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Wednesday, 19 June 2019
The PRESIDENT (Hon. SL Leane) took the chair at 9.34 a.m. and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (09:36): On behalf of the Victorian state Parliament I acknowledge the
Aboriginal peoples, the traditional custodians of this land which has served as a significant meeting
place of the First People of Victoria. I acknowledge and pay respect to the elders of the Aboriginal
nations in Victoria past and present and welcome any elders and members of the Aboriginal
communities who may visit or participate in the events or proceedings of the Parliament this week.
Committees
PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND ESTIMATES COMMITTEE
Membership
The PRESIDENT (09:37): I have some correspondence from Dr Kieu:
Dear Mr President,
I wish to resign from my position on PAEC, effective immediately.
I have written to the Honourable Colin Brooks, Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, advising him of the
same.
Kind regards,
Tien Kieu

Thank you for your service.
Petitions
Following petitions presented to house:
NORTH RICHMOND SUPERVISED INJECTING FACILITY
To the Legislative Council of Victoria
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 our
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 frontline police to tackle growing anti-social behaviour and drug related crimes on
our 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) (52 signatures).
Laid on table.
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BLACK SATURDAY
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council the
Victorian Coroner’s findings in relation to the origin and cause of the Murrindindi and Kilmore East-Kinglake
Black Saturday bushfires, which found SP Ausnet responsible, with electricity assets failing through operator
negligence.
These findings were made in September 2015 (Murrindindi) and February 2016 (Kilmore East-Kinglake)
post settlement of the class action by SP Ausnet on 23 December 2014. As a result bushfire survivors were
denied access to crucial information in pursuing their claim.
$700 million has been provided to bushfire survivors. The Royal Commission into the bushfires found the
actual cost of the fires was over $4 billion. Individual claimants have thus ended up being compensated for
as little as four per cent of their economic loss and personal damage.
The Murrindindi Class Action allocated $34 million for injury-dependency personal claimants. At its highest,
this represents $850,000 for each of the 40 lives lost, which is only 23 per cent of the Victorian Government’s
and Victorian Bushfire Royal Commission’s valuation of $3.7 million for each life lost. The $850,000
excludes provisions for the deduction of compensation paid for non-death personal injury claims.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Government to take the necessary
action to require SP Ausnet (now AusNet Services) to make additional compensation payments to survivors
of the Murrindindi and Kilmore East-Kinglake Black Saturday bushfires for the substantial physical, material
and emotional losses they have suffered and continue to suffer.

By Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (248 signatures).
Laid on table.
RETIREMENT HOUSING
TO THE LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL OF VICTORIA
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council the
very serious issue of Retirement Housing Disputes and the costs in achieving a binding resolution.
The Petitioners therefore request that the Government establish an Ombudsman for Retirement Housing to
ensure an low-cost, timely and binding way to resolve serious retirement housing disputes without the need
to go through courts and tribunals.

By Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (237 signatures).
Laid on table.
Papers
SOUTH GIPPSLAND SHIRE COUNCIL
Municipal Monitor Report for South Gippsland Shire Council
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (09:40): I move, by leave:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the Municipal Monitor Report for South Gippsland Shire Council.

Motion agreed to.
Report of the Commission of Inquiry into South Gippsland Shire Council
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (09:40): I move, by leave:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the Report of the Commission of Inquiry into South Gippsland
Shire Council.

Motion agreed to.
Ordered to be published.
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PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Auditor-General’s Report on Fraud and Corruption Control—Local Government, June 2019 (Ordered to be
published).
Education and Training Act 2006—Order in Council of 18 June 2019 pursuant to sections 3.1.11 and 3.3.28
of the Act providing for the merger of the Box Hill Institute and Centre for Adult Education and to amend the
constituting Orders of ten TAFE Institutes and the Adult Multicultural and Education Services.

Business of the house
NOTICES OF INTENTION TO MAKE STATEMENTS
Notices given.
Members statements
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION COMMUNITY EVENTS
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (09:43): I had the pleasure of attending events organised
by several community organisations over the past few weeks. Of these, some prominent ones were the
Bochasanwasi Akshar Purushottam Sanstha (BAPS) women’s wing event and the 25th anniversary
celebration of the Singh Sabha Sports Club.
The BAPS event was a very well organised event ‘by the women and for the women’—the cultural
monthly assembly of the women’s wing at the BAPS temple in Mill Park. It was a qualitative effort
in the direction of women’s empowerment, using the medium of cultural learning and raising
awareness through spiritual knowledge and activities to address social issues in society. By
empowering women, we can improve the quality of society. This is practised regularly by the young
women of this group, and the message was very well articulated in their cultural performance. It was
amazing to meet such an active and enthusiastic group of women who are rendering this service with
dedication within the community.
On another note, I also had the pleasure of attending a barbecue organised by the Singh Sabha Sports
Club on the occasion of their 25th anniversary on 15 June. The Singh Sabha Sports Club is one of the
biggest not-for-profit sporting organisations in Melbourne, founded in 1994. The gathering was
attended by many prominent members of the Indian community, including the Sikh community. It
was a wonderful opportunity to unite the community through sports and build strong bonds of
friendship. I look forward to attending many such community gatherings and continuing to make
strong connections with our community.
GREAT SOUTH COAST DESIGNATED AREA MIGRATION AGREEMENT
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (09:44): I rise today to welcome the launch of the Great
South Coast designated area migration agreement (DAMA), which I was very pleased to attend last
Tuesday alongside the Honourable Dan Tehan, MP, the member for Wannon, and Cr Tony Herbert,
the mayor of the Warrnambool City Council. I had previously attended the meeting which initiated
the need for DAMA in my role as a Corangamite shire councillor, so I was particularly pleased to be
in attendance when this much-needed program came to fruition. DAMA is a five-year agreement
which will enable the Great South Coast region to address its worker shortage, which exists across
many of its industries and which is stunting the economy, by allowing them to fill these vacancies with
overseas workers. DAMA will initially provide 100 overseas workers, providing effective relief for
local employers in filling key roles in the dairy, hospitality, healthcare, meat processing and valueadding agribusiness industries. I have often said that Western Victoria Region does not have a jobs
crisis but rather a worker crisis, and DAMA is a great step in the right direction in resolving this.
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REFUGEE WEEK
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (09:45): This week is Refugee Week. Refugee Week is an
opportunity for us to acknowledge and celebrate the contribution refugees make to our society while
raising awareness, remembering and honouring the often perilous journey that refugees have taken to
reach Australia and also offering a reflective moment for those who perished along the way. Among
the millions of people who chose to leave Vietnam after the war, hundreds of thousands perished at
sea because of the elements and hunger, and at the hand of pirates. Australia has given me and the
Vietnamese boat people a second life with all the opportunities to rebuild our lives and to contribute
to our new country. For that we are eternally grateful.
But my story is only one of many from the convicts, migrants and refugees who have come here from
all corners of the world with the courage and determination to advance Australia fair. Today we are
the most successful multicultural and multifaith country on earth. That does not happen by chance; it
happens because we respect and celebrate each other’s culture, faith and heritage. Harmonious
diversity is the single asset that makes our nation richer, stronger and more vibrant for the better, and
yet there are more than 11 000 asylum seekers still living in limbo in Australia because of the
commonwealth government’s policy. I am proud to see that the Andrews Labor government, in order
to alleviate some of the undue hardship despite a difficult budget, has invested more than $3 million
to assist those asylum seekers while they are waiting for a determination of their status.
TEMPO RUBATO
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) (09:47): On Sunday, 2 June, I was very pleased to attend
on behalf of the Minister for Suburban Development, the Honourable Marlene Kairouz, the opening
of Tempo Rubato. Tempo Rubato is one of 18 successful musical projects in Northern Metropolitan
Region. Under the auspices of Pick My Project, over 36 290 votes were cast by local communities,
indicating it was clearly a favourite with the locals. The project comprises the conversion of an old
factory site to a backstreet classical music venue for members of the local community. This venue will
enable them to experience classical music in an environment that is unusual and accessible. It is great
to see local programs such as this one impact on communities in a positive way that has the capacity
to enhance daily lives and, importantly, deliver long-term musical enjoyment. The locals actually want
and are excited to participate in or simply watch and listen to beautiful classical music.
QUEEN’S BIRTHDAY HONOURS
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (09:48): It is with great pleasure that I acknowledge all
Victorians who received awards in this year’s Queen’s Birthday honours. In particular I would like to
congratulate the recipients from my home area in the Shepparton electorate: Joyce Baker-Dawber,
who was awarded an OAM for her service to the performing arts in the Greater Shepparton
community; Merrigum’s John Chant, who was awarded an OAM for his service to the Goulburn
Valley community; Elizabeth Giffard from Nathalia, who was awarded an OAM for her service to
nursing; and Shepparton’s Michael D’Elia, who was awarded the Emergency Services Medal for his
contribution to the Shepparton Search and Rescue Squad and the community.
I would also like recognise several personal friends who received awards: Peggy O’Neal, who was
bestowed an AO for her service to football, law and the advancement of women in leadership roles;
Jenny Mulholland, who received an OAM for her service to local government and the Banyule
community; and Elaine Millar, who received an OAM for her service to the Gisborne community.
GENESISCARE SHEPPARTON
Ms LOVELL: It was a great honour to participate in the official turning of the sod ceremony at
the site of the GenesisCare radiotherapy facility in Shepparton last week. I have long advocated for
the need for radiotherapy services to be established in Shepparton, and I thank those local cancer
patients who assisted me by allowing me to tell their personal stories of the additional burden they
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face by having to travel for this life-saving treatment. As this facility is a private clinic, it is imperative
that the state government now enters into a partnership with GenesisCare to provide recurrent funding
so that radiotherapy is available to all cancer patients in Shepparton, both public and private.
WINTER LAMBING
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (09:50): Winter is well and truly underway, which means
winter lambing is too. But millions of Victorian lambs will not survive their first winter. For small
lambs born in the bone-chilling cold, despite their mothers’ efforts to protect them from the wind and
rain, many will not live more than a few days. This is not some narrative coming from animal activists;
in fact the Australian meat and wool industry already accepts that up to one in four lambs will die from
exposure annually. Industry standards do not require full shelter for these fragile newborns, leaving
many unprotected from the elements. Across Australia a staggering 15 million lambs will die this way
every year. With farmers now employing methods to ensure mother sheep have even more multiple
births, this number could grow. As the old saying goes, ‘Where there’s livestock, there’s dead stock’.
Among these millions there are some lucky ones. I want to thank all of the lamb foster carers and
groups like Edgar’s Mission, Melbourne Sheep Save, Victorian Lamb Rescue and Lamb Care
Australia who are now working around the clock to nurture lambs that have been lost, displaced or
orphaned this winter. As a much kinder old saying goes, ‘Saving one animal won’t change the world,
but it will change the world for that one animal’. But to save newborn lambs from freezing you do not
have to foster or adopt them; all you have to do is leave them off your plate.
ASYLUM SEEKER RESOURCE CENTRE
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (09:52): On Monday, 17 June, in accordance with Refugee
Week, I was very fortunate to attend a tour of the Asylum Seeker Resource Centre (ASRC), which
was kindly organised by the honourable member for Footscray, Katie Hall, along with the President,
Minister Martin Foley, Dr Kieu, Ms Stitt, Dr Ratnam and I believe the member for Brunswick as well.
This wonderful tour was led by CEO Kon Karapanagiotidis, OAM. The tour showed the exemplary
services of this wonderful facility in providing food, meals cooked by volunteers, employment,
counselling and safe shelter. I was really proud that our Andrews Labor government, as represented
by the Honourable Minister Martin Foley, has granted $3 million to directly assist the critical needs of
the ASRC. That is something we should certainly be proud of, and this is happening at a state level.
What I was also really inspired by about Kon was his incredible compassion and his organisational
strength. We talk about compassion—I am not talking about feeling sorry for people; I am saying
allowing people to have dignity and respect, and this is what builds resilience in human beings. To
give a specific example, when food supplies are granted for people, they have different labelling on
the shelves which allows people to self-select, to restore their resilience and feel empowered in a very
difficult situation, and I am grateful.
WASTE AND RECYCLING MANAGEMENT
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (09:53): Last week I met with the brigade members from
six of the fire stations within my region, Footscray, Hopper Crossing, Wyndham Vale, Truganina,
Point Cook and Little River, to hear their concerns around the Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights
Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019. During the meeting at
the Footscray fire station the members also raised their concerns over the increasing number of
warehouses in the region stockpiling waste clearly meant for recycling. They showed me photos of
sites they know of, but they are concerned that there are many more in the community that they do not
know about. The buildings they showed me are not fit for the purpose of storing waste, and the sheer
volume will increase the possibility of a disaster.
The role of firefighters in our community is not just responding to emergencies but also identifying
potential risk sites for forward planning. Along with local councils, the Environment Protection
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Authority Victoria, the MFB, the CFA and Worksafe are proactively knocking on doors as they find
out about where these warehouses are. They need the community to actively report any further sites
that they suspect may be stockpiling. I was also heartened at Werribee just of late by Peter, who has
been active and has made a sticker to alert people to keep left when emergency vehicles are there. It is
a $5.50 sticker. I hope people will buy them in the future.
JANICE DAVIES, OAM
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (09:55): I rise today to speak to congratulate a local
Warrandyte stalwart in my region of Eastern Metropolitan Region on their Queen’s Birthday honour.
Jan Davies was awarded an OAM this year in the Queen’s Birthday honours for her years of service
to the community of Warrandyte and beyond. Dr Jan Davies has been recognised for her significant
contribution to health care throughout Australia and to her local community of Warrandyte, with over
40 years of service. Jan has been a leading innovator in the health sector in Australia. She introduced
communities of practice to clinicians around the country to help health service leaders improve the
clinical services they deliver to patients. In collaboration with Professor Chris Silagy, AO, she
established the National Institute for Clinical Studies, which introduced new programs for people with
Alzheimer’s to improve the care and design of services offered to them by Alzheimer’s Australia.
Jan is fiercely committed to protecting some of the most vulnerable people in the community by
initiating innovative ways to tackle educational, social and health inequalities in rural, disadvantaged
and Indigenous communities. Jan has also been part of a national bullying prevention program. In the
1990s one of her earliest projects was to organise the formation of the North East Centre Against
Sexual Assault and today is still actively involved in caring for and supporting victims of sexual
assault. In conclusion, I congratulate Jan on receiving her Queen’s Birthday honour this year and
acknowledge her significant contribution to the healthcare area.
WANGARATTA CLAY TARGET CLUB
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (09:56): On Saturday I was down at the Wangaratta gun club
for their 100th anniversary shoot, which was a very interesting occasion for the reason that it was not
that long ago that Environment Protection Authority Victoria was putting a fair bit of work into
shutting them down due to lead contamination issues. But we worked through that and they had a
massive day. There were something like 98 shooters, which meant that it went a lot slower than they
wanted, but it also showed that there is a very, very large amount of support in the rural communities
for these sorts of events. Congratulations on the really good effort they pulled off despite the numbers.
It shows that they are going to be there for hopefully another 100 years.
BAW BAW COMBINED CHURCHES FOOD RELIEF
Mr BOURMAN: I also went to the Baw Baw food relief centre in Warragul during the break from
Parliament and had a look at the great work they are doing there. It is set up as a little supermarket
arrangement in that people can come in and it feels normal to get their food. For a lot of people making
that change, to walk through the door is one of the hardest things they will do in their life. I would
suggest that at another time I will be bringing this up with the government to see what we can do to
help them out in some way.
VOLUNTARY ASSISTED DYING
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (09:58): Today Victoria’s landmark voluntary assisted
dying laws come into effect, with patients suffering from a terminal illness able to make an initial
request for access to the scheme. Everyone deserves to die with dignity. The Andrews Labor
government has recognised this, which is why in 2017 laws were passed in the Parliament to give
Victorians a choice about the timing and manner of their death. Only a small number of people will
choose to access this legislation, but for those who do, it will be significant for them and their families.

