only six or seven
working days to consider a technical document with 170 pages and 34 amendments and then had to
try to engage with our constituents and stakeholders and reach an informed view. That was simply
impossible for us to achieve.
There may be those on the red team and the blue team who prefer that this diverse crossbench, this
team of many colours, not be here. We are. We do not have the resources of the majors, so our needs
will need to be considered and should be accommodated. I understand the government wants to resolve
this issue. It is an important issue. We must resolve this and not drag this out just for the sake of
dragging it out. However, it is unfair to ask us to decide on these very serious reforms in such a short
period of days. This is not in the public’s interest. I am concerned at the feedback, which has been
overwhelming and staggering, from the volunteers from across the state. Based on the number of
emails and contacts to my office, I suspect the crossbench would have received thousands of emails. I
do not think I am Robinson Crusoe here.
I would like to talk about volunteers, in particular one volunteer. His name was Greg Garrett. He was
unrelated and unknown to our colleague Ms Garrett. I want to talk about Greg because he typified the
men and women who make up the CFA volunteers. Greg and I were mates since we were teenagers,
and Greg lost his health battle last year. He did not quite make his 40th wedding anniversary. He loved
his wife, Sandra, adored his two gorgeous daughters, Gemma and Alex, and he loved the CFA. Greg
was a great cook, enjoyed a feed, enjoyed a beer and loved a chat—he really enjoyed a chat. His
passing was not related to his role as a veteran CFA volunteer. Greg was a 25-year veteran of the CFA
and was made a life member of the Gembrook Rural Fire Brigade. He never got to wear his lifetime
membership medal or his 25-year veteran medal except for the day they were presented to him. I do
not know how many hundreds of times over the last 25 years Greg was called out, but he was proud
to do it, he enjoyed it and like tens of thousands of others who volunteer for the CFA he never
complained.
His family are so proud of him. I was proud to be his friend. Greg was a worker: he always worked
full-time, and like thousands of others he donated his spare time to the CFA for the benefit of the
community. If he was here, he would say to me for struggling like this, ‘Toughen up, princess’. He
never sought attention, and he was happiest to be at home with his family and working in the garden
when he could. But if you needed help, he was always available. He was truly a good man and a good
friend. He was a good CFA man. We should also remember the families of volunteers—the
commitment and the sacrifices they also make.
Greg was opposed to this bill, as were his mates. They have serious concerns. It has been over
12 months since this bill and its amendments did not pass in this place. We know we will never be
able to get everyone to agree, but after hearing loud and clear from the volunteers across this state it is
clear to me what they want from me. The government has had 12 months to convince the volunteers
of the merits of this bill. The government has not been able to convince a vast number of volunteers,
which is concerning. This bill has caused and will cause many experienced volunteers to walk away.
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Experience cannot be replicated overnight. This will take years. But we know life will go on; the CFA
will go on, and there will be new volunteers, because that is what Aussies do.
I would like those in the house to reflect on this: when we are all tucked up in our beds tonight,
somewhere across this great state of ours a pager is going to go off and a volunteer is going to get out
of their bed—not because they have to, not because they are getting paid to, but because someone in
their community is in trouble. We should all be very, very proud of our volunteers. I ask this house:
have we done the best we can? I do not think we have. It is for those reasons I cannot and I will not
support this bill.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (14:57): I rise to speak this afternoon to the Firefighters’
Presumptive Rights Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019. It
has been well-known as the CFA bill, which is very much a divisive and unnecessary piece of
legislation that will quite simply destroy the CFA. I have just been listening to Mr Barton in relation
to the Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment
(Reform) Bill 2019, and he quite eloquently spoke about his friend and the members that he knows
and the issues around what this bill means to thousands of Victorians, volunteers who give up their
time each and every day when that pager goes off. I know that only too well.
But as we know, this has got a long history, this issue. There have been many, many people that have
been caught up in the destructive manner in which Daniel Andrews and the Andrews government have
involved themselves in this fire services crisis, the extensive history of which I do not have enough
time in my contribution today to go into—those areas that I am sure others have covered. What I do
want to do, however, is make a few points.
My family, like thousands of other Victorian families, have a proud and strong history of volunteering
with the CFA. My grandfather, my father and my two brothers have among them around 150 years of
experience volunteering with the CFA. My grandfather was one of the first members to join the CFA
when it was first founded, and he was involved in all aspects of fire prevention, firefighting and radio
control for the local community. My father was a member of the CFA for over 40 years. My late
brother, Will, was a member for 30 years or thereabouts. John, my eldest brother, joined as a junior
and has over 47 years experience and is still a proud serving member. John has attended some of
Victoria’s worst fires in all management capacities. He, like so many volunteers, understands how this
legislation will take away the capacity for local communities to have an effective plan to fight what is
going to occur again in this state and to have the necessary resources, planning and equipment to
undertake what will be required.
I grew up in far western Victoria, one of the areas in Victoria which is very prone to fire, and our
property was surrounded by bush. To the north of us we had the Brimboal scrub; to the west, the pine
plantations of South Australia; to the south, the native scrub of Heywood and surrounding districts;
and to the east, the Grampians. Many fires have occurred in those areas over hundreds of years. As a
young child I recall getting on the roof to look for smoke towards the north, and often as we did we
would try to work out how bad the fires were and what we would be doing—where my father was,
where our neighbours were in relation to that smoke and those fires that sometimes raged around us.
That is what country people do. They just get on and pitch in and actually do what needs to be done
to protect property, life and so much more—the livestock on properties, but also the beautiful native
flora and fauna that is in and around Victoria and which gets wiped out and will get wiped out in fires
in the years to come.
It is something to note that I am very proud that my grandfather, father and two brothers fought in
some of the worst fires in Victoria’s history, including the 1939 Black Friday fire. In fact my father
still proudly has in the garage a beater that they used in that 1939 fire. He thinks it is a relic, and it is.
But he fought in that fire as a young 17-year-old. Actually, he was younger than that. What am I
saying? He was in his early teens, I should say. My brothers have fought in some of the worst fires.
John fought in the 1977 fire that ripped through and devastated western Victoria—Mrs McArthur will
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know that only too well, where so many of our friends were severely affected—and in the 1983 Ash
Wednesday fire, a day that I will not forget. I was working at the Alfred hospital and recall the sirens
and the smoke on the skyline. I sadly knew people that lost their lives in that fire. And of course Black
Saturday is also so real in so many of our memories, and again there were too many Victorians that
tragically lost their lives on that horrendous day.
I will not go into the details of what I recall from the 1977, 1983 and 2009 fires, which my family were
very involved in, but I know what they did and what they had to endure in some of the most horrific
of circumstances. My family members are like tens of thousands of other Victorians who have done
exactly the same things and done extraordinary things for their communities. What this bill does is
snuff all that out. It quite literally takes away all of that experience and knowledge—decades of
experience—and hands it over to others in the control of unions. Never has a government so divided
a community as the Andrews government, and never has a government treated the community with
such contempt as the Andrews government.
I would also like to put on record my recollections of what happened in this chamber when we last
debated this bill, because there was a lot of media around that event and it is important for anyone who
is listening today to understand actually what went on and the impact of how the government handled
that situation. Never before has this Parliament, or this house, sat on Good Friday. Why would we? It
is an important day in the Australian calendar but more importantly in the Christian calendar. I am not
someone who is overly religious, but for me it is a day when our family comes together every year.
Good Friday is an occasion, as I said, where our family comes together. We do not have that
opportunity often throughout the year, and so it is very important for us to be able to do so. But on that
day when we were in this chamber and debating the bill, there was a request—and I would be corrected
by the then whip—for 16 of us to have a pair. Only two were granted that pair, and as I said, I was one
who wanted a pair. We were denied those pairs that were—
Ms Lovell: Sorry, I denied you that pair.
Ms CROZIER: No, the government, in terms of the 16—
Ms Lovell: The government wanted more pairs. I denied them.
Ms CROZIER: That is where it was going in terms of what we wanted to do to be able to spend
time with our families. But it was very convenient because there were two ministers that were able to
leave this place and go off—fly off—and spend time with their family, have a holiday with their
family. They flew out of Victoria—left this Parliament as we were debating this very important bill.
And that was something that I was extremely disappointed with at the time, because it denied me the
ability to spend time—the last time I was going to be able to spend—with my brother Will, who was
very ill at the time and who sadly died just a few months later. It was a time when my family—my
elderly father, Will and his family—were going to spend some time together, and I was denied that. I
was just, quite frankly, far too exhausted and tired. It would have been dangerous, and I would have
been a liability on the road if I had got in a car and driven to see him. He sadly went into hospital that
night, and again I say it was an incredibly important day for me to be able to spend with my family,
that Good Friday, which I was denied because the government made us sit on Good Friday. They
broke conventions for us to do that.
Mr Finn: To take advantage of a sick member.
Ms CROZIER: To take advantage of a sick member—exactly, Mr Finn. Their record stands for
itself. But I remember talking to Will on the day. I rang him and I said, ‘I’m so sorry. I won’t be there
with you because I can’t. We can’t get out of here. We’re still going. We’re still going, and I’m just
exhausted’. He was very understanding because he knew how important this bill was to the Victorian
community, to the CFA community and to volunteers like him. He just said, ‘You have to do what is
right, and I know you will do the right thing. Don’t worry about me’.
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We know what he went through, and the irony is his cancer was an unusual cancer. We do not know
how he got that cancer or whether it was due to the fact that he had fought in the Brimboal scrub and
had fire retardant dumped on him. Nevertheless, it could have been any other reason; we just do not
know. As a farmer you are exposed to so many chemicals. But he fought a great fight, and I know that
he would be wanting me to absolutely stand up for the CFA volunteers that are right around this state,
because they took on a great fight too. They wanted to express to the government how important this
bill was to the community, and they were denied everything by the Andrews government when this
bill was last debated in this place. So it was quite okay for government members to flit off overseas—
or wherever they went to—with their families, but it was not okay for us to be with ours. It is something
that I will never forget and that quite frankly I cannot forgive.
In conclusion, it might be all right for Daniel Andrews to be getting rid of a few level crossings, but
he is destroying the CFA and the very fabric of communities across our state that so many CFA
volunteers are a part of. He is not making decisions for all; he is making decisions for a few on this
bill. He is a man so stubborn and so arrogant that he just does not care about the impact of those tens
of thousands of individuals that came out and gave him a message: ‘Please don’t do this’. In actual
fact it was our side of politics that asked him to split the bill to give the presumptive rights, and again
he denied that. So one thing is for sure: Daniel Andrews will not be remembered as a great leader; he
will be remembered as a divisive leader who was controlled and manipulated by union members.
Daniel Andrews’s legacy will be of a man who destroyed the CFA, divided communities and made
this state far less safe if this bill passes today.
Mr Finn: Acting President, I draw your attention to the state of the house.
Quorum formed.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (15:11): I will make my contribution on the Firefighters’ Presumptive
Rights Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019 with a heavy
heart. This is not a bill that needs to be in this house in any way, shape or form. The Country Fire
Authority, the CFA, is internationally recognised as being the best emergency service organisation in
the world. This model is underpinned by professional, dedicated and highly trained career and
volunteer firefighters working together.
Brigades across rural and regional Victoria, and specifically in my electorate of Eastern Victoria
Region, display the volunteer charter on their walls. This was legislated under the Baillieu-Ryan
government and is valued by all volunteers as a measure of respect and in acknowledgement of the
tremendous service that CFA volunteers provide to our communities. It asks, and I have read this out
a number of times in this house:
Is it fair?
Is it just?
Is it reasonable?
Does it discriminate against Volunteers?
Is the outcome practicable and sustainable?
Is it in the best interest of the safety of the Victorian community?

Any framework for change in any legislation needs to be measured against these things. This bill, when
measured against all of these points, says no, no, no. What we see before us today in this bill is a blunt
instrument of division and contempt in the guise of reform. This demonstrates a disregard for our
volunteers, and the hypocrisy of the Labor government is so evident on occasions like this. The lack
of consultation is a hallmark of the Andrews government’s philosophy. It is not just in this bill, but it
is clearly evident in this bill. There was a lack of process and a lack of scrutiny on this public policy.
The government has arrogantly shunted this bill through the lower house, through the Assembly, in
under a week. There are members of certainly The Nationals—country members whose electorates
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are in the line of fire and have many, many volunteer stations—who had no opportunity to speak. They
were gagged. This was shunted through, and there was a lack of process in relation to this. I say to the
MPs who claim to be rural and regional MPs in this house: shame on you for voting for this bill, shame
on you for turning your back on the volunteers who have tried to speak to you, who have tried to
communicate, who have put up the argument. You have turned your back on them. This is something
you can live with, I am sure, for the rest of your life, but it is very hard for those of us on this side to
stomach.
There is some sort of relationship that Mr Andrews and Mr Marshall have, otherwise why would you
do this to the larger Victorian population? There has been collateral damage in terms of good people
having been pushed out or having been made an offer that they could not refuse. The litany of loss of
intellectual capacity and practical understanding of governance and the operation of the CFA is
massive. We have seen the loss of hundreds of years of emergency services experience: the former
CFA board, many of whom I know; the former chief officer, Joe Buffone—I was in the committee
hearing when Joe Buffone presented, and his disappointment at the compromised position that he was
put in was palpable; the former CEO, Lucinda Nolan; and Peter Rau. The list goes on and on and on.
It is very disappointing that even in these current circumstances I understand that many Emergency
Management Victoria staff are leaving because they are just so dismayed at the way this bureaucracy
is grinding them down and the retrograde step of what will happen in emergency services.
The former emergency management commissioner, Craig Lapsley, resigned only back in August last
year, saying that the tide was against him. An article in the Weekly Times said:
Victoria’s former Emergency Management Commissioner Craig Lapsley has accused Deputy Premier James
Merlino and his union mates of removing anyone who gets in their way.

It goes on to talk about the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission report into
harassment and bullying in the CFA and MFB. Mr Lapsley said:
The UFU have taken a position that anyone in senior leadership positions should be removed if connected to
the report or have openly and proactively supported the broader diversity and inclusive agenda for the
Emergency services sector and the work of the VEOHRC …

That is an example of the loss of capacity from the CFA. We also know that there are roughly
1223 volunteer brigades out there in rural and regional Victoria, and almost 3500 volunteers have had
a gutful and have left. They have left because of uncertainty, isolation and disrespect towards them.
But despite this, Volunteer Fire Brigades Victoria and their members and delegates are holding on and
are still a strong voice, pushing back against the government. This is a peak body. Over 90 per cent of
all the brigades are associated with Volunteer Fire Brigades Victoria. In their newsletter, Adam
Barnett, the CEO—and I respect that Mr O’Donohue has read out a considerable amount of what
Mr Barnett has said, so I will skip to something he has not read out but is still very pertinent to this
argument—said:
I reject any implication that the proposed changes will modernise our fire services.
…
Every report and recommendation recently has said we should strengthen integration between staff and
volunteers, but this Bill does the opposite, leaving us with a patchwork of boundaries across Victoria where
two fire services will now cohabitate, with different training, equipment, operational doctrine, command
structures and accountabilities, where there is currently one.
…
That cancer compensation would be tied to completely unrelated structural reform is a real kick in the guts
for the very volunteers who selflessly put themselves in harm’s way to protect lives and property.
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I will conclude with these remarks:
There is no acceptable reason to tie the two together, and there is most certainly no reason to discriminate
against volunteers. Cancer doesn’t discriminate based on pay status, so why should this legislation?
Volunteers and paid staff attend the same incidents, face the same risks and breathe the same smoke.

On that and on the presumptive rights legislation, in the lower house we have seen that our LiberalNationals colleagues have put up genuine bills in relation to presumptive rights to strengthen that, and
they have been rejected by this government on two separate occasions. Again I think it is very
important that often those against this idea will say, ‘Oh, it’s just MPs talking. It’s just the politicians’.
Let us hear what Jack Rush, QC, from the bushfires royal commission, a very eminent person of note
and reputation, has to say. He says:
I think it’s inequitable and discriminatory against volunteers …
…
I can’t for the life of me understand why specific compensation legislation is part of the Bill to reform
firefighting …
It’s got no relevance to (the) real object of the Bill. I’ve never known a Bill to be introduced that involves
compensation together with reform of such importance.
I think it should be split. It’s crap.

That was in the Weekly Times. What the government are doing in the current budget is not only
presenting this and punching this through this house but also looking at reducing the CFA capital
budget in this year’s measures—a $40 million reduction in capital budget—and they are going to hike
the fire services levy as well to pay for their funding.
What I hear constantly—and it is so frustrating for the wonderful volunteers out there in Gippsland—
is that they fundraise, they put in their own money and they do the sausage sizzle again and again and
again, and they are very concerned about what will happen to their assets. They have fundraised for a
lot of equipment for their facility, particularly those who are in integrated stations. What will happen
to their hard-earned equipment? Of course it is not theirs; they view it as a community-owned asset.
But they have raised the funds through the community, and they are very concerned.
I have spoken to volunteers in the integrated stations at Morwell and Traralgon, and then there are
others in my electorate—for example, Mornington and Rosebud—and they are concerned about the
chain of command. They are concerned about what will happen. They are also concerned about
secondment and what that will look like. They certainly are concerned that the CFA will operate by
being seconded back from Fire Rescue Victoria. And what will that mean? Will the best quality people
go out from the city—and they are often based in the city—to rural and regional Victoria, or will we
have the people who may not have those skills that our CFA born-and-bred people in rural and regional
Victoria have? It is quite shocking that this can happen, and the CFA volunteers who have talked to
me about this are very concerned.
Another thing that this legislation does is establish, in part 8, the Firefighters Registration Board—and
we will talk about this more when we get into committee of the whole and drill further down into the
bill. Ultimately that will transfer the powers of employment of the CFA to the union, who will decide
on who can or cannot become a firefighter, noting that three out of four members of that board will be
United Firefighters Union appointments. Now, I am pretty sure that if I am a UFU appointment, I am
going to have UFU affiliations. They are the ones who will ultimately have the sign-off on who is
employed by Fire Rescue Victoria, not the chief officer of the CFA, who will be hamstrung in the face
of this bill and who needs to and wants to provide for his community and his volunteers.
There is also concern around lateral movement that will cease to exist if we are having secondment.
There is concern around training, and even now the discussion with volunteers is about less and less
volunteer-friendly training hours and what that will mean for them moving into the future.
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In summing up, this bill must be stopped. It must be stopped until the genuine concerns of the
volunteers are addressed; until there is genuine consultation by law and consultation through the
Volunteer Fire Brigades Victoria is complete—and there should be a redrafting—and until the CFA
is free to recruit and employ its own staff, with secondment from Fire Rescue Victoria only available
when the options and agreement are there for doing so. It should be stopped until all such processes
are directed to be under the complete control of the CFA chief officer; he or she is the person that
needs to have the final say at the head of this great organisation. It should be stopped until the
respective roles of each organisation are more clearly specified, and in particular the clear
recommendations and recognition of the CFA’s role in structural as well as wildfire suppression. It
should be stopped until the operational details are negotiated and agreed to prior to the enactment of
any legislation. It should be stopped until presumptive rights are fully equal for both career and
volunteer firefighters and they are contained within separate legislation that does not discriminate. It
should also be stopped until the CFA charter, with which I started my conversation in this house, is
enshrined in legislation.
I take the point of Ms Crozier and others—and Mr Barton—that when a pager goes off, into the fire
and into danger our volunteers rush. The model is not broken, but this government will break the
model. Our volunteers and integrated stations on many, many, many occasions have worked so well
together, and it is a crying shame that this government will be known for the destruction of that model
and the loss of credible knowledge and credible integrity and experience because of their disrespect
for the volunteers.
I cannot support this bill. I wish to see it split, and then the discussion around presumptive legislation
can be had. The Nationals will certainly not be supporting this bill in its current state.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (15:26): I will be brief. The Liberal Democrats will not be
supporting this legislation. We think the presumptive rights compensation part is good, if still flawed
in discriminating against volunteers, but it should never have been linked to the remainder of this bill.
Linking the two together is cynical and dirty, and there is no room for people to hide behind that.
I know a bit about volunteer bushfire brigades, about the commitment of regular people who put their
lives on the line and, sadly, about the devastating impact of bushfires on regional communities. I went
to my first fire when I was 12, living in Adelong in New South Wales. Our brigade was called out and
my father could not contact anyone to man the tanker, so he grabbed my sister and me, and off we
went. Armed with a 40-year-old tanker truck and a bit of common sense, we spent the day fighting a
grassfire. I learned that fires are hot, smoky, often boring and occasionally terrifying and that you
should always pack your lunch and your dinner. Even as a 12-year-old I learned that a fast response
and a bit of local knowledge is the most effective way to prevent a disaster.
Over the years volunteer fire brigades have become more professional, but the attitude of using all
practical means necessary to look after your neighbour remains at the heart of the movement.
Volunteer firefighters are people with a true understanding of community. They are the people we see
from time to time who lose their own properties while fighting to save the homes of others. They have
worked for years with professional firefighters without any problems. Like my colleague
Mr Limbrick, my office has been deluged by correspondence from CFA members who know that this
legislation will devastate one of Australia’s great volunteer organisations.
This bill is madness. It would be hard to find any sector of the community less deserving of being
upset by the government. The bill itself is a political disaster. It is political poison. It has left a path of
sackings and resignations behind it and has caused people to abandon parliamentary procedure as well
as all reason—we all know the story of the last two years. The question we are all asking, and the
government cannot answer, is: why? There was never any recommendation of this kind in the royal
commission into the Black Saturday bushfires. If the government put as much effort into fire hazard
mitigation as it did into trying to annoy thousands of Victoria’s best people, there would be no fires
for many summers to come. The only credible explanation put forward for this move is pure union
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cronyism, and that is a terrible explanation for something that is going to put people’s lives at risk, for
something that is going to rip apart the volunteer fabric that binds this state together.
Regardless of the reasoning, I am less worried about the political disaster the government is bringing
upon itself than I am about the actual disaster that may yet be visited upon innocent people of Victoria.
The CFA is recognised around the world as the benchmark of a well-functioning integrated fire
service. The surge capacity that the largely urban-based volunteers contribute to the organisation
allows hundreds of tankers to be deployed to many different fires at once. Anything that impacts on
volunteer rates—and this legislation is going to hack at the volunteers—is going to cripple this
capacity. The CFA is not perfect. I am sure there is plenty of room for reform, but this is not the reform
that is needed. Let me warn you today that if there are deaths because of this legislation, if these
changes cripple the capacity of the CFA to respond, those of you who vote for it will have blood on
your hands, and I will interrupt any condolence motion that we have to ask those of you who voted
for it to resign. The blame goes not only to the government but also to those on the crossbench who
would sell out our volunteers for their own short-term gain. We do not support this legislation.
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (15:30): In starting my contribution on the fire services
legislation, which I do with a very heavy heart, I want to make it clear to this house exactly what
happened on Good Friday last year. On Good Friday the government wanted to take advantage of one
of the crossbenchers being away ill. That was Rachel Carling-Jenkins. Dr Carling-Jenkins had advised
me, as the Opposition Whip, that she had requested a pair from the government but that the
government had denied her a pair. However, the government, seeing their opportunity and wanting to
grasp it and take advantage of her being away ill, pushed on with the bill well into the night. They did
this despite the experience they had had on a previous bill when they had forced us to sit all through
the night, which resulted in a government member collapsing and having to be taken to hospital. So in
their desperation to get the fire services legislation through the house the government were prepared
to risk members’ health and also break more than 160 years of convention by forcing the house to sit
on Good Friday.
At midnight on the Thursday there was a procedural debate to stop sitting and to observe the religious
importance of Good Friday, and many of the members who spoke in that debate requested pairs.
However, when I went to the government and requested 14 pairs for the opposition because 14 of our
members had requested pairs so that they could observe the religious importance of Good Friday, the
government, despite having originally agreed to give those 14 pairs—they went away to get together
the names of those who they were going to pair them with—came back to me and reneged on their
agreement to provide those 14 pairs. So I told all of our people that there would be no pairs for anyone.
Unless everyone who wanted a pair could get a pair, there would be no pairs. The Government Whip
then came to me begging for two pairs for ministers, including the minister who was responsible for
the bill, Mr Dalidakis. She came to me pleading for two pairs for those ministers who were getting on
flights to fly out for holidays. I agreed to allow two of our members to go home so that they could then
attend their church services.
The Government Whip continued to come to me during the early hours of the morning and later in the
morning asking me for more pairs so that more ministers and more government backbenchers, I guess,
could go away on their holidays. I kept saying, ‘No, there will be no more pairs. We let our two go
home that were wanting to attend church services and the rest of us will be staying’. But as we sat
further into Good Friday and we got past the hours of church services being held, our two members
were able to return to the chamber and exercise their democratic right to vote against the legislation,
and that is exactly what happened. It was not us begging for pairs from the government; the
government were begging for pairs from the opposition. They were prepared to take advantage of a
member being ill. They were prepared to trash 160 years of tradition in order to get that legislation
through. I know government members will tell you differently, but I can tell you as the Opposition
Whip that is exactly what happened.
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This legislation is divisive legislation, and we have seen this play out over the last two years. We have
seen the firefighters, both career and volunteer, marching on Parliament over this legislation. We have
seen sectors of our community pitted against each other. This is really bad legislation and this
government has been prepared to just push ahead with it because they owe something to the United
Firefighters Union (UFU) and to Peter Marshall.
There was an article in the Weekly Times on 12 June written by Adam Barnett, the chief executive of
Volunteer Fire Brigades Victoria (VFBV). This article starts out under the heading ‘Victoria could
find itself in the same crisis as the 1938/39 ‘Black Friday’ era: On dangerous ground’. Mr Barnett talks
about the Andrews government’s fire services restructure plan ‘being pushed ahead without a shred
of evidence of any benefits’ to that legislation. And that is exactly what we found when we had our
inquiry into the legislation in 2017. There was no evidence that this would improve fire services. Mr
Barnett goes on to talk in this article about the impact that it will have on CFA volunteers, and he says:
VFBV continues to hear from CFA volunteers around Victoria who are dismayed at the lack of process and
scrutiny of what is essentially a piece of critical public policy that will significantly impact them.
There was an overwhelming feeling of being bulldozed and disregarded over proposed changes, with CFA
volunteers particularly angry with the repeated misrepresentations and falsehoods that CFA is not providing
world-class service to urban communities.