PAPERS
Wednesday, 19 June 2019

Legislative Council

2083

Victoria’s assisted dying model is the safest and most conservative model in the world, with a number
of important safeguards. This option is only available to adults with decision-making capacity who are
suffering and have an incurable, advanced and progressive disease, illness or medical condition that is
likely to cause death within six months, or 12 months for people with neurodegenerative conditions.
There are also a number of other criteria, including the need to have two independent medical
assessments and to make three clear requests, with consequences for health practitioners who raise the
issue. All requests need to be approved by the Voluntary Assisted Dying Review Board.
Specialist training is available to health practitioners to equip them in assessing the eligibility of
patients to access voluntary assisted dying. Around 100 doctors are already undertaking this training.
Distribution of voluntary assisted dying medication will also be centralised at a single Melbournebased pharmacy, with services also available for those too sick to travel. This is a historic change for
Victoria and for the whole of Australia. This change will be an important step to seeing voluntary
assisted dying legislation adopted across the entire country in the future.
REFUGEE WEEK
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (09:59): It is Refugee Week, and I had the opportunity to visit
the amazing team at the Asylum Seeker Resource Centre (ASRC) in Footscray, together with many
of my colleagues including Dr Ratnam, Dr Kieu and Ms Taylor from this place. This is an organisation
providing vital support to vulnerable asylum seekers, but it is also a place of hope where refugees can
see a better future and equip themselves to be active members of our community. The Victorian
government has provided $3 million in funding to the ASRC to assist the health and wellbeing of those
seeking asylum who face so much hardship under the current federal laws. This funding will go
towards the ongoing efforts to provide health care, housing support and mental health support. With
the support of organisations like the Asylum Seeker Resource Centre, those seeking asylum have a
chance at a better life in the Victorian community. My thanks to the local member for Footscray, Katie
Hall, for organising the event, and to Minister Martin Foley for his ongoing advocacy.
Papers
SOUTH GIPPSLAND SHIRE COUNCIL
Municipal Monitor Report for South Gippsland Shire Council
The PRESIDENT: Before we go on to general business, I may have been in error and not fully
acquitted—I know, I am surprised too—the question regarding the monitor report of South Gippsland
Shire Council. I did not put the complete question that I needed to put. Is the house happy to give me
leave to put the question again?
Leave granted.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you very much. The question is:
That this motion be agreed to and that the report referred to do lie on the table and be published.

Question agreed to.
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KINGSTON PLANNING SCHEME
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (10:01): I move:
That, in relation to amendment C159 to the Kingston planning scheme, which applies to 1136–1138 Nepean
Highway, Highett, the site of the former Highett gasworks, this house:
(1) notes that Kingston planning scheme amendment C159 was gazetted on 18 April 2019 and tabled on
1 May 2019; and
(2) pursuant to section 38(2) of the Planning and Environment Act 1987, revokes amendment C159 to the
Kingston planning scheme.

This is an important motion for that region. I want to begin by paying tribute to Brad Rowswell, the
local member, for his advocacy, and to a number of local community people for their advocacy on
these matters as well, including, I might add, Murray Thompson, the previous member for
Sandringham.
This is an important motion because in one sense it encapsulates some of the challenges that we face
with a growing city and a city that needs to think carefully about the planning that is applied to the
area in particular municipalities. The site that is referred to is right on the corner of Kingston and
Bayside councils, on the Nepean Highway at the address that I have named and the railway line behind,
and indeed the railway line is in fact the boundary with the City of Bayside. If people get the geography
in their head it does help them understand this particular motion.
It is an important piece of land though because it is a large piece of land, it is government-owned land
and it is government land that the government is seeking to sell. The government is seeking to cash in
on selling this land. It is appropriate that some of the land be used for significant development, but it
is not appropriate, in my view and the coalition’s view, for all of the land or the vast majority of the
land to be used in that way. We think a better balance needs to be struck, and I will go through a
number of the issues step by step. Amendment C159 is a decision by the Minister for Planning,
Mr Wynne, to set out a framework for the development of this land against which any detailed
application will be judged. This framework, we think, is flawed in a number of ways, and we will
make a number of points about the ways in which it is flawed.
But I do note that there has been significant public agitation about the future of the site, and there have
been large public meetings around this site. Many of those Mr Rowswell and my colleague Mr Smith
from the other place have attended and heard the view very clearly of the local community.
What I would say about this site is that it is an important opportunity. It is a site that, as I say, is
government owned. It is a former gasworks site, but it is a site of strategic significance that should be
used for the betterment of the community in the long haul. We make the point very clearly that we are
not opposed to some development on the site, but the weight—the balance—that has been put forward
by the government is not right. If you think about the site and think about the opposite side of the
railway line, there is parkland there in the City of Bayside. On one side you have got the Nepean
Highway, and Sir William Fry Reserve is nearby as well. We would see that greater connectivity to
these other areas is important—bike and pedestrian connections—but we would also see that adding
to the stock of public open space and recreation areas is an important objective in and of itself. That
seems to be an objective that Mr Wynne and the government seem to have forgotten.
It is important to note that in the amendment C159 explanatory report it says:
The amendment facilitates economic development by encouraging the renewal of surplus government land
to provide new residential development.
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Certainly that is the government’s plan. The report goes on to say:
Funds realised through the sale of government land will be reinvested into new infrastructure and services
across Victoria.

This is a grab for cash to put the money into consolidated revenue. Make no mistake, that is what it is.
It is about a cash grab—the sale of public land—to go into consolidated revenue.
Of course where government land is sold we should seek a fair price for it and it should benefit the
community in those sorts of ways, but if this land is developed in the intense way the government
intends in this amendment, whilst there will be a windfall for the Consolidated Fund, there will be a
loss of opportunity for the local community over the long haul. Once that land has gone, it is gone, and
it is gone forever. It is not land that can be recovered once it has been built up and intensely developed.
This is the time—this is the historic opportunity—to get this right. Mr Rowswell and the local
community there have made this point very clearly, and we have heard what they have said. We have
understood. Before the last election we made a number of commitments on the site that we would
devote more than half of the site to public open space. We would allow development, but we would
devote more than half the site to public open space. This would be recreation space, and again there
would be those issues of connectivity. The retention of some of the current vegetation on the site would
be an objective as well, as would the connectivity to different areas.
They were our commitments before the election. We are reinforcing those now. The community has
been very clear in the way it has spoken. But this, as I say, is emblematic of development more broadly
across the city, where density is the government’s objective—forced densification. The planning
amendments that Richard Wynne put in in May 2017 fundamentally changed many of the protections
that were there in the neighbourhood residential zones and the general residential zones, allowing
forced densification to occur against the wishes, in many cases, of local communities. But for these
strategic sites too it needs to be thought through very clearly how they are used and how we actually
get the best long-term value for the community.
It is important to note on this site that the objective the government has set is 11 per cent open space—
just 11 per cent. Eighty-nine per cent of the site is to be intensely developed and 11 per cent is to be
treated as a public resource of that type. We think that is woefully inadequate. We do not think that
that is meeting the objectives of the community. We do not think it is understanding the densification
objectives of the government.
The point I would make is a very simple one. If you want to densify in this way, you actually need
more public open space, not less. You need more recreation facilities, not less. You need more services
of various types, not less. There are more people so there is more of a need for them to be able to
recreate, to have sporting facilities and to have open space for passive recreation, for walking and for
bike riding—the whole spread of different activities. You need more open space, not less, and the
government is seeking to densify all of the area around this site and is missing the opportunity to look
for that big chance to actually put in some more open space.
I am drawn to a recent research paper from the Melbourne Sustainable Society Institute titled
Melbourne: How Big, How Fast and at What Cost? This is from Peter Brain, Janet Stanley and John
Stanley. It is a useful paper. It actually goes through a lot of points about Melbourne’s rapid population
growth. It talks about jobs and the location and so forth, but I am particularly in this context drawn to
some of the sections that talk about the social aspects and the government’s focus or lack of focus on
open space. I am going to quote some sections from pages 14 and 15 of the paper. It says:
The many values of such access can be seen as fundamental for child development.
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This is talking about open space and the natural environment. It says:
Research has shown that interaction with natural areas can lead to beneficial psychological, physiological and
endocrinological effects in humans, the latter referring to good microorganisms which regulate the body’s
immune functioning.

And it goes on, quoting a series of studies. Then it gets to public open space availability:
Public open space availability has traditionally been considered in terms of standards, commonly described
in terms of availability per 1000 population, or availability as a percentage of area or of catchment. Veal
(2013) shows the lack of a scientific basis for such standards—

and I accept that there is a legitimate debate about those—
but recognises their persistent application. Open space planning standards per 1000 population have been
common in Australia and we use that measure herein.

They go on to talk about these issues and the need for a figure, the now National Recreation and Parks
Association figure of 4 hectares per thousand population with the Australian standard being set at
2.83 hectares per thousand population. It says:
Demand/need based standards are now commonly argued to be a preferred approach—

but nonetheless, let us use what is available here. It talks about the Yarra Ranges having:
the highest level of availability of public open space per 1000 residents—

and there are some unique reasons for that. It talks about other areas, but then we look at areas like
Boroondara at 2 and Glen Eira and Stonnington, which as we know are in the metropolitan area, with
the lowest amount of public open space that is available. Glen Eira has just over 1. Kingston is still
not at a great level, below 3. Monash is down at 2, Stonnington at just over 1 and Whitehorse below
2. These are some of the municipalities in my electorate of Southern Metropolitan Region, which is
also Mr Hayes’s and Ms Crozier’s electorate. We understand. We have of course lost one member for
southern metro this week, which is an interesting turn of fate. I am sure Mr Dalidakis would have been
very keen to see the addition to public open space that this Kingston motion is driven by.
But I think the point here is that none of these areas where the government is intending to densify the
population with forced densification—it has stated an open objective with 70 per cent of development
to go into these established suburbs—none of these municipalities, have an excess of open space. None
of them in these inner-city areas are at a level where we could comfortably feel that you could plant
more and more thousands of people without the additional open space on those standards that are
picked up by this paper. It goes on to say:
As part of a strategy of urban densification, LGAs with lower levels of open space need to recognise the
importance of adding to public open space availability.

And I am quoting directly from page 16 here:
Open space is in relatively short supply per 1000 residents in Stonnington and Glen Eira … Bayside …
Moreland … Whitehorse … Boroondara … Some 15 inner/middle urban LGAs, out of a total of 31 in Greater
Melbourne, are below the indicated 2.83ha/1000 standard or benchmark …

But even if you were near that, or even if you were slightly over it, and you started to cram and pack
more and more people into the municipality, you actually need more open space to sustain them at
these requirements. Otherwise you start to diminish the quality of life and you diminish the outcomes
for the community. This is the point with historically important, large chunks of government land; we
need to think carefully about how we develop them. We should not have Treasury driving it, which is
a grab for cash, and we should not have the set in the planning community that just want to forcibly
densify. We should not have these people driving it; we should have a more thoughtful focus which
says, ‘Okay, we are going to have some increased densification, but we’re going to control how it’s
done, we’re going to protect streetscapes, we’re going to protect the quality of life and we’re going to
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give communities more say’. This is not about the democratic deficit of overriding communities, as
this planning amendment, C159, is about. It is actually about saying, ‘No, communities should be able
to take control and focus on what is important’, and I would say that this open space focus is one of
the most important of all when focusing on this. The report goes on to say that some 15 LGAs:
… out of a total of 31 in Greater Melbourne, are below the indicated 2.83ha/1000 standard or benchmark,
these LGAs having a total population of 2.1 million in 2016, before considering any future population
increase. Property acquisition costs to meet the 2.83ha/1000 population for every metropolitan LGA, plus a
UK standard on access to natural, semi-natural and conservation areas (details not shown in this paper), by
2031 are an estimated $50 billion.