And that is right: this government has said that it needs to change because the service is not good
enough. We know our volunteers have provided a world-class service to the communities that we
represent in country Victoria. Mr Barnett goes on to say:
No credible evidence has been provided to back those claims—and worse, the proposed changes add no
additional capacity to the system.
Changing logos on trucks, uniforms and pay slips does not modernise or improve community safety. VFBV
continues to respectfully call for evidence to support the Government’s case for change, including impact
modelling, cost analysis and consultation.

He then goes on to say:
I reject any implication that the proposed changes will modernise our fire services. The proposed Bill actually
takes us backwards, pre-CFA—reverting to a model similar to what existed at the time of the 1938–39 ‘Black
Friday’ fires that destroyed more than two million hectares and left 71 people dead.
Back then there was the Bush Fire Brigades and the Country Fire Brigades operating across regional and rural
Victoria as two distinct fire services, together with the Forests Commission.
They operated with inconsistent equipment, and different operational doctrine and chains of command and
that cost lives.

He goes on further to say:
This Bill was drafted initially in secret, without any input from CFA or MFB leadership, or even the
Emergency Management Commissioner. No clear case has ever been put forward and no analysis or
modelling to demonstrate what, if any, benefits and impacts it will have on community safety outcomes and
CFA efficiency.

And that is certainly what we heard in the inquiry that we did in 2017.
This bill will introduce a model of secondment where many of the staff who train and support
volunteers would then have to be seconded back to the CFA but would be subject to the enterprise
bargaining agreement that gives the UFU enormous control over recruitment and resources. The CFA
would no longer employ or engage career firefighters or any other paid staff to engage in firefighting
duties except for the chief fire officer and the deputy officers, and it can also obviously second back
members from Fire Rescue Victoria as their employees.
What happens if no-one actually applies for a secondment—if there is a vacancy and no-one actually
applies to be seconded to the CFA? How will the CFA be able to fill those positions? How will they
be able to fill those positions in a timely manner? This actually limits their recruiting capacity because
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sometimes the CFA may go interstate to recruit someone with particular expertise—they may even
look overseas to recruit someone with particular expertise—but this will limit them to only being able
to second back from Fire Rescue Victoria. I think this is madness and must be changed. It is certainly
something we heard in the inquiry from the officers in charge of stations in Shepparton, Wangaratta
and Wodonga—that the CFA must be able to employ its own middle management. The people who
actually deal with the volunteers must be CFA employees, not Fire Rescue Victoria employees.
The bill will further enshrine union powers over the CFA by allowing it to dominate the new
Firefighters Registration Board, which will accredit anyone wishing to work for Fire Rescue Victoria,
including those employees who are seconded back to the CFA. That board will be made up of four
members. The first of those members will be a ministerial nominee, the second a UFU nominee. There
will be a former senior firefighter who will be nominated and elected directly by firefighters—so read
the UFU there—and there will be an academic who is also nominated and elected by firefighters, so
again, read a UFU appointment. So three out of four of those people on the Firefighters Registration
Board will be UFU appointments.
The bill even puts the board beyond the control of future emergency services ministers, with
clause 153 stating that:
The Firefighters Registration Board is not subject to the general direction or control of the Minister in respect
of the performance of the Board’s functions or duties or the exercise of the Board’s powers.

Our firefighting services are too important to play politics with. There have been a number of reviews
over the years, and not one single review has recommended combining the fires services, yet that is
what this government is pushing ahead with. There is no doubt that our fire services need to be
modernised, and it is right that we should be speaking about and debating fire services reform, but we
should be doing that from the beginning and end point of improving fire services, including improving
conditions and facilitating participation for both volunteer and paid firefighters. We should be talking
about improving the infrastructure for our volunteer and paid firefighters and delivering a modern and
sustainable fire service. Unfortunately that is not what this bill is about. This bill is designed as a
political fix for an industrial dispute and a secret deal that was done between the Premier and the UFU,
and it does not have the foundations of improving our fires services and creating a modern fire service.
The volunteer charter has been completely trashed. The government have ignored the inclusions in the
volunteer charter that require them to consult with volunteers. It is a shame that they have not respected
the right of volunteers to have input.
Over the winter of 2017 I was delighted to participate as a member of the Council committee that
inquired into this legislation. One of the things that concerned me most during that inquiry was when
Mr Bates from the Department of Premier and Cabinet spoke about the lack of consultation with the
Country Fire Authority and the MFB on these changes. In fact he said quite openly that the reason
they did not consult with the CFA and the MFB was that the fire services leaked information very
openly, and this was a slight, I thought, on the management of both the CFA and the MFB.
The CFA and the MFB told us that they were only consulted a day or two before the legislation was
second read, but the UFU told us that they were consulted between 14 and 15 times between January
and the end of April. This was before it was even mentioned to the MFB or the CFA, and it was
certainly never discussed with the volunteers or the VFBV.
It concerned me also that the chief officer, Steve Warrington, kept saying, ‘We will make this
legislation work’. He did not say he was confident it would work. He did not say he was confident it
was the right thing to do. He just kept saying, ‘We will make it work’. This is not a great piece of
legislation. This is an appalling piece of legislation that is divisive and does not provide for our
volunteers.
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The presumptive rights in this legislation are not equal. Career firefighters will have a great
presumptive rights scheme, but the volunteers do not get equal rights to presumptive legislation under
this, which is wrong. There is a great cost to this legislation. There is a cost to volunteers and the surge
capacity that we will lose from our fire services. There is a cost to the community in what they will
pay in the way of a fire services levy. There is a cost in the experience that we will lose from the fire
services and the local knowledge of volunteers who have fought fires in some of our state’s most
difficult terrain for decades. There is the loss of one of the world’s leading volunteer-based
organisations as we know it. The CFA will never again be the same as the organisation that has proudly
protected our state— (Time expired)
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (15:46): It gives me absolutely no pleasure to be back here
today doing this. During the last Parliament we went through a pretty awkward time to see the bill
defeated, and for a number of reasons I do not think it was our proudest moment as a Parliament.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr BOURMAN: Thank you, Mr Finn. It was not one of our proudest moments, but here we are
again. I am not going to rehash or reprosecute everything that I have heard from both sides. Everyone
has clearly got their ideas about where they are going to be. I have not hidden from day one that I am
not supporting this legislation, although I do support, like most people—if not everyone—the
presumptive rights. My issue with the presumptive rights is that for the volunteers they are not
presumptive. You cannot have to go to a committee and explain yourself and your illness and call that
presumptive. There has been a lot of talk about that, but as far as I am aware I am the only one with
an amendment about that, which I will move during the committee stage. Basically I feel that the
volunteers and the paid fireys both attend fires. We can get into response times. We can do this, that
and the other, but they both attend fires, they both expose themselves to a risk, and they both should
have the same presumption. Doing anything else is not fair. It is not Australian. I can come up with
any sort of platitude I like, but in the end I think we should do it, and I would expect that I should get
a fair bit of support, given what I have heard over the last few hours.
Getting to the crux of the matters with the organisation, of the two main issues that I got from the
volunteers, one was the unequal treatment of the presumption and the other was the secondment of
management. I am not going to get into the details of why that could be good or bad. As I said, I am
not reprosecuting this, but what I have done is draft an amendment that will allow the chief officer of
the CFA, or whatever they decide to call it, the ability to hire and fire and do what they want; they do
not have to be seconded. I think what that does is allow the brigade to be self-determining. I have no
doubts that, should there be secondments across from Fire Rescue Victoria, based on the assumption
that this legislation gets through unamended, the people will do a great job, but the concerns that have
been raised with me need to be addressed.
There is a surprising lack of amendments to this bill, to be frank, but the day is early. You never know
what might pop up. I am going to keep it brief, to steal a phrase. I am going to just leave it at this: I do
think these amendments attempt to do something that would go a long way towards helping the
volunteers, although obviously the only way they could really be satisfied is if this legislation is
defeated.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (15:49): I rise today to speak on the Firefighters’
Presumptive Rights Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019, and
I do so on behalf of countless constituents across Western Victoria Region who are overwhelmingly
grateful for the decades of service provided by Country Fire Authority firefighters. This government
seeks to dissolve CFA fire stations in Western Victoria Region, including in Ballarat, Portland,
Warrnambool, Lara, Geelong, Corio, Belmont, Ocean Grove and Melton, by subjecting them to the
control of the United Firefighters Union (UFU) in the formation of the new quango Fire Rescue
Victoria (FRV).
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This bill once again demonstrates the Labor Party’s ideological resentment of volunteerism, nonunionism, self-determination and responsibility of rural and regional communities. At every turn this
government chooses to tear down the institutions and way of life that have ensured the safety of
Victorians living beyond the tram tracks of Melbourne for generations. I call on my colleagues on the
crossbench in Western Victoria Region to reject this bill. I say particularly to Mr Meddick, do not
stand in this place and talk about the rights of animals when many thousands, if not millions, will be
lost in the next raging fire across our region due to the inability of paid staff to effectively fight our
grass and forest fires.
Since this Premier took office in 2014, the CFA has lost 3534 operational volunteers, which is 9 per
cent of its active firefighting force. Since 2011 the CFA has seen a drop in volunteers of 4300 from
38 895 to 34 595. Clearly CFA volunteers are in decline—and no wonder. They know their services
are not appreciated, not supported and not respected. But this is of course what this government wants.
Our volunteer brigades recently told me they expect to lose 50 per cent of their brigades with all the
new requirements and regulations inflicted on the volunteers.
This government only wants paid service providers everywhere. Daniel Andrews is a recruitment
agency for Mr Marshall. Those opposite just want new members of Mr Marshall’s union. This
government now seeks to serve the final blow on this most amazing volunteer service. Thirty-six
integrated five stations will be stripped from the CFA to be merged with the Metropolitan Fire Brigade
in the formation of Fire Rescue Victoria.
The results will be catastrophic for this institution, which has competently and reliably served this state
for more than 70 years. The CFA carve-up will leave rural brigades struggling for access to training
and support and a lack of clarity about who is in control. Actually, it will probably become quite clear
as to who is in control in a fire station: it will be paid UFU unionists. However, my observations of
the St Patrick’s Day fires were of paid MFB firefighters stepping out of huge, sparkly clean buses in
their shiny black boots, which for the period of the fire never seemed to reach the fire front. Meanwhile
the volunteers and CFA officers had left their own properties and risked their own safety and lives to
spend hours protecting the property, livestock and lives of others. They did it for hours without respite.
They often slept on the staging ground while the paid officers had booked out every motel bed in town.
There was even a situation where the food provided at one ground ran out because the food reserved
for the volunteers had already been consumed by the paid visiting forces.
Recruitment will also become a significant issue given that the CFA will not be able to force FRV
staff to work in more remote locations without union agreement, depriving our rural communities of
the services they need more than anyone else. All rural firefighting brigades will be controlled by the
union’s career firefighters, and all new employees, including those seconded to the CFA, will be
required to be accredited by a new Firefighters Registration Board dominated by the UFU. These
consequences will be extremely harmful for rural and regional communities that have depended on
the CFA.
The government must face two fundamental realities: that bushfires are an unavoidable part of
Victorian life and we must always be vigilant in our preparedness to address them at any given time;
and that, due to the remoteness and size of the Victorian communities that are most affected by
bushfires, we cannot entirely depend on paid firefighters. This bill risks losing those volunteers. The
vital surge capacity that volunteer firefighters are able to provide during bushfire emergencies is
unparalleled by career firefighters without imposing an enormous financial burden on this state. The
changes made by the bill clearly do little to further ensure the safety of rural and regional communities,
instead risking endangering them.
There are many questions that this government must address, but instead they rushed it through the
other place by cutting debate short. This mirrored the government’s failure to consult the CFA, the
MFB or the emergency management commissioner on the drafting of the bill, which was originally
done in secret. In a similar manner the government has not released any analysis of any modelling to
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demonstrate how community safety will be enhanced through the tearing apart of the CFA. These
reforms are baseless, dubious in their motives and destructive and were conjured without collaboration
or transparency. For five years now the Andrews Labor government has tried its best to do whatever
possible to downscale, destroy and demoralise the CFA. Already under this government there has been
a major reduction in cold burning in state-controlled forests and parks. Mr Davis mentioned
Mr Packham and his significant contribution to an understanding of better fire prevention and control
on this continent. My husband chaired the Stretton Group, of which Mr Packham was a member, and
they worked assiduously to provide world-breaking research and knowledge in the area of fire, forests
and better park management.
I grew up in rural Victoria, and the CFA is part of our world, our life. My grandfather died in a western
Victoria bushfire. I know many who have been so adversely affected by fire and are so grateful to our
CFA volunteer firefighters, and they will be horrified to think that this great organisation will be no
more. At the same time as this government seeks to destroy our skilful, experienced volunteer service,
they have hiked up the fire services levy, which particularly impacts rural landowners, who are often
the volunteer firefighters. This levy is obviously needed to fund the extraordinary pay levels demanded
by union boss Marshall but will not do anything to provide the necessary equipment and supplies
required to effectively fight a fire. In western Victoria volunteer lieutenant Andrew Lawrence said his
brigade was still waiting for a portable toilet to arrive. Their tanker is 25 years old. The budget has cut
CFA funding for new projects from $60.7 million in 2018–19 to $22 million in 2019–20. New fleet
funding has been cut from $12.38 million to $6.4 million. New station funding has been cut from
$13.6 million to $5.54 million. This begs the question: what is this huge hike in the fire services levy,
up to 10 per cent and a further later increase to 20 per cent in 2022–23, going to be spent on? Well, we
know what it is going to be spent on. It is going to be spent on all those increased wages.
This bill is a disgrace. It ought to be opposed, and it also has had many casualties. In 2016 the Premier
extraordinarily sacked the entire CFA board alongside former Minister for Emergency Services Jane
Garrett. The next month the CFA chief executive, Lucinda Nolan, quit after being provided with an
ultimatum to sign the enterprise bargaining agreement or resign. MFB chief officer Peter Rau resigned
after alleged bullying by the UFU, with MFB chief executive Jim Higgins having resigned
prematurely. CFA chief officer Joe Buffone and deputy chief officer Bruce Byatt also quit after this
brutal attempt to destroy one of Victoria’s proudest institutions.
This government will stop at nothing in their lengthy vendetta against volunteers in favour of their
3700 union mates who seem to rule them. I oppose this bill. It is a disgrace, and all those supporting it
should hang their heads in shame.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (15:59): It is a matter of regret to me that the structure and
roles of the MFB and the CFA are as divisive within the community as they are. The issue has become
a political football, and it is not the sort of debate that has covered this Parliament in glory. The new
leader of the federal opposition, Anthony Albanese, said the Australian people were suffering conflict
fatigue, and I think he has got a point. It would be great if we tried focusing on solving problems. I
think issues like mental health, drug addiction, homelessness, Indigenous disadvantage and building
schools and hospitals are very important issues and issues we can agree on, rather than spending so
much time and energy on issues which divide us and act as a zero-sum game for someone to win while
someone else loses. Of course issues such as these do arise, and here we should work to find some
common ground.
The government has decided to carry out the wishes of the United Firefighters Union (UFU) and
restructure both the MFB and the CFA as a result. The minister’s press release on the day she
reintroduced this bill quotes her as saying:
Our firefighters are the best in the world and as our population grows, we’re making sure that they and the
Victorian community have the modern fire service that they deserve.
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Well, this bill is not merely about dealing with the consequences of our rapid population growth, which
has been forced on the public. I am quicker than most people in this Parliament to recognise population
growth as the underlying driver of so many of the problems that come before us as parliamentarians,
but the government cannot blame the conflict over this bill on population growth. The government
says that it is supportive of the CFA and supportive of the role played by volunteer firefighters. It
wants Victorians to believe the bill does not weaken or undermine their situation, but this is hard to
reconcile with the fact that volunteer firefighters simply do not support it—they just do not support it.
The government essentially says ‘Trust us’, but I usually find that people are the best judges of their
own best interests. As the house knows, I have great difficulty with the patronising way this
government and governments before it have presumed to tell people what sort of neighbourhood and
suburb is best for them. Volunteer Fire Brigades Victoria, representing volunteer firefighters, makes
clear this bill will weaken service delivery capability for urban growth areas, seriously affect support
for surge capacity in regional Victoria and also in the event of statewide disasters, institutionalise
division across Victoria’s fire services, introduce a presumptive rights compensation component that
is not equitable, contradict the learnings and findings of the 2009 Victorian Bushfires Royal
Commission and undo the work that has been done since to have the fire services work as closely
together as they can.
For quite a few years I lived in a country town in the Otways, and I want to tell the house how important
the CFA and the functioning of the CFA were to that small community in the Otways. They were
really at the backbone of the community, and the whole community did extraordinary things to try and
support them, keep the membership up and keep up funding to the CFA. They greatly supported it and
greatly supported the work that these volunteer firefighters did in protecting that fire-prone area against
bushfires. The CFA also provided, as we have talked about, capacity to fight fires both in Victoria and
sometimes interstate, and members took great pride in the work that they did. I do not think that we
should underplay the significant effects of local knowledge when it comes to fighting fires. It has often
been talked about that people that live in the area and have fought fires in the area know best how to
fight those fires when they recur in that area.
I have received correspondence from many volunteer firefighters about this issue. They are universally
opposed to the bill. Their opposition is on the following grounds. One, volunteers are not being treated
in the same way as career firefighters when it comes to the cancer presumption provisions, which
establish an advisory committee to determine whether a volunteer firefighter has attended fires to the
extent reasonably necessary to fulfil the purposes of service as a firefighter. Two, there have been
many reviews into the Victorian fire services over the last decade, but not one of them has
recommended the structural changes proposed in this bill. Three, volunteers are seriously concerned
about how the proposed secondment model will work in rural and regional areas. They are concerned
about the impact on CFA culture of having all operational staff recruited and trained in the Fire Rescue
Victoria environment and seconded to the CFA without prior knowledge of the CFA environment and
CFA culture. Four, volunteers do not understand whether the CFA and CFA volunteers will have a
viable and recognisable role in Victorian fire services. Five, the CFA chief officer currently has powers
to employ who they see fit, to move staff and appliances where they see fit and to exercise disciplinary
functions in relation to volunteer and paid staff. Volunteers are unclear as to whether these powers will
be diminished by the bill, but they believe they will be.
I am disappointed also with the distinction the government made in relation to cancer rights for
firefighters. Under the arrangements in this bill making a claim is more arduous for volunteer fighters
than it is for professional firefighters. This distinction means that Victoria is the only state in Australia
that does not offer cancer presumptive rights compensation to volunteer firefighters on an equal basis
with paid firefighters. It has been a pretty poor effort. There are plenty of people in this Parliament
who are very happy to use the word ‘discrimination’, but there has been a deafening silence from them
on this matter. Their silence here renders much of their loud protestations at other times as antidiscrimination crusaders just posturing. The Fire Services Bill Select Committee report in the last
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Parliament recommended that the presumptive rights legislation should be split into a separate bill and
the discriminatory aspects removed to ensure volunteers and career firefighters are provided equal
protection and treatment. I am disappointed that this has not been done.
It is not just the many letters I have received from volunteer firefighters that have helped to convince
me that the right course of action is not to support this legislation. The last Parliament saw the
resignation of the then emergency services minister, Jane Garrett, now a member of this house, and
the resignation of the CFA board, its CEO and the chief financial officer. None of them was under a
cloud. They all resigned, at massive cost to their careers, rather than be party to what they clearly saw
as an attack on the CFA. It is hard for those of us who are not involved in firefighting organisations to
understand the strength of their feelings on an issue like this. But it is not hard to believe that those
who were so highly experienced in the workings of the CFA might have some insight into what the
consequences of this bill will be.
Consultation with volunteers through Volunteer Fire Brigades Victoria has not occurred and due to
the lack of real consultation, the volunteer fire brigades remain firmly opposed to the bill in its present
form. I believe that there is a need to ensure all Victorians receive the best possible fire service. But
this significant responsibility needs to be undertaken with sufficient consideration to ensure we achieve
the changes that meet the needs of all stakeholders. Just saying Victorians deserve a modern fire
service does not explain how these changes will deliver that. The onus is always on those who propose
change to effectively make the case for it. But the government is a long way from having discharged
the onus to make the case for change. You know the expression, ‘If it isn’t broke, don’t fix it’.
I would like to see us do more to protect Victorians from bushfires. The thing that would absolutely
make Victorians safer is to underground our powerlines. Many of the Black Saturday bushfires were
caused by faults in above-ground lines. Of course the response is to say that this would cost billions
of dollars. I daresay it would. But when it comes to producing dollars to deal with our rapid growth,
there are billions of dollars to be found—the North East Link alone will account for $16 billion. If we
think undergrounding powerlines is expensive, we should balance that against the cost of a bushfire.
I will not be voting for the bill, and I thank those civic-minded volunteers who have gone to the trouble
of providing me with their stories and their views.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (16:09): It is very sad circumstances that have led to this bill
being debated today. I have to say that I was disgusted beyond words at the behaviour of the
government earlier this afternoon when it put the rights and the welfare of people with disabilities to
one side while it brought on this legislation, which was not urgent in any way, shape or form, whereas
indeed the national disability insurance scheme legislation is urgent. It must be passed by 1 July, and
of course the Parliament will not sit before 1 July after the end of this week.
It was very much a case of this government, the arrogant Andrews government, screwing over people
with disabilities to enable them to screw over volunteers throughout Victoria. That is a despicable
attitude of any government. It is a bullyboy attitude and, as I said, an attitude that we have come to
expect from an increasingly arrogant government and an increasingly arrogant Premier. Speaking of
which, you have to ask the question—the question has been asked and I will ask it again—what sort
of lunatic declares war on volunteer firefighters in one of the most fire-prone places on earth? Who
does that? What sort of nut bag does that? We have got a place that could go up at any time. It is tinder
dry, and the place could go up at any time. We have had a long history—decades since Europeans got
here, indeed probably before then—of fires, massive fires. So what do you do? Pick a fight with the
volunteer firefighters. Extraordinary. I would ask members of the government to explain that, but they
have decided that they do not want to participate in this debate. And you can understand why. If I was
supporting this legislation, if I was voting for this legislation, I would be embarrassed too. I would not
be getting up to support this legislation because, quite frankly, it does not have much going for it at
all—very, very little.
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There has been much said over the last three, maybe four, years about the connection between Peter
Marshall, the head of the United Firefighters Union (UFU), and Daniel Andrews, the Premier of
Victoria, and there is a very, very clear correlation between the two—they are both political thugs.
That is the simple fact of the matter. I have seen Peter Marshall in action and he does not muck around.
I remember being at the Sunshine pool meeting some years ago before the 2006 election. I had never
seen him before; I had never met him before. He was throwing his weight around all over the place.
He was actually representing on that occasion Justin Madden, who went on to become the—
Ms Crozier interjected.
Mr FINN: Indeed, Ms Crozier. He was there, throwing his weight around and being quite the
bullyboy that night. And we have of course seen Daniel Andrews refine his attitudes or refine his
ability to be a bully—he is now a master.
I have to say to you that my respect is for both career and volunteer firefighters. Being a member
representing the western suburbs, I come across quite a few career firefighters and I come across quite
a few volunteer firefighters. I recall in the lead-up to the last election I was doorknocking in Sunbury
one day—it happened a fair bit as a matter of fact—and I knocked on the door of a chap who identified
himself as an MFB captain and who was also a very active member of the UFU. He in no uncertain
terms told me where I could go, so I did—I kept going. A little bit later on he chased me up the street,
and I thought, ‘This’ll be good’. He chased me up the street and he called me in and we had a chat.
Members interjecting.
Mr FINN: No, he’s not there today. He called me in and we actually sat down and had a chat. He
apologised for being rude—so there are a few lessons there for a few people—and we sat down and
we had a chat. I explained to him that I have not got it in for the MFB. I have not got it in for career
firefighters, not at all. What I am concerned about is the bullying of the volunteer firefighters that is
going on and the way that the MFB and the career firefighters are being used as political pawns in this
campaign against the volunteer firefighters. He said to me, and I will never forget this, ‘Well, what
can we do to improve our image as career firefighters?’. I said, ‘The best thing that you can do to
improve your image as a career firefighter is to get rid of Peter Marshall. Get rid of Peter Marshall.
That would be the best thing that you could do’. As head of the UFU he has dragged the image and
the reputation of a fine group of men and women down into the gutter. That in itself is a tragedy. It is
so sad to see career firefighters become political pawns in the way that they have been and being
dragged into slime that the UFU and the ALP have dragged them into. It is very, very sad indeed.
Like many in this house, I come from a family of CFA volunteers. One of my very first memories was
when my mum was cooking multitudes of scones for the firefighters who were fighting the Cressy fire
a long time ago. I think it might have been back in the 60s, to tell you the truth. It was a big fire. It was a
huge fire. I remember my father being out literally for days fighting this particular fire. My grandfather
was also a firefighter, and of course I had a number of uncles who were also volunteer firefighters.
Where I live now in Bulla I am not all that far, just around the corner in fact, from the Bulla CFA. It
is quite remarkable, as I think I have said in this house once before, to hear the siren go off at various
times of the day—and sometimes at night, but mainly during the day presumably because they have
got some sort of messaging system so as not to disturb the punters after dark—and you could almost
back it in that within 5 minutes you would hear the siren of the local fire truck heading off. Not
necessarily to a fire but to any number of emergencies, including car accidents and those sorts of things
that they also do a lot of work with. The local CFA is about more than just fighting fires. They are
really important parts of any country community. I pay tribute to CFA volunteers here today and
express my very deep fears and very deep regret at what will happen if this legislation is passed. I am
delighted to see that there are many members of the crossbench who have already expressed their
opposition to this bill, and I am hoping that there will be at least another one or two who will do just
exactly that.
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Another very vivid memory was Ash Wednesday. I was running for the seat of Burke back in 1983 as
the youngest member of the Liberal team. I was very young. The day after Ash Wednesday I recall
being driven through the Macedon Ranges. Of course the seat of Burke is gone now, but the seat of
Burke did contain the Macedon Ranges. I recall driving down the road through the Macedon Ranges
with trees still burning on both sides of the road. I thought to myself, ‘If it’s like that now, what was it
like yesterday at the height of this fire?’. These people went in, these men and women, and they put
their lives on the line to protect the community and to protect their neighbours. What extraordinary
bravery, what extraordinary commitment to do the right thing, to do the decent thing, these CFA
volunteers have. But of course that means nothing with this legislation, because Dan has decided that
he is going to do the CFA volunteers in. What a tragedy that will be.
It is also worth noting that these volunteers—unpaid, of course—will drop everything at a moment’s
notice to go out to fight a fire, to help with a car accident, to do whatever it may be. I am reminded of
the Christmas Day fire at Wye River a few years ago. We saw volunteer firefighters just get up in the
middle of Christmas dinner, walk out and some of them not return for days. They were out fighting
that fire, which was a pretty pesky fire, as I recall, and a particularly dangerous one to fight. These are
the people that are being beaten around by this legislation.
I think it is a very great pity that the government members are not prepared to get up in the house and
defend this legislation today. I would like to hear from Jane Garrett. I would love to hear from
Ms Garrett because she is somebody who can tell us a great deal about how this legislation came about,
what this legislation would do to the CFA and what this legislation would do to volunteers. Of course
Ms Garrett was so opposed to this legislation, this move by the Premier, that she put her career on the
line—and she was sacked. She was sacked by the Premier for wanting to do the right thing. It is very
rare that I will give anybody in the Labor Party a pat on the back, at least publicly, but on this occasion
I will because I think Jane Garrett really did the right thing. It was a gutsy thing, and she is to be
commended for that. I think it is a great pity that she has not been allowed in the house today and she
has not been allowed to tell us exactly what happened behind closed doors when the Premier did what
Peter Marshall wanted done to her.
Then of course there was Lucinda Nolan, who we know served Victoria Police for many, many years
very, very well. She was sacked as the CEO. We had the board sacked. We had a whole range of
people sacked. Anybody who crossed, anybody who opposed, Daniel Andrews was sacked. It was a
bit like being a dissident in China. You disappeared in the middle of the night and were never seen
again. That is what we have seen. Presumptive rights is something that we on this side of the house
have been pushing for for years—equal presumptive rights for volunteers and career firefighters. Over
the other side, the Labor Party have voted it down. Presumptive rights would already be in if we had
had our way.
Mr Quilty has stolen what I was going to say, because my very great concern is that volunteers are
going to walk. In fact they have already started to walk. When the surge capacity is needed, and it will
be needed at some stage because we will have another Ash Wednesday or Black Saturday or Black
Friday or any of those really big fires, it just will not be there. The volunteers will not be there. The
surge capacity will not be there. People will die as a result of that. I can only repeat what Mr Quilty
said: everyone who votes for this legislation will have the blood of those people who die in those fires
on their hands—each and every person who votes for this.
I wish I had time to talk a little more about what happened on Good Friday, but I see I have almost run
out of time. I just say that I back up Ms Lovell’s recollection of what occurred, but it might be worth
pointing out that Mr Ondarchie and I were actually ordered back to vote on that bill. But I would do
the same thing again. This bill stinks. I urge the house to vote it down.
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Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (16:24): I am pleased to rise to speak on the Firefighters’
Presumptive Rights Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019. It
would not be possible to speak on this bill without acknowledging the work of my Greens colleague
Colleen Hartland, who was a member for Western Metropolitan Region for over a decade. Colleen
has been a fierce advocate for presumptive compensation rights for firefighters for many years. In
2013 she introduced a private members bill that would have established a compensation scheme in
Victoria, which was rejected by the Liberal-National government at the time. She worked with many
firefighters, both career and volunteer, who had cancer and were not eligible to get compensation, and
she continued to fight for presumptive compensation to be made law for the rest of her time in
Parliament. This is a matter that is very dear to her heart, and in fact I know Colleen is keenly watching
the debate. I am very honoured to continue her advocacy on this issue by indicating the Greens support
for this bill.
This bill is introducing presumptive rights compensation for Victorian firefighters who develop certain
types of cancer. A presumptive rights scheme means that firefighters diagnosed with cancer will no
longer have to prove that their cancer was caused by their firefighting to receive compensation. Instead,
under the scheme it is presumed that the cancer was caused by their firefighting activity and that
firefighters are entitled to compensation. It is very clear today that there is an established link between
firefighting and certain types of cancer. Firefighters are five to 10 times more likely to develop certain
cancers than non-firefighters, and they are two to three times more likely to develop lung cancer than
a smoker. But firefighters have often struggled to receive workers compensation, as it is difficult to
definitively prove that their cancer is caused by their work as a firefighter. A presumptive rights
scheme will remove the need to definitively prove causation. Many other jurisdictions in Australia and
internationally have presumptive rights schemes in place, and a scheme is long overdue in Victoria.
So the Greens are pleased that this is once again before this house.
The Greens are also pleased that the scheme applies to both volunteer and career firefighters. We
strongly believe that all firefighters who develop cancer as a result of their exposure to fires as part of
their firefighting work should be able to access compensation, regardless of whether they are a paid
employee or a volunteer. We also believe it is reasonable to have in place a mechanism by which
volunteers can demonstrate they were operational before accessing the scheme. Furthermore, the
scheme will take into account exceptional exposure events so that firefighters who have attended such
an event, where carcinogens are exceptionally high, will still be entitled to presumptive rights
compensation if they do not meet the qualifying period. The qualifying periods are in line with those
in place in other states’ schemes.
On the fire services part of the bill the Greens position has been informed by listening to all sides of
the debate over the years since the reform was first proposed, including the extensive committee
process in the last Parliament. There is no question the government has made this harder than it needed
to be, particularly with a lack of genuine consultation throughout the process. I acknowledge it has
been a difficult debate for all involved. In her contribution to debate on these issues in the last
Parliament Ms Hartland posed the question:
… is this reform necessary?