That is what is required. So the government are cramming the people in, but they are at the same time
not recognising that you have actually got to have that open space to deal with that, and to get that
open space by resuming private land—that is actually what you would need to do on a mass scale—
is very expensive.
In the City of Stonnington—and I pay tribute to what they are doing at Cato Street—they are decking
a large car park and creating a new area of public open space. It is an important project. It is one I
welcome, and I think the community strongly welcomes it. They will have a big civic area that will be
planted and will enable people to recreate there, but no-one should pretend that this cost free—this is
very expensive. Stonnington is resuming public land, because we have got density; we have got
massive density. Near my office in South Yarra there is massive density. The government is of course
ripping railway stations out, which is a bizarre idea, but I leave that aside in this.
The report goes on to make a number of points about cardiovascular health, and all of these are
important points. But I think I have made my point clear about this opportunity that is there in the City
of Kingston with government land. It has had this planning overlay parachuted in by Richard Wynne
and imposed on the community, and we say, ‘No, let’s pause; let’s get this right’.
I want to say something about affordable housing. Part of the planning documents, as Dr Ratnam and
I were discussing just before, points to 10 per cent affordable housing, and we think there should be
an affordable housing component in whatever development does occur on this site. We think it should
be a balanced development—it should be a mix of private and affordable housing in such a way that
that assists in the community with those other objectives. But none of that detracts from the need to
consider this site more carefully and also the idea that 89 per cent of the site would be simply handed
over to the private sector without a consideration of the balance of open space, recreation area and
public land in this context.
We think the balance has been struck wrongly in this. We agree with affordable housing components,
so we are not quibbling with that percentage. We are arguing that this planning amendment is the
wrong amendment for this site at this time. It is an amendment that should have been more carefully
thought through. I am not sure that the City of Kingston is as strong on a number of these things as it
ought to be, and I would make that point about a number of councils across the Melbourne
metropolitan area. They have got to get in and make some of these decisions more broadly in their
areas in a more strategic way and a more active way.
That means that where historic opportunities of this type present themselves they need to become very
strong advocates. They may sometimes need to put their hands in their pockets somewhat too. This is
state government land that should be used with an eye to the future, an eye to the quality of our city,
an eye to the quality of life for those people in that subregion around there. I pay tribute to the work of
the local community, I pay tribute to the activism of those people. I note the activism of Mr Rowswell
and his leadership on this and I want to record that today.
I want to say something else too, and that is that the opposition is very cautious about the use of
revocation motions. We have never used them on private land—on a privately held piece of land—
but this is public land, and we do see that the Parliament has a very direct role in indicating what our
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view of the future is on these matters. We are going to seek to revoke this amendment and say in effect
to the government, ‘Look, go back to the drawing board, deeply engage with the community in the
area, deeply engage with the council and get to an outcome where there is a recognition of the future
here and the historic significance of this piece of land’.
I should say one other thing. There is remediation to be done on some of the land and that is a cost;
there is no question of that. Again, you have got to look at this land in the context of what is around it.
It is a piece of public land. It is an old Gas and Fuel site. It is a state government responsibility, in my
view, to remediate land where a public facility has actually created some issue in part of the soil there.
I have looked at the site closely. I have discussed this with councillors, I have discussed this with the
local community and I have discussed it with Mr Rowswell and others as well. I do note the presence
of the railway line behind the land and I do think there are opportunities for greater connectivity across
what is something of a barrier in that area, an opportunity to join up some of the areas of parkland that
are significant in this area, such as Sir William Fry Reserve on the other side of the railway line behind
this land. All of that is part of a bigger vision but none of that vision is evidenced in this planning
amendment, and that is the reason that we are seeking to revoke it.
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (10:22): To start with, I think we just want to be really,
really clear that the government wholly rejects the motion to revoke amendment C159 to the Kingston
planning scheme. Let there be no lack of clarity on that issue. Are we clear?
Ms Shing interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: I am going to tell you everything, because I have been up and down the Nepean
Highway thousands and thousands of times over my lifetime and so I am well aware of this area and
I am actually horrified with what the opposition is proposing on this issue. I believe that it is illconceived and ill-founded. I think it is like a slap-up 50s-style solution in a modern world and it does
not work. Let me just unpack that. Back in the 1950s in America the proposals were to build a whole
lot of housing over here, a little shopping centre there—and do you know what that did? That forced
people to have to drive to get their shopping and goods.
Ms Terpstra interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: Strip malls and that kind of thing—very counterproductive, not good for the
environment and not good for the community, because it forces them to use cars. Over time, this
created very bad habits and it forced governments and it forced traffic authorities to do many, many
traffic studies which have proven that when you facilitate buildings et cetera which allow only one
mode of traffic, you have very inefficient movement of people and you actually create and exacerbate
congestion. So over time, with lots and lots of traffic studies, they have proven that you need to be
always facilitating multi modes of transport in order to move the greatest number of people efficiently,
particularly in peak periods.
That is why—and I will go into more detail—there are bike paths and pedestrian pathways included
as part of this very, very complex, for all the right reasons, proposal. When you think about where this
is located, you have got Southland shopping centre, a very good amenity, and that is another point that
I was going to get to before I get down to the nitty-gritty of this issue.
One thing I learned over in Europe, the thing that really encourages people, the most likely to
encourage them to move from high carbon travel to low carbon travel, in addition to having safe
pathways, is making sure that their shopping and amenity is close to where they live. Even if you have
beautiful pathways—and you can see that with the city of Rotterdam—if they are not in close
proximity to shopping and food, people are uninclined to get out of their cars because of the sheer
volume of the goods and services they have to carry. So this is why the Andrews Labor government
has had a long-term vision for this site, which massively predates the recent election. It is not a lastminute cash grab. This goes back to 2006—
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Ms Shing: Not everything is about Mr Davis.
Ms TAYLOR: No, not everything is about Mr Davis and getting a few quick political points in a
minute in this chamber. This is going back to 2006. In fact if I go to it now, in 2006 the council adopted
the Highett structure plan. The Highett structure plan sets out the long-term strategic vision and action
plan for this area. The structure plan designates the Highett gasworks site for residential use. Can we
note again, though, that that was 2006; it is not a thought bubble. The council were conscious of how
precious land is and that we must always be planning for the future. If I get back to the point, slapping
in a car park with no integration of other forms of transport or amenity for the community, is a 1950s
solution. It is outdated and it is not in line with current state and local policy.
I also have spoken to the local council and Bayside council, and something I know myself is that
having been a Municipal Association of Victoria (MAV) representative—I was a councillor at Glen
Eira Council—we were all about affordable housing. We were all very united. When we were at those
large meetings at the MAV, guess what? Councils across the board wanted more affordable housing.
Unfortunately what those opposite have not considered, because they should be looking at the detail
of this issue, is that if you go through with this revocation order, affordable housing will be off the
table—done—as will a lot of other protections which were going to make this long-term vision viable
for the community, because at the end of the day we should put the community first.
Before I get into the detail—I am going to unpack this bit by bit—something I do not think those
opposite have taken into account is: what about key workers at Sandringham Hospital? Did you think
about them? What about the teachers in colleges at Beaumaris and Sandringham? What about the
teachers in all the primary schools? What about the police in Moorabbin? Did you think about where
they are going to live and how they are going to be able to afford to live locally? Did you think about
that?
Ms Terpstra interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: No, they have not thought about that. Those people have to teach your children and
your grandchildren. They might have to take care of you. Did you think of the fact that if we do not
allow for affordable housing now, they are going to have to commute long distances. In fact I have
friends who have to commute from Ballarat, they have to commute from Craigieburn and they have
to commute from way beyond Berwick. That means they are spending hours and hours in transit,
because those opposite are so short-sighted and so selfish that they cannot think about the long-term
vision for the area. So I ask you today, if nothing else, that you at least consider those key workers.
We need to think about them right here and right now, and not just short-term political pointscoring
and outdated 1950s linear planning. It does not make good sense in the modern world.
I am going to go back to unpack the various elements of what is being proposed and how this has
come about. Clearly because the residential vision for this area stems back to 2006, it flies in the face
of allegations of a last-minute cash grab. There is actually always a very good rationale underpinning
annual reviews of land to make sure they still serve the purpose for which that land was originally
acquired. When it no longer serves that purpose, is it responsible for the state government to just sit
on it and let it fester and waste?
Ms Shing: Maybe under a Liberal government.
Ms TAYLOR: Maybe under a Liberal government, but that is not how it rolls with Labor. We are
forward thinking and we are visionary and we care about our community. We are not just slapping in
a silly car park because it sounds good without looking at the integrated framework which makes a
community work and forces people to integrate.
The other thing that those opposite forget, who are only thinking about car travel and car modes
exclusively, is that it actually reduces the integration and reduces the capacity for people to
communicate and network with each other. When you have to walk on foot, when you go by bike, it
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forces people to engage. This is why there is a long-term vision. These are the things that are thought
through carefully in policy.
So when the Department of Treasury and Finance determined that the site on the Nepean Highway,
Highett, known as the Highett gasworks, was surplus to its current and future operational requirements,
it was deemed pursuant to policy that it was the right thing to do to make it available for appropriate
purposes that are relevant now and into the future. The Victorian government land transactions policy
states that prior to public sale the site must have ‘the most appropriate zoning’ in place ‘so that the
land can be sold’ for the highest and best use.
Can we think about the best use for the community here? Please can we prioritise the people of
Sandringham? That is all I am asking today, because I am not seeing it from those opposite. I will get
to the issue of open space as well. There is a lot more to unpack in this discussion.
All appropriate processes were undertaken. Can I take you back to 29 October 2017? Having gone
through the landholding policy requirements and the land transaction requirements, the minister
referred the former Highett gasworks site to the Government Land Standing Advisory Committee to
consider and provide advice on the amendment. The advisory committee included a six-week formal
exhibition period in which over 1400 people were notified of the proposed planning provisions,
allowing all interested parties to make submissions to the advisory committee. After all those
submissions had been considered, the best advice was provided to the minister on 24 September 2018.
The advisory committee recommended that the site be rezoned from residential growth zone
schedule 1 to residential growth zone schedule 2 and apply development plan overlay schedule 7, with
good reason. I will go through that. It might sound sweet in some fleeting moment to say, ‘We will
revoke this—we are the champions of open space’. But when you unpack it, what are you actually
delivering for the community? You are trading them off, and I am going to show you why.
The minister implemented the recommendations of the advisory committee by approving
amendment C159 to the Kingston planning scheme, which was gazetted on 18 April 2018. The
minister also included a requirement for 10 per cent of the dwellings developed at the site to be made
available for affordable housing. You revoke, that goes—and it is on your shoulders. You will wear
that. So you had better think about that before you take this pathway, because I do not want that on
my conscience and none of my colleagues do either. We want affordable housing for the community,
so don’t you dare take that away.
Ms Terpstra: Well said.
Ms TAYLOR: Thank you. So what does this amendment allow? Please understand there is very
good intent and purpose behind this amendment. This has been well thought through over many, many
years. This is not a quick cash grab. Plan Melbourne—think about that, and also think about the local
considerations of the local councils. Can I remind you, as an ex-councillor, that councillors want to
see integrated spaces that encourage the community to get together and also encourage healthier
pathways—cycling paths and pedestrian pathways.
By the way, there is another issue with this. Having been a councillor and having had to approve or
reject many, many, many proposals over time, you get to know the kind of things that the community
like and do not like. What they do not like is developments which are massively out of touch or out of
step with the place where they are put, and they do not like them in really tight, small streets in
suburban areas. That does not go down very well, and with good reason. And they do not like
overshadowing. But can I remind you this is on a major arterial road. This is a really great solution. If
you are going to have residential purposes, this is the place for it, right? The other thing is, as I said
before, you have got such terrific amenity. You have got Southland, you have got Southland station
and you have got Highett station. All of this is just common sense. It is quite right, the point—we are
low on open space, and that is why it is prioritised. That is why it is earmarked in this proposal to a
specific percentage.
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So with this particular proposal I would say, certainly as an ex-councillor myself, if you were looking
at the various sites where you would put this kind of development as an integrated, thoughtful
development, this is exactly where it should be. This takes the burden off smaller streets, and it has
amenity all around it. It is a no-brainer. I really do not get why those opposite are so determined to
defy this and to deny affordable housing to the local community. I am shocked. I remember reading
over this and trying to find all the problems that they were finding, and I just could not see the logic of
it. I am trying to be really objective and walk in your shoes, but I cannot find them. I cannot find them
in spite of my best efforts.
So part of state policy when we are looking at Plan Melbourne: 2017–2050 is forward thinking. I
know that is hard for you, but we really have got to think forward. We will revitalise the existing
Highett area, not leave it to just sit and fester year after year, as those opposite would have us do. When
you are looking at higher density residential development, I am sorry, I do not know if you knew, but
we actually really need houses in Melbourne. People need places to live. Oh, I know, you would rather
send them ‘out there’—out there where you cannot see them—rather than have them here. That is
what it is about, isn’t it? Why didn’t I think of that before? ‘It is not in my backyard; I do not have to
look at it’—that is what this is about. We will just send them all out there, all out somewhere where
we do not have to deal with it and we do not have to be—
Ms Terpstra interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: That is right—where we do not have to be responsible. I do not know why that did
not occur to me last night. I was just thinking: why wouldn’t they want this very suitable location for
this development? Then I reflected and thought that it is because they do not want it in their backyard.
They want it somewhere else. That is who they are.
Other points that I was going to get to that are really, really important are what this amendment actually
gives to the community, because I do not think that has been reflected on enough here and I think we
need to talk about that. It will underpin a quality build, because built form is very important to the
community. As an ex-councillor, I know people care about a quality build. They do not want you to
just whip up any old design, because they are going to look at it—they might actually live in it. So it
is good to have those protections in place. They also want something that will be:
… contributing positively to local urban character and a functional, livable … residential development.