And she answered:
I believe that it is, and it was confirmed quite clearly to me by the evidence given to us at the Fire Services
Bill Select Committee.

In her contribution to the debate in this place she quoted extensively from the evidence provided to
the committee that demonstrated the need for reform, particularly in relation to issues regarding
response times and community and firefighter safety. I will not repeat all of those reasons, but I do
hope the government has learned from this experience and that if this bill passes, it will take a more
collaborative and consultative approach to its implementation.
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Our emergency services personnel play such an important role in looking after all of us. They run
towards danger when others are running away from it. They risk their own health and safety to protect
the health and safety of others. In return, it is our role in this place to look after them and to keep them
and our community safe. That is why the Greens will be supporting this bill. In her valedictory speech
Colleen mentioned presumptive rights compensation for firefighters as one of her unfinished
campaigns. I hope this week the Parliament will see that campaign finally successful and made law.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (16:30): It says much about the priorities of
this government that this bill is before the house today. Mr Finn in his contribution spoke about the
Disability (National Disability Insurance Scheme Transition) Amendment Bill 2019, which is on the
agenda for this sitting week—a bill that requires a decision to be made and legislation to be put in
place by 1 July—and there is a strong imperative for that to be dealt with this week. The Firefighters’
Presumptive Rights Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019,
which the house is dealing with instead, does not have a time imperative. In fact the intention is for it
not to come into effect until next year, but it does say much about the approach of this government
and the priority of this government that this is being elevated above the immediate need to address the
national disability insurance scheme legislation.
Even stepping away from the notice paper this week, the fact that the bill is before the house today
says a lot about the broader priorities of this government, because when the Legislative Council
defeated this bill in April of last year, that acted as a circuit-breaker. It was a circuit-breaker in what
had been a very divisive debate—a divisive debate of the government’s creation. In 2017 when the
bill was originally introduced to this Parliament, it was done without consultation, and it was done as
a reaction to changes which had been made in Canberra in relation to industrial relations law. The bill
was not about reforming the fire services. The bill was not about the need for a new fire services
structure. The bill was purely introduced as a workaround for industrial relations legislation in
Canberra. It was introduced without consultation even within government, let alone with the affected
parties outside of government, and it was botched.
In 2017 this Council formed a select committee to examine the impacts that proposed legislation would
have on the MFB, the impacts it would have on the Country Fire Authority and the impacts it would
have on the ability of those two services under the proposed model to deliver capability and have
capability to fight major campaign fires in this state. The select committee took evidence across the
state. We had hearings in regional Victoria—in Swan Hill, in Wangaratta, in Hamilton, in the Latrobe
Valley—as well as numerous hearings here in metropolitan Melbourne. The inquiry at that time
received, I think, a record number of submissions; almost 2000 submissions were made to the select
committee, and the vast majority of those submissions opposed the model which had been put forward
under the legislation.
As the committee went around the state, listening to evidence, hearing from witnesses—and I think
there was some 57 witnesses who gave oral evidence through the course of that inquiry; they were a
mix of paid firefighters and volunteer firefighters—the overwhelming message from the volunteer
firefighters was that the bill as proposed would undermine their operations. It would undermine the
ability of CFA volunteers in CFA stations to provide the sort of firefighting capability that they had
done, in many cases, for generations. The message from the paid firefighters, the United Firefighters
Union (UFU) members, was inevitably in support, though interestingly there were some variations on
that. But the general message was one of support.
What was apparent from that inquiry process—stepping away from the views of those in favour and
those opposed—particularly at the regional hearings, when we heard from the CFA, when we heard
from the then emergency services commissioner, Craig Lapsley, when we heard from the Department
of Premier and Cabinet, which had had a role in putting together the bill and the structure, was that no
work had been done as to how this model was going to operate, because as I said, this bill was merely
a workaround for the government. The government, the Premier in particular, had done a deal with
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Peter Marshall from the UFU that he would deliver an enterprise bargaining agreement—an EBA
which was prejudicial to the interests of volunteer firefighters and an EBA which would deliver an
extraordinary level of control to the UFU over operational matters in the fire services by way of
effective veto on management decisions through the need to have a consultation mechanism where
the outcomes of those consultations had to be agreed, thereby effectively providing a veto mechanism.
The Premier in his wisdom agreed to that outcome with Peter Marshall, and there is much conjecture
around how that happened, why that happened and the background to that. We saw the resignation of
Jane Garrett, who was then the Minister for Emergency Services, as a consequence of her belief that
that was an inappropriate way to proceed. We saw the threats that were made against her by Peter
Marshall and the UFU. We saw the Premier back Peter Marshall ahead of his own minister, and we
saw the Premier back Peter Marshall ahead of the CFA and ahead of the chief executive of the CFA,
the board of the CFA, the chief officer of the CFA, all of whom over the course of that activity
resigned, fell on their sword, rather than put in place the EBA that the Premier had signed off with
Peter Marshall.
With the exception of the Premier and presumably those members of the cabinet who acquiesced to
him and did not resign like Jane Garrett, there was a universal view that the EBA that he was agreeing
to was bad for the CFA. We saw that resisted strongly by CFA management and the CFA board for a
long period of time. We then saw at a commonwealth level the federal government amend the Fair
Work Act 2009 in respect of EBAs which applied to entities where volunteers were part of the
workforce. Basically the Fair Work Act was amended to provide that an EBA could not be made for
a workplace which involved volunteers where that EBA would be prejudicial to the interests of those
volunteers. So the effect of that change to the Fair Work Act was basically the CFA could not enter
into an EBA which would be prejudicial to the interests of the volunteers who are attached to the CFA.
It was that change to federal industrial relations law which suddenly led to the legislation before the
house in 2017 and that has been brought back today.
There was never a proposal to restructure the fire services in the interests of fire service delivery. Such
a restructure has never been countenanced in any of the reviews which have been undertaken in
relation to the fire services—back to the royal commission and back to the numerous reviews which
took place over the last decade. This restructure of the fire services only developed when the Victorian
government needed a workaround for that commonwealth EBA legislation. So suddenly we had this
ridiculous proposal that the paid firefighters would all be put into one body, which did not have
volunteers attached to it, so the EBA could be rammed through without falling foul of that volunteer
provision in the Fair Work Act and then they would be seconded back to the CFA to provide paid
staff, as is currently the case.
So it was entirely an artifice that was put in place to get around the commonwealth Fair Work Act,
and that became very apparent during the select committee process where neither the government, the
CFA, the MFB, emergency services, the Department of Premier and Cabinet—none of them—were
able to explain how operationally it was going to work. No work had been undertaken as to what the
restructure, so-called, was going to mean in an operational sense. It was all a case of ‘Trust us; we’ll
work that out later. We’ll do some detailed planning once we have the legislation in place’. It was a
half-baked structure, a half-baked proposal from the beginning, a proposal purely to work around a
limitation that had been imposed in the Fair Work Act.
It is to the great shame of the government that we see that same structure being brought back into this
Parliament with this bill today. Having had that circuit-breaker last year, with the defeat of this bill,
the government had an opportunity to find if it was genuinely committed to fire service reform. It had
the opportunity to undertake consultation. It had the opportunity to find a way forward that would
deliver on its objectives, however ill-conceived, while protecting the interests of volunteers. Instead
the government did not do that. It hid this bill until after the federal election. It was silent between its
re-election last November and the re-election of the Morrison government on 18 May. As soon as that
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federal election was over it dropped this bill into Parliament and rammed it through in the same sitting
week it was tabled in Parliament in the lower house last week, and its intent is to ram it through in this
sitting week.
As with the 2017 bill, the government again is in breach of its own obligations under the Country Fire
Authority Act 1958. The CFA act obliges the government to consult with CFA volunteers under the
provisions of the volunteers charter; that is a statutory requirement of the CFA act. The government
breached that statutory obligation in 2017, and in introducing this bill last week and ramming it through
the Parliament it has again breached its own statutory obligation under the CFA act, because again this
is not about reform; it is about ramming through an EBA deal that was done between Peter Marshall
and the Premier for reasons only the Premier can explain and which is not in the interests of the fire
services and is not in the interests of the Victorian community. So we are again at a point in time where
a piece of legislation is in this Parliament to deliver a political outcome for the Premier which does not
serve the interests of the Victorian community.
Last time this bill was in this house, in 2017, it was then parked until there were votes in 2018, when
the government sought to take advantage of the absence of a member. This was at a time when much
pressure was put on those crossbenchers in the last Parliament. Pressure was put on them to support
the bill through incentives and through pressure in other ways. No doubt a similar approach has been
taken this time.
I would say to those crossbench members who have been pressurised by the government that they
need to consider the impact of this. If this legislation passes the Parliament this week and is enacted in
the next 12 months—and we may or may not see the operational changes come into effect for some
time—the implications of this, long term, in Victoria will be significant. We have already seen, starting
from a base of some 57 000 volunteers in our fire services, around 4000 of those lost as a consequence
of the disruption and disunity that this issue has created in the community. The passage of this
legislation will only accelerate that trend. When we have the next Black Saturday event, when we have
the next large-scale statewide incident that requires the capacity of our volunteers to be available, they
will not be there, and the consequences of that will be on the heads of those crossbench members who
vote for this bill today.
This is going to change forever the way in which our fire services operate. It is going to change forever
the capacity of our fire services to deliver surge capability when we need it for those major campaign
fire events. The consequences of passing this bill cannot be overstated. The damage it will do to our
fire services cannot be overstated, and I would urge those crossbench members who have been induced
by the government to consider the long-term interests of the state—not the short-term political interests
of the Premier but the long-term interests of the state—and oppose this bill this afternoon.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (16:44): I would like to briefly speak to the government’s
Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform)
Bill 2019, which sits in our chamber today. I wish to begin by acknowledging the tremendous work
of all our firefighters, career and volunteer alike, and all that they do. They are the ones that run towards
danger when many of us run away from it. I would just like to thank them for all they do in protecting
life and property and for the services that they perform to the community. I note there are a couple in
the gallery there, so thank you.
In outlining the purposes behind the bill, the government states that the CFA is unable to keep pace
with urbanisation through the growing population in areas that were once considered regional,
including Werribee and Dandenong. The reforms are before us to improve service delivery to the
community and response times. I note that the proposed legislation means that CFA volunteers will
be called on by Fire Rescue Victoria staff. However, CFA volunteers are still legally able to attend a
fire without any members of the FRV being present. I also note that the Metropolitan Fire Brigade will
still service areas around the CBD and inner suburbs. Aside from this and the additional tacking on of
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the presumptive compensation bill to the fire services bill, I am not too sure of any other advantages
to the reforms that will improve community safety.
Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party has a long history of supporting CFA volunteers. The importance of the
CFA and the volunteers in rural and regional Victoria cannot be overstated. The volunteers have
protected countless houses, schools and communities over many, many years, all as a community
service. Even the junior CFA program run by volunteers does an outstanding job in engaging our
youth after school hours, and through my experience with my own son, who is engaged in these
programs, I can say that they do a tremendous job, all for the benefit of engaging our youth when they
quite often are stuck on PlayStations playing Fortnite.
Whilst I acknowledge the government’s argument that the CFA is unable to keep pace with
urbanisation and a growing population, I do not believe that the restructuring proposed in this bill is
the answer. I, along with many of you in this place, I suspect, have received a plethora of emails from
volunteers and members of the general public expressing their concerns over this bill. I must say that
you can count on one hand those people expressing their support for the bill. Out of the many
discussions that I have been part of leading up to the debate on this bill, one question raised by many
sums it up: will these reforms make for a safer Victoria?
Out of the mountains of correspondence, one individual who has served in the CFA for over 20 years
stated that ‘this bill leaves the supposedly autonomous volunteer CFA completely subservient to Fire
Rescue Victoria’. Another person, who is a CFA life member after 35 years of service, emailed me
stating: ‘CFA volunteers didn’t join the CFA to go to a fire and clean up after career staff. They joined
to make a difference’. Additionally, correspondence that I have received contains various quotes,
including: ‘This legislation will reduce Victoria’s firefighting capacity’, ‘It weakens service delivery
capability and surge capacity’, ‘It is a direct contradiction of the findings from the 2009 Victorian
Bushfires Royal Commission’ and ‘It weakens the role and autonomy of the CFA’.
There have also been concerns over the co-location of CFA volunteers and career firefighters who will
be employed by Fire Rescue Victoria. In addition to there not being a published business case or
operational modelling for these changes, the government has also been unable to explain what will
happen to new CFA facilities and existing firefighting assets once FRV is established. This is
particularly concerning given the recent state budget committed $17 million towards a CFA station in
Armstrong Creek. A lack of cost analysis means the cost of resourcing the new firefighting body and
rebranding existing stations remains unknown.
Another issue raised by many affected stakeholders should this bill pass is the ability of the CFA to
maintain the number of volunteers already giving up their valuable time for the benefit of the
community. Recent figures from the CFA show that there are currently around 35 000 operational
volunteers. Of these, the stats show that around 18 500 actively turned out to jobs over a recent threeto-four-month period. This means that there are around 16 500 operational volunteers that for
whatever reason are not responding to their pagers and turning out to jobs. This may be due to their
inability to attend due to work commitments or sickness or for other undisclosed reasons. The issue
here is that an anticipated downturn in volunteers, should the bill pass, would mean even less
operational volunteers turning out to jobs, which could result in the safety of the community being
compromised. It has also been documented that New South Wales lost around 3000 voluntary
firefighters when a similar bill passed in that state in recent times. Should the same numbers leave the
CFA here—which is currently being spruiked loudly already by volunteers, I hasten to add—then that
will further compromise the safety of our communities, in particular in rural areas.
On this, I saw the Ballarat Courier of 21 December last year reported that more than 1000 volunteers
had left Victoria’s country fire service from the previous year. An unintended consequence of a decline
in volunteer numbers is a decline in fundraising opportunities, resulting in a decline in financial
assistance for the purchase of appliances and resources that help maximise the effectiveness of the
CFA, once again compromising the overall safety of the community. As it currently stands, most of
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the resources and CFA sheds built in rural areas are as a direct result of fundraising. Less volunteers
means less fundraising, therefore the money to maintain and build on these resources will have to
come from somewhere else, probably through increases in fire levies or other taxes, I would imagine.
Aside from the volunteers within the CFA, there are around 2700 paid CFA staff that will be moved
under the auspices of Fire Rescue Victoria should this bill pass. It is envisaged that this would mean
that those CFA staff would then be seconded back to the CFA through some sort of application process
involving the Firefighters Registration Board that may or may not guarantee their future employment.
On this, I wish to comment on the establishment of the Firefighters Registration Board, which the
proposed bill states will consist of four appointed members. These must consist of a nominee of the
minister, someone from the industrial body that is responsible for an enterprise agreement that applies
to a fire services agency, a former senior firefighter nominated by current firefighters and an academic
nominated by current firefighters. This board to me seems quite stacked in favour of members of the
United Firefighters Union and therefore not a reflection of the diversity of the CFA and their paid and
volunteer workers.
In my research behind this bill and its previous well-documented introduction into the chamber in the
previous Parliament, I was interested to read an article in the Herald Sun dated 27 November last year
by Jack Rush, QC, the former Supreme Court judge and counsel assisting the royal commission into
the Black Saturday bushfires. Mr Rush spoke about the tributes to the volunteer firefighters and a
reminder of the debt of gratitude that we owe the men and women of the CFA who continue to commit
to our communities. He makes further comment on how the proposed fire services reform legislation
will impact and irrevocably harm surge capacity. This means that under the proposed bill the ability
of volunteers to deploy rapidly to fight catastrophic fires, as in the Black Saturday bushfires, will be
significantly diminished. Mr Rush further stated that the fire services reform bill was not supported in
any way by the recommendations of the Black Saturday royal commission or any other inquiry
conducted into the fire services.
I was also interested to note that the Fire Services Bill Select Committee final report in 2017 had a
number of recommendations after consulting and engaging with all stakeholders. I note that these
recommendations included the rejection of the bill and the separation of the presumptive rights
compensation, making it a standalone bill in its own right, among other recommendations and
findings. It goes without saying that I would willingly support the presumptive rights elements of this
bill if they were presented separately. I will continue to work with the government on legislating similar
presumptive schemes for all emergency services workers without abandoning our CFA volunteers.
On the presumptive legislation, I note that it does bring Victoria into line with the other states by
funding treatment for 12 fire-related cancers. This benefits both volunteers and career firefighters and
will be backdated to 1 June 2016. I must say that it is pleasing to see this being proposed, as we at
Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party have fought for such legislation in this chamber previously. This type of
legislation needs to be rolled out across all frontline emergency services and needs to cover paid and
unpaid workers alike. As proposed, the application process is completely discriminatory, as it will be
different depending on whether an applicant is a career or volunteer firefighter. As Volunteer Fire
Brigades Victoria put it in a statement in June 2017, placing the presumptive compensation with the
fire services amendment is ‘highly offensive and morally wrong’. I tend to agree. It is
incomprehensible that two workers who become seriously ill from attending the same job will be
treated differently simply because one is paid and one is a volunteer. Further, the addition of the
presumptive legislation to the fire services amendment bill says to me that the fire services bill on its
own would not stack up.
Why put presumptive legislation with this bill? It is a question that I have asked and am yet to receive
an answer that makes any sense to me. If we are serious about presumptive legislation, then the bill
should be considered as a standalone and must include all emergency services personnel, both paid
and volunteer. Simple. Earlier I raised the question posed by many: will these reforms make for a safer
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Victoria? The wideranging consultation process that I have undertaken with the constituents of
Western Victoria has told me emphatically that it will not be safer. On that note, I will not be
supporting the bill in its current format.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (16:56): As is common with so many on the nongovernment side of the house, I too rise with quite a level of sadness in relation to the fact that we are
once again considering this bill, the Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights Compensation and Fire Services
Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019. We have travelled quite a journey with this bill, and
because of its fundamental impact of tearing apart the CFA it is with that sadness that I speak to it.
I actually want to commence my contribution with the voice of Volunteer Fire Brigades Victoria
(VFBV), because it is of course their members that are on the front line. Their membership is on the
front line day to day putting their lives at risk to ensure the safety of the community across Victoria.
Their recent media release of 29 May 2019 was titled ‘Disappointment that damaging legislation back
on agenda’, and I would just like to quote a few comments from their release:
CFA volunteers across Victoria will be very disappointed to hear this and to hear that the Government has
not taken on board their concerns about how this legislation will reduce Victoria’s firefighting capacity.

They go on to say they are obviously very disappointed the bill has been reintroduced:
… especially after the controversy and agony of the previous legislation devastated volunteer morale and
numbers.

They also said:
It is also a direct contradiction of the learnings and findings from the 2009 Victorian Bushfires Royal
Commission and will undo the good work that has been driven as a priority since then to bring the fire services
closer together working as one.

The final quote that I would like to take from their press release is:
VFBV has provided very clear feedback and advice that the previous legislation would be highly damaging
to Victoria’s volunteer firefighting capacity, weakens the role and autonomy of the CFA, and will risk the
effectiveness of the world-respected CFA operational model and broader community safety.

Of course they are referring in past tense to the previous legislation because at this point they had not
even seen the legislation that was presented to the lower house just two weeks ago and so they were
reflecting, obviously, on the past legislation with which this legislation is very closely aligned.
Now of course this bill, for me, epitomises Daniel Andrews and the Labor government that we have
in this state. The extent of union control over everything that they do and the extent to which Peter
Marshall has some unknown tie and unknown influence over the Premier have meant the Premier has
basically defied all logic in pursuing this bill to all ends—over the bodies of so many Victorians who
have sought only to act in the interests of the firefighters, over the head of the minister who was
responsible and over the wishes of this Parliament and the last Parliament. The control which the
United Firefighters Union (UFU) and Peter Marshall have over the Premier is something that even
Peter Marshall alluded to having some great story behind, but on which he then declined to follow
through, and is a reflection of how controlled by the unions this Premier is. Even just recently we have
seen the inability to stand up to John Setka as just another example of that union control over this
Premier and this Labor government.
It is also an example of how this government is prepared to go to any lengths to ram through in this
Parliament a bill, despite the great concern and the impact that it will have on the community that it
will affect. It shows the absolute disrespect with which those firefighters have been treated and of
course the VFBV as part of that process and the disrespect, I suppose, for the decisions of this house
and the processes of this house in relation to it, and of course it is a reflection on the absolute lack of
consultation that this bill has had. It just once again epitomises the arrogance of the Premier and of this
government in relation to their view that they know better than everyone else, that they do not need to
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hear from those who are directly affected and that they are prepared to go to any lengths to make sure
they can get the outcome that they are seeking.
There is no doubt that members of the CFA perform an incredible service to the Victorian community.
I personally have been very lucky to have experienced that firsthand in a fire that was on my parents’
property. The house was significantly reduced, but the fact that it was saved at some level was because
of the response of the local CFA and the work that they did overnight to protect the home and the
assets of my family. I am very lucky to live in what people would think is suburban Melbourne, in
Donvale, and to be represented by the South Warrandyte CFA in the area. They are prepared to come
out and engage on bushfire safety issues with the local community, provide an educational role, while
also providing comfort that if anything happened they would be there and the volunteers would be
once again risking their lives and their safety for mine and my family’s and my community’s. I am
just so impressed by the commitment of our CFA volunteers, their passion and the drive they have for
the work that they do. At its heart is protecting and keeping safe our local community.
What we have seen, though, is a complete disrespect that is in sharp contrast with the respect with
which the firefighters treat us and our community—a complete disrespect in terms of the handling of
this bill. Obviously in the last Parliament we had the opportunity to have a select committee, I think,
which worked very hard at very short notice and with a very limited time frame from the government
to do very thoughtful work—including you, Deputy President—and then, having been given a very
short time frame, the bill languished for six months on the notice paper. What we then saw was the
government seeking to bring in the bill with no notice to take advantage of a crossbench member who
was unwell, who was not given a pair, who was not supporting the bill, and it would be the absolute
difference between the bill getting up or the bill going down. What is very clear is that this government
sought to exploit the sickness of a crossbencher to get through their own legislation.
I was very fortunate before that to have stood with the CFA volunteers on the steps of Parliament and
in the gardens as they rallied for their concerns in relation to this bill. We know, though, that the
2016 election has been attributed as a win for the coalition on the back of Daniel Andrews’s proposal
to destroy the CFA. The fact that he did not win seats in Victoria led to a one-seat win by the coalition
government federally. I think it is an absolutely cynical approach that this legislation was not
introduced back to this house until after the 2019 federal election so that those same measures in
relation to being able to highlight Labor’s disrespect and disregard for firefighting volunteers would
not be a political detriment to Bill Shorten and the Labor Party. We have seen Daniel Andrews use
this bill for his political ends and, as I say, very cynically introduce this bill immediately following the
federal election—waiting until it was over—so there was no influence on it.
I also want to say how concerning it has been that there has been an incredible reaction from the
volunteers. We have seen that somewhere in the order of 3500 volunteers are no longer available to
be able to support the work of the CFA. They have walked as a result of the disrespect that they have
been treated with by this Labor government. Of course the CFAs are the frontline casualties of this
legislation and that disrespect, but of course we have seen some very talented and capable people
sacked. Anyone, basically, who disagreed with Daniel Andrews has been sacked along the way—
people like Lucinda Nolan and Joe Buffone, just to name two in terms of CFA chiefs. Really talented,
capable people, who only had the interests of the Victorian community’s safety at heart, have gone.
We saw even the then Minister for Emergency Services, Jane Garrett, go. I have to say she received a
lot of respect from across Victoria for standing up to Daniel Andrews, but of course she was another
casualty of his arrogance in pursuing this bill despite all advice to the contrary. We even saw just
yesterday a former member for Southern Metropolitan Region, Philip Dalidakis, essentially give the
one-finger salute to Daniel Andrews in relation to this bill, choosing, despite his new employment not
starting until 1 July, to leave this Parliament immediately yesterday so he did not have to be in the
chamber this week to vote for legislation that would destroy the CFA. There is no doubt that this has
had an impact across the board on people who feel very strongly about the effect of this legislation
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and its impact on volunteers and about Daniel Andrews’s arrogance and treatment of people in making
sure he clears out of the way any impediment to his desire to get this legislation through.
Of course one of my great concerns is the impact on the surge capacity and the capacity of our services
in the face of very extreme circumstances. A number of members have raised that we are in one of the
most bushfire-prone areas in the world. What we have seen on days of extreme fire risk is a
professional and volunteer workforce working together to protect and save lives. With the loss of
volunteers and with this new legislation, unfortunately we will have reduced our surge capacity to be
able to protect our community in those times of extreme pressure. It will mean reduced emergency
response capability and reduced ability to do fuel reduction burns and other mitigation measures. There
will also be less community education. There will be less fire equipment maintenance, and there will
be less support for our junior members, the future of the CFA.
The ramifications of this bill are wide reaching, from times of extreme need through to the day-to-day
operations that the CFA undertake so importantly. We have said very clearly we absolutely support
presumptive legislation. We are concerned that this legislation does not equally treat volunteers and
professional firefighters and that it does discriminate against the volunteers. But Mr O’Donohue will
be proposing a motion to split the bill, and we will support that. We have tried multiple times in this
place and the other to introduce separate legislation so that the presumptive legislation can be
supported, and we have been unequivocal about our support for presumptive legislation, although we
do believe it could be improved. But basically the Premier is holding the presumptive legislation
hostage to his reforms that will tear the CFA apart. We do not support that. That is why, while we do
very much support presumptive legislation, we are not supporting this bill. This bill is bad legislation
from an arrogant government that is completely beholden to the UFU for uncertain reasons, although
there is much speculation. It epitomises a lack of consultation, a lack of care and a lack of support for
our volunteers, who do the absolute opposite each and every day for the Victorian community. We
have worked very hard, and we respect the work that the volunteers do, but we will not be supporting
this bill because of the impact it will have on them.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (17:11): I rise to speak to the Firefighters’ Presumptive
Rights Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019 again. Certainly
this bill has been with us for quite a number of years now. I have spoken to many people over those
years and also in more recent times. I have been greatly assisted by some of the stakeholder meetings
that we have had and the extensive correspondence that I have received on this issue both this year
and in the previous Parliament. I have to say that a number of those letters, emails and phone calls that
I have received have raised some questions about the legislation, and I will raise and explore some of
those in the committee process.
Over the last few years I have received literally over 1000 emails. I have met with scores of volunteers
and local firefighters. I have spoken on the phone to many of them. I appreciate and admire what they
do. I do not think I could do it. I do not think I am brave enough to put my life at risk in the way that
they do for the benefit of us. Their selflessness is something that I have such extraordinary admiration
for, no matter what uniform they wear. They are essential to maintaining the welfare of this state. As
we know, this is the state that is probably more prone to fires than any other state, not only in Australia
but probably in the world. I have been the beneficiary of volunteer firefighters, and I will talk about
that in a minute. I do believe that we need reform, and I think that some reform will improve this and
will promote these objectives of creating the best fire service that we can have, not only in this state
but in this country.
As members know, this does propose really significant changes to fire services, but also this has been
subject to, let us just say, significant parliamentary debate and also a parliamentary inquiry that led to
a number of amendments. That inquiry and many of the recommendations from that inquiry resulted
in these amendments, and those recommendations were bipartisan. They were supported by both.
During that inquiry we heard literally hundreds of submissions from volunteers, from volunteer
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organisations, from professional organisations, from local governments—from a plethora of people.
No doubt many of us in this chamber have read that report, have read many of those submissions, but
as I stated in the last Parliament, I am in favour of reform to our fire services—and with reason. I note
my colleague Mr Hayes said, ‘If it’s not broke, don’t fix it’. Well, it does need fixing. This legislation,
our fire services legislation, needs to come into the 21st century.
I think the last time we were speaking I reflected on what happened in Tathra in New South Wales,
very near where my family had a farm, where the professional firefighters and the volunteer
firefighters could not communicate. Their services and their hoses were not the same. They could not
communicate. As a result of that, 69 houses were burnt unnecessarily.
Also this bill introduces a presumptive rights scheme for firefighters who suffer from various
diseases—cancers that can be linked to exposure while firefighting. This is well overdue, and I am so
pleased—well, I am hopeful—that today we may give many of those firefighters some certainty that
they will not have to go through detailed processes or fight for recognition that the cancer or the
illnesses that they have are linked to the services and the selflessness that they have provided to our
community in those inherently dangerous conditions.
When I visited the Thomastown fire station some years ago one of the firefighters there—I think he
was from the A team—was suffering from cancer, and his colleagues all got together and pooled their
leave so they could give it to him so he could get the treatment that he needed and could have time off
and still be paid. That is why presumptive legislation is so important. But our fire boundaries were
established some 60 years ago, and they do not accord with urban growth, and I do not think anyone
in this chamber would disagree with that. We see suburbs like Dandenong, Frankston, Bayswater,
Epping, South Morang, Caroline Springs and regional cities still seen as regional areas. These are not.
These are urban areas. I think the reforms and the changes to these boundaries will ultimately lead to
improved response times—and they must lead to improved response times, otherwise we are going to
see lives lost.
I guess the most serious opposition to the reforms relates to possible effects on vital surge capacity
during these major fire emergencies. I do not think surge capacity is really a term I like, because what
it really speaks to is that there are significantly more CFA volunteer firefighters than there are
professional firefighters. There are a lot more CFA fire trucks than there are MFB trucks, so it follows
that in events like Black Friday it is our volunteers who are doing the lion’s share of the firefighting.
That is why CFA volunteerism is so important. Without those volunteers we do not have the capacity
to deal with day-to-day urban firefighting. Particularly response times can be improved by
professionalism and can be improved by changing the boundaries, but it does not necessarily enhance
that surge. As I say, I have a property outside Canberra, and it was hit by the Canberra bushfires, which
were some of the worst in the country. So we had volunteer firefighters down trying to save some of
the houses on our property. Unfortunately they were not able to, but every year I go down to the
Australia Day barbecue and donate as much as I can to those volunteers and thank them for the work
that they do to keep us safe.
But the CFA has got problems. The culture within the CFA has got problems, and I am sure many of
you received a letter from Mr Fred Forrest from the Mansfield fire brigade group. I would just like to
say that this man, Mr Forrest, who has been a firefighter I think for over 50 years, says that since 2009
his ability to raise brigades, his ability to man a truck, has declined. It has been a lot of the culture
within the CFA. I do not know whether Mr Forrest supports this bill or does not. I suspect it may be
the latter—that he does not support it. But the letter that he wrote, the reason for his resignation, is not
this legislation; it is the problems that he sees with the CFA and the problems that he sees with the
outdated equipment that they have and the ability to attract volunteers. I hope that this legislation will
help improve that situation and that the CFA volunteers currently serving at the state’s 38 integrated
stations, some of which are in my region of Northern Metropolitan, will be able to remain at those
stations, co-locating with Fire Rescue Victoria services.
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Volunteers must be called out to fires; we know that, as I have said. Many people have seemed to
suggest that it must be a paid firefighter that is at the site of the fire. First on the scene will be the
incident controller, whoever that is, whether that is a volunteer or a paid firefighter, so I do not accept
that that amendment to clause 78 is necessary.
I am confident that the government and our departments do appreciate the risk that we are currently
seeing. We are seeing volunteers leave the CFA now. We have seen a decline over the last decade.
Now, that is not just because of the culture of the CFA. As I said, I have the most enormous respect
for the volunteers there, but it is actually about the nature of volunteerism. We are seeing volunteers
decline across everything, and this is because of the lives that we lead. It is because both parents are
out working. We are working longer hours, we are travelling more for work and we are doing a range
of activities. So I am hoping that this legislation and some of the injections of funding into volunteers
will actually increase the volunteer base that we have. We know from the New South Wales experience
that when they modernised their fire services—they did not do what we are doing; not exactly—their
reform actually led to an improvement in the number of volunteers. We know anecdotally that many
CFA volunteers will stay with the CFA because they believe in what it does. And I believe in what it
does. But in this context I believe that the risks around fire services reform have been mitigated. I think
we need to listen to people like Mr Fred Forrest from Mansfield when they actually address some of
the really important issues around volunteering for the CFA and around the culture there—and I hope
that modernising our fire services will help with that.
This is not a perfect bill by any means. I think it was significantly improved through the committee
process, and I commend the members of that committee, because they did do a lot of work. I do not
think that the schedule of diseases for presumptive rights goes far enough. My brother-in-law is a
firefighter. I know that he does not talk about it, but when he drives around Canberra and Queanbeyan
he passes the house where a child died and he passes the house where someone else died. The trauma
that he has deep in his soul and in his heart is tough. I certainly think that for many of our first
responders we have to recognise that PTSD is actually something that is very alive amongst them—
firefighters both paid and volunteer. With things like mesothelioma, how many firefighters,
particularly rural ones, are going out to sheds that are lined with asbestos? I know we had asbestos
sheds on our property. There is also the prevalence of Parkinson’s disease in firefighters. We know
that in many USA jurisdictions they have introduced presumptive legislation for firefighters with
Parkinson’s disease, and I will certainly be asking how we can add to that schedule without legislation.
However, as I said in the 58th Parliament, I believe that we do need to modernise our fire services. I
do believe that we need to give presumptive rights to our firefighters. I thank them for the work that
they do, and I commend the bill.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (17:26): I would like to start with a bit of a story.
Back on Black Saturday—actually before Black Saturday, on the Friday in fact—I was at work and
monitoring what was going on out in Bunyip, because my mother and stepfather live out in Gippsland.
Of course there was a fire raging out that way, and I was very concerned. I spoke to my boss at the
time and said, ‘I think I have to leave and go out east to try and do what I can to help’, so I abandoned
my post at work, went home and packed what equipment I thought I needed—I was woefully
underprepared of course for that—and went out east. When I went there I could not get anywhere near
my parents’ house because it was engulfed by flames. At that time the entire area was engulfed by
flames, but my parents had been evacuated to a shelter out in Warragul. A lot of it was a bit of a blur,
as it was for everyone at that time who was there. Anyway, they were fine—my mother and their pet
cockie and other animals; they had a pet dog.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr LIMBRICK: It was not Jimmy at the time; it was actually another dog, but anyway. It was pre
Jimmy. They were in a shelter. My stepfather was not there. He stayed back and only just escaped
with his life. After the fire had passed through and it was safe—or safe enough—we went back to the
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property, and everything on the property had been destroyed except for the house. I do not know how
that happened, but there were literally fence posts still burning. All their sheds and everything was
burning. Amazingly there was no livestock killed. The horses somehow managed to just jump the fire
and were fine. So my family needed feed of course for the horses, they needed water and they needed
to look after all the animals and everything. The people that helped with that were the volunteers—
not just CFA but local community. They needed lots of help. My family were in trouble. Eventually
help did come through—I acknowledge there was some help—from the government and insurance
companies and these things, but ultimately what helped rebuild that community, helped with fencing
on my parents’ property and helped delivering feed and water and all that sort of stuff were the
volunteers. There were volunteer drives where they would collect goods and food that people might
need, because some people were not as lucky as my parents—some lost everything. But even on my
parents’ property they had issues with water tanks. All the pipes were burnt, it got that close to the
house, so I was helping my stepfather to repair the pipes and all that sort of thing. What impressed me
was the way that the volunteers in that community got together. That included the CFA, of course, and
a bunch of other people.
Earlier this year they had the same thing. Again their property was threatened by the Bunyip fires, and
again they had to evacuate to a shelter.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr LIMBRICK: And Jimmy was there, of course. Yes, the famous Jimmy—a very, very
energetic dog. He is a good boy; he is a very good boy. They again evacuated to a shelter. This time
the fire did get close but not as close as the last time. Their property was not damaged. The CFA and
fire bombers and all of that managed to stop it before it got there, and I think there was a bit of luck
with the weather changing and that. So it did not get as far as where my parents live. Again the
community got together and the volunteers helped each other so that people got food. They brought it
around to each other’s houses and they helped the people, and they are still doing that now—right
now. Yes, of course they are.
So my concern with all of this is really around the volunteers. I have a philosophical interest in
volunteerism. In fact the whole idea of libertarianism is around voluntary actions of humans. So I care
about that. As much as possible, all human action should be to the greatest extent possible voluntary
action, free from coercion. When we look at the CFA and this bill and what it is doing, my biggest
question is: well, what do the volunteers think about this? They do not like it. In the communications
that I have had from many volunteers, as everyone in this house would have been receiving, there were
a lot of concerns. The primary concern was about what seems like a deeply cynical exercise of linking
the CFA reforms to the presumptive legislation. If you talk to any member of the general public and
you say that this is what is happening, these two things are being linked together, they say, ‘Why
would you do that?’. It is a very good question.
On the presumptive legislation, in principle this is a good thing. There have been a lot of concerns
about whether the volunteers and the salaried firefighters get equal treatment. They do not, and that is
a big concern. In general the presumptive legislation to ease the burden of volunteers accessing
compensation is a very good thing, and I support it. But with regard to the CFA reforms themselves,
among the general concerns that have been brought to my attention is, firstly, the issue of consultation.
I know that there has been a lot of consultation over a long time, but ultimately the effectiveness of
consultation in my view is whether the people being consulted are happy with the outcome. In this
case they clearly are not happy with the outcome—well, they are not happy with the proposed
legislation.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr LIMBRICK: No. Some of the things that have been brought to my attention as well include
that there has been talk of this surge capacity, something that I was educated on. I represent a south-
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eastern metropolitan area. You think: what has that got to do with fires? Well, the people that fight
these fires are in the rural areas where of course they do not have a lot of people. They need to replace
them, so they cycle them in and out of metropolitan areas. It is a great example of the cooperation
between city and country. You hear a lot of stories around the clash between city and country, but I
think this is a great example of the times when they actually band together. Just because of the extended
nature of some of these fires they have to cycle in and out thousands of people in lots of cases. It is a
very, very big exercise. The country volunteers clearly could not handle this all by themselves, so they
need help.
If we are going to keep the capacity of the volunteer organisation to be able to manage the sort of big
bushfires that will inevitably happen in the future, a big thing to think about is organisational morale.
There have been a lot of representations put to me that if the volunteers’ morale is negatively affected
by this then of course that will affect their willingness to engage further in the process and stay
volunteers. I have had people contacting me saying that when this goes through they are going to
resign from being a volunteer. Ultimately, with volunteers you do not have the lever of pay scales and
all that sort of stuff that you would have in an employment operation, so morale is critical to the
operation of the organisation. I am not convinced that this will be beneficial to morale at all. Of course
I have already mentioned the unequal treatment for the presumptive rights. Again, I do not know why
they are going to be treated differently under this legislation. This does not make a lot of sense to me.
In conclusion, ultimately if you are going to make a piece of legislation that affects the volunteers and
they do not support it, I fail to see how it can succeed without their support. It just does not seem right
to me. If they supported it, of course we would be supporting it with them, but as far as I can see, they
do not, so we will not be supporting this bill.
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (17:36): This should have been an opportunity to identify
and discuss, in a consensual way, reforms that might have helped to genuinely enhance Victorian
firefighting well into the 21st century. In turn, a bipartisan path could also have been taken to agreeing
on the very best model of a presumptive compensation scheme for all Victorian firefighters, regardless
of their background or status in the fire service. Instead, like a lot of other people, I see this as merely
the latest chapter in a story about fire management in Victoria that has become political, acrimonious
and at times frustrating. Unfortunately, in the process not everyone’s best interests have been served,
least of all millions of normal, everyday Victorians who, living as many of them do in some of the
most fire-prone regions of the world, truly deserve the best organised and best functioning fire service
imaginable.
Let me move to a more positive note, though, to express my considerable gratitude to all of the many
people who have contacted me about this legislation. I have been absolutely overwhelmed, in a good
way, by the volume of that contact and the sincerity and passion with which people have made their
views known to me. The vast majority of those people have been opposed to the bill. However, that
certainly has not meant that I have paid any less attention or regard to any of my meetings with—or
any of the phone calls, emails and letters that have come from—people supporting the legislation. I
thank everyone concerned, regardless of the side of the debate from which they have come and even
though my vote on the bill will inevitably displease some of them.
In the interests of full disclosure I should also make it known at this point that I am, and have been for
a long time, a proud CFA volunteer. Complementing the very detailed correspondence and advice I
have received, that background gives me a level of personal, practical familiarity with the issues and
the competing perspectives on this legislation. That said, I also want to be very clear here that I respect
every firefighter in this state, irrespective of whether it is their career or they are a volunteer, or a
member of a union or not. The hard work and dedication all of them bring to the task of fighting fires,
responding to other emergencies and selflessly protecting the lives of others are things for which every
Victorian should be eternally grateful.
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Nevertheless, the arrival of this bill in the chamber forces us to make a very unpleasant choice. Rightly
or wrongly, the picture here is one of us essentially being asked to take sides in an argument where the
interests of paid staff and firefighters are being pitted against the interests of volunteers. That being
the basic position in which we find ourselves, I will be opposing this bill—not only because I dislike
the fact that such divisions between people are being fostered but also because, even after the tortuous
history that has led to the creation of this bill, it is still not clear to me in a practical sense how these
proposed changes, if passed, would improve community safety or enhance fire service arrangements
or delivery—administratively, operationally, financially or culturally.
As far as presumptive compensation is specifically concerned, I have no problem with the concept of
any government trying to institute an improved model for claims from firefighters suffering from
cancer. Indeed I totally support that idea in principle. However, when it comes to the bill before us
today I do not like the specifics in it in relation to presumptive compensation. I understand the
government’s thinking on this from an administrative perspective from briefings they have generously
given to me, but I still particularly dislike the proposition that two distinct classes of firefighters will
be created for this purpose and that very different approaches will be applied to different people, even
if they have fought exactly the same fires at exactly the same times.
In short it is my view that there should not be a completely different claims process for volunteers
from the one for career firefighters. The treatment of and criteria for those claims should not be
significantly more exacting for the first of those two groups; it should be fundamentally equal. In my
own case I have attended fires where I have been among groups of volunteers standing outside burning
sheds and feeding hoses inside the buildings to firefighters who were all wearing breathing apparatus.
Those of us outside were wearing only small dust masks. So I ask you: who was facing the greatest
danger of inhaling dangerous potentially cancer-causing chemicals? The volunteers.
Like many others I am also disappointed that there has not been a separation of the two very distinct
and different aspects of the bill: the presumptive compensation facet and the component related to
administrative restructuring. These things are not intrinsically linked, and they should be split in order
to enable standalone examination of each of those sets of issues individually. Indeed if I do turn now
to the parts of the bill that are concerned with the administrative restructuring of the state’s fire
services, I am equally unconvinced of the merits of those proposed changes. I will certainly grant
anyone who cares to argue the point that the CFA model and the way in which it both complements
and integrates with the Metropolitan Fire Brigade’s operations is largely unique. Yet I would say that,
in many ways, that is its essential and—until now—enduring strength.
As a big part of that it is worth stressing that the CFA model has served this state exceptionally well
from the moment the organisation in its current form was established more than 70 years ago. This is
one of the many reasons that I do not subscribe to the government’s proposed restructure, especially
when there has not, in my view, been enough detail or explanation offered publicly of how the overhaul
will work at a practical operational level. To the best of my knowledge there has also never been a
recommendation from any serious expert or inquiry that the CFA should be separated into discrete
parts with a staff service on the one hand and a full volunteer service on the other. Of course one of
the things that we do know is that if the dismantling of the existing integrated CFA model were to
occur in the manner the government has outlined, then it would be a huge challenge to prevent further
divisions, both structurally and culturally, opening between paid staff and volunteers. There are also a
range of unanswered questions about how individual fires would specifically be fought under the
proposed new arrangements and by whom.
I also want to raise another concern that has been cited to me repeatedly—that is, that there has not
been adequate consultation on the changes with a range of critical stakeholders, including volunteer
firefighters themselves. That is an even more worrying development when, in this case, there are clear
statutory obligations requiring that such consultation occur. Wider consultation on the bill would also
have likely led to a better public understanding of not just the operational consequences but also the
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multitude of financial implications of the proposed restructuring. In this I include the $131 million
increase in the fire services levy over four years and the accompanying possibility of growth in the
state’s wages bill. The CFA’s annual report reveals that firefighters’ wages increased by $24 million
in the last financial year alone due to pay rises, extra allowances and increased staffing levels. So by
how much are we to imagine they might increase when brigades are likely comprised of a far larger
proportion of paid firefighters in the years ahead?
I could delve into much further detail on these points, and indeed I possibly will if there is sufficient
time in the committee-of-the-whole stage. Of course people do not have to take my word for any of
the concerns I am airing today. They can take the word of many expert voices in the field instead—
voices like the numerous senior fire officials and leaders in the state who have resigned or have been
forced from their positions in the course of recent years, as well as a number of very good Labor people
themselves. At an organisational level groups such as the Victorian Urban Fire Brigades Association
and Volunteer Fire Brigades Victoria have also warned consistently that the continued pursuit of
changes of this kind would give rise to many problems, including serious interpersonal conflicts inside
stations and brigades and consequently a substantial loss of morale among volunteers.
There have in fact already been countless anecdotes of bullying and intimidation of volunteers, and
we have seen an exodus of around 3500 volunteers since the government first gave voice a few years
ago to the prospect of such changes. As much as any other factor, that should cause people supporting
this legislation to perhaps hit the pause button. Notwithstanding that volunteer morale is probably
already at an all-time low, I have little doubt this will decline even further if the changes are
implemented. Quite obviously we should be very hesitant about doing anything that prompts that to
occur. Indeed I have received many heartfelt messages from volunteers, including many second, third
and fourth-generation CFA families, who say they will have no choice but to immediately join the
exodus if the bill is passed.
I do not by any means think the worst of anyone in this debate, and I do genuinely take government
members in this Parliament at face value in their statements that they want the most modern
firefighting service for Victoria. As far as I know, I do not think anyone opposes change in itself, and
there are quite legitimate arguments for modifications to some elements of firefighting in Victoria, but
this bill is not the right way forward in my view and the view of many of my constituents. In fact it is
my fear it will lead us in the completely opposite direction.
As numerous recent reviews and inquiries have concluded, the volunteer base offers notable strength
to Victorian firefighting efforts, not least through its surge capacity, its members, its local knowledge
and the rapid speed with which it is typically able to respond to call-outs for help. In fact it is worth
adding that the royal commission’s final report explicitly expressed support for the viability and
continuation of the CFA integrated service delivery model. More broadly the commission also
observed, as other inquiries and reviews have done, that the shared responsibility inherent in the
current model significantly enhances the state’s emergency response and capacity.
I will close by saying that each of us in this place should not lose sight of our most basic responsibilities
in a debate such as this one. These are to ensure that we are taking the right steps to best protect
Victorians’ lives and to best minimise the likelihood and impact upon them of future fires and other
emergencies. At the end of the day these are the things which we must be bearing closest and clearest
in our minds. They are therefore at the heart of the reason that I oppose this legislation and why I
cannot, in all good conscience, support it.
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (17:49): I rise to speak on this important bill, the Firefighters’
Presumptive Rights Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019, and
I do so with a great sense of sadness but with resolve to do what I firmly believe is right. Like every
member of this house, I have always had enormous respect for the members of our emergency
services, be they full-time, volunteers, CFA, SES, Department of Environment, Land, Water and
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Planning, Forest Fire Management Victoria, lifesavers or the army of citizens that give up their free
time in so many ways that benefit their communities.
The sadness I feel is because the members of the various fire services that safeguard our state have
been used as pawns in a game of political one-upmanship that has pitted mate against mate and divided
communities. Unlike others in this chamber I will not stand here and insult full-time firefighters. I will
not denigrate the incredible work that they do. I will not infer that they are lazy, nor corrupt. Instead I
applaud them. I applaud the women and men who daily put their enormous skills to work without fear
or favour to save the lives of all Victorians, regardless of their political leanings. To suggest, as others
have done here, that their motivations are anything less than the strongest of desires to serve their
communities is disgraceful, and those who hold those views here owe those firefighters an apology.
I also want to mention those whose work for the CFA is no less valued. In fact without them the service
would not—could not—function in any capacity, yet they are ignored and not spoken of in any of the
commentary on this bill. I speak of the administration staff and the office workers that keep the
mechanics of the organisation running. I acknowledge their work and I thank them for it, as all
Victorians should.
In the public narrative surrounding this legislation half-facts and falsehoods have been used with a
degree of shockingly callous intent in a deliberate, politically motivated campaign to polarise the
volunteers of the CFA, not because of genuine concern for its future but as an effort to garner votes.
Some may think my view of that situation is cynical, but this is what I have observed and what I have
heard from speaking to volunteers, career firefighters and members of rural communities. They feel
that on this issue they have been unnecessarily divided—pitted against each other by those that pull
the strings.
The issue of fire service reform has also been used as a federal campaign tool, with party volunteers
at polling booths wearing T-shirts bearing CFA logos backing one party over another and falsely
giving voters the impression that theirs was the position of the organisation—only they were not even
members or volunteers of the CFA, nor is this issue a federal one.
I will not deny that I have devoted a great deal of my thoughts to this legislation, even from the first
day that my election was confirmed, and I have, as I suspect is the case with my fellow crossbench
members, been sought out and met with by various representatives of both sides of the argument, all
with good, solid arguments as to why we should support their position. I cannot speak for my
colleagues, but I decided that I did not know enough and needed more information so as to make a
decision that on balance I believed was right and that ultimately would do what was required to
guarantee the community a modern, well-staffed, well-trained fire service across the state, equipped
with every resource needed.
In this search for information I have spoken with volunteers and full-time staff and lobbyists from both
sides, and I went back over the arguments from the previous attempt to pass reform to the fire services.
I also referred to the findings of every inquiry, and government response, conducted into reform
following the Black Saturday tragedy and others that have occurred since. I do not know how many
people have read through all volumes of that report or sat down and watched the DVD of the victims’
statements. I sat down and had a cup of coffee with a full-time CFA member who was on stress leave
with his family, whose children had been harassed at school both by their classmates but, more
distressingly, by their classmates’ parents.
Imagine being a child under 10 years old and being screamed at by a grown man. Appalling. I have
either visited, spoken directly with or had correspondence with brigade members from all parts of
Victoria, including Belmont, Faraday, Morwell, Traralgon, Warrnambool, Lucas, Porepunkah,
Ballarat, Lara, Colac, Bannockburn, Connewarre, Freshwater Creek and many, many, many others,
just as I am sure my colleagues have.
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I have spoken with Dave, a leading firefighter at an integrated station in Melbourne’s north. Dave
speaks of being in the job as a career firey for almost six years now and not having worked under a
current EBA for the entire time. He says it is like living on a month-to-month lease in your own home.
He talks of the stress of working in a job where you literally put your life on the line for the community,
only to be used as a political football. When asked what the most stressful part of his job right now is,
he answers, ‘Politics’. What an indictment this is of us all as parliamentarians that men and women
who enter burning battlegrounds to protect our communities find what goes on behind these four walls
even more terrifying.
He talks of the period where he would wake up in the morning and not want to read or watch the news,
preferring to not know what lies in that certain newspaper or daytime television program they were
spreading about him and his workmates now—like the front-page story where they tried to claim that
under the new agreement firefighters would get 196 days of leave a year, which failed to mention that
in order to do that they would need to do all of the following in a single year: take all of their annual
leave, have a baby, adopt a baby, care for a seriously ill loved one, enrol in the army reserve, become
a union delegate, have a death in the family, go on 10 days jury duty, engage as a volunteer during a
natural disaster, be a victim of family violence, commence study approved by the MFB and also
identify as an Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander, all at the same time. It is a perfect example of how
the community has been taken for a ride on this legislation by certain political parties and news rags.
Dave says fire services reform is something that had been discussed long before he joined the job.
There is 150 years of firefighting history in Victoria for them to learn from. This is a rare and unique
opportunity to take what we know and modernise the service, adapt it, not just for current-day Victoria
but to set the foundations for the Victoria of the future and the new challenges that await us around the
corner. The area that Dave works in was once, for the most part, vast farmland. It is now a large and
populous town that continues to develop, but they continue to work under the original documentation
set out more than 60 years ago. To give you an idea of how old that is, Indigenous culture was still
classified under the flora and fauna act for another nine years after this was written. He talks of the
invisible boundary where he would go down the freeway a couple of kilometres in different directions;
in one area he would have to apply the system of the MFB and in another the system of the CFA. This
ring encircles all of Melbourne, cutting through what was farmland when it was set but now zigzagging
through the middle of many of Melbourne’s most populous suburbs that everyone in this chamber
would classify as Melbourne, not the country area of Victoria. This boundary is something that will
be dissolved under this legislation, bringing down that wall, giving the community the benefit of a
unified, modern-day service that can provide fast and effective care without having to barrel through
different organisational procedures based on which side of the road you live on, stressing that the
current interagency response in these areas adds more complexities and issues to an already difficult
and challenging emergency situation.
He also says if you had talked to fireys 30 years ago and told them they would be doing EMR, or
emergency medical response, road crash rescue and responding with Ambulance Victoria, they would
have said, ‘What’s that?’, yet they are now doing exactly that. Their role in the community is ever
changing and growing, but this service struggles to keep up as it has not been adapted to best prepare
them for it. Dave talks of the real-life impacts the presumptive legislation will have on him and his
comrades. He says he and his colleagues spend their time helping people on what is often the worst
day of their life, and presumptive legislation is there for their own worst day. It is the least that we can
do for them.
Firefighters make up one of the only workforces I can think of that are fighting to do more work—to
be able to use and expand their skills to help more Victorians in their time of need. We have been
chasing our tails trying to keep up with a fast-moving state, and it is time to get on the front foot with
this legislation. Dave has a message for some of the politicians in this chamber and that is, ‘People
don’t understand our job very well. We work hard, we put ourselves in traumatic and dangerous
situations for the protection and betterment of our fellow Victorians. We miss out on precious time
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with our families and friends due to the toll of shiftwork’. He wants you to know that he could make
more elsewhere, but he does this job because he loves it. He wants to protect you and your families.
Now it is your turn to provide him and his colleagues with the safest and most efficient workplace
possible. It was wonderful to do a tour of Dave’s station, learn about his work and hear about the good
relationship—and I stress that, the good relationship—between the career and volunteer firefighters.
Thanks for sharing your story with me, Dave.
In my visits to regional councils and in conversations with their communities I asked what they
thought, and they were truly divided. They mostly were against—were often just worried about—
change itself. I understand that, because they feel that something that has been theirs for so long, that
they are so invested in, now somehow suddenly seems under threat—somehow it will be taken from
them and their role, their expertise and their time will somehow be devalued or diminished. To my
mind that is simply not the case, and every inquiry and every ounce of research I have done confirms
that view.
Here are a few quotes from both volunteers and experts. A volunteer from Cranbourne, in
submission 1578, said:
There has been commentary that this reform is ‘tearing apart CFA’, ‘breaking up CFA’, ‘puts lives at risk as
thousands of volunteers will leave and surge capacity is destroyed’. This is alarmist, irresponsible and untrue.
As a volunteer officer of one of the 35 CFA impacted stations I wish to reassure our community Cranbourne
CFA volunteers are going nowhere. We remain committed and will continue to serve our local community
and the wider Victorian community with surge capacity under this reform.