Oh, gee, that is terrible; we should not deliver that! But that is what we are going to deliver, isn’t it?
But they do not want that; that is really bizarre. We are also going to conserve the heritage of the site—
the remnant chimney—and that is really important as well. That is another thing I was going to say:
when I was a councillor, people generally—not everyone, but a lot of people—really cared about
preserving heritage. That is taken care of as well.
We do need to increase housing yield because, yes, people need places to live. Sorry to tell you that. I
know it is unpalatable, perhaps, to you. I like to see people housed. Maybe you do not, but I like to.
So that is something that is really important to me. Forgive me for that. It is also good to have these
facilities developed within an urban area, because you have all the facilities there. The further and
further out you go, the more expense that has to go into creating more wires and all the other elements
of amenity and utilities, and that costs a fortune in taxation. If you are thinking about cost, which I
know those opposite do, then you might want to factor that in. So that is why there is an impetus to
build and to have urban renewal.
We did speak to council. They submitted to the panel and made oral presentations. They wanted 8 per
cent open space; we are delivering 11.6. So can we just have that on the record as well. I am sorry that
is unpalatable to you. I am sorry the truth hurts. But we just thought—
Ms Shing: We’ve exceeded what council were expecting.
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Ms TAYLOR: We have exceeded what council were expecting, so that is good as well. Now, there
is much, much more to go on this discussion because of what this site under this amendment will
deliver for the community. When talking about remediation—and actually it was preceding the
Andrews Labor government, now that I think about it—there has been much spent already to
remediate the site. You were saying, ‘Well, government should’. Government has. I am just going to
locate those figures. Over the last 17 years—oh, sorry, that means it cannot have been a last-minute
cash grab. Can I say that again? Over the last 17 years—
Ms Shing: They don’t get it.
Ms TAYLOR: No, they do not get it. Well, if I say it three times, they might get it. Over the last
17 years the government has spent approximately $25 million to remediate this land.
Members interjecting.
Ms TAYLOR: Twenty-five million.
Ms Shing: Over how many years?
Ms TAYLOR: Seventeen years. But it is a last-minute cash grab. Didn’t you know? It is a lastminute cash grab. I mean, is that what we would define it as?
A member interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: Seventeen years—yes, that is what I am telling you. So let me break that down.
There is $17.2 million to relocate major gas infrastructure from the site. Okay. Well, that is a fair
investment, isn’t it? It looks like they had a long-term vision. It looks like we actually care about the
community. Who would have thought.
The Department of Treasury and Finance advises the relocation of the infrastructure has recently been
completed and the full remediation and associated new statement of environmental audit is scheduled
to be completed in mid-2019. This means the site can now be used to offer a playground for the
community and two neighbourhood parks and residential living. I know that point about open space
was raised before. Well, I think I should tell you that that certainly is a very, very high priority of the
Andrews Labor government, and I will go to that in a moment.
There is an additional $18 million to remediate land contamination. So when we are talking about
remediating land we cannot say that the Andrews Labor government has not delivered, because it has.
This is nearing completion with approximately $1 million worth of works to be undertaken over the
next six months. So clearly the government is playing its role in remediating the land, which is not
what was suggested by those opposite. So I just want to be really, really clear about that.
The minister has also encumbered the site with an environmental audit overlay, which will not be
changed as a result of the amendment. That is really, really important because obviously public safety
and protecting the people of the community of Sandringham is a very high priority. As a result of
significant government investment a statement of environmental audit has been issued in respect of
this land, identifying it as being suitable for a range of residential, open space and commercial uses
subject to conditions. The government wants to be able to provide a variety of uses on the land, and
that is why it has had to invest so significantly in the site. I did speak before to heritage. I think that is
loud and clear. I think we are all clear that we understand the community care about protecting
heritage, and so that has to be prioritised as part of this process.
I know a bugbear of councils is when they lose decision-making responsibility for a site. I know;
having been on a council I remember that could be a bugbear, because they are really, really close to
the fire at the end of the day when it comes to the community. The good thing is that council does—
and I am talking about Kingston City Council—maintain decision-making responsibility for the site.
I will say that again. Council maintains decision-making responsibility for the site. And did you know
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council represents community? Those councils would be very aware of what their community thinks.
I was a little bit dubious about these allegations of ‘Oh, the community is in uproar’ and whatever else.
I am thinking, ‘Really? Are you sure about that?’, because I think it is a bit of a political beat-up. I am
calling it as I see it, but that is what I am seeing, based on the number of submissions which those
opposite did not contribute to when they had the opportunity. They were not concerned about it then,
but suddenly now they think, ‘Oh, we don’t have anything else to attack the government on’. I have
to say: we must be doing a really good job. If this is the best that they can deliver, then we must be
doing a really good job.
I really want to just unpack what a revocation order would mean for the community. Prior to the
amendment the site was zoned as residential growth zone schedule 1. What does that mean?
Schedule 1 allowed medium-density housing with a discretionary maximum height of 13.5 metres on
the site, without the additional public open space requirements, affordable housing outcome,
playground and two neighbourhood parks. So I am not sure you want to take away those protections
from the community. Do you really want to take that away? Do you want to take away the affordable
housing outcome? Do you want to take the playground and neighbourhood park requirements? Do
you want to take away the public open space requirements? I am not sure about that. A discretionary
maximum height—this is the other thing—if you revoke this, it means a developer could go higher
than the 26 metres. Is that what you want?
I personally would rather give the community certainty: 26 metres—done. You go back, you revoke—
and I am saying you, because it is not us—then you will have to wear that. That developer can go
higher, and that is what you will have to wear. They would not have to deliver the 11.6-metre open
space or 10 per cent affordable housing.
By the way, and this is something which I meant to note earlier, of all the submissions, we only
received 29—three from the government and 26 from the community—from over 1400 people
notified. As a former councillor I agree, sure, that you should take on board submissions, because
sometimes they have some really good ideas and you can work through them. I have actually been
through that experience. But 29 for a development of this size? You were talking about major uproar
in the community, and I ask, ‘Where?’ And those opposite, what did they do? They should have been
agitated and angry back then. But suddenly we have got this surfacing now because, perhaps, the
member for Sandringham needs something to talk about—I do not know.
The other important thing is that revocation is not going to permit the land to be used for car parking.
Isn’t that what this is about? It is not going to permit that. It also is not going to allow the land to be
used solely for public open space. We need to be factually correct, and that is something which I
always take on board and did as a councillor, because if you embellish, if you exaggerate, if you make
things sound a certain way and you misrepresent issues, then you are not having an honest conversation
with the community. I personally cannot do that. I need to know, and that is why I wanted to check
that the minister had gone through all the appropriate channels. Local councils have been consulted. I
had a conversation with Bayside council, and they said they wanted more affordable housing. Why do
you want to deny that? Please do not deny it. If you revoke this order, that is off the table, and I
personally cannot live with that, because I know how desperate the need is. I am quite honestly saying
that now. So, please, I am begging you not to go down that pathway, because you will have to wear it.
I am not sure in this day and age that we need to be going backwards. We need to be going forwards;
we need to honour the vision that is protecting and putting the community interest first.
Finally, what I would say is that the best thing for all of us is to think about our community and what
our community actually needs and not try to push everyone to the outer rims of Melbourne, out of
eyeshot, just so we do not have to think about it. It is not right. This is a perfect location in which to
be able to put residential playgrounds, regular open space, bike paths and pedestrian paths which will
link up to other pathways and parks in the area. It is actually a terrific development. It is a terrific
solution, and I think you should get on board.
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The good thing is that Kingston council will have decision-making power over this. You were asking
if we had consulted with council; they have decision-making power over this. So at the end of the day
that puts them in a very empowered position as well, and I think that is something that you want to
perhaps consider in your decision-making. But I can honestly say, having looked at this proposal, that
I do not understand why this is being challenged in this way. When you drive down the Nepean
Highway and see the local infrastructure, the amenity and the public transport, it just makes sense. I
ask you to take that on board, and please do not let go of the affordable housing. We really need that
in our area. The councillors want it. I know, I have heard them say it, so please do not take that away.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (10:52): I want to start off my contribution to the debate on
this subject with an email from a constituent, Mr Ronald Elliott—one of the many emails I have
received on this subject. But I just thought I would read his short email. It goes like this:
It is disturbing that in 2019 we are required to provide a case to Parliament in defence of unassigned green
open space and its inherent value. In an age of life threatening atmospheric, ocean and environmental
degradation, species extinction, diminishing open space and overpopulation, surely that much is self-evident
as we try to “Save” the former Gas and Fuel Land in Highett for public use.
After a 60+ hour working week, we desperately need the simple respite of “Sunday at the Park”, the “luxury”
of offering weary adults “five minutes peace”, sanctuary and rejuvenation. Silent beyond the trains,
background traffic, wind, birds, dogs and kids running riot in unstructured spontaneous play for a couple of hours.
Please consider the thousands of flats around Highett where people, part of our community, treasure the scarce
remaining green open space. They do not have gardens or trees—a balcony if lucky.

This is a very intensely developed area; I know it well. The land along the Nepean Highway, on the
border of my electorate, has been rezoned now by the Minister for Planning to allow residential towers
as high as 26 metres. This site was always marked out for development, as Ms Taylor says, going back
a long way, and there was provision for height there. I understand the original design and development
overlay had a height recommendation of four storeys—about 13.5 metres, I think. But I ask: with the
imposition of 26 metres now by the government, what consultation has taken place with the
community on this new imposition of intense development there?
You know, with Melbourne’s exploding population growth and rampant loss of public land, our public
open space is one of our most scarce, valuable assets. I go overseas, and I went to Singapore. Singapore
is famous for intense development and apartment lifestyles, and I just wondered what gives Singapore
that quality of being a pleasant city despite the towers, and it is that they have got open space. They
have made provision for open space, unlike the way we have approached land development in these
inner suburbs, where we have tried to keep little pockets of open space and expanded the population
enormously. This is a case where we have one huge chunk of 6 hectares of open space. True, there is
room for development there, but this is probably one of the worst cases of greedy overdevelopment. I
think with a meagre provision of 11 per cent of the area for open space it would hardly pass muster if
it had to go to the council or VCAT in the normal way that a normal development, a private
development, would.
This site, located near Southland shopping centre, could be a remarkable community asset. It could be
used as a park, sporting grounds or ecosystems for families to escape the hustle and bustle, walk their
dogs, let their children play. It is absolutely necessary in this area of intense development. Instead the
government wants to strongarm further residential development into our suburbs to the detriment of
residents. The minister has told the media that the proposal went through a rigorous planning process
to ensure the local community were able to have a say on their preferred outcome, yet since canvassing
this issue I am yet to find anybody who supports the use of the land in this way. Ms Taylor said that
as a councillor in the community she got to know what they like and what they do not like. Well, I
have certainly heard about this development and people do not like it. I have received many, many
emails on the subject and I have not heard of one resident who supports it, so I do not think there has
been anywhere near the proper sort of consultation on this proposal. I think for the original structure
plan there may have been some consultation, but this is a state-owned asset. Here is an opportunity for
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a good development—not a greedy development, not 89 per cent of the land covered with intensive
apartment development and greater heights than were originally planned for.
I note that the state opposition—and I thank Mr Davis for his contribution this morning and especially
for those figures on the scarcity of open space in these highly developed areas—in their election
promises pledged to transform the Gas and Fuel site into a park and three sports fields. Three sports
fields would be a fantastic boon to this area because I know as a councillor and now as a representative
in that area the trouble of trying to find sportsgrounds for kids to play on now. The competition is so
intense for the small pockets of open space and parkland that are there that it is almost impossible.
Even after putting lights in and having people playing at night there are not enough sports fields to go
around with the increasing density in those areas. That would be a great boon for the community.
The Pennydale Residents Action Group president Derek Screen says the area already lacks community
facilities and believes that this sell-off would be detrimental to the community. I tend to support his
judgement on this issue as a member of the local community more than that of the planning minister.
The planning minister has required a mere 11.6 per cent of the site to be used for open space—not
enough. To his credit 10 per cent of the new development is to be affordable housing. That is great
that he has imposed that on the previous plan, but considering that the government owns the site, I
think they could set the standard which we would like to see for development, of something like 25 per
cent being required for community housing. The government could achieve this; it is just through
chasing the dollars that they are not.
Ms Taylor also mentioned the amount of money they have spent on remediation there. Well, that is
only the start. There is a lot more remediation to be done. They are talking about the site being worth
half a billion dollars to them and they have spent $26 million so far. It is not much of an investment,
so whoever takes over the site for developing it will have to spend a lot more money on remediation.
Unfortunately—and this has happened on a lot of these industrial sites through that area—our
environmental controls in the past were not great and there is significant pollution on a lot of them,
and this is one of them.
As a member of Sustainable Australia one of my core policies is that planning powers must be returned
to local communities. Well, we are a long way from this at this moment. Here the minister has seized
control of this site which the government has owned and made pretty lax requirements for the owners
to meet community standards and the council’s previous height controls and show any signs of
generosity to the surrounding residents. From what I have observed, the community does not want this
development. Drive down Nepean Highway between Cheltenham and Highett and you will be blown
away by the number of residential buildings popping up in this area—it is very intensely developed
already. Traffic congestion along the highway is already a nightmare. The parking in Southland
shopping centre is spiralling out of control and shoppers are spilling onto residential streets to find
parking spaces in this area. Another high-density development is only going to exacerbate the issue. I
do not know what Ms Taylor was saying about car parks—I do not think there is any plan to have car
parking as part of the plan for development in the area—but certainly parkland would be what we
would be chasing after, and we want to see more of that. She talked about taking the burden off smaller
streets. Well, there is just more and more burden being put on this area.
Then we are saying this area should take more and more people with less space—less open space,
more people. Kingston council has had their population targets up from 24 000 people to
28 000 people. They are currently growing, they estimate, by 2063 people per year. The government
sets every area a population target to deal with this self-imposed problem. Ms Taylor says this will be
a terrific solution to the population problem. It is a self-created problem, and then they go around
trying to jam more and more residents into more and more developments to deal with their own
problem of creating and welcoming this population growth in an attempt to reap money from land
sales. Here they are not only reaping money from the transfer duties but they are reaping money from
selling off an important public asset.
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The state government should be doing more to support the health and wellbeing of residents, and green
open space is one of the things that has been shown in many, many studies of city development as
something that is crucial to the health of a city and the health of the residents. This is what helps combat
mental illness and physical illness in our community. Residents need open space and green areas. They
do not need high-density residential development putting further pressure on their suburb or to have
the government coming in and saying, ‘Let’s have higher and higher density and less and less open
space’. I think we should revoke this and go back to the drawing board and involve the community in
a real consultation. The government should be far more generous in its contribution to the community
down in the south-east. I will support the motion.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (11:04): I rise also to speak in support of this motion;
however, I do want to explain that the support for this revocation is for slightly different and expanded
reasons than have been articulated to date, although I acknowledge the merit of the arguments that
have been put before us and the rationale that has brought this motion before us. The Greens will be
supporting this revocation motion because this exemplifies another another missed opportunity to
deliver great social, environmental and community outcomes for our community. Instead the
government insists on acting like a big greedy developer. Let us talk about the history of the site and
what could result on this site. We still have an opportunity to make this have a better outcome if the
government is willing to listen to the community and listen to this Parliament. Yes, we need open
space, but we need more affordable housing. This is an opportunity to build more affordable housing
in Victoria, and the government is not taking heed of that opportunity. That is the reason the Greens
will be supporting this revocation. We believe the government should rethink its plans, expand its
plans for affordable housing and bring back a new set of plans with more affordable housing on this
site, and here is an opportunity to do so.
Let us look at the history of this site. This is a site that is still government-owned. It was declared
surplus by the government in 2016 when this government—this Labor government—continued the
previous Liberal government’s attack on publicly owned land by continuing its plans to sell off our
publicly owned land. It was a program that was developed under the previous coalition government
and was continued by the Andrews Labor government, and in continuing this rapid sell-off of our
public assets, our public land, this piece of land was declared surplus by the government in 2016. Prior
to that it was required that other government departments be asked if they required a piece of land, so
between October 2015 and December 2015 the government asked other government departments if
they required this land, and no expressions of interest were received.
I looked at what our public housing and emergency housing waitlists were like back in November
2015. In November 2015 it was reported that there were over 10 000 people on the waiting list for
emergency shelter alone. In November 2015 there were over 34 726 applications on the public housing
waiting list. As we found with the public housing inquiry last year, the application number masks the
actual number of people on the list. With nearly 40 000 people on the application waiting list last year,
it represented over 80 000 actual people waiting for emergency and critical housing.
So in November 2015, with 34 000 applications representing over 70 000 if not nearly 80 000 people
waiting desperately for affordable housing, this government said, ‘We don’t need a 6.33-hectare site
of publicly owned land’. This government said, ‘We don’t need this land to build more affordable
housing’. So what did it do? It decided to get it ready for sale, presumably to a private developer. I
have got the original documents that the government proposed. There was no affordable housing in
the original documents, but then they sent it to the Government Land Standing Advisory Committee.
The advisory committee actually came back with some good recommendations to expand the concept
for this site, and it did propose that there should be some affordable housing.
We have heard the government espouse its values and its intent for more affordable housing and that
that is what is driving this development. Well, it seems like this was not driving this development. In
fact it was pushed to it by its own land standing advisory committee saying, ‘You should have better