Another from Edithvale, in submission 769, said:
The current operating structures are out-dated, unable to adapt to change and based largely on emotions rather
than facts and evidence. They do not provide the most effective Fire and Emergency Service for the Victorian
Community. The standard of fire coverage for residents across Outer Metropolitan Melbourne and Regional
Victoria is inconsistent and is not of the same standard of those that live within the current ‘Metropolitan Fire
District’.

A CFA volunteer from Mansfield, in submission 1258, said:
The need for change was a long time ago. These reforms will not impact on Mansfield or the surrounding
areas. I’ve read the facts of the Governments proposed reforms. Everyone wins! No volunteers displaced.
Surge Capacity stays as it is. There is a clear process for new permanent stations to be assigned.

In a need for reform, Steve Warrington, CFA chief officer, said:
There is no doubt this sector needs reform. We are living in the 1950s here.
…
If I have not been clear, let me be really clear: this sector, including CFA, needs reform … We have two
organisations with career firefighters with different recruitment, different development and different training.
I can tell you that it is this bizarre in Victoria—and I am probably embarrassed to put it into the public space—
that we put up ladders differently. We do stuff differently. That is not good enough. That is not in the best
interests. We need reform in this state.
If I have not been clear, let me be really clear: this sector, including CFA, needs reform. I am an advocate for
reform for the aforementioned reasons …
Bring on the reform. Give us independence. Give us an autonomous, independent fire service, and we will
kick you goals to say, ‘Hey, this will be the best fire service in the country’. Yes, I am a proud, parochial,
passionate CFA person, but let us get on with it. Let us get this behind us, and let us get on with it.

David O’Byrne, author of the fire services review in 2015, said:
… the challenges I identified around governance, morale, workplace culture, patchy training, workforce
development and differing work practices will be substantially resolved, with good implementation of course,
by this structural change in the fire services and associated measures and implementation strategies.
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Before I finish, I want to make one thing abundantly clear. I have heard claims from people that should
these reforms pass, volunteers will leave the service in droves. Let me assure you that those I have
taken advice from feel greatly aggrieved that such a thing could be said of them after their years of
commitment to their communities—that they would now abandon their friends and neighbours in a
crisis. They are rightly insulted by these allegations.
As I stated earlier, I have made my decision by investigation and by listening to stakeholders and
deliberating at great length on what the result of voting in favour of this bill will mean for the safety
of all Victorians, both for the people who rely on fireys on what is probably the worst day of their lives
and for all firefighters themselves, because that is what is most important—that both the community
and those who defend it against fire are safe. My decision has been guided by that premise, not for
political gain for me, not by ideologically driven agendas that see one side of politics pitted against the
other seeking a victory at all costs and not by a well-intentioned but misplaced sense of ownership but
by whether what can be delivered by these reforms is a better modern model of fire response that keeps
pace with our ever-growing and changing population. On balance I believe that they do, and I will be
supporting this bill.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 21
Cumming, Dr
Elasmar, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr

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

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

Noes, 18
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr

Finn, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms

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

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Instruction to committee
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (18:13): I move:
That it be an instruction to the committee that they have the power to divide the Firefighters’ Presumptive
Rights Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019 into two bills as follows:
(a) a Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights Compensation Bill 2019 being the Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights
Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019 with the following
changes:
(i) long title as follows:
“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 and for other purposes.”;
(ii) short title as follows:
“Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights Compensation Bill 2019”;
(iii) heading to part 1 of the bill;
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(iv) clause 1 as follows:
“1

Purpose
The purpose of this Act is to provide a rebuttable presumption for—
(a) career firefighters suffering from specified forms of cancer that the cancer is
presumed to be due to the nature of their employment for the purposes of claiming
compensation under the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation
Act 2013; or
(b) volunteer firefighters suffering from specified forms of cancer that the cancer is
presumed to be due to the nature of their service as a firefighter for the purposes of
claiming compensation under the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and
Compensation Act 2013.”;

(v) clause 2 as follows:
“2

Commencement
This Act comes into operation on the day after the day on which it receives the Royal Assent.”;

(vi) heading to part 2 of the bill;
(vii) heading to division 1 of part 2 of the bill;
(viii) clause 3 as follows:
“3

Definitions

(1) In this Act—
advisory committee means the advisory committee established under section 19;
Authority means the Victorian WorkCover Authority;
career firefighter means a person who is or was employed by a fire service as a firefighter in
a role in which firefighting duties are or were a substantial portion;
CFA means the Country Fire Authority established under the Country Fire Authority
Act 1958;
firefighter means—
(a) a career firefighter; or
(b) a volunteer firefighter;
firefighting means exposure to the hazards of a fire scene, including extinguishing,
controlling or preventing the spread of fires;
volunteer firefighter means a person who performs or has performed firefighting duties, in a
role in which firefighting duties are or were a substantial portion, and who receives or
received no remuneration for the performance of those duties.
(2) A reference in this Act to employment in relation to a career firefighter includes appointment.”;
(ix) clause 5 renumbered 4;
(x) heading to division 2 of part 2 of the bill;
(xi) clauses 6 to 8 renumbered 5 to 7;
(xii) heading to division 3 of part 2 of the bill;
(xiii) clauses 9 to 12 renumbered 8 to 11;
(xiv) heading to division 4 of part 2 of the bill;
(xv) clauses 13 to 16 renumbered 12 to 15;
(xvi) heading to division 5 of part 2 of the bill;
(xvii) clauses 17 to 22 renumbered 16 to 21;
(xviii) schedule 1;
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(b) a Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019 being the Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights
Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019 with the following changes:
(i) long title as follows:
“A Bill for an Act 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.”;
(ii) short title as follows:
“Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019”;
(iii) heading to part 1 of the bill;
(iv) clauses 1 to 3 as follows:
“1

Purpose
The purpose of this Act is to—
(a) amend the Metropolitan Fire Brigades Act 1958—
(i)

to abolish the Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services Board and to establish
Fire Rescue Victoria to take on its functions; and

(ii) to abolish the positions of Chief Executive Officer of the Metropolitan Fire and
Emergency Services Board and Chief Officer of the Metropolitan Fire and
Emergency Services, and to establish the positions of Fire Rescue Commissioner
and Deputy Fire Rescue Commissioner; and
(iii) to establish the Strategic Advisory Committee to advise Fire Rescue Victoria; and
(iv) to change the boundaries of the Fire Rescue Victoria fire district; and
(v) to provide a new mechanism for changing the boundaries of the Fire Rescue
Victoria fire district by establishing the Fire District Review Panel to review the
Fire Rescue Victoria fire district; and
(vi) to establish the Fire Services Monitor and the Firefighters Registration Board; and
(b) to amend the Country Fire Authority Act 1958—
(i)

to make it an objective of the Country Fire Authority to support the recruitment,
development and retention of volunteer officers and members; and

(ii) to recognise the Country Fire Authority as a fully volunteer fire fighting service; and
(iii) to allow certain functions to be performed and powers to be exercised within the
Fire Rescue Victoria fire district; and
(c) make consequential and other amendments to other Acts.
2

Commencement
This Act comes into operation on a day to be proclaimed.

3

Principal Act
In this Act, the Metropolitan Fire Brigades Act 1958 is called the Principal Act.”;

(v) heading to part 3 of the bill renumbered 2;
(vi) clauses 23 to 57 renumbered 4 to 38;
(vii) heading to part 4 of the bill renumbered 3;
(viii) clauses 58 to 73 renumbered 39 to 54;
(ix) heading to part 5 of the bill renumbered 4;
(x) clauses 74 to 81 renumbered 55 to 62;
(xi) heading to part 6 of the bill renumbered 5;
(xii) clauses 82 to 83 renumbered 63 to 64;
(xiii) heading to part 7 renumbered 6;
(xiv) clause 84 renumbered 65;
(xv) heading to part 8 renumbered 7;
(xvi) clause 85 renumbered 66;
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(xvii) heading to part 9 renumbered 8;
(xviii) clauses 86 to 143 renumbered 67 to 124;
(xix) heading to part 10 renumbered 9;
(xx) heading to division 1 of part 10 of the bill;
(xxi) clause 144 renumbered 125;
(xxii) heading to division 2 of part 10 of the bill;
(xxiii) clauses 145 to 148 renumbered 126 to 129;
(xxiv) heading to division 3 of part 10 of the bill;
(xxv) clauses 149 to 151 renumbered 130 to 132;
(xxvi) heading to division 4 of part 10 of the bill;
(xxvii) clauses 152 to 158 renumbered 133 to 139;
(xxviii) heading to division 5 of part 10 of the bill;
(xxix) clauses 159 to 161 renumbered 140 to 142;
(xxx) heading to division 6 of part 10 of the bill;
(xxxi) clause 162 renumbered 143;
(xxxii) heading to division 7 of part 10 of the bill;
(xxxiii) clause 163 renumbered 144;
(xixxv)

heading to division 8 of part 10 of the bill;

(xxxvi) clause 164 renumbered 145;
(xxxvii) heading to division 9 of part 10 of the bill;
(xxxviii) clauses 165 to 167 renumbered 146 to 148;
(xxxix) heading to division 10 of part 10 of the bill;
(xl) clauses 168 to 169 renumbered 149 to 150;
(xli) heading to division 11 of part 10 of the bill;
(xlii) clauses 170 to 171 renumbered 151 to 152;
(xliii) heading to division 12 of part 10 of the bill;
(xliv) clause 172 renumbered 153;
(xlv) heading to division 13 of part 10 of the bill;
(xlvi) clauses 173 to 177 renumbered 154 to 158;
(xlvii) heading to division 14 of part 10 of the bill;
(xiviii) clause 178 renumbered 159;
(xlix) heading to division 15 of part 10 of the bill;
(l) clause 179 renumbered 160;
(li) heading to division 16 of part 10 of the bill;
(lii) clause 180 renumbered 161;
(liii) heading to division 17 of part 10 of the bill;
(liv) clauses 181 to 183 renumbered 162 to 164;
(lv) heading to division 18 of part 10 of the bill;
(lvi) clause 184 renumbered 165;
(lvii) heading to division 19 of part 10 of the bill;
(lviii) clause 185 renumbered 166;
(lix) heading to division 20 of part 10 of the bill;
(lx) clause 186 renumbered 167;
(lxi) heading to division 21 of part 10 of the bill;
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(lxii) clauses 187 to 188 renumbered 168 to 169;
(lxiii) heading to division 22 of part 10 of the bill;
(lxiv) clause 189 renumbered 170;
(lxv) heading to division 23 of part 10 of the bill;
(lxvi) clause 190 renumbered 171;
(lxvii) heading to division 24 of part 10 of the bill;
(lxviii) clause 191 renumbered 172;
(lxix) heading to part 11 of the bill renumbered 10;
(lxx) clause 173 as follows:
“173 Repeal of this Act
This Act is repealed on the first anniversary of the day on which all of the provisions of this
Act are in operation.
Note
The repeal of this Act does not affect the continuing operation of the amendments made by
this Act (see section 15(1) of the Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984).”.

I listened with a great deal of interest to the second-reading debate. Indeed I was in the chamber for
most of the second-reading debate and listened to the contributions from a government member and
just about every other member of the house. What was consistent in the contributions that were made
is that there seems to be support across the chamber for the notion that the presumptive rights
legislation should be advanced and should be advanced separately to the other parts of the bill—the
Fire Rescue Victoria (FRV) reforms that are contained within the bill. I think many members have
received correspondence from Volunteer Fire Brigades Victoria and from other firefighters about the
concern they have regarding the putting together of these two quite different and distinct issues, and I
note that many members of the crossbench also cited that unusual grouping of two distinct issues in
this bill.
As Mr Rich-Phillips said in his contribution, it is disappointing that after the previous fire services bill
was defeated by this place, rather than putting the presumptive rights legislation through with the will
of the Parliament and the support of the Parliament, we have the bill in a similar form to the last time
and we have the same problem. We in the opposition have been saying now for a long time that we
support the notion of presumptive rights and that we want this legislation to advance. Mr Battin moved
a private members bill in the other place, which unfortunately was defeated at the first opportunity by
the government. So I am moving this motion in my name, an instruction to the committee, that the
Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform)
Bill 2019 be separated in effect into two bills so the house can deal with them independently as two
separate, distinct matters, as indeed it should.
Other members have made comments about the way that the presumptive rights scheme is different
for volunteers and for permanent firefighters. They are valid points worthy of consideration and
worthy of debate, but let us do that within the confines of separate and distinct legislation so we can
settle on the best form that legislation should take for presumptive rights and then deal with the FRV
and the structural changes to the fire services subsequently to that. So I move this motion standing in
my name, that this bill be split into two, and I look forward to the support of the house.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (18:17): I thank Mr O’Donohue
for the tone and the spirit in which he just made his contribution, because in fact if all contributions
were made on these subjects in the spirit and the tone that Mr O’Donohue just made his contribution,
then the Parliament would be better for it and the community would be in a better space, because in
fact we would actually focus on areas of agreement across the Parliament and across the community.
Indeed the nature of the consideration of this piece of legislation would have been far more
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constructive, considerate and thoughtful in the name of achieving justice for firefighters in relation to
access to presumptive rights.
The history of this Parliament is not a proud one in relation to presumptive rights, and a number of us
are rewriting history in relation to it being clearly a bipartisan issue. It was not a bipartisan issue, and
it was clearly not a bipartisan issue during the tenure of the Napthine-Baillieu governments. It was
clearly not. It became one subsequently, and I am pleased that it did. I am pleased that it did, but it was
a little bit late in relation to the opportunity for justice and protection of firefighters, whether they be
professional firefighters or whether they be volunteer firefighters. It was this government in the last
term that introduced the scheme that enabled access—fair access, reasonable access, appropriate
access—in relation to presumptive rights and opportunities for compensation for the terrible scourge
of cancer that has been associated with the firefighting effort. The Victorian government was
extremely supportive then, as we were in the previous term. There are now three terms in a row that
this party has been associated with this reform, and we continue to be associated with this reform.
We also continue to be associated with the reform to the firefighting services not in the name of
dividing this community, not in the name of dividing firefighting but in fact in the name of modernising
firefighting services in a way to protect firefighters, to protect our communities and to actually ensure
that we have the best firefighting service that we can—to take out what has bedevilled the politics, the
conflict, the industrial relations problems that have actually got in the way of effective firefighting
services, regardless of the outstanding contribution that professional and volunteer firefighters have
brought to this community and which this community has relied on consistently.
There has been an extraordinary effort, a labour of love, a call of duty, that has actually seen people
go out in the name of keeping our communities safe that has united, in their effort, professional and
volunteer firefighters. But they have been divided on industrial issues, organisational issues,
governance issues, access to resources issues. The commitment of this government is to take away
those causes of division. The irony of it is that we are going to give the organisation that cherishes the
values of volunteerism, the CFA, total sovereignty in relation to being a volunteer firefighting effort
that is supported.
We also actually want to make sure that we take account of the increasing pressures of regional and
suburban development and the pressures that that demands of a full-time firefighting service to keep
our communities safe. That is the balance that the government has tried to bring together in this piece
of legislation. In fact it is actually in the name of protecting the original intention and that commitment
of firefighters to actually get on and do the job that they want to on behalf of our community and not
be burdened by industrial relations issues, not be burdened by governance issues, but actually give the
appropriate organisational structures and responsibilities to people to acquit what they want to do and
what our community desperately needs.
We thank the people in our community who provide that role, volunteers and professionals. This
reform is essential to go hand in glove to treat every firefighter with respect and consistently provide
them with respect—not when it is a matter of political convenience but a consistent respect in relation
to firefighters that have actually ended up with cancer and been denied their rights up until now. We
are going to fundamentally change that, hopefully for all time, and there will be a sense of justice and
resolution for those families that have carried that great tragedy and that burden for too long. Also for
those in our community who have grieved for the lack of opportunity, of dignity, in being able to fight
fires in an organisational structure that makes sense and provides the integrity of their service, the
government is committed to doing that. We will not agree to Mr O’Donohue’s motion to split the bill.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (18:22): I rise to speak in support of
Mr O’Donohue’s motion to split the bill into the presumptive legislation component and the fire
services restructure component. I would like to pick up some of the things the Leader of the
Government said in his contribution. He talked about rewriting history on the issue of presumptive
legislation. It is a fact that the Napthine government, going into the 2014 election, committed to
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introduce presumptive legislation for all firefighters. That commitment was also made by Daniel
Andrews in opposition. Daniel Andrews in opposition committed to introduce presumptive legislation
within six months of coming to office, but he did not do that. He did not introduce presumptive
legislation in 2015 as he committed to do. He did not introduce it in 2016. He did not introduce it in
2017 until he needed cover for this bill to restructure the fire services. So this government did not
deliver on its commitment to introduce presumptive legislation within six months of coming to office.
It only packaged it up with this CFA restructure because it was a political convenience to do so.
The government has had, since the defeat of the CFA bill last year, numerous opportunities to deliver
on its promise to introduce presumptive legislation. As Mr O’Donohue said, presumptive legislation
is not contested in this Parliament. The government has had a number of opportunities in the other
place to deal with a standalone bill, and it has had an opportunity in this place to deal with a standalone
bill. It has repeatedly refused to do so. The only way in which this government is interested in dealing
with presumptive legislation is as cover for the issue of the fire services restructure. So it comes as no
surprise that this afternoon the Leader of the Government said the government will not support
splitting the bill. It will not support dealing with the component which is supported, presumptive
legislation, and separating it from the contested component, being the restructure of the fire services.
So I say to the crossbench members: this is your opportunity to stand up and take a position on whether
you believe that presumptive legislation should stand alone and be dealt with as an uncontested issue
in the interests of firefighters, both paid and volunteer, or whether you treat it as merely a cover for the
restructure of the fire services.
Mr Jennings in his contribution said this bill is about taking away division. Well, the government
should know this bill is merely reinforcing division. The only division that will be taken away by this
bill is we will have the elimination of volunteer firefighters, because this restructure is highly
contentious among the firefighting community—and the government knows that. This bill was kept
under wraps until the federal election was out of the way. It was dropped into the Assembly and passed
with 48 hours notice—no consultation—in breach of the Country Fire Authority Act 1958, which
requires the government to consult with CFA volunteers on legislated proposals. That did not take
place. The bill was rushed through the Assembly in 48 hours, and the government is now trying to
force it through this place in a similar time frame. So the bill will not remove division; it will reinforce
divisions.
I would urge those members of the house, those members of the crossbench, who support presumptive
legislation—I heard Dr Ratnam in her second-reading speech talk about the importance of
presumptive legislation—to note that Mr O’Donohue’s motion is an opportunity to deliver that
presumptive legislation. It is an opportunity for Dr Ratnam to deliver on the legacy that Ms Hartland
left and to do it in a way that does not bring forward the divisive restructure of the fire services that is
proposed by this legislation. There is a simple solution for members of the house that want presumptive
legislation. It is Mr O’Donohue’s motion now, and I would urge those members to support the splitting
of this bill so we can proceed with that presumptive legislation.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (18:27): I want to thank the Leader of the Government for
his response on behalf of the government and Mr Rich-Phillips for his contribution to this debate.
Indeed it is a very important debate. Mr Jennings has often spoken in this place about the need for the
chamber and the Parliament to rise to the challenge of community expectations about our behaviour
and how we work together as a Parliament. It is often said that members of the community do not like
the political fighting, and Mr Meddick referred to that in his contribution.
To Mr Jennings and members of the crossbench, here is an opportunity for the chamber to work
together for an agreed outcome of passing the presumptive rights legislation that is before the
Parliament. We can agree to disagree on elements of the Fire Rescue Victoria (FRV) changes and the
reforms that are proposed as that part of the bill. We can deal with that and debate that in due course.
We know there is no time urgency for the passage of that part of the legislation, because we have been
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told in the minister’s press release and we have been told in numerous other locations that this reform
will not commence until the fire season of 2020. So let us roll up our sleeves and meet those
community expectations that Minister Jennings has spoken about, support my motion and pass the
presumptive rights component of this bill as a separate piece of legislation, and then we can have the
discussion about the FRV changes once that has taken place.
House divided on motion:

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

Finn, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms

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

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

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

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

Motion negatived.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (18:33): I move:
That the bill be committed to a committee of the whole later this day.