MOTIONS
Wednesday, 19 June 2019

Legislative Council

2097

social outcomes for this site’. So it said in response, ‘We’ll have a measly 10 per cent’—10 per cent
of a 6.33-hectare site. What a missed opportunity when tens of thousands of people are languishing in
this state, a state that invests the least across this country in social and affordable housing. It said, ‘Let’s
sell this land’, when people are desperate for housing.
The minister responded to the land standing advisory committee’s report and included some of the
recommendations, and we welcome a provision for affordable housing, but it goes nowhere near
enough to what this state needs to provide. This is not a piece of land owned by a private developer to
which the government said, ‘Well, we don’t have much control over it; we’ve negotiated 10 per cent
as best we could’. No, the owner is the government. The government has complete control of whether
it builds this site to maximise affordable housing. It could build this whole site for affordable housing
if it wished to, and that demonstrates the lack of will, commitment and courage of this government to
invest in social and affordable housing.
Not only did it squib the chance to provide more affordable housing, it doubled the heights. Now, we
welcome development. We know we need to build in infill areas if we are to provide more housing
supply. The Greens welcome a more affordable housing supply, but here we had the will of the
community overridden. We have a process where councils develop these plans in consultation with
the community. It is called democracy. They put a plan to public consultation. They come up with an
amended and compromised version, and that becomes the law. But here you have this overzealous
minister once again intervening and overriding the community’s will and interest—this is just one
example of many—and saying, ‘No, we’re going to develop our own plans. Here we go. You said you
wanted a residential growth zone. Well, let’s create a new zone and double the heights’. There is not
much consultation there. He says, ‘We only received a few submissions in opposition to this’. We
know the scale of your type of consultation. In fact the Government Land Standing Advisory
Committee actually had a number of recommendations, including, in their proposal, that requirements,
documents, plans and reports that need to be submitted under this development overlay should include
a community engagement strategy which would:
establish the mechanisms by which the residents and the community will be provided with information and
opportunities for feedback during the preparation of the Development Plan
include consultation on the circulation and movement networks
include a requirement that the development plan be made available for public inspection prior to its
consideration by the responsible authority.

Where was that in the final plans? This government’s own land standing advisory committee said it
should include a community engagement strategy, but this government deleted it. It said, ‘We’re not
going to include a community engagement strategy’. Is it because you do not believe in community
engagement? It is a bit rich for the government to say, ‘Oh, look, we’ve received a little opposition,
but we are not going to consult anymore’.
We know a development plan overlay is the start in a process of actually getting formal plans submitted
by whomever builds on this site. It is yet again an opportunity for a government to impose conditions
that result in better community outcomes, including community consultation. The government, with
its own expert advisory panel saying, ‘You should include a community engagement strategy’, has
said, ‘No, we’re not going to include that’. I think that truly indicates the nature of this government’s
intent for this site.
Let us look at inclusionary zoning. There is 10 per cent on this site. We have got world’s best practice
standards now, moving to 30 per cent inclusionary zoning if you are serious about inclusionary zoning.
This is an afterthought for this government. For the government to say the whole proposal is being
driven by efforts to produce more affordable housing is not accurate and is not backed up by any
evidence. If it was serious about inclusionary zoning, the government would redraw its plans, it would
increase the percentage, it would consult with the community and it would make sure that there was
truly an outcome that expanded and maximised the social and environmental outcomes for this site.
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It is true we should be thinking about open space as well. On a site of this scale, we should be thinking
of the urban heat island effect. We should be thinking about every single person who has to live in
apartment buildings as our planet becomes warmer and areas with little open space and permeability
are the first ones to experience severe heat impacts. This is not a business-as-usual scenario anymore
in urban planning. Climate change is impacting every aspect of our lives, including urban planning.
There is significant research being done showing that urban planners now need to seriously consider
and mitigate the impacts of the urban heat island effect in any future development plans.
Once again, this is a missed opportunity. This is a plan that does not represent contemporary times and
does not reflect the climate emergency that we truly face. But most importantly this is a missed
opportunity to provide more affordable housing. If the government is saying that by selling off 90 per
cent of this land to private developers we are somehow going to address the housing affordability
crisis, that tells you why it is failing on providing more social and affordable housing in this state for
Victorians who desperately need its help.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (11:13): I feel a bit torn on this motion. I
acknowledge that there is community opposition to this development in the immediate area, but at the
same time, last sitting week we were speaking a lot about homelessness. I cannot reconcile the idea
that you can be supporting actions to help homelessness on the one hand and on the other hand
opposing a large-scale development like this. My understanding is that we are going to have a large
number of dwellings on this site under the current proposal, and 10 per cent of that is going to be
affordable housing. This seems like a pretty good balance to me.
If the revocation motion goes ahead, my understanding is that on the issue of open space the zoning
will go back to a 5 per cent default. It is also my understanding that the local council is in talks with
the minister at the moment and wants to mandate this to 8 per cent. But actually the open space on this
proposal is almost 11.5 per cent, so it is above what the council would be seeking to mandate across
the area anyway.
On the issue of environmental benefits, it is absolutely obvious to anyone that using existing
infrastructure established for the population in that area is far more efficient than expanding out to new
areas, using more land and being required to build new infrastructure. I just do not see how that can
be an environmental burden at all. In fact it is a very efficient use of existing infrastructure to have
people in this area. I know the area very well. It is just down from my office. It is a very convenient
area for people to live in apartments. There are train stations close by, there is shopping close by, there
is public transport and there are arterial roads. This is a very convenient area for people who work in
the city. I see no problem with a large number of people living in that area.
Looking at the site itself, a large amount of money has already been spent on remediation of this site.
Because it was a Gas and Fuel site it was highly toxic. There has been a large amount of money spent
on it already. It is my understanding that there will need to be a large amount of money spent further
still to get it ready for development. We do not want to have parks there with toxic petrochemicals in
the ground, so we need to remediate that further. The question is: who is going to pay for all that?
Under the current proposal the sale of the site will cover all those costs and then some and will not
cost the taxpayer anything. If we look at the proposal, people are saying, ‘We need a smaller
development but a higher percentage of social housing and 50 per cent parklands’—well, who is going
to pay for all that? This is a very, very expensive proposal. I acknowledge that I feel torn on this, but
we will not be supporting the revocation motion.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (11:17): I am pleased to be able to rise and speak to
Mr Davis’s motion in relation to amendment C159 to the Kingston planning scheme, which applies to
1136–1138 Nepean Highway, Highett, which of course, as the chamber has heard, is the site of the
former Highett gasworks. We are having this debate on this important motion because it is going to
impact many members of that local community. I have sat through the debate and listened to
Ms Taylor’s contribution, where she spoke about best use, she spoke about the opposition trading on
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the community and she said the opposition had suddenly come to this position—all of which I would
argue is completely wrong. She obviously did not get a proper briefing from the Minister for Planning,
or he did not provide the details in relation to what has actually gone on with the site, and where the
Liberal Party, together with the former member for Sandringham, Murray Thompson, who is very
passionate about protecting his community, and the current member for Sandringham, Brad Rowswell,
have been very active—far more than Ms Taylor, I would say—understanding their local
community’s needs. In saying that, I know that for a fact as I was down with Mr Rowswell, the former
Leader of the Opposition, Matthew Guy, and members of community groups at this site in the leadup to the last election.
I would like to give some background in relation to the position that the opposition has on this site. It
is completely wrong for Ms Taylor to carry on, quite frankly, about us not caring about development.
We have never said that. We want appropriate development. We do not want what the government is
thrusting on Melbourne all over the place, not only on this site but right across our suburbs and right
across this city. In fact when you think about it, Labor governments have has been in power in this
state, sadly, I have to say, for 16 of the last 20 years and have really managed population control and
the livability of our city extremely poorly. We are seeing that with the policies that they are thrusting
onto communities, unworkable policies of putting huge numbers into existing suburbs. That is having
an enormous impact on amenity and it is having an enormous impact on those local communities.
Mr Hayes outlined some very good concerns around this area too, and I want to put on record my
thanks for his contribution to this debate, because he too understands the impacts of the increase in
congestion along that Nepean corridor. Even though Ms Taylor was arguing about the proximity to
Southland, well, that is all very well, but what we have here is an asset that will be diminished if this
goes ahead.
As I said, the Liberal Party’s position in relation to this has been known for some time. The current
member for Sandringham wrote to the minister and outlined that time line. He made it very clear over
two years ago that we had committed to seeing at least 40 per cent of the current Gas and Fuel site
land being reserved for community and recreational use, and we wanted the reservation of that land
for recreational use to be understood by the community. That was very clear during the campaign
when we had a number of people that came out in support of what we were trying to achieve. We had
a feeling that the government would thrust this onto the local community and have inappropriate high
dwellings. This is going to be nine stories, or 26 metres high—residential towers up to 26 metres—
and change the whole character of that area forever.
As I said, when we were out speaking to the community about this site we had representatives from
the Victorian Amateur Football Association, the Southern Football Netball League, the Sandringham
Soccer Club, the Highett Football Club, the Highett Youth Club and the Sandringham Athletic Club,
and they represent tens of thousands of members. Mr Hayes knows that. We know how active they
are, and if we take away that space for those people to be able to have the ability to use it in a
recreational sense then we are going to have impacts, which I want to come to in a moment, that are
going to impact on the health and wellbeing of current and future generations.
More recently there has been representation from the Bayside dog walkers, the Beaumaris
Conservation Society and the Sandringham Foreshore Association, and they along with those
community and sport groups really want this site to be preserved for community use. I think it is
incredibly important that we have the ability to have this land preserved for those reasons, and I want
to put that into the context of my responsibilities as shadow Minister for Health. We know the benefits
of sport and recreation and the ability of people to get out and to be able to exercise. We know that we
have got a massive mental health problem amongst our young people especially and throughout the
community, and I am very pleased that the Morrison government is taking this on and taking the lead
and really understanding how very concerning this is. If we remove the ability of the groups that I
have mentioned to participate, or take away their capacity to participate, that is only going to get worse.
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But it is not only mental health. It is other chronic disease such as cardiovascular disease and diabetes.
Diabetes is an issue I know very well. In my maiden speech I spoke about the increasing prevalence
of diabetes, which will have an enormous impact not only on the individuals, their families and the
community but also on the economics around health delivery. Those chronic diseases can be prevented
through simple measures such as exercise and participation in sport. What we need to be doing more
of is getting children engaged at a local level to be able to participate because it does have massive
impacts to health and wellbeing, both physically and mentally. So I am very concerned about the
decreasing opportunities around open space in my area of Southern Metropolitan Region. I know
Mr Hayes is. I definitely know Mr Davis is.
It appears that Ms Taylor has no concern about those issues and she is just hell-bent on pushing through
the government’s agenda to undertake their policy of ensuring that 70 per cent of the 120 000 to
150 000 people who come to Victoria each year will be shoved into the middle and inner suburbs.
That is going to diminish the amenity for all those areas. It might be close to train lines or the Southland
shopping centre as she described, but when that land is gone, it is gone.
I know Mr Limbrick raised the issue of homelessness. We have had that discussion, and the entire
chamber is very concerned about the increasing numbers of the homeless. I met someone from the
Monash council yesterday who talked about that very issue, about initiatives and about the partnerships
of some agencies and organisations who are doing tremendous work in dealing with that increasing
problem. Again, the government has failed in this.
Dr Ratnam raised the issue about the inquiry that I was on and the government’s change of positions.
The Labor government, as I said, has been in power in this state for 16 of the last 20 years, sadly.
Mr Finn: It seems forever.
Ms CROZIER: It does seem forever, Mr Finn. They have a responsibility. They cannot
continually blame everyone else when they have been in charge of managing these issues. What we
are seeing is an increasing issue, but the solution is not to just throw up multiple high-rise towers on
sites like this. I believe it is incredibly important that we have appropriate development. We are not
anti-development at all, and we are certainly not anti-social housing—we need a mix. But we are also
very, very concerned about the diminishing public land that is available to those communities. This
site provides the surrounding community with an ability to have access to and an ability to participate
in those sporting groups, youth groups and other community groups that I spoke about earlier. If you
diminish that, then those tens of thousands of people potentially have less space.
For the last few years I have been lobbied by the Southern Football Netball League and the Victorian
Amateur Football Association about more female participation in sport, which I am so supportive of.
It is incredibly important that more girls can participate in the sport of their choosing, but if you take
away the land for them to be able to do that, they cannot participate. I am of the view that we need to
get the balance right. We certainly need to have the ability for future generations to participate. We
need to preserve elements of sites like this so that that can occur. Again I say that it is not about being
anti-development or a refusal to accept the issues surrounding homelessness or social housing
requirements. That waiting list that Dr Ratnam referred to, I suspect, has gone out even further,
because that was from quite some time ago. It was from when we were doing the inquiry and they
were figures from last March, so I would be interested to see what the latest ones are.
I would urge the house to support Mr Davis’s motion. It is important that sites like this are not thrown
to the wall in terms of developments of an inappropriate nature being put onto sites like this. It is wellknown that the government will be trying to claw back as much as they can from a fiscal point of view,
because we know the debt that this state is running up is enormous. One only has to look at the front
page of the Australian today to see that Victoria leads the pack against all other states and territories.
It is quite a startling graph. If you have not seen it, I suggest you have a look at it, because it just
demonstrates the huge debt that the Andrews Labor government is running up on behalf of all
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Victorians. We are also very concerned about how far that will extend over the next few years and
how far the government is prepared to push Victoria further into debt.
I digress slightly, and I will come back to the main thrust of this. I want to congratulate Mr Rowswell
on the questions and the position he has put on behalf of his community. He has received over
1000 signatures from the community of those who are opposed to the government’s proposition. It is
clear that they do not agree with what the government is putting forward. For Ms Taylor to suggest
that we suddenly came to the party and are objecting to this is completely wrong. She should go back
and speak to the planning minister and see what Mr Rowswell and the former member, Mr Thompson,
have done in relation to their local communities. They are vehemently against this, and there will be
others that are associated with those sporting groups who do not fully understand yet the full impacts
of what the government will be doing and how their opportunities will be lost.
I would urge all members of the chamber to support Mr Davis’s motion in relation to protecting aspects
of this site. We need that for future community use. It is absolutely critical that we do not take every
square bit of land that is available and put huge high-rise towers on this site that will be there forever.
The community will be the losers in the long run.
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (11:31): I get about 42 seconds—all right, awesome. Just
very quickly and in rapid fire, of course the government wholly rejects the motion as proposed by
Mr Davis. If this amendment was to go through, the 10 per cent social housing that is being proposed
will be lost. When the government tries to increase its community housing stock, it is rejected or
opposed, so I think it is highly hypocritical for people in this chamber to criticise it. It seems that
whenever the government does something we are damned if we do and damned if we don’t. It is a six
to eight-storey proposal on a main road. It is something the community was consulted about. There
was extensive community consultation, unlike those opposite, what they say—
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, Ms Terpstra. The time for the debate has expired.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 16
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr

Grimley, Mr
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O’Donohue, Mr
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Cumming, Dr
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Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Limbrick, Mr

Motion negatived.

Meddick, Mr
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Patten, Ms
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Quilty, Mr
Shing, Ms

Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms (Teller)
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms (Teller)
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PUBLIC LAND MANAGEMENT
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (11:39): I move:
That this house:
(1) recognises that the government has locked Victorians out of public land and in doing so has:
(a) prevented enjoyment of outdoor recreation, caused severe distress to affected businesses and
disrupted long-running events;
(b) in many instances, failed to:
(i)

consult with affected parties;

(ii) construct public land arrangements that satisfy all users that rely on public land access;
(iii) provide notice to public land users;
(iv) provide adequate recourse to public land users;
(2) notes that:
(a) cultural heritage legislation is a cause of many lockouts;
(b) Parks Victoria manages regional public land from a centralised office in Melbourne;
(3) calls on the government to:
(a) improve accountability in Parks Victoria and Aboriginal Victoria; and
(b) consider a decentralised management structure for public lands so that local communities have a
guaranteed opportunity to provide input on all significant decisions made about public land.

I will be briefish. I will be brief for an opening speech, anyway. I am a member of a small camping
and fishing—and drinking—club that has been holding an annual fishing trip now for some 50 years.
A member: In reverse order.
Mr QUILTY: We do a lot of drinking, yes. Over the years members have died. Many have brought
their sons and now grandsons along and passed on the traditions. One weekend a year we meet, camp
at our secret location in the bush, fish, drink, enjoy fellowship, and hold our annual general meeting
to pass ridiculous motions mocking each other and society at large. This club is civil society: free
citizens using public lands, without government oversight.
There is a point to this story. A couple of years back I took along a recently arrived immigrant from
Russia on the trip. He was amazed at the club and the traditions. He told me that there is nothing like
this in Russia, that the state could not, and still cannot, tolerate a civil society outside of government
control, and that any group like that that had existed in the Soviet Union would have been liquidated—
and still the government will not allow them to rise up. You will see the same thing in totalitarian
societies around the world. I am sure there is nothing like this trip in China. The state must have
control.
In regional Victoria today government regulations are being used to choke small groups using public
lands without government controls. Parks Victoria is not going to rest until people are excluded from
all the land in the regions. As a rule public land should be open to the public. This is not what we are
seeing in Victoria. Heritage lockouts at Lake Tyrrell have shut down events that ran for half a century,
the management plan of the Belfast Coastal Reserve has decimated local business and community,
and restrictions at the Grampians have closed off some of the world’s best rock climbing locations.
People who rely on timber for their livelihood have felt the impact of lockouts, as have countless
hunters, campers and fishers. When the government designates a new national park, the forest is still
the same forest. The only difference is the addition of restrictions on what Victorians can do in that
forest. The Liberal Democrats love liberty. We want Victorians to be free to enjoy their native land.
This motion recognises the loss of access felt by Victorians.
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The Sea Lake Off Road Club have held their Mallee rally at Lake Tyrrell for 47 years. It is Australia’s
longest running off-road race. The event goes for two days on an 85-kilometre track that is mostly
private land, but a small section passes over Crown land under the control of Parks Victoria. This year,
after the process dragged through the bureaucracy, the application for a permit to use the Crown land
was made subject to the completion of a cultural heritage management plan, which would take months
to do and cost up to $100 000. This is a de facto shutdown of an event that is the major economic boost
and fundraiser for a small regional town—a decision made by bureaucrats who have probably never
been there and probably will never go.
Public access should be the norm, but we recognise that restrictions are sometimes necessary. Such
lockouts should be rare, minimal and contestable. Governments should work with local communities
to ensure restrictions are not arbitrary. They should notify affected parties, and they should provide
meaningful recourse. The departments responsible for administering these lockouts should be
accountable to the communities they affect.
This is not what we are seeing in Victoria. Decisions that affect regional Victorians are made in
Melbourne by Melburnians. Notice is frequently short or entirely absent. Consultation is often little
more than a token gesture, if it exists at all. Compromise, accommodation and collaboration are rare.
When the government issues lockouts, people affected have nowhere to turn. There is no review
process. Parks Victoria and Aboriginal Victoria have little incentive to help. There are no
consequences when these departments ignore and stonewall concerns. Nothing happens when they do
the wrong thing. The same is true for almost all of Victoria’s public sector, but I will come to them in
due course.
To those who have fallen victim to this lack of recourse, the Liberal Democrats are here to fight for
you. This motion recognises the indifference and neglect that has been a feature of many public land
lockouts in Victoria. The way to address these concerns is not through empty promises. Performance
targets and internal reviews are not adequate. The government needs to be constrained. When
government fails, government should feel the failure. When government fails to perform due diligence,
fails to consult, fails to give notice, fails to respond, fails to compromise and fails to meet community
standards, then it should also fail in applying its restrictions. If the government wants to lock us out of
own country, the government needs to do the work.
Improving accountability also requires improving accessibility. The people and offices that are
responsible for lockouts should be local to the communities that are affected. The Belfast Coastal
Reserve is almost 300 kilometres away from the people who issued the lockouts. When locals have a
complaint, they do not see a face, a name or a human. In many cases recourse is so limited that the
only option people have is to engage with the political system. For most, that is too much. We had a
saying on council: the only time that people get interested in what the council is doing is when the
council has stuffed up. Most people do not want to get involved in politics. They do not want to
approach their MPs; they just want to be left alone. A person should not need to mount an expensive
and time-consuming campaign to lobby people they have never met in a place hours from their home
to save themselves from an indifferent and bureaucratic machine.
There is a better model for public land management. A decentralised approach gives control to the
people who live in the area and the people who use the land—local boards, local not-for-profits, local
user groups, local people. The Victorian rock climbing community are passionate about the Grampians
and the natural environment. Far from damaging the park, this is a group who will take great care to
leave no traces. They are committed environmentalists, many of them Greens voters—at least until
now. Instead of the current Parks Victoria lockout there should be a handover to a committee of local
park users. The climbers would see far better care taken of these areas than what is happening now
under the current model. Bureaucrats in Melbourne care about the idea of the park; locals care about
the park. If the government cannot get this right, they will lose the consent of the people in the regions
for the way they are managing public land.
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Regional lockouts without consultation have caused nothing but grief for the government. This motion
calls on the government to improve the accountability of the departments responsible for lockouts and
to consider changes that allow locals to be more directly involved in public land management. I
commend the motion to the house.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (11:48): I am delighted to be able to join this debate around public
land, something that is so important to so many members of the Victorian community. I welcome
Mr Quilty’s decision and choice that this will be the subject of our discussions today, although
regrettably I inform Mr Quilty that the government will not be supporting it. There are a few points on
which we fundamentally disagree, but I think there is always great value in a discussion about how we
manage such an important resource of the state.
I was reflecting as Mr Quilty was talking about the Grampians and public land and where my great
love for the great outdoors came from. It was childhood camping trip after childhood camping trip in
the Grampians National Park. There is a spot that we used to frequent most September school holidays,
and it is a place of some really, really beautiful childhood memories—Zumsteins. After many, many
years of our traipsing to our favourite camping spot, where there is a beautiful walk to the base of
MacKenzie Falls and just a lovely, lovely picnic environment, Parks Victoria at the time made a
decision to close the campground because there had been so much camping and so much visitor
activity that it was affecting the local environment, and other camping areas were made available while
that area was able to be regenerated and restored.
That to me made perfect sense, although it was something of a disruption to our family tradition. We
found new parts of the Grampians to go to. But to me as a school-age person it was a really important
lesson about the care and custodianship of the land that is the enormous responsibility of our land
managers. There are lots of different land managers, but much of this debate is around Parks Victoria’s
role and responsibility.
Around 21 per cent of the state’s land mass is public land. Of course there are some small pockets in
locations all across the state and there are some very, very large areas of public land that are managed
for a whole lot of different purposes but managed always with a primary consideration about the
sustainability of the environment and the care for flora and fauna. Our responsibility at the moment in
time at which we are here caring for that land is, in the scheme of things, a small blip, but it is so
important for future generations that the land is managed well.
We manage it in so many different ways. In the previous term I had responsibility for our native timber
industry, and that is perhaps one of the most contested areas where industry and environmental views
and values come into conflict. We have always managed and continue to really carefully try to manage
what is inherently a really, really contested idea but always with a view to sustainability and to
providing benefit and good to the community in a whole lot of different ways. That means different
things to different people in that debate.
Parks Victoria manages around 4 million hectares of public land, so it is an enormous task. We have
seen in recent years a real challenge in terms of rebuilding the capability and strength of Parks Victoria
and boosting their resources so that they can better preserve and provide access to the community.
Mr Quilty talked a lot about—indeed the opening sentence of his motion is about this—Victorians
being locked out of public land. It is quite an emotive description when, of course, public land belongs
to all of us. Managing access is a really delicate balance and a really delicate exercise in managing
competing needs and priorities with a view to the very, very long term.
Mr Bourman is in the chamber, and I am sure he would want me to take the opportunity to talk about
our shared love of scuba diving, just as an aside. This is mainly about responsibilities of public land,
but Parks Victoria also have some responsibility in managing some of our waterways, including some
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of Victoria’s world-famous dive sites. So with that brief indulgence, perhaps, for Mr Bourman and
me, we also recognise that very important work under water as well as on land.
Returning to where I began on the Grampians, one of the things that has happened in the time that I
have been a member for Western Victoria has been the development of this quite stunning proposal
for an iconic, world-renowned walking trail through the Grampians. The idea was first pitched to me
in around 2009, and a number of local councils in the areas around the Grampians from the Southern
Grampians shire—I first heard about this idea in Hamilton—to the Northern Grampians, Ararat,
Horsham and Pyrenees, even, had been working together with Parks Victoria for some time on the
idea of connecting up all of the trails to make this beautiful landscape more accessible to more people.
We had made a start on planning for the Grampians Peaks Trail in the 2010 state budget, and some
preliminary works were undertaken. The Baillieu-Napthine governments then embarked on the next
stage of this project. Then when we came to government in 2014 we made a commitment to contribute
$18 million to the Grampians Peaks Trail project, should we be elected. The federal government at a
similar point in time made a commitment for, if my memory serves me correctly, another $10 million.
So in total, across four different decisions of governments of different persuasions, state and federal,
it is a project in the Grampians in the order of $31 million, which will be an extraordinary opportunity
to open parts of the Grampians to the community in ways that had previously been inaccessible to all
but the most intrepid of hikers and climbers, and some not even accessible to those people. You can
just imagine the engineering and geological works required to connect a whole lot of trails, the
240 kilometres from north to south in the Grampians, and to do that in a way that is absolutely
respectful of Indigenous cultural heritage and sympathetic to that beautiful natural environment.
That project is ongoing, and I certainly look forward to its completion and perhaps even a time when
I can find a couple of weeks to walk from one end to the other. But the way that this project has been
designed has been all about access. It is not just for the kind of person who decides to spend their
holiday spending two weeks walking 240 kilometres. There are pop-in, pop-out spots where people
can do a two or three-day walk or even a 2 or 3-hour walk, areas where people can go if they are in
wheelchairs and areas where people can go if they have got toddlers or little kids in prams. It is just a
magnificent project. If, as a former regional development minister, I am allowed to say I had one
favourite out of the hundreds and hundreds of projects that we supported in my time in that role, I
think this one is my favourite. It has been delivered magnificently by Parks Victoria in a really
challenging environment to work in in a whole lot of different ways. To suggest that we are locking
people out of public land is not my experience. My experience is that we are making it accessible to
people in so many new and different ways.
I am looking at the clock. I am about to be interrupted, President, and I am just sort of warming up
now that I have got talking about the Grampians. But the consequential economic benefit of that
investment by government you can see occurring in communities like Stawell, communities like Halls
Gap and communities like Dunkeld, where the economic development that is occurring as a result of
that investment and that making of public land more accessible to people has and is having a profound
impact on local communities. The transformation in Halls Gap is quite spectacular, and the job
opportunities that that is creating and the small business opportunities that that is creating are quite
something. If you look at the data around tourism activity in the Grampians region, in the latest tourism