Motion agreed to.
Sitting suspended 6.33 p.m. until 7.40 p.m.
DISABILITY (NATIONAL DISABILITY INSURANCE SCHEME TRANSITION)
AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Ms SYMES:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (19:40): I am very pleased to be able to rise and speak to
the Disability (National Disability Insurance Scheme Transition) Amendment Bill 2019. As we had
the debate earlier in the day I thought that it was very important that we had this debate today. In fact
it was my preference to have it before commencing the Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights
Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019 because of the
government’s rush in getting this bill through the other place. I thought that it deserved the proper
process in relation to ensuring that understanding and certainty was provided for those involved in the
sector but more importantly those vulnerable Victorians who this bill will impact upon.
If I can just go back, before I go to the nut of the bill, and really talk about the issue of how this came
about, obviously it occurred from the former federal government but it was the former coalition
government here in Victoria that really assisted with taking a lead in the reform process for this very
important bill. I am looking at a media release from the then minister responsible, Mary Wooldridge,
and I want to place on record a couple of comments in relation to how Ms Wooldridge undertook her
responsibilities in that role and how she, together with Ted Baillieu and Dr Denis Napthine, really
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promoted Victoria and really undertook this very important reform to lead the way for Victoria and to
ensure that there were a whole lot of areas that would benefit Victoria but also that would provide the
way for the rest of Australia.
I am talking about the Barwon trial, where proudly—and I have visions of Ms Wooldridge and
Dr Napthine down there—the then Premier, very well known to this area, who as a former community
services minister had overseen some significant reforms in institutionalisation of care and in shutting
down our various institutions, was very cognisant of what this would mean to people with disabilities.
I want to place on record my acknowledgement of the work of Dr Napthine and Mary Wooldridge in
relation to that. On 6 May 2013, as I am reading from this media release, there was an announcement
about the then coalition’s budget, about a significant investment in disability services and what that
would mean to the funding for very vulnerable Victorians who had a disability. They were also speaking
about the agreement between the then Victorian coalition government and the commonwealth for a
full rollout of the national disability insurance scheme (NDIS) in Victoria from 2019–20.
In this press release it talks about the issues around this very scheme and that it would commence in
July 2019. That is where we are right now, just a couple of weeks away from July 2019, the
commencement date the then government was talking about for the rollout—and that was on 6 May
2013. So it was six years ago when the coalition government were putting in place plans to have this
scheme rolled out—very, very significant reforms and a huge reform for the country, one that I think
everybody in the chamber is fully supportive of and certainly governments around the country and the
national government. So I just wanted to put that in context, because it is important. From the debate
that we had this morning about the importance of this, it is not as if it has just been sprung on us. It
was known that this would roll out six years ago—on 6 May 2013—and here we were with the
government rushing through this important bill in the lower house just two weeks ago with no ability
for the sector to consult because, in the words of Mr Bull, he thinks that the minister forgot to do it. If
that is the case, then that is a serious indictment on the current government on such an important
reform. Nevertheless, I will not put that out there; the minister will have to defend himself.
Mr Finn interjected.
Ms CROZIER: The point I am making, Mr Finn, is that it is not as if this is an unknown. We have
known about this for years; we have known about the timing of this. Other states have committed and
undertaken what they needed to, and yet we had a government scrambling to get a very important bill
into the house, with no ability for a briefing for the opposition and no ability for stakeholders to have
scrutiny of the proposed legislation. I make that point because in other states, such as Tasmania, there
have been amendments to their bill and other states have been dealing with this issue for some time.
I suspect that the reason why there has been a delay from the Victorian government in relation to this—
as well as maybe the minister not being quite across his brief—is that they were hoping for an elected
Bill Shorten government. That did not happen, and they have all gone into a flurry and that has really
taken them off course. Thankfully we have a Morrison-led government that will provide stability and
certainty in this very important area.
Whilst I am on the Prime Minister, he is somebody who is incredibly committed to this reform and
only recently described the delivery of the national disability insurance scheme as, and I quote:
… one of the most important social reforms that our country has seen in … a generation.

Mr Finn knows only too well the importance of those who have got significant disabilities or have
required needs having governments of all persuasions give them the utmost attention they deserve,
and that is what we are talking about tonight. That is why I felt this morning it was imperative that we
had this debate this morning to get this bill through so that that certainty for those people, the families
and the services that provide the care to so many people with a disability could be provided before the
deadline of 1 July 2019, when it is expected to be rolled out.
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Now, the government has said they have been talking to the commonwealth and have transitional
arrangements should this bill not be passed today. Well, I ask: why on earth was it rushed through last
week? Why on earth, if that is the case, was the sector not given more time to be consulted? As we
know, bills are not always right. They are not always formulated and drafted correctly, and the sector
need to look at those issues and be able to iron out any issues that may arise through their understanding
of how it works and how it will impact those vulnerable Victorians. I say that in my opening remarks
because I think it is important to put into some context why we are debating this important bill this
evening.
To go to the crux of what the bill will do, it will amend the Disability Act 2006. As I said before, that
will come in line with other states and jurisdictions from the 1 July 2019 date to allow Victoria to
transition to the national disability insurance scheme. It also makes some important amendments
around the Residential Tenancies Act 1997, and I will go into more detail around that issue. The bill
introduces changes in order for Victoria’s disability service providers to be able to transition to the
nationally consistent approach of regulation, equality and safeguards under the NDIS.
That is incredibly important, especially when we have got cross-border workers who are going from
one state to another or moving from interstate and still carrying on on that career path. I think those
safeguards are incredibly important to have so that you have a consistency around the nation. Those
changes will assist in that approach to have that regulation quality and the safeguards in place for the
workers but also for those service providers to enable that to occur.
The bill provides for certain matters that will continue to be authorised by the states under the NDIS,
the restrictive practices and compulsory treatments. Of course that already happens, but it enables
those safeguards to also be in place for those very important elements when you are dealing with some
of the community’s most vulnerable. The bill makes amendments to the regulation of restrictive
practices in disability settings to reflect the new oversight responsibilities of the NDIS and gives
powers to the senior practitioners to oversee this. Of course that is also another important element in
relation to having those amendments and having that regulation in place, giving specific direction and
guidelines to the senior practitioners so that they can undertake their work and provide the assistance
that is required.
The bill also provides for the use, transfer and disclosure of information in relation to required NDIS
providers and participants; it provides further access and inspection rights to community visitors—and
I want to speak about that in a moment; and it provides greater protections for persons with complex
needs who require specialist disability accommodation. That goes to the Residential Tenancies Act to
ensure that people with disability are not evicted unnecessarily and that they do not have restrictions
around their pet ownership and those important elements that give somebody with a disability the
support that they require.
If I could just move to that aspect of community visitors that I mentioned, I think that is an important
part of this bill. I want to also acknowledge the work of the Family and Community Development
Committee that undertook an inquiry—I think it was around 2015—into abuse in the disability sector.
The Family and Community Development Committee was a joint committee; it consisted of members
of both houses. Sadly and unfortunately we no longer have the capacity to have those very significant
joint committees operating. They did some tremendous work.
Mr Finn interjected.
Ms CROZIER: That is right, Mr Finn. I think it is another example of the government not enabling
proper scrutiny and proper process in relation to some of these very important inquiries. I know from
my own experience of working on that committee the enormous amount of work that we did as a
Parliament, and that is something that this Parliament can be very proud of.
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This inquiry really looked at the role of community visitors and it realised the importance of the role
of the community visitors. I was looking into some of the work that they do, and I want to put on
record my thanks to them. I know that when I was Parliamentary Secretary for Health I had some
engagement with the community visitors—amazing members of the community who are under the
guidance of the Office of the Public Advocate and who really do some tremendous work in this area.
I was looking at the Community Visitors Annual Report 2017–18 in relation to the NDIS. They made
the point in this report that they did have concerns about a number of issues. They said that
accommodation was emerging as the most critical of all the issues under the NDIS. They made that
point and they also obviously made the point that community visitors volunteer in a complex operating
environment that includes certain aspects around the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities
Act 2006 and the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. The report
also incorporated the now NDIS. The point was that they were required to be able to navigate through
the complexities as the rollout of the NDIS was occurring across the country—or, in this instance, in
Victoria, because it is the Victorian community visitors annual report that I am referring to. I am sure
those aspects are the same around the country.
The community visitors give that independent advocacy and they play such a vital role for people who
are so vulnerable—and in this case very vulnerable, if they have a disability. As I said, the community
visitors play an important role. They are certainly referenced in this bill, and I think it is important to
understand the work that they do and how that will carry on to ensure that people with a disability are
not deprived of their liberty except, as the minister said in his second-reading speech, on grounds in
accordance with those procedures established by law.
There are very important aspects around the protection of the rights of those people with a disability.
That is what this bill is about, and it is making that transition into this major reform, with the guidelines,
the framework and the ability for that to occur. So it is important, and I think it is disappointing that
we had to have the procedural debate this afternoon to really reflect on what are actually the priorities
of the government. I felt that this was a significant piece of legislation that was rushed into the other
house, and as I said this afternoon in the procedural debate, there were five MPs that actually made
those points in their contributions to the debate, saying that it had the deadline of 1 July 2019. I will
just reiterate that in this debate because I think it is important to have that on the record. It was in fact
Mr Pearson who said:
We need to have this legislation passed in order to ensure that we have got the appropriate quality, safeguards
and standards for participants in the NDIS from 1 July 2019 …

Ms Hutchins said the bill is:
… a very significant bill for this Parliament to be debating at this time because of the time frames that are
bearing down on us with an effective date for the national scheme and the compliances required by Victoria
of 1 July.

Ms Connolly said:
I acknowledge how imperative it is for us to be hearing this debate now, with 1 July only a couple of weeks
away.

Mr McGuire said:
There is some arguing at the margin over the timing of the bill. This is a necessary proposition. It is critical
that the provisions are passed by 30 June to meet commonwealth requirements, so that is what we are doing.

Mr Tak said:
… 1 July 2019 represents another step forward towards the national arrangements. Notably, most Victorian
regulatory responsibilities will transition to the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission at the NDIS full
scheme commencement on 1 July 2019.
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So members in the lower house were arguing for this to be passed very urgently, despite the fact that
the coalition had no ability to have a briefing and nor did the sector and the stakeholders have time to
consider the issues in this bill. We are here today debating this bill and I am pleased that we are because
it is I think critical that we pass it in a timely fashion, and I am very happy for us to be doing so this
evening. But it goes to the point again about the government’s priorities. What really are their
priorities? We could have had this dealt with. There is no issue from the opposition’s point of view in
relation to this bill. We support it because of those elements that I have outlined in terms of how we
need to be protecting the most vulnerable members of our society, those with a disability, including
protecting them from abuse. There have been far too many instances where people with disability have
been abused or have not got the services that they require, they need or they deserve, and hopefully
that, as we all come together, as parliaments around the country come together, and ensure that this
very significant and important reform is undertaken, will be taken into consideration. That is why I am
very happy to be debating this this evening and to support this important bill.
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (19:59): I rise to speak about the Disability (National
Disability Insurance Scheme Transition) Amendment Bill 2019. The bill contains a series of technical
amendments which are required to allow for the transition of quality and safeguards to the new NDIS
Quality and Safeguards Commission from 1 July 2019. Principally there is an assurance that there will
be no reduction in the standard of quality and safeguards as a result of this transition.
The bill will also reduce the duplicative regulatory requirements for disability services, at full scheme
NDIS, by providing a method to deregister providers that no longer receive funding from the state
government of Victoria so that they are not subject to two sets of compliance regimes—the
commonwealth and the state. It will also establish a process to authorise the use of restrictive practices
by registered NDIS providers, modelled on the existing state authorisation framework, to ensure no
reduction in safeguards, to provide for a smooth transition to the NDIS without diminution of
protections and also to align further the rights of specialist disability accommodation residents with
those of tenants in mainstream housing.
We as the government have conducted considerable consultation with stakeholders. From that there
were no substantive concerns raised. Given the technical nature of the bill, and also as alluded to and
indicated by the member opposite, it is not expected that this piece of legislation will be contentious
or be opposed by the opposition.
The bill does provide for members of caucus to raise NDIS constituent issues in the chamber,
particularly in relation to the well-publicised concerns of wait times to enter the NDIS, receiving the
funding for equipment and the adequacy—or lack of it—in the plans that they have received. Members
may also wish to raise how the Andrews Labor government has supported Victorians living with
disability and the local sector through the NDIS transition. Due to the issues Victorians have had in
dealing with the NDIS, the government has established specialist teams within the Department of
Health and Human Services to support state clients to navigate and access the NDIS, and the
government has contacted around 28 000 state clients to date.
We are continuing to implement Victoria’s $26 million funding package to boost support for and
prepare the Victorian disability workforce for transition to the NDIS. Furthermore, Victoria’s
$41 million transition support package also continues to be rolled out to help participants, their families
and providers prepare for the NDIS. Also in the budget of 2019–20 the government has allotted
$9.45 million to establish a disability worker registration scheme, which will begin from 1 July 2020
and aims to, one, ensure that people with disability receive high-quality services and, two, ensure
workers have the necessary skills, experience and qualifications to provide quality services. The bill
makes minor technical amendments to the Disability Service Safeguards Act 2018, which established
the disability worker registration and accreditation scheme. This includes updated terminology in line
with the NDIS. Three, the bill aims to stop people who pose a serious risk of harm from providing
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disability services in Victoria. Lastly, four, the bill will enable people with disability to exercise greater
choice and control in their lives.
The member opposite also alluded to why the bill is only now being debated and why only now the
Victorian government is putting the bill forward. I would like to mention that this late debate is due to
the protracted negotiations with the commonwealth on policy and implementation issues in Victoria—
specifically to ensure alignment with intersecting commonwealth rules, which have only recently been
finalised. Furthermore, in relation to the commonwealth’s National Disability Insurance Scheme
(Restrictive Practices and Behaviour Support) Rules 2018, amendments were proposed to reflect
transition arrangements for jurisdictions transitioning on 1 July 2019. However, we, the government
of Victoria, were only advised in April that these rules will not be amended and our transition
arrangements will only be by administrative order. Therefore we have had to create some flexibility
in the bill to deal with the transition of behaviour support.
Now, in comparison and in relation to other states, New South Wales and South Australia joined the
NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission last year, whereas in Victoria we will be transitioning only
from 1 July 2019. It is also important to point out that Victoria has always had a uniquely strong
legislative, regulatory and policy framework in quality and safeguards, so the bill essentially will
ensure that there is no reduction in the standard of quality and safeguards as a result of the transition.
I would like to commend the bill to the house.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (20:07): I have to say up-front it is a very great pleasure to speak
on this particular bill. It is an even greater pleasure to have the government allow me to speak on this
bill, because you might recall that earlier in the day when I tried to speak on this matter I was gagged by
a government that clearly has a very, very low sense of priority when it comes to people with disabilities,
their families and carers, and that is a very disappointing thing indeed, from my point of view.
Now, I have to say to you that from the very beginning I was very, very sceptical about the national
disability insurance scheme (NDIS). I am very, very sceptical about any multibillion-dollar program
based in Canberra. It seems to me that nine times out of 10 you are heading for trouble. If you base
anything in Canberra, to start with you are heading for trouble, but if you are spending billions of
dollars of taxpayers money on a social welfare program, then you are really heading for tough times.
But I have to say I have been proven wrong, and I am delighted to say that I have been proven wrong
on this, because the NDIS has provided services for people who, up to this point, have not been able
to access services. I think that is a very, very good thing.
I know in our situation—and I am sure most members know we have a son with severe autism—we
had not accessed any services at all. We thought we could do it on our own—silly us. And we have
now accessed some degree of service. We now have some degree of support via the NDIS, and that
has made the world of difference, I can tell you. It really has made the world of difference. Scott
Morrison, thank you. You are a champion, and I really am so very, very glad that I voted for you and
Josh and all the rest. They are wonderful people.
The sense of excitement through the autism community when the NDIS was up and running was, in
my experience, unparalleled, because unfortunately in this country people with disabilities are
regarded as second-class citizens. We saw a bit of that in here this morning, in this house in fact, from
the government. That is the simple fact of the matter—that people with disabilities are regarded as
second-class citizens and, generally speaking, are not to be worried about too much. But the NDIS
gives families and carers and people with disabilities themselves the power to actually live a life that
they believe they should live and they want to live, and that is a great thing.
On the eve of the introduction of an appalling law in this state that will see doctors have the ability to
send people into the next life, it is really, really important—even more so than ever before—that we
give people with disabilities a sense of purpose and a sense of joy in living. Certainly with the new
euthanasia laws that come in tomorrow, they will be targets, I have no doubt, for some who regard
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them as having lives that are not worth living. There are people around like that, and we know that.
We have seen people like that with the law as it is now; what it is going to be like tomorrow, I fear to
think. So it is really, really important that we make people with disabilities feel that their lives are
important and that they are important, and that we give their families and their carers the sort of support
that they need to ensure that they live happy and productive lives.
That is something that I certainly hope for for my son, and I know that there are thousands of parents
throughout this country who feel exactly the same way. Unlike Scomo, we are not looking for a
miracle; we are just looking for a bit of a hand to keep things on the up and up to ensure that the family
keeps bubbling along and that the child or the person with a disability has the opportunities that he or
she deserves and indeed needs to thrive.
So I am delighted. I should have quoted my colleague at the very beginning by saying, ‘I am going to
be brief’, but I missed the opportunity, so I will say it now: I am going to be brief. I do support this
legislation. It is, I think, a piece of legislation that will go some significant way towards making the
lives of a lot of people so much better. It is very rare that I can say that about a government program,
but on this occasion I can, and I am delighted to be able to do so and am very, very happy indeed to
support this bill.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1 (20:14)
Ms CROZIER: Acting President Melhem, it is good to see you in the chair. I do have a question
on clause 1. Minister, I know that we have been talking about this bill in procedural debates today, and
it has been discussed in the Assembly. The government have said they did a deal with the federal
government to be able to delay the bill passing, so my question is: why did the government not do the
deal to allow the consultation with the disability sector rather than rush it through the lower house,
meaning that if they did a deal with the federal government to ensure that there was provision if it did
not pass by 1 July, why did they not give that same ability for the sector to be properly consulted with?
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you for that question. It really goes to two issues, and I think I might deal
with each of those separately. One is the issue of the contingency plan and one is the issue of the
consultation. I might start with the consultation first because I think it is really important to give this
context. I do want to assure the member and the house that the government did in fact begin consulting
on these changes over six months ago, in October 2018. I am advised that a Disability Act 2006
advisory group was established, comprising people with disability, disability advocates, service
providers, the Office of the Public Advocate and the disability services commissioner, and they did
provide advice to the government during the development of the bill.
The advisory group, I understand, formally met on 25 October 2018, 16 November 2018,
11 December 2018 and 19 March 2019. The Disability Act advisory group comprised the following
membership: Carers Victoria, the disability services commissioner, the Federation of Community
Legal Centres, Mental Health Victoria, the Municipal Association of Victoria, National Disability
Services, the Office of the Public Advocate, the Victorian Council of Social Service, the Victorian
Disability Advisory Council, Victoria Legal Aid, Women with Disabilities Victoria, Young People in
Nursing Homes National Alliance, the Victorian Advocacy League for Individuals with Disability and
a person with disability that attended in a personal capacity.
In addition, the Victorian Advocacy League for Individuals with Disability, better known as VALID,
facilitated consultation sessions on the bill directly with people with disability, their families and
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carers. I have also been advised that confidential drafts of the bill were released for consultation to a
targeted group of stakeholders on 19 March 2019 and consultation closed on 5 April 2019. Contrary
to the impression that some members may have wanted to give, there has in fact been a lot of
consultation around particular aspects of the bill and they particularly go to the issues around the
transitional arrangements and the safeguards regime.
Of course this bill also deals with a lot of changes to the Residential Tenancies Act 1997 and basically
brings supported disability accommodation into line with additional consumer protections that the
government passed last year in terms of the residential tenancies sector and is essentially bringing
supported disability accommodation, with some changes, obviously—tweaks that make it appropriate
to this sector—largely into alignment with what happened with the residential tenancies legislative
changes that we passed in the previous Parliament.
The second point, if I may respond to the member’s question, went to the issue around the contingency
plans. I am happy to assure the member that of course the government, whilst it was working on
consultations with the commonwealth around these changes—and that also had some impact on the
time lines—had contingency plans should the Parliament not have been able to debate this. Hopefully
we will pass this bill in an expedited manner to enable the bill to take effect in time.
But I think it is really important to give some broader context to the timing questions, because this has
really been the focus of Ms Crozier’s contribution but also contributions made by her colleagues in
the other place as well. I think it is important to understand in terms of what other jurisdictions have
done and what Victoria has done that we are talking about bringing very different state regimes into
alignment with where the commonwealth is going in relation to the national disability insurance
scheme quality and safeguards. New South Wales and South Australia did join the NDIS Quality and
Safeguards Commission last year. We are transitioning on 1 July 2019. But it is important to
understand that Victoria has always had a uniquely strong legislative, regulatory and policy framework
to quality and safeguards. For example, New South Wales has never had legislative protections relating
to restrictive practices. This means that the Victorian transition bill is more technical than those of
other states and it has taken more time to develop. I do think it is important to understand this context.
In relation to states joining this year—for example, Queensland—the advice that I have is that
Queensland does not have a legislative system when it comes to registration of disability service
providers or tenancy rights for residents of specialist disability accommodation. So this has meant that
it has been a much simpler process for Queensland to transition.
So Victoria’s bill has been informed by over six months of stakeholder consultations to ensure it will
not create unforeseen outcomes or a diminution of protections. We have been very clear as a state that
Victoria will not accept a reduction of protections, and this bill goes to the heart of ensuring this. So
this is really to give members the context of why our process has been more complex than other states,
because we have always had stronger safeguards, a stronger framework, than other jurisdictions, and
therefore bringing our current arrangements into alignment with where the commonwealth is going
has been very important to ensure.
Coming specifically to the issue of contingencies—and I apologise for the fact I am giving a very long
answer, but I think it acquits a lot of the concerns that were raised during the second-reading debate—
the advice I have is that there were contingency plans that were made, working closely with the
commonwealth, to ensure that these arrangements would work smoothly regardless of what happened,
and I will come to that in more detail in a moment. But there have been protracted negotiations with
the commonwealth on policy and implementation issues in Victoria, and those issues have only been
able to be finalised very recently. We particularly wanted to ensure alignment of our legislation with
intersecting commonwealth rules, and the commonwealth itself has only recently finalised these.
For instance, the advice that I have is that with the commonwealth NDIS (Practice Standards—Worker
Screening) Rules 2018, which connect to the powers of the secretary, these transition arrangements