data you can see a massive surge in visitor numbers, which I am quite sure is in no small part related
to that iconic walk that is being developed as a perfect complement to a really beautiful natural
environment. I look forward to talking about some of my other favourite areas in a little while.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
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Questions without notice and ministers statements
STEELVISION
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:00): My question is to the Minister for Regional
Development. Minister, in an absolute train wreck interview that would make Jim Hacker blush, you
told ABC Gippsland this morning that the Steelvision fiasco report has not been presented to you,
despite the expected completion date having been 12 April, more than two months ago. You have now
had the report in your department for more than two months. Why haven’t you read the report, and
what are you hiding?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:00): Thank you, Mr O’Donohue, for your question. I did have an
extensive conversation with local radio yesterday about the Steelvision matter. Every time I go to
Gippsland I get asked about the Steelvision matter, and of course that is understandable. In relation to
the process that has been undertaken, the department looked at this matter. They involved KPMG in
this matter. It has been referred to Victoria Police for investigation as well. It is quite complex. It is—
Ms Wooldridge interjected.
Ms SYMES: I have not received the reports, so all I have committed to do is, as soon as I get them,
make as much of it public as possible, because I think there is strong public interest in this.
A member interjected.
Ms SYMES: I am not hiding anything. I have not received the report yet.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:01): Thank you, Minister, for confirming what you told
ABC Gippsland—that you have yet to receive the report, despite it being in the possession of your
department in a completed form for more than two months. So my supplementary is: why don’t you
just pick up the phone to the departmental secretary—your departmental secretary—after question
time today and ask for the brief and the report to be on your desk by the close of business today?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:02): Thank you, Mr O’Donohue, for your supplementary question. In
relation to this matter, I am not quite sure why you believe it may have been completed two months
ago, because—
Members interjecting.
Ms SYMES: No, I said the report was imminent. I did not know whether it was completed or not.
It is all an ongoing process. I have been very open—
Members interjecting.
Ms SYMES: I have explained that this is a matter that is quite complex. A departmental review
made a comprehensive review by bringing in KPMG. There are police matters. I expect that my
department will provide all of the documentation to me, including brief and advice, which is the
normal process for matters such as this. Mr O’Donohue, I have asked for this.
Members interjecting.
Ms SYMES: Of course I have asked for this, and I expect that I will receive it very soon.
MELBOURNE CITY COUNCIL ELECTIONS
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:03): My question is for the Minister for Local
Government. Unlike other local governments in Victoria, Melbourne City Council automatically
requires businesses to vote in council elections. Not only that, but corporations operating in Melbourne
city are allocated two votes in the poll. When a company does not appoint its own representatives the
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council automatically enrols company office-bearers, and many of those companies are offshore. This
means that scores of overseas companies are literally casting the deciding votes on Melbourne City
Council elections. What steps is the minister taking to ensure that Melbourne City Council elections
are operated in a more democratic way, or has the government already ascertained that the flawed
system is serving the people well?
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:03): On Monday I outlined a number of reforms which I believe will value-add
to the Local Government Bill 2018. One of those proposed reforms—I have put that out for public
consultation, and I would encourage you, perhaps, to get back with some feedback—is that we
introduce an opt-in system for non-resident property owners throughout other councils, but, you are
not going to like this part, apart from Melbourne City Council. We believe there are unique
circumstances at play there, so we are treating Melbourne City Council a little bit differently to other
councils. For Melbourne City Council, overseas property owners will have to opt in to vote, so that is
a proposal we have put up. But by all means, please write to us and make a submission to put your
views forward.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:04): Thank you, Minister. I will follow up on that,
because certainly the residents of Melbourne city are pretty fed up with it and do not think it is fair that
companies get two votes and that they are automatically enrolled. So I am just wondering: can the
minister inform the house if he has met with the Lord Mayor or other councillors from Melbourne city
such as Jackie Watts, who has been trying to get traction on this issue, and has he made any promises
to them in regard to electoral reform?
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:05): I thank the member for her question. In fact when I was announcing these
proposed reforms Cr Watts was there. I spoke to her, and I have made a commitment to catch up with
her—I am not sure when that is; that will be in my diary—at some stage in the near future. Obviously
the Lord Mayor is a key stakeholder of the local government sector, so I have met with her, and
hopefully I will have ongoing discussions with the Lord Mayor.
When I was trying to land on some proposed reforms, I did toy with the idea of going to a Queensland
model, which is basically having the Victorian Electoral Commission roll for state elections and the
council roll to be identical. That is what Queensland does. What we are proposing to do is bring
Victoria in alignment with the rest of the states throughout Australia. So there is a Queensland model
where there is one roll for both the state electorate and local government, and then there is the rest of
Australia, which has a non-resident— (Time expired)
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: END-OF-LIFE CARE
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:06): From today, 19 June 2019, Victoria’s historic voluntary assisted dying laws have come into
effect. I am proud that Victoria is the first state to pass voluntary assisted dying laws with a model that
is the most conservative in the world. This is a significant day for our state and indeed for our nation.
I would like to acknowledge all the members in our Parliament across the political divide who
respected the community’s wishes and supported this important reform. But my thoughts today are
most importantly with those in the community who have campaigned for this for so many years,
particularly those who are dying and their family members.
The Victorian Parliament passed these laws 18 months ago to give a small number of Victorians who
are suffering intolerably at the end of their lives an additional compassionate choice. For Victorians
like Margaret Radmore, who the Premier and I had the privilege to meet on Sunday, just knowing that
this additional choice is available will provide enormous comfort. We have spent the past 18 months
meticulously planning for the compassionate commencement of this scheme, ensuring the right
safeguards and supports are in place. These laws are all about giving patients more end-of-life choices.
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We know that palliative care will continue to be a critical part of our healthcare system. The Andrews
Labor government is absolutely committed to ensuring Victorians have access to the very best
palliative care. In this year’s state budget we are providing a $71.9 million boost to both hospital and
community palliative care. Funding in this budget will also help Victorians who want to return home
to be with their loved ones when they die. This builds on our 2017–18 investment of $55.6 million
over five years to boost community and hospital-based palliative care in rural and regional Victoria.
Ultimately what we all aspire to for ourselves and for our loved ones is a good death—a death free
from intolerable suffering. From today Victorians can take comfort in knowing that they have an
additional compassionate choice.
STEELVISION
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:08): My question is again to the Minister for Regional
Development. I again refer to your train wreck interview on ABC Gippsland in which you stated you
had not seen the original advice in relation to the Steelvision grant. Minister, why haven’t you received
a brief on this advice or apprised yourself of this advice, or is this all part of your game to hide the
truth?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:09): Thank you, Mr O’Donohue, for your follow-up question, which I can
only answer pretty similarly to how I have answered the previous questions in relation to this matter.
I am awaiting comprehensive advice from my department, which will go through this matter from
start to finish, including the complexities and the different people that have looked at the matter, and I
am expecting that advice shortly.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:09): Thank you, Minister, for that answer. Again,
referring to what you said in that interview, you said in relation to the second report, the KPMG report
into the Steelvision fiasco, that that report is not concluded and goes back and forwards between
KPMG and the department. Isn’t it time that as the minister you stop this game, put a deadline for this
report to also be finished and give the Latrobe Valley community a date by which this mess will be
sorted?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:10): Thank you, Mr O’Donohue, for your follow-up. I was referring to
the evidence that the secretary of the department gave to the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee when he was asked about the KPMG report. He explained to the committee that, as is the
case with most of these things, when an external agency is engaged to conduct a review there are drafts
that go back and forwards between them and the department. He advised the committee that that was
in train. As I said, I have requested advice on this matter, and it is forthcoming. I expect it shortly.
PUBLIC HOUSING RENEWAL PROGRAM
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:10): My question is to the minister representing the
Minister for Housing. A recent report by the Centre for Urban Research at RMIT into the impacts of
the government’s public housing renewal program found that the social mix ratio is not based on any
evidence about social needs and that the private profit motive is the primary driving policy directive
of the social mix proposed. The report found that the social mix proposed does not work in theory or
practice and will result in a reduction of social mix in target neighbourhoods as well as actual
reductions to public housing bedrooms available. Furthermore, the program is causing significant
displacement of residents. There are residents who want to stay in their homes, refusing to leave while
the government is demolishing their homes around them. Based on the announced first tranche where
social housing is provided by community housing providers, the report concludes that there in fact
will be zero public housing on these sites. Minister, why is the government insisting on privatising our
public housing estates and continuing a program that will obviously fail to provide the public and
community housing the state needs?
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Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:11): I thank the member for the question, and I will pass it on to the
relevant minister and respond in accordance with the sessional orders.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:12): Earlier this morning we debated a motion
concerning one of the latest tracts of public land that the government is planning to sell off rather than
keep for much-needed public housing or even indeed community housing. Given homelessness is
rising in Victoria and the best way to address homelessness is to build more homes, how much more
public land is the government intending to sell in this term to private developers for profit rather than
building more public housing?
The PRESIDENT: I am not too sure if that was supplementary to the substantive question, but I
will call the minister.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:12): I thank Dr Ratnam for her further question, and I will indeed pass
that on to the relevant minister.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: TAFE GIPPSLAND
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:12): I rise to update the house on matters pertaining to Federation Training; it was
previously known as Federation Training. Following extensive consultations with the Gippsland
communities, Federation Training has now been renamed TAFE Gippsland. This new name means
that local students will now learn at a TAFE with a clear, visible connection to their community.
Consultation with schools, industry partners, businesses and local community representatives
highlighted the need for a new name that linked the TAFE to Gippsland. The new name also recognises
the institute’s proud history as the major provider of training in Gippsland.
I would also like to acknowledge the ongoing work of Harriet Shing, a member for Eastern Victoria
Region, in ensuring the aspirations and the concerns of Gippsland communities are represented in
decisions related to TAFE Gippsland.
The future of TAFE Gippsland is bright. The Andrews Labor government has made a substantial
investment in the capital works at Gippsland TAFE over the last year, with $35.5 million to redevelop
the TAFE Gippsland Morwell campus and $25 million for the TAFE Gippsland port of Sale
development. I am pleased to also note that Victorian architects GHDWoodhead have been appointed
to this project. In further good news, Gippsland students are taking up training for local jobs through
free TAFE, with more than 1000 students enrolling in free TAFE at TAFE Gippsland. Our investments
demonstrate that this government is committed to ensuring all Victorians, including those in
Gippsland, can get the skills they need for the jobs that we are creating.
TAFE FUNDING
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:14): My question is to Minister for Training and
Skills. According to the government’s Victorian Skills Gateway website the certificate III in rail
infrastructure, a free TAFE course, is only available at the Centre for Excellence in Rail Training, a
private provider. Minister, why is there a free TAFE course on your list that is not even offered at any
Victorian TAFE?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:15): I thank the member for her question and indeed her now renewed interest or new
interest or sudden interest in terms of free TAFE. Free TAFE is about ensuring that training for people
that are interested in acquiring skills for the jobs that are available is available to Victorian students,
and this is what is happening right across Victoria. We are very, very pleased to see that there has been
a major increase in the number of people who have chosen to take up free TAFE because they consider
this to be a real opportunity for them to not only take on new skills but also walk into jobs that are
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meaningful, particularly when it comes to infrastructure and particularly when it comes to the rollout
of jobs in the human services area, including the NDIS and indeed the prevention of family violence.
These are things that this government is very, very proud of and will continue to develop over time.
We will also ensure that the delivery of courses is aligned to the industries that are needed, and we will
make sure that we do not have a situation that we have had in the past where courses are provided but
they have no relevance to anything else that is happening in the employment sector.
Ms Wooldridge: On a point of order, President, it was actually a reasonably narrow question with
a narrow preamble to it. The minister has already had nearly half the time to answer her question, and
I ask you to bring her back to the very specific question about a free TAFE course on the list that is
not provided by any TAFEs.
The PRESIDENT: Yes, I respect it is a pretty specific question. I did hear the minister discuss—
Ms TIERNEY: Infrastructure.