BILLS
2058

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 18 June 2019

for Victoria were only agreed at the end of April. I further am advised that in relation to the
commonwealth’s NDIS (Restrictive Practices and Behaviour Support) Rules 2018 amendments were
proposed to reflect transition arrangements for jurisdictions transitioning to 1 July 2019. But again, the
commonwealth only advised us in April that these rules will not be amended but that our transition
arrangements will be by administrative order instead. So this is why we have had to take the steps
necessary through our bill to deal with these types of issues and to make sure that as this advice has
been coming through we have also been able to consult with our stakeholders to ensure there is comfort
in the sector with the proposed amendments.
In respect of the contingencies, there were contingencies that were worked through with
commonwealth officials to establish operating arrangements should this bill not pass to ensure there
would be no diminution of protections ahead of the bill being enacted. There have been a lot of
conversations with the commonwealth, I understand, to discuss these contingency arrangements if the
bill is not enacted by 1 July. So that work has happened. Hopefully that will not be necessary, because
we will be able to pass this bill, I am hoping later tonight, and have the legislation given effect to
before 1 July 2019. I hope my very lengthy response to Ms Crozier has acquitted a lot of the concerns
that have been raised today across both chambers.
Ms CROZIER: Thank you, Minister, for that thorough explanation. Could I just get some
clarification in relation to the consultation that was undertaken with the various stakeholders and when
that consultation process concluded for all of those stakeholders? You mentioned a long list of them,
which I think was very relevant, but I am just wondering at what point they were concluded.
Ms MIKAKOS: The advice that I had is that there were confidential drafts of various clauses that
were released for consultation to a targeted group of stakeholders on 19 March 2019 and that
consultation closed on 5 April 2019. Of course we have had in the intervening period changes to our
sitting schedule as a result of the federal election being called, so the government has acted as
expeditiously as possible to bring a bill to the Parliament once the various issues that I referred to
earlier were been able to be concluded with the commonwealth.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 15 agreed to.
Clause 16 (20:26)
Ms CROZIER: Minister, clause 16 gives provision for the secretary to make available staff
members to disability service providers. Could you provide the committee with an example of what
circumstances would require this action?
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you for that question. The advice I have is that there has been a process of
secondment of Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) staff to the five non-government
disability providers in Victoria already. The inclusion of this particular clause in this bill enables these
secondments to be able to continue post 1 July. So there has been a transition period. The member
would be aware that we have got many thousands of clients as well as staff that are transitioning from
government-run disability providers over to non-government providers. A lot of that work has been
happening for quite a considerable period of time and will continue of course post 1 July. There have
been various tranches as that process has been occurring.
Ms CROZIER: Thank you, Minister, and thank you for that explanation. In relation to those
providers that you said were on secondment, especially in the non-government sector, I am just trying
to get an understanding of whether there will be assistance for those providers around administration.
Will they be provided with financial guidance, and if so, do they have to pay for those services or will
they get some assistance in relation to that secondment that you are talking about? What I am saying
is: if they are being utilised in the system, do they have to pay for it, or will they get assistance to have
those additional services—
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Ms MIKAKOS: Just so I am clear, is your question whether the staff being seconded are being
seconded for an administrative role or as a disability worker role?
Ms CROZIER: Or both.
Ms MIKAKOS: My understanding is that it is a disability support role, but I will just seek
confirmation of that.
Just going to this particular question, what has always been envisaged here, and the disability sector
understands very well, is that DHHS is seconding contracted staff. The department continues to pay
for those costs until such time as the non-government service provider takes up those costs. So it is a
transitional process. The staff are moving across in tranches; the clients have been moving across in
tranches. Whilst they are seconded, as it is envisaged by the bill and has already been occurring—as I
have alluded to—the department is picking up those costs, and then people are moving across to the
service provider.
Clause agreed to; clause 17 agreed to.
Clause 18 (20:34)
Ms CROZIER: Minister, this clause relates to restrictive practices. I understand that the definition
is now being changed from ‘restrictive practice’ to ‘restrictive intervention’ to have a nationally
consistent term. So will there be any changes in restrictive interventions that can be applied as there is
the transition to the NDIS? I suppose what I am saying is: will there be any previous practices that can
be no longer applied under the national scheme or any new practices that will be applied or can be
applied?
Ms MIKAKOS: Firstly, if I can assist the member with perhaps just a brief explanation about what
the restrictive practices are. I am advised that a restrictive practice is any practice or intervention that
has the effect of restricting the rights or freedom of movement of a person with a disability or of an
NDIS participant. Regulated restrictive practices is a subset of restrictive practices. The bill amends
the definitions to specify that regulated restrictive practice has the same meaning as in the National
Disability Insurance Scheme (Restrictive Practices and Behaviour Support) Rules 2018. This includes
seclusion, mechanical restraint, chemical restraint, physical restraint and environmental restraint.
These regulated restrictive practices can only be used by registered NDIS providers in accordance with
the NDIS restrictive practices and behaviour support rules and in line with Victoria’s authorisation
process. All regulated restrictive practices must be authorised by an authorised program officer, and
certain practices must also be authorised by the Victorian senior practitioner. The NDIS restrictive
practices and behaviour support rules require the use of regulated restrictive practices to be reported
monthly to the NDIS commission. In terms of the question, I think the member was essentially asking:
what happens now that will no longer be able to happen? Is that correct?
Ms Crozier: Yes, that is right.
Ms MIKAKOS: Let me just seek confirmation. I think I have covered it, but let me confirm that.
As I have explained already, we are bringing our definitions of restrictive practices into alignment with
the NDIS restrictive practices and behaviour support rules, which are the commonwealth’s rules. The
one substantive change that has occurred is as a result of national agreement. There is now the
inclusion of a reference to environmental restraint, so that is a substantive change. The definition of
environmental restraint introduces improved oversight over its use, including stronger safeguards than
under the current state-based process, including the ability to prohibit specific environmental restraints.
Essentially it refers to restrictions of a person’s free access to all parts of the environment, including
items or activities. The bill references the definitions of regulated restrictive practices as defined in the
NDIS (Restrictive Practices and Behaviour Support) Rules 2018, and environmental restraint is a
regulated restrictive practice under these national rules.
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So, as I have explained, we are aligning ourselves with the commonwealth’s rules, and we are enabling
through these definitions in the rules Victoria to meet its obligations under the national quality and
safeguards framework, including all regulated restrictive practices but now including environmental
restraints as well, which will now not be able to be used in Victoria unless authorised through the
Victorian process.
Clause agreed to; clauses 19 to 31 agreed to.
Clause 32 (20:41)
Ms CROZIER: Minister, clause 32 relates to community visitors, an important role in this process,
and it refers to new functions, and the explanatory memorandum has gone into a bit of detail there.
Could you explain to the committee what the new functions are as well as guaranteeing that the
community visitors, who play such an important oversight role, will have their rights preserved under
the NDIS that they have previously held under the previous system or whether there will be any
changes that the government envisages they will have to undertake?
Ms MIKAKOS: I share the member’s view that the community visitors play an important safeguard
role. I have certainly been very impressed with the work that I have seen them undertake over the
years. Just in terms of what the role of the community visitors will be in the NDIS, the community
visitors will maintain their existing powers and functions. The bill makes amendments to insert new
provisions so that community visitors have powers and functions in respect of NDIS dwellings that
reflect their powers and functions regarding residential services under section 30 of the Disability Act.
The community visitors will continue to inquire into the appropriateness and standard of premises for
the accommodation; the adequacy of opportunities for inclusion and participation by residents in the
community; whether the accommodation is being provided in accordance with the applicable acts;
whether information is being provided to residents as required by the Residential Tenancies Act, the
Disability Act or the NDIS act, as the case requires; any case of suspected abuse or neglect of a
resident; the use of restrictive practices and compulsory treatment; any failure to comply with the
provisions of the Residential Tenancies Act, the Disability Act or the NDIS act, as the case requires;
and any complaint made to a community visitor.
So in summary, as you can see from that response, they will continue to play a very important part in
ensuring the appropriate safeguards are in place to protect people with disabilities, and the important
role that they have played in our state will continue.
Clause agreed to; clauses 33 to 35 agreed to.
Clause 36 (20:44)
Ms CROZIER: Minister, clause 36 relates to information sharing and provides powers for the
secretary to disclose information about worker screening and suitability to work with NDIS
participants to an employer or individuals that they are engaged with. In relation to self-managed plans,
how will this information be relayed, as timeframes are critical? I am assuming it is electronically, but
if it is in the post, we know that there are issues around Australia Post, so I am just wanting to
understand how that information will be provided and relayed.
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you for that important question. The member would be aware that there is
a Victorian disability worker accreditation and registration scheme that is in place. This is an important
safeguard enabling workers through this voluntary scheme to choose to be accredited by the scheme
to demonstrate to NDIS participants that they provide safe, high-quality services. This is really about
taking a zero-tolerance approach to abuse of people with a disability and ensuring that we can prevent
or stop people who pose a serious risk of harm from providing disability services in Victoria, amongst
other things.

BILLS
Tuesday, 18 June 2019

Legislative Council

2061

The bill enables sharing of information relevant to worker suitability with the Disability Worker
Registration Board and the Victorian Disability Worker Commission. Once these bodies commence
operations this will ensure that workers who have been assessed as being unsuitable to work with
people with disability will be unable to work in the disability sector in Victoria and not just be excluded
from work with an NDIS provider or a registered disability service provider. The member asked me
specifically about how this information sharing will occur—whether it will be electronic or not. I will
just seek some advice on that.
The advice I have is that self-managed clients who choose their own staff and services will be able to
check about the workers that they are proposing to use—whether they are on this excluded list. There
is a proposal by the commonwealth to establish a national database which will facilitate greater ease
of access to this information. That is proposed to occur in approximately one year’s time. In the interim,
people will need to contact, typically by phone, I imagine, the Victorian disability worker accreditation
and registration scheme to check if the worker they are proposing to use is on an excluded list.
Ms CROZIER: I thank you for that response, Minister. If I could just get some further clarification
but along those same lines, proposed section 39A(2)(e) speaks about whether or not the secretary has
information relating to the person’s suitability to provide disability services to persons with a disability.
It goes on to explain a little bit more, but you just spoke about that national database that is coming
online within a year. How does that information, should the secretary have it, flow to the providers?
They are automatically flagged somewhere, I presume.
Ms MIKAKOS: Are we asking about clients and providers being able to access the scheme, so
people on excluded lists? Regardless of whether they are a provider or a client, they would be able to
access that, but I will just seek confirmation of that.
I can confirm that that is in fact the case—that either a disability provider or a self-managed client
would be able to contact the scheme and check whether the worker is on an excluded list.
Clause agreed to; clauses 37 and 38 agreed to.
Clause 39 (20:52)
Ms CROZIER: Minister, new section 44(2) relates to the revocation of a disability service
provider for various reasons. Should this actually occur, could you provide details on what
notifications and assistance are provided to clients who were receiving services from this provider?
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you for that question. The amendments provide the secretary with a new
power to revoke a disability service provider’s registration under the Disability Act subject to
complying with notice requirements if the provider is a registered NDIS provider that has not received
or has ceased receiving funds for the provision of disability services under the Disability Act. It also
enables the secretary to revoke the registration of NDIS providers who are not a party to a contract
with the secretary under the Disability Act. Deregistration from the Disability Act will alleviate the
burden on providers to comply with two sets of standards, auditing requirements, safeguarding
requirements and registration requirements. The notice requirements also serve to protect clients by
requiring providers to inform each of their clients about who regulates the service and the new
safeguarding and complaint mechanisms and pathways which will apply once the provider is
deregistered from the Disability Act.
Ms CROZIER: If it is revoked, my question is around the support provided to those clients if there
are not a lot of options out there for clients. What happens to the support for those clients?
Ms MIKAKOS: Just to provide a bit of clarity on what this clause is about, this clause is about
deregistering providers under the Victorian legislation. They are transitioning. They have been registered
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under the commonwealth scheme, under the NDIS. So this is not about continuity of service provider.
They will continue with the same service provider from one jurisdiction to the other.
Clause agreed to; clauses 40 to 84 agreed to.
Clause 85 (20:57)
Ms CROZIER: Minister, this clause relates to it being an offence for a provider to apply restrictive
practices to a person without appropriate approvals and permissions. What is the penalty for
transgressing? Is there a warning process? Is there a fine? Is there some other aspect that would apply
in this situation where a penalty is deemed to be required?
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you for that question. The advice that I have is that, as I have explained
earlier, there is a condition of registration under the NDIS restrictive practice and behaviour support
rules—the federal rules. As a condition of those, a registered NDIS provider cannot use a regulated
restrictive practice unless it is in accordance with the state or territory authorisation process. Victoria
has an authorisation process already. The registration of a registered NDIS provider is subject to the
condition that the use of a regulated restrictive practice other than in an emergency must be authorised
in accordance with Victoria’s authorisation process. So there are a range of consequences under the
NDIS act for failure to comply with this condition. These include undertaking civil penalties,
imposition of additional conditions on registration, suspension of registration or deregistration. I am
further advised in terms of the penalty units referred to in this clause—the 240 penalty units—that this
is in fact the same as what is currently the case.
Ms CROZIER: The question I was going to ask is: was it the same as what is currently in place?
But just one final question, if I may, on this issue: is this consistent, in relation to penalties that are
applied in Victoria, with other jurisdictions? Do they have a similar penalty system?
Ms MIKAKOS: In fact the advice I have is that the majority of jurisdictions do not actually have
penalties for restrictive practices. We have had the most rigorous framework for safeguarding people
with disabilities, and I was explaining earlier that our transition process has been a far more complex
one than in other states because we have developed all these additional safeguards over the years.
Clause agreed to; clauses 86 to 276 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(21:02): I move:
That the report be now adopted.

Motion agreed to.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(21:03): I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

I take the opportunity to thank all members for enabling us to pass this bill and expedite the matter today.
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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Adjournment
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(21:03): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

DRUG DRIVING
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (21:03): I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services. Last year I was contacted by a constituent who, tragically, lost her
son in a car accident, and the accident involved a drug addict. My constituent has also been in touch
with the member for Gippsland East’s office and with other members of the Parliament. She ultimately
spoke with the minister’s chief of staff. Her correspondence, which I received, which Mr Bull received
and which the minister and her chief of staff received, is basically looking for law reform. It says:
When a drug affected person presents to hospital, and has a history of addiction then, it should be mandatory
reporting to VicRoads by the treating doctor, plus automatic cancellation/suspension of licence.

She goes on to say:
Medical reporting is in place, but here in Victoria it is not mandatory, this also needs to be addressed. Western
Australia have had mandatory reporting since 2008 …

The minister’s chief of staff wrote to my constituent after meeting with her prior to the election on
9 October last year. He said:
So next steps from here. Initial advice on the various issues you raised is being sought and clarified by the
Department. Once we have that landed, Lisa will write to you outlining her commitment to new laws in the
new Parliament and what the scope will include—this will cover off some of things outlined by me including
changes around unlicensed driving and harsher sanctions around offending behaviour, but also the drug
driving component where your input is being considered.
This correspondence will give you a clear sense of where we want to take this and how we involve various
stakeholders in the development of the new laws, which would include you if you were interested in that.
This letter will come to you before we get to Caretaker at the end of this month (Oct 30).

My constituent has yet to receive anything in writing from the police minister or her chief of staff,
despite those very clear representations and undertakings that he made to her, a mother who has lost
her son in a terrible accident. Before the election the minister and her office were there to help, but
ever since the election they do not want to know—no letter, a phone call from the chief of staff a few
months ago, but nothing despite those clear undertakings. The action I would seek from the minister
is that she follow through on the undertakings and promises that her chief of staff made on her behalf
prior to the election to this grieving mother.
EARLY CHILDHOOD LANGUAGE PROGRAM
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (21:06): My adjournment matter is directed to the Deputy
Premier and Minister for Education, the Honourable James Merlino. In April 2018 the Andrews Labor
government announced $17.9 million of funding to give more than 5000 children attending statefunded kinders the opportunity to learn a language other than English for the very first time so they
can squeeze the most out of their early learning years. As part of this initiative announcements were
made for 150 kindergartens to offer weekly sessions in one of 15 languages, including Mandarin,
Arabic, Punjabi, Italian, Japanese, French, Greek, Hebrew and Spanish. Further announcements were
made for up to 10 kindergartens to run a bilingual program where up to half of the kinder program
would be offered in another language. The 150-kindergarten list also included facilities in regional
Victoria. Among these were 29 kindergartens which were to offer Aboriginal languages and 27 to
offer Auslan. The $17.9 million early childhood language program also provided additional staff to
teach children a new language in partnership with existing staff at no cost to parents or early childhood
services.
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Learning languages at kinder often results in kids learning the language of their grandparents as well
as inspiring them to take an interest in other cultures. It is also shown to improve brain function, their
English reading and writing skills, cognitive flexibility, strengthened brain development and improve
problem-solving skills. The action I seek from the minister is that he provide an update to my
constituents on how the early childhood language program is assisting four-year-old children to learn
another language in Western Metropolitan Region and provide a list of kinders in my region that are
running this program.
SIDE-BY-SIDE VEHICLES
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (21:08): My adjournment matter is actually for a number of
ministers, including but not limited to the Minister for Roads, the Minister for Agriculture, the Minister
for Energy, Environment and Climate Change and the Premier’s office. I will basically just put this
through Minister Jennings. I think we will make this nice and easy.
On Friday I attended a side-by-side orientation day run by the Australasian Off Road Vehicle
Association. I was pleased to see government representatives from numerous departments attend the
event. Tasmania, having already implemented a permanent restricted registration, have seen a new
tourist industry appear as side-by-side vehicles have entered public land. Queensland has recently
completed a very successful trial of side-by-side vehicles that actually says the condition of the sole
four-by-four track used improved over the course of the trial. The action that I seek is from various
ministers of the government to work side by side—pardon the pun—to formulate a pilot program of
these side-by-side vehicles on selected trails on public land. Of course I would suggest that a starting
point be one of the many suitable areas in Eastern Victoria.
SRI LANKA TERRORIST ATTACKS
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (21:09): My adjournment matter is for the Premier,
and it concerns the tragedy of the horrific terrorist attacks and bombings of Easter Day in Sri Lanka
this year, where 253 people died and over 500 were injured. I recently visited Sri Lanka for four days,
where on behalf of Victorians I expressed our condolences to the many people I met. I looked to
support the economy and encourage tourism. I visited the sites, laid flowers on behalf of Victorians
and spoke to the Sri Lankan Prime Minister, the opposition leader, the Speaker of the Parliament and
MPs. I met on behalf of Victorians with key business leaders, the investment community and those
directly affected and visited the Red Cross headquarters in Sri Lanka.
Peace is returning to Sri Lanka. I felt safe moving around Colombo. The tragedy has left some
difficulties in Sri Lanka, particularly for children. Some have lost both parents. Some have lost a
parent. Some have parents that have been severely injured, with some still critical. As a result, many
of these young children are not being educated because, simply, there is no-one to pay for it. There is
no-one to pay for their books or their needs. It is very sad. It has affected Sri Lankan students right
across the globe.
By way of example, in Queensland I understand a full-fee-paying student at a Queensland university
has lost both her parents and there is no money available for her to continue her education. That
particular university has provided a scholarship to help her complete her final two years of her degree.
Whilst this is a different level from what I am seeking from the Premier, it is for the people of Victoria,
through the government, to help these young children in Sri Lanka with their education.
After the tragedy of the tsunami that hit Sri Lanka on 26 December 2004, when over 40 000 people
died and 2.5 million Sri Lankans were displaced, Victorians were very generous, through their
government, in providing significant funding grants to Sri Lanka to help the rebuild. I hope we can be
generous again. The action I seek from the Premier of the Education State is that, through the Victorian
government, he provide a substantial funding grant to Sri Lanka, perhaps administered by the Red
Cross in Sri Lanka, to help fund the education of these small children. Please, Premier, for the sake of
the kids.
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MELBOURNE CBD TRANSPORT PLANNING
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (21:12): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure. It concerns central city transport planning. The action I seek is for the minister
to work with the City of Melbourne to leverage the disruption caused by Metro Tunnel and other
projects. Melbourne City Council has been a strong supporter of Metro Tunnel and has staff working
with the state government and contractors on making the project as successful as possible. The council
is also implementing the government’s Melbourne security upgrades, with footpaths extended and
safer separation of vehicles from pedestrians in locations across the CBD. Yet when the City of
Melbourne leads its own strategic transport planning, Labor cannot help but shout it down.
The challenge in the central city is that nearly a million people visit every day. Our footpaths are
dangerously congested, and Melbourne’s growth means that these challenges are only going to
increase. The Elizabeth Street pedestrianisation plan, recently released by the City of Melbourne,
shows that in just three years on one block in the p.m. peak pedestrians increased from 1700 to 4400,
while cars decreased from 730 to 527. Yet throughout the city the infrastructure for cars takes up 80 per
cent of the roads, with pedestrians and cyclists stuck in the margins. The minister’s kneejerk reaction
on Elizabeth Street was to say, ‘Don’t touch it until Metro Tunnel opens’. What about the greater good
and keeping people safe?
I want to congratulate our Greens councillors at the City of Melbourne for getting the Exhibition Street
safe cycling lanes project off the ground in addition to William Street. The peak-only painted cycle
lanes are simply unsafe and are a recipe for injury. The timing for this project is perfect. While the
central city is experiencing disruption from major projects, like lane closures on Flinders Street for
Metro Tunnel and lane closures to build new tram super-stops in William Street, of course council
should leverage that disruption and build in safe designs.
Deliverers, tradies, the disabled and elderly people—those that need to drive—will continue to drive,
but the state government needs to stop coming down on the side of those who do not need to drive but
do over the council that is trying to make the city safe for everyone. Greens councillors and the city
council are doing excellent work in supporting the modal shift to public transport, cycling and walking
to move the greatest number of Victorians about as efficiently as possible. Minister, back them in.
DAIRY INDUSTRY
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (21:14): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Agriculture and relates to the current plight of drought-affected farmers in northern Victoria. The
action that I seek is for the minister to ensure the future of the all-important Victorian dairy industry
by providing immediate funding to subsidise the cost of feed for all northern Victorian dairy farmers
affected by the current drought. There are 5195 dairy farms currently operating throughout Victoria,
producing around $1.8 billion of raw milk, most of which is processed into powdered or fresh milk,
cheese and other dairy products. In the past 19 years, the number of dairy farmers in the GoulburnMurray irrigation district has decreased from 2800 to 1119. Despite this, the dairy sector is still
Victoria’s largest agricultural industry, producing more than 65 per cent of Australia’s annual milk
production, with exports valued at $1.85 billion.
Dairy farmers throughout Victoria, particularly in my electorate of Northern Victoria Region, are
suffering extreme hardship due to the current drought, having just experienced Victoria’s hottest
summer on record and with January rainfall at 72 per cent below average. The lack of rain has created
a multitude of issues for our farmers, none more so than the dramatic increases in the cost of water
and feed for dairy herds. Many dairy farmers within my electorate describe the current difficulties they
face as being caused by the perfect storm of adversity. The combined effects of the current drought,
water recovery for the environment under the Murray-Darling Basin plan and water traded out of the
region have driven up the cost of water, which has now risen to unaffordable levels for many dairy
farmers. The current price of temporary water is around $550 a megalitre, and it has been trading
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between $600 and $650 a megalitre. Many dairy farmers have a break-even water cost of no more
than $150 a megalitre.
The cost of feed has risen dramatically during the drought. New South Wales farmers are receiving a
subsidy for transporting feed, which has assisted them to buy more feed from Victoria, and this has
contributed to driving up the cost of feed, which has more than doubled in recent times, with lucerne
currently priced at around $700 per tonne. Without assistance from the government many Victorian
farmers cannot compete with those to the north of our state and purchase the feed they need.
The real fear in the northern Victorian dairy farming community is that this drought may cause the
number of dairy farmers in the region to reduce by a further 50 per cent. To ensure the future of our
largest agricultural industry, the Andrews Labor government needs to provide some real and practical
support to the dairy farmers in Northern Victoria to help them through this perfect storm of adversity.
Government support announced recently for additional counsellors is not enough, and on-farm grants
that need dollar-for-dollar commitments are impractical for most farmers, who do not have the
matching funds to spare. The action that I seek is for the minister to ensure the future of the allimportant Victorian dairy industry by providing immediate funding to subsidise the cost of feed for all
northern Victorian dairy farmers affected by the current drought.
RETIREMENT HOUSING SECTOR
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (21:17): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation. It is about the ongoing delay in the government’s
response to the report of the Legal and Social Issues Committee inquiry into the retirement housing
sector that was tabled in March 2017. Of all the matters canvassed by the committee in that report, the
two to which I would like to direct the most immediate attention are covered by recommendations 2
and 15. Respectively they call on the government, one, to review the Retirement Villages Act 1986
following sector-wide concerns, especially around dispute resolution and transparency of disclosures,
and, two, to introduce a new alternative for the low-cost, timely and binding resolution of disputes
through a new body or by extending the powers of an existing ombudsman. I wholeheartedly support
both these recommendations because they speak to changes which are still clearly and urgently
needed. I should stress of course, as indeed that committee did, that there are also a myriad of other
pressing issues adversely affecting people living in retirement housing in Victoria. I have touched on
some of those in previous speeches here, and I hope to have the opportunity to raise more of them here
in the not-too-distant future.
As recently as last month the minister for consumer affairs was still saying the government is
committed to holding the review and further considering dispute resolution processes in retirement
villages. Set against all of that background, the action I seek from the minister is the provision of a
definitive statement on the public record about specifically when the review of the Retirement Villages
Act 1986 will begin, as well as when a new body or extension of the powers of an existing ombudsman
will be enacted to protect consumers. I also ask that the minister specify who is conducting the review,
what its terms of reference are and when it will report. Given that the Legal and Social Issues
Committee completed its deliberations well over two years ago now, I am sure I am far from the first
member in this place to raise the subject of the lack of a timely and comprehensive response to their
inquiry, but I am sincerely hoping—in a good way—that I am the last.
DEVON NORTH MEN’S SHED
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (21:20): My adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Education, the Honourable James Merlino in the other place, and the action I seek from the minister
is for him to respond to my constituent Mr Allen Rendell regarding his request to utilise the former
Devon North Primary School’s building to facilitate the start up of a men’s shed. With a population of
344 wonderful people and a median age of 50, Devon North is located in the foothills of the Strzelecki
Ranges. The 2016 census tells us that people over 65 years of age make up almost a quarter of the
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population. Spurred on by a passion to create an environment that is enriched by good old-fashioned
mateship, my constituent is eager to start up a men’s shed for the residents of Devon North.
We all know the benefits of a men’s shed. It provides not only mateship but the rekindling of wonderful
skills and attributes, the hands-on tasks, the discussions and then the benefits that can flow on to the
community once amazing artefacts and products are made. This gentleman has the desire to have that
conversation around creating a space in the former Devon North Primary School, which closed its
doors back in 2017 and as a vacant building certainly has all the infrastructure required to turn it into
a fabulous place for people to learn, share and meet together in a men’s shed. I made representations
to the minister on behalf of my constituent over three months ago. As I said, the request is that the
minister actually respond to Mr Allen Rendell, who is an amazing person with a commitment to his
community, so that he can have a positive result in relation to the Devon North men’s shed.
WASTE AND RECYCLING MANAGEMENT
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (21:22): My adjournment matter for this evening is for
the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change. The action that I seek is for the minister
to stop the stockpiling of waste in warehouses that are not fit for purpose and to find out why this is
happening. During a visit to the Footscray fire station I was alerted to the fact that a warehouse adjacent
to residential properties in Braybrook is being used for the sole purpose of stockpiling waste.
Unfortunately this is not the only warehouse stockpiling waste, with many more in my region. In many
cases the warehouses are abandoned, leaving the landlords to deal with the problem. I saw photographs
of this waste: the warehouse is stacked full, floor to ceiling. The fire brigade are quite rightly concerned
for public health and safety. It is only a matter of time before the waste attracts vermin, begins to smell
or, worse, catches fire right next to where people live.
Public health and safety is not the only concern I have. The waste I have seen is not in loose piles. The
material has been professionally bundled and processed and made into cubes, and it looks ready for
recycling. Why, Minister, are these materials, managed for recycling, being stockpiled so close to
residential areas? We know full well the risk of harm to human health and the environment from this
kind of material being stacked in this way. It is why the government has formed a task force and has
produced Management and Storage of Combustible Recyclable and Waste Materials: Guideline. But
this is merely a guideline and it states that it is for companies and businesses that are ‘looking’ and
‘wishing’ to provide safe storage and implement best practice. Leaving this as optional means we are
leaving the community at risk and handballing the problem to unsuspecting landlords and to our
emergency services. I ask the minister: what action will you take to stop the stockpiling of waste?
GOLD ROYALTY
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (21:24): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Jobs,
Innovation and Trade, and it concerns the reckless implementation of the gold tax which will harm
employment in regional Victoria. The mining industry supports more than 88 000 jobs in Victoria and
plays an important role in the economies of regional communities. Thousands are employed in the
manufacturing of engineering equipment and technology used in mining, and the multiplier effect is
significant. The Ballarat goldmine spends about $55 million each year and employs over 200 people.
These workers spend their income in cafes, shops and countless other small businesses across Ballarat
that employ people.
Rather than supporting this industry, the government sees this high-risk business as a convenient
milking cow to further prop up its fake surplus. Certainly for the first time in Victoria’s history it is
implementing a gold tax. There is no better testament to this government’s complete arrogance for
people living beyond the tram tracks of Melbourne than this new tax. The gold tax will hurt the
Victorian mining industry’s ability to stay competitive, let alone grow and increase employment
opportunities. The Premier bragged last month that unemployment in Victorian regions was at an all-
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time low. Does this government seriously believe that this gold tax will not compromise this? The
Minister for Jobs, Innovation and Trade said:
We’re investing in communities to ensure regional Victorians have the skills and technology they need to
continue to grow and provide the conditions for sustainable employment.

This gold tax demonstrates quite the contrary. It appears that this government is investing in inner-city
communities off the backs of regional communities and failing to provide the conditions for
sustainable employment outside the tram tracks. By implementing a gold tax for the first time in
Victoria’s history this government will hurt the employment and investment opportunities of
Victoria’s miners. The action I seek from the minister is that he assure regional communities that no
jobs will be lost due to this new tax on gold.
SOUTH MELBOURNE PARK PRIMARY SCHOOL SOUND FIELD SYSTEM
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (21:27): My adjournment matter this evening is for the
Minister for Education, Mr Merlino.
Ms Shing interjected.
Ms CROZIER: It is an important matter, actually, because we have just been discussing the
national disability insurance scheme bill and this goes to the very heart of that. My constituent Sarah
███████ is a mother and has a young son, Lucas, who is six years of age. Lucas is profoundly deaf
and requires devices to improve all his hearing levels. Lucas’s hearing loss causes him, as you can
imagine, some delays in his ability to learn, and he has also had issues with speech delay. He is
currently attending the Royal Children’s Hospital and seeing specialists there. He also attends South
Melbourne Park Primary School and is supported through a number of community disability services.
He is, in this area, particularly being supported by a Victorian teacher for the deaf, who visits him on
a weekly basis from the Department of Education and Training.
In February the Victorian teacher for the deaf put in an application for a sound field system to assist
Lucas to hear better within the open plan environment at the school and to give him the same
opportunities as his peers and those around him. That sound field system was apparently approved and
endorsed to be implemented in the classroom. That happened back in February of this year, and his
case was deemed to be a priority. We are now nearly in July, almost five months on, and there has
been no implementation of this sound field system necessary for Lucas to be able to keep up with his
peers and undertake the learning and education that he requires.
The government goes on about how good it is in terms of providing services to the vulnerable. This is
a classic example where this needs to be undertaken as a priority. It was said it was a priority back in
February and nothing was done. This has been going around and around in circles. My constituent has
written to both the minister and the Premier, and they have got the correspondence back from the
offices. It is still going around and around in circles, and it is simply not good enough. So the action I
seek is for the minister to review this case immediately—he has got the details; he knows who I am
talking about—in relation to this request for the sound field system to be implemented in the classroom
so that Lucas can keep up with the very necessary education that he requires and so that he can be just
like his other friends and peers and undertake the education he so desperately needs.
RESPONSES
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(21:30): This evening I have received the following adjournment matters: from Mr O’Donohue to the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services; from Ms Vaghela to the Minister for Education; from
Mr Bourman to the Special Minister of State, although I do suspect that one might get referred to the
Minister for Roads; from Mr Ondarchie directed to the Premier; from Dr Ratnam directed to the
Minister for Transport Infrastructure; from Ms Lovell directed to the Minister for Agriculture; from
Ms Maxwell directed to the Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation; from
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Ms Bath directed to the Minister for Education; from Dr Cumming directed to the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change; from Mrs McArthur directed to the Minister for Jobs, Innovation
and Trade; and from Ms Crozier directed to the Minister for Education. All those matters will be
referred to the relevant ministers for response.
I just wanted to make one point to Ms Crozier, if I may, in relation to this because I have absolute
sympathy for Lucas and his family. I just wanted to reiterate the advice that I have given the member
about naming constituents in this matter. And I think it is important to make the point that for a child—
Ms Crozier: It is fine; the parent knows that I was raising it.
Ms MIKAKOS: You don’t want me to respond to your adjournment?
Ms Crozier: On a point of order, President, my adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Education. I do not want a lecture from Ms Mikakos. The parent is quite aware that I was raising this
issue this evening. This is an important issue, it has been dragging on and I would like the minister to
respond, not have a lecture from Ms Mikakos.
The PRESIDENT: The minister is free to make commentary on matters directed to other
ministers, but we do appreciate the clarification from Ms Crozier.
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you. The point I am wanting to make is that these matters can be done in a
more sensitive manner. For a child in particular, once it is in the Hansard, it is there for the child’s life—
Mr Ondarchie: She already has got permission.
Ms MIKAKOS: I understand that. The point is about anyone googling or searching. We know that
children’s lives will be very different to ours in the past. Everything will be done through the internet
and become a permanent record. It is very easy to do the adjournment matter or raise any issue in the
Parliament and offer to give the personal details of the family to the relevant minister without naming
an individual in this way, particularly when it comes to a child. I think it is important to make the point
that we can do these matters in a more sensitive way—raise the matter in the house but then provide
the details of the family, particularly the child’s name, to the relevant minister in a more sensitive
manner. That is the point that I am making. I think it is very disappointing, Ms Crozier, that you are
not thinking about this child’s interest into the future when they become an adult and someone is able
to find their entire medical history through this permanent record.
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you, President. I have received 14 written responses to adjournment debate
matters, and these will be provided to members in due course.
The PRESIDENT: The house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 9.35 p.m.

WRITTEN ADJOURNMENT RESPONSES
2070

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 18 June 2019

Written adjournment responses
Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.

Tuesday, 18 June 2019
CLIMATE CHANGE
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (19 February 2019)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education):
I am informed as follows:
Victorian schools play an important role in helping students understand constructive ways of sharing their views
and having a voice on issues they feel strongly about. We are committed to supporting student voice in action,
which can include active engagement in local and global change efforts. We are also committed to ensuring
students are supported to attend school every day. Daily attendance is important for all children and young people
to succeed in education and to ensure they do not fall behind academically, socially and developmentally.
The Victorian Curriculum supports students to learn about environmental sustainability across a range of
disciplines including English, Mathematics, History and Science. Sustainability is also a key part of several
Government programs and supports, like the Primary Mathematics and Science Specialists initiative, the
Science and Mathematics Specialist Centres and Tech Schools, and the ResourceSmart Schools initiative.
Critical discussion with students about important political issues is encouraged and should be undertaken in
accordance with curriculum objectives and with the support of school leaders.
While employees are free to join interest groups, they should not use their position in the classroom to
advocate particular views on political topics.
I can advise that the Department of Education and Training has comprehensive procedures for dealing with
the misconduct and unsatisfactory performance of its employees and any allegations that members of the
Teaching Service are acting inconsistently with their obligations to students and to their employer are
managed consistent with those procedures.

TRAFALGAR VICTORY FOOTBALL CLUB
In reply to Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (20 February 2019)
Mr PAKULA (Keysborough—Minister for Jobs, Innovation and Trade, Minister for Tourism, Sport
and Major Events, Minister for Racing):
I refer to your adjournment debate matter regarding the Trafalgar Victory Football Club.
I am pleased to advise that the Victorian Government has committed $20 million over four years to expand
The World Game Facilities Fund. This fund provides grants to support clubs like the Trafalgar Victory
Football Club to upgrade facilities and increase participation.
I encourage the club to liaise with Baw Baw Shire Council to seek support in applying for a future grant round.
Since 2014, the Victorian Government has invested over $850 million into high quality accessible community
sport and active recreation infrastructure.

AMBULANCE TRANSFERS
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (6 March 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
The Victorian Government pays for emergency and non-emergency patient transport for pensioners and
healthcare card holders, if it is clinically necessary, and the transport is to/from a public hospital, their General
Practitioner or diagnostic services, to ensure transport for patients in those circumstances if free of charge.
If a patient admitted into a public hospital requires clinically necessary ambulance transport to a private
healthcare facility, the sending public hospital is responsible for the payment of that transport.
Similarly, private healthcare facilities are responsible for the payment of clinically necessary transport of
patients from their facilities. However, the private healthcare facility may choose to pass this payment on to
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the patient. This policy change came into effect on 1 July 2014 under the previous Liberal National
government while the member was the Parliamentary Secretary for Health.
Ambulance Victoria provide an avenue to request review of invoices for emergency transports, on a case by case
basis, where it is believed the need for transport is not related to the patients’ episode of care in the private facility.
The Department of Health and Human Services has met with Day Hospitals Australia in 2018 and has also
had a number of follow up teleconferences and correspondence.
My office had a teleconference with the Chief Executive Officer of Day Hospitals Australia on 10 April 2019
to discuss their priorities.

BRIMBANK COMMUNITY EVENT
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (7 March 2019)
Mr PAKULA (Keysborough—Minister for Jobs, Innovation and Trade, Minister for Tourism, Sport
and Major Events, Minister for Racing):
I refer to your Adjournment Debate matter regarding a multicultural, multisport community festival that was
held at JR Parsons Reserve in Sunshine on 30 March 2019.
Officers from Sport and Recreation Victoria were in contact with AFL Victoria and I am advised that AFL
Victoria offered to provide additional resources for the event.
Since 2014, the Victorian Government has invested over $630 million into high quality accessible community
sport and active recreation infrastructure.

WASTE AND RECYCLING MANAGEMENT
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (30 April 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The Victorian Government takes the issue of illegal waste storage seriously. Poorly managed facilities storing
hazardous and industrial waste are a hazard to the community and an unacceptable fire risk.
Victorians have a right to expect hazardous and industrial waste is managed at a high standard that meets
regulations. Victorian Government agencies are working closely to provide a whole-of-government response,
placing priority on preventing harm to human health and the environment from pollution and waste. A crossagency program including the EPA, WorkSafe, fire agencies and councils has conducted 48 inspections since
February 2019, looking at the storage of chemicals, dangerous goods, e-waste and prescribed industrial waste.
I recently announced that the EPA will invest $5.5 million to switch to a fully GPS electronic tracking system
to better record the production, movement and receipt of industrial waste. The new system will enable the
EPA to monitor the movement of waste more quickly and accurately, and hold those who don’t comply with
the law to account.
The Victorian Government last year passed new laws to strengthen environment protection. The legislation
substantially increases maximum penalties and strengthens EPA’s powers. In an Australian first, the
legislation introduces an enforceable general environmental duty to eliminate or reduce risks posed to human
health or the environment.

INDUSTRIAL FIRES
In reply to Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (1 May 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The Victorian Government takes the issue of illegal waste storage seriously. Poorly managed facilities storing
hazardous and industrial waste are a hazard to the community and an unacceptable fire risk.
Victorians have a right to expect hazardous and industrial waste is managed at a high standard that meets
regulations. Victorian Government agencies are working closely to provide a whole-of-government response,
placing priority on preventing harm to human health and the environment from pollution and waste. A crossagency program of inspections including the EPA, WorkSafe, fire agencies and councils is looking at the
storage of chemicals, dangerous goods, e-waste and prescribed industrial waste.
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I recently announced that the EPA will invest $5.5 million to switch to a fully GPS electronic tracking system
to better record the production, movement and receipt of industrial waste. The new system will enable the
EPA to monitor the movement of waste more quickly and accurately, and hold those who don’t comply with
the law to account.
The Victorian Government last year passed new laws to strengthen environment protection. The legislation
substantially increases maximum penalties and strengthens EPA’s powers. In an Australian first, the
legislation introduces an enforceable general environmental duty to eliminate or reduce risks posed to human
health or the environment.

PORTLAND HOSPITAL PATIENT
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (1 May 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
I am informed that:
All rural Victorians that are critically ill or requiring time critical care will be transferred to an appropriate
hospital for treatment when needed.
Decisions regarding the transfer of patients from one hospital to another hospital for treatment are made by
local clinicians in consultation with clinicians at the hospital where the patient is to be transferred to. Clinicians
will consider a range of factors including whether the patient is able to receive safe, appropriate care prior to
transfer, and that planned transfers, as opposed to emergency out-of-hours transfers, are generally much safer.
Accordingly, decisions regarding the timing and urgency of patient transfers are clinical ones made by clinicians.
As the member would be aware, a family member of this constituent contacted me directly and a response
has been provided. Hansard is a permanent record and I’m mindful of patient privacy obligations under the
Privacy Act (Cth), the Privacy and Data Protection Act (Vic) and Health Records Act (Vic). For this reason,
I would caution the member against the use of identifying information about Victorian patients in future. I am
always willing to assist members with any matters raised with them by their constituents in the usual manner.

SOLAR HOMES PACKAGE
In reply to Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (1 May 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The Solar Homes program has been tremendously successful, with more than 32,000 applications received.
This is well over the original 2018-19 target of 24,000 which was announced when the Premier of Victoria
launched the program in August last year.
Since the beginning of the program, Solar Victoria has been clear that participants need to confirm their
eligibility before installation. This was communicated through the Solar Victoria website, industry newsletters
and social media.
Only a small cohort of people were offered an alternative application process that allowed applicants to
confirm eligibility after installation of their solar PV system. This post-installation application process was
designed for households who installed their system in the four-week period between when the program was
announced (19 August 2018) and applications opened (14 September 2018) and was removed from the Solar
Victoria website in December 2018.
The removal of the post-installation application process was communicated via industry and customer
newsletters and on Solar Victoria’s website, warning industry and customers that they must get confirmation
of eligibility before installing solar systems.
Despite these warnings, we are aware that some installers provided customers with incorrect advice, which
led to some households installing a solar system without an eligibility number.
We recognise that many of these people installed their systems in good faith, so we are allowing people who
installed before 12 April and haven’t yet submitted an application to do so now.
As the Honourable Member would be aware, applications to the Solar Homes program will reopen on 1 July
and the program will be greatly expanded, providing interest free in addition to rebates for solar systems,
rebates for solar batteries and opening the program to renters.
I look forward to continuing to update the house on the progress of this exciting and vitally important program.
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BIG GROUP HUG
In reply to Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (2 May 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to providing more help for all Victorian parents. That’s why,
the 2019-20 State Budget includes the largest and most comprehensive package of parenting supports ever
provided in Victoria.
As the Member points out, there is $21.8 million in the Budget towards the Baby Bundle, which gifts new
parents a bundle of essential products on their way out of hospital. This bundle includes practical items such
as a nappy bag, safe sleeping bag, growsuit, wrap, and vital information on child safety, feeding and sleeping.
The Andrews Labor Government also funds the universal Maternal and Child Health (MCH) Service in
partnership with local government, which provides all Victorian families with children access to ten free key
ages and stages visits from birth to three and a half years and facilitates first time parent groups.
The MCH Line provides 24/7 telephone advice for parents and the Nursery Equipment Program also offers
additional targeted support to vulnerable families by providing safe nursery equipment for vulnerable families.
In addition to the Universal MCH program, the Enhanced MCH program provides targeted support for
families to approximately 15 per cent of children and families state-wide who are experiencing vulnerability.
In 2017, the Andrews Labor Government invested $37.7 million towards a significant expansion of this
service to give more families the support they need, for longer.
The Enhanced program responds flexibly to the needs of children and families at risk of poor outcomes and
enables councils to identify and provide services to eligible families in their community, linking families with
local support systems.
Our Government also introduced funding for victims of family violence to access flexible support packages
for the purchase of various items including children’s clothing, books and furnishings for homes.
The Government has also provided funding to organisations that do fantastic work in supporting vulnerable
families, like St Kilda Mums and The Nappy Collective. I thank Big Group Hug for their ongoing
commitment and efforts to supporting vulnerable families.

E-CIGARETTES
In reply to Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (2 May 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to reducing the prevalence and impact of smoking on the
community in order to protect the health and wellbeing of all Victorians.
The Victorian Tobacco Act 1987 regulates the advertising, sale and use of e-cigarettes in Victoria.
The Department of Health and Human Services continues to monitor the full research evidence base and
expert opinion to inform policy directions in relation to vaping and e cigarettes. I am advised that independent
scientific evidence regarding e-cigarettes and related products continues to rapidly accumulate but remains
far from authoritative on many issues. Reviews of the evidence are regularly published and can vary in
emphasis and conclusions.
We know that there is increasing concern about the chemicals used in e-cigarettes and their liquids, with or
without nicotine. In line with other states and territories, the Victorian Government is taking a precautionary
approach to e-cigarettes by regulating them in the same manner as tobacco products. This approach will
minimise potential harms, especially those arising from children accessing e-cigarettes and being exposed to
e-cigarette marketing.
E-liquids used in e-cigarettes also represent a serious safety risk for children. I tasked Safer Care Victoria to
develop and coordinate the dissemination of public health messages about the danger e liquids pose to children.
I also raised this as an urgent issue at the most recent COAG Health Council. The Andrews Labor Government
called for a nationally consistent approach to the packaging and labelling of e- cigarette liquids; including
measures such as child proof packaging and changes to the packaging to make them less attractive to kids.
In recognition of the small number of businesses that specialise in the sale of e-cigarette products, there is a
certification scheme for specialist e-cigarette retailing premises. Certification exempts these retailers from the
e-cigarette product display ban. A certified business is permitted to a limited display, that allows one product
line of each e-cigarette or e-cigarette accessory product and must be displayed in a maximum area of four
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square metres. A certified business can use price tickets and price boards to inform customers of products not
visible. Businesses that were operating on and from 1 September 2016, where e-cigarettes are the predominant
product for sale, are able to apply for certification to be a specialist e-cigarette retailing premises.
Businesses that were not certified are not exempt from the display ban. E-cigarette products, advertising and
promotional materials relating to e-cigarette products must not be visible from anywhere inside or outside the
shop.
This approach strikes the right balance between the perceived potential benefits of e cigarette use for current
smokers as a cessation aid, against the potential risks for the whole of community, particularly young people.
Emerging evidence in the US and Europe suggests there may be a gateway effect. We should not want to risk
re-normalisation of smoking behaviours and nicotine addiction for the next generation.
The Municipal Association of Victoria and local government are key partners in tobacco control. Through
the state-wide tobacco education and enforcement program, the Department of Health and Human Services
supports businesses and local government to understand tobacco control laws. In particular, there is a range
of guidance materials on the department’s website about e-cigarette laws including applying for certification
as a specialist e-cigarette retailing premises. Council officers (Inspectors) from each Victorian council are
authorised to enforce the Tobacco Act.

CURRAJONG HOUSE
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (28 May 2019)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing, Minister for Multicultural
Affairs):
On 14 May 2019, following significant community concern, I approved Boroondara Planning Scheme
Amendment C315 to ensure that the incorporated document in the Boroondara Planning Scheme no longer
applies to ‘Currajong House’ at 337 Auburn Road, Hawthorn.
This means that a planning permit is now required for demolition or buildings and works, despite the existence
of a building permit for demolition.
This decision was based on the prominent location of ‘Currajong’ on the north-east corner of Currajong Road
and Auburn Road, the significant level of public interest in the property, its intactness and the need for further
heritage assessment.
I have advised Boroondara City Council that it must investigate the level of heritage significance of the place
and this will be reviewed by Heritage Victoria.
Boroondara City Council is currently progressing Planning Scheme Amendment C308, which seeks to
implement the Heritage Overlay to ‘Currajong House’ on a permanent basis. This amendment will be
submitted to me for approval following the council’s consideration of submissions.

BUILDING CLADDING
In reply to Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (29 May 2019)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing, Minister for Multicultural
Affairs):
The Victorian Government takes the issue of combustible cladding very seriously.
As you are aware, the Victorian Cladding Taskforce was established in July 2017 to take action to investigate
the use of non-compliant external wall cladding on buildings across Victoria. In its Interim Report of
November 2017, the taskforce found that systems failures have led to major safety risks and widespread noncompliant use of combustible cladding in the building industry across the state.
Victoria has led the nation in the creation of its Risk Assessment Tool to assess fire safety risks for buildings
with combustible cladding. The tool was created by the Office of the Victorian Cladding Taskforce
specifically for the purpose of cladding risks. It is applied by a group of independent technical experts with
building and fire safety experience to independently assess buildings. The tool assesses both the risk of fire
ignition and the capacity of occupants to safely exit the building in the event of a fire. We have shared this
tool with other jurisdictions and it is being used across the country.
Since the creation of the tool, the Victorian Building Authority (VBA) has continued to audit Victorian
buildings to identify cladding risks and has taken action to address immediate safety issues. The City of
Melbourne has undertaken similar audit activity within its jurisdiction. Buildings that were initially audited
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following the fire at the Lacrosse Building in 2015 are being re-audited and risk-assessed using the tool
developed by the Victorian Cladding Taskforce.
Across the State, Municipal Building Surveyors (MBS) have ensured short-term fire safety measures are
undertaken to safeguard the safety of building occupants until longer term solutions are implemented. Since
October 2018, the VBA has been appointed to act as MBS for over 300 at risk buildings, so that rectification
is consistent and is informed by strong technical expertise. The VBA is actively working with building owners
to provide support to progress rectification and to ensure interim safety measures continue to keep buildings safe.
The government has recently increased support to the VBA to continue identify and risk assess buildings
impacted by combustible cladding through its audit activity. In addition, further funding has been allocated
over two years for 15 evaluation projects to manage and improve rectification processes.
Manufacturers have an important role in ensuring that the products they supply meet domestic safety
requirements. To restrict the continued use of combustible materials on multi-story buildings in Victoria, I
issued a guideline under section 188 of the Building Act 1993 on 13 March 2018.
Building surveyors who ignore this directive will be subject to disciplinary action by the VBA and may incur
financial penalties. The VBA is proactively inspecting sites where cladding has been specified to ensure they
are not using products set out in the guideline. It has the power to take disciplinary action against any building
practitioner that fails to comply with the legislative requirements.

FEDERATION SQUARE
In reply to Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (30 May 2019)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing, Minister for Multicultural
Affairs):
On 1 August 2018, Heritage Victoria accepted a nomination to include Federation Square on the Victorian
Heritage Register under the provisions of the Heritage Act 2017. Concurrent with the acceptance of
nomination, Heritage Victoria made an Interim Protection Order allowing for a permit application to be
lodged prior to a determination by the Heritage Council of Victoria to include or not include Federation Square
on the Victorian Heritage Register. A determination by the Heritage Council on the registration of Federation
Square is expected in mid-2019.
On 20 December 2018, Federation Square Pty Ltd applied to Heritage Victoria for a permit for the demolition
of the Yarra Building and construction of a new Apple Global Flagship Store. The permit application was
advertised between 30 January and 13 February 2019. More than 3,418 submissions were received.
The Heritage Act 2017 requires the Executive Director of Heritage Victoria to consider various matters in
determining a permit application including the extent that the application, if approved would affect the cultural
heritage significance of the place; the extent that refusal would affect the reasonable or economic use of the
place; and any submissions received in response to public notice of the permit application.
On 5 April 2019 the Executive Director of Heritage Victoria refused the permit application for it would result
in an unacceptable and irreversible detrimental impact on the cultural heritage significance of Federation Square.
The applicant has until 4 June 2019 to seek a review of the permit refusal by the Heritage Council and can
make a new permit application at any time.
The Victorian Government is currently conducting a review of Federation Square’s financial and governance
arrangements.

GLENFERRIE ROAD, KOOYONG, LEVEL CROSSING
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (30 May 2019)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure):
The Andrews Labor Government is getting on with removing 75 of the most dangerous and congested level
crossings across Melbourne, based on a site prioritisation framework outlined prior to the November 2018
election, i he criteria for removal include congestion, construction adjacency, local access, and safety.
The faster we can remove these 75 level crossings, the sooner we can consider the removal of additional ones,
such as the level crossing at Glenferrie Road.
More information on the level crossing removal program and the site prioritisation framework is available
online at <www.levelcrossings.vic.gov.au>.