The PRESIDENT: Yes, infrastructure, and the need, but I will ask her—
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Well, if she could get back to the question, that would be great.
Ms TIERNEY: I have completed my answer.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:17): President, I am hoping you will seriously
consider the lack of any relevance to the question in terms of a meaningful response and require a
written response. Minister, given the context of a private provider being the only provider for a listed
free TAFE course, my question is as follows: can TAFEs partner with private providers to deliver their
free TAFE courses, in effect offering a back door for private providers to access free TAFE funding?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:18): I thank the member again for her surprising new and renewed and unexpected
interest in TAFE, let alone free TAFE. The reality is that this government has encouraged partnership
models between industry, private providers and TAFE. We have done that for a long time, and we
have encouraged people to submit applications on numerous occasions in terms of the funding that is
available through the Regional and Specialist Training Fund, the Workforce Training Innovation Fund
and a whole range of other endeavours. We are encouraging the partnership model. We think this is
the way forward in a whole range of areas in terms of the delivery of training and skills in this state.
Of course I need to remind the house that, if this government was not elected this time and indeed the
time before, we would have no TAFE, no skills and training system. We would have TAFE closures
and indeed would have no free TAFE at all. Those opposite are not interested in— (Time expired)
RURAL AND REGIONAL ROAD SPEED LIMITS
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:19): My question is for the Minister for Road Safety and the
TAC. My question is: why has the government failed to achieve both safer roads and higher speed
limits on country roads? We had reports this week that the government is considering reducing speed
limits on country roads. The plan will see limits drop from 100 to 80 kilometres an hour on single-lane
roads and from 110 to 100 on freeways. The 110 limit was introduced in 1974. A 100-kilometre-perhour limit plus 45 years of vehicle safety technology plus 45 years of road construction improvement
plus 45 years of government management equals an 80 kilometre-an-hour limit. This does not add up.
The limit is moving in the wrong direction. We want roads to be both safer and faster. We now have
access to airbags, anti-lock brakes, traction control, stability control, seatbelts and emergency
assistance. Billions of dollars of taxpayers money has been spent on roads—on wider shoulders, more
roadside barriers, clearer road markings, more lanes and more dual-lane carriageways. (Time expired)
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Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:20): I thank Mr Quilty for his question. We are making our
roads safer. We are making our roads safer in many different ways. The Towards Zero strategy has
funding of $1.4 billion. The largest proportion of that is on an infrastructure program which is
upgrading hundreds and hundreds of intersections and installing safety barriers on our most dangerous
roads. Just by way of example, the Hume Highway and Princes Highway east, a couple of our most
dangerous roads that have been having safety barriers installed, are demonstrating a reduction in offroad collisions—where a car leaves its lane—and head-on collisions in the order of 30 per cent already,
and in the case of Princes Highway east the barrier installation is ongoing. So whether it is by doubling
regional road maintenance spending, which we are very proud to have done, or hundreds and hundreds
of different measures that are making our roads safer, I can absolutely assure the house that the road
network is getting safer.
Fifty years ago more than 1000 people a year were dying on Victoria’s roads. We have reduced the
loss of life on Victoria’s roads over that time by 80 per cent, and at the same time the number of people
that live in Victoria has doubled and the number of vehicles on our roads has quadrupled. I am not
suggesting for a moment that the work here is done, and in fact members know that the government’s
view is that any and all measures that can reduce the horrific incidence of road trauma in our
community are ones that we should seriously consider, but I would also remind Mr Quilty that what
he is describing as a government initiative is in fact arising from media reports about a presentation
by researchers at Monash University. There have been all manner of suggestions coming our way, I
guess in some respects for decades, but particularly in the last six months as we have seen a really
dramatic increase in the number of lives lost on our roads following the best ever result the state
achieved in 2018. When it comes to making Victorians safe on our roads, we are not taking anything
off the table. We will be guided by expert advice.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:23): My supplementary question is: what is the rate of false,
contested and withdrawn traffic infringement notices compared to uncontested, paid traffic
infringement notices? To reduce the toll we have had proposals to increase enforcement, greater
penalties, use of speed cameras and lowering speed limits. We dislike the idea of turning the state into
even more of a police state. Stepping on people with a jackboot is rarely the best option. Almost all of
the drivers in the state are innocent. We know that enforcement is clumsy, especially drug and speed
camera related enforcement. We know that innocent people are penalised as a result. They get caught
by camera malfunctions, police who are having a bad day, faulty tests and human error. Anyone who
knows anything about statistics knows that this is a recipe for disaster. If you test anyone, it only takes
a small false positive rate for more innocent people to be punished than the guilty ones.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:24): To the extent that any of those questions were about
statistics around enforcement, I will take that part of the question on notice and seek a response from
the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. In response in general terms, a couple of points:
enforcement is an incredibly effective tool when it comes to making Victorians more safe on our roads,
and there is a mountain of evidence to support that; secondly, I can explicitly rule out the use of
jackboots in our road safety strategy.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: ROAD FUNDING
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:24): I would like to update the house on how the recent state
budget delivers for regional road users. This budget provides a massive $804 million to improve roads
and road safety across regional Victoria. This includes $425 million over two years; a boost to
maintenance which will maintain the record investment delivered by my predecessor, Luke
Donnellan; $318 million to upgrade Barwon Heads Road, a very significant project indeed;
$29 million for four improvement projects under the local roads and intersection upgrades program;
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and $61 million to keep Ballarat moving, with a number of intersection upgrades and projects there.
Indeed I had the opportunity to join Michaela Settle, the member for Buninyong, on Monday to mark
the imminent demise of the Hertford Street roundabout in Sebastopol.
The maintenance funding is on top of the $87 million already committed in last year’s budget for
expenditure in the 2019–20 financial year. Those opposite do like to talk down the state of our regional
roads, but I thought it was opportune to remind members opposite that this coming financial year our
government will invest more than $400 million on routine maintenance and road rehabilitation. This
represents a doubling of what their government spent on road maintenance in regional Victoria in their
last year in office. We know that there is more work to do in bringing some rural and regional roads
up to a higher standard, but that is hardly surprising, given the extraordinary underinvestment the
previous government oversaw. Since 2017–18 we have turbocharged regional road investment, and
this budget builds on that proud record.
THE GORDON GEELONG CITY CAMPUS
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:26): My question is again to the Minister for
Training and Skills. Minister, in the 2019–20 budget the funding for the Gordon culinary school is
$23.5 million. The media release for this project of 8 October last year said it would cost $13.5 million.
Minister, why has this project blown out by $10 million, representing a 74 per cent increase?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:27): The project scope has actually increased as a result since the original figures were
released. There is a new kitchen and a new restaurant. There is a new culinary school, and it also has
a new landscaped area. It will also include a new social enterprise that will abut the culinary school.
So it is the redevelopment of a whole section of the campus that is on the Latrobe Terrace site.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:28): Minister, it is convenient, and I am just
looking at the press release that says they will upgrade the school, delivering state-of-the-art training
facilities, cookery and hospitality. It seems actually very consistent with what you have just said was
the change in scope. Similarly, Minister, you costed the upgrade of South West TAFE at $16.3 million,
but it has also blown out, when funded in this budget, by 24 per cent, or $4 million. Minister, what is
the systematic failure in your planning and costings from just over six months ago that is causing these
multimillion-dollar projects to blow out?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:29): Again it is the opposition’s inability to actually read things like a joint project. In
terms of the South West TAFE learning project, it is a joint project between the Department of
Education and Training, South West TAFE and indeed Warrnambool City Council. Warrnambool
City Council is indeed—I am sure Mrs McArthur knows this—contributing just over $3 million to the
project. They have always been a partner in the development of this project and a very proud partner.
This is something that everyone has worked in—
Ms Wooldridge: The cost to the state budget has blown out by $4 million.
Ms TIERNEY: No, that is not correct. I have said that this is a joint project. It has been in all the
documentation that this is a joint project, and as I said, Warrnambool City Council is making a
contribution of $3 million.
NORTH EAST LINK
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:30): My question is to the minister representing the
Minister for Transport Infrastructure. The government uses a 2014 study of prospective patronage to
justify the $16 billion North East Link at the expense of building the overdue Doncaster rail line. Will
the government conduct a new study of prospective patronage that takes into account the proposed
Suburban Rail Loop, which has a planned stop in Doncaster, a station which, in the future, could be
connected with metro rail via the now seemingly discarded Doncaster rail line?
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Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:30): I thank Mr Hayes for his question and his interest in our
government’s Big Build and significant infrastructure program. I will provide that question to and seek
a response from Minister Allan for him.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: FRUIT FLY
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:30): I rise to update the house on how the Andrews Labor government is
supporting the management of fruit fly across the state. Fruit flies pose a huge economic risk to the
horticulture industry right around the world, affecting production and significantly disrupting trade.
We take the management of fruit fly very seriously, and we are currently implementing the Managing
Fruit Fly in Victoria action plan to make sure we are managing fruit fly collaboratively across
government, industry and the community.
Since the launch of the action plan the Labor government has invested more than $10 million to
support fruit fly management. The action plan focuses on three key areas. Firstly, we are strengthening
fruit fly management by creating regional fruit fly governance groups to lead the development of
action plans. The plan is improving the management of fruit fly by enhancing fruit fly surveillance
programs, urban host tree removal, awareness campaigns, information sessions and community
workshops. Finally, the plan is enabling trade through research and development on treatments and
export systems for fruit fly and using these in market access negotiations.
I am pleased to announce that we are currently rolling out $7.8 million in grants, particularly in the
three major horticulture areas of Sunraysia, the Goulburn Valley and the Yarra Valley. These grants
will support the appointment of regional coordinators to help manage fruit fly as well as developing
regional plans which set out each area’s priorities for managing the pests locally.
Members interjecting.
Ms Lovell: On a point of order, President, I would actually like to hear what the minister is saying,
because fruit fly is very important to my area, but there is so much chatter in the chamber that I cannot
hear the minister. Could she speak louder?
The PRESIDENT: I do not know about the speaking louder bit, but I uphold the point of order in
terms of there being less noise so the minister can be heard.
Ms SYMES: Thanks, Ms Lovell. Of course it is an important issue in an area that is dear to your
heart, the Goulburn Valley. In relation to the grants, the plans will be developed as part of that and will
have common themes around meeting industry and community education and management needs.
Each plan will be tailored to deal with the unique local challenges of the areas that we are focusing on.
We are also pleased to be providing community grants for initiatives such as trapping, monitoring and
communications, which are rolling out to 19 councils and community groups across the state. These
are just some of the ways that the Andrews Labor government is protecting the fresh food, vital jobs
and exports that our horticultural sector brings to our state.
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:33): As far as today’s questions go, I thank Minister Symes for getting a
written response from the Minister for Housing to Dr Ratnam’s substantive and supplementary
questions. Can I ask Minister Tierney if she could supply a written response to Ms Wooldridge’s first
substantive question. I thank Minister Pulford, who will get a written response for Mr Hayes from the
Minister for Transport Infrastructure. I also thank Minister Pulford, who, outside of the standing
orders, will get some further advice from the Minister for Police and Emergency Services for
Mr Quilty, I understand, for the supplementary question.
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Ms Wooldridge: On a point of order, President, thank you for reinstating my first substantive
question. I wonder if you would also consider reinstating the supplementary. It was very specific to
free TAFE, and the minister actually referred to a whole range of programs but not free TAFE, which
meant that actually the question was not answered. It was answered for every program other than the
one that was asked for.
The PRESIDENT: Ms Wooldridge, I was quite confident that the supplementary question was
answered, but you are testing my short-term memory, so if you would afford me the time, I am happy
to review Hansard and get back to you at a later date.
Mr O’Donohue: On a point of order, President, in relation to Minister Symes’s answer to my first
substantive question, the minister said in relation to the departmental review words to the effect of, ‘I
never said it was completed’. Yet on 1 May in question time in response to Ms Wooldridge she said
the department report was completed. Perhaps this issue could be clarified by way of a written response
to the substantive question.
The PRESIDENT: I was very confident that Minister Symes was responsive to the question,
actually both the questions. Once again I am happy to review the answer.
Mr O’Donohue: On a further point of order, President, there is an inconsistency in the answers
from the minister, and she has either misled the house in her first answer on 1 May or misled the house
today. I was trying to provide an avenue to resolve that confusion, but the general point is there are
two answers from the minister which are inconsistent.
The PRESIDENT: Mr O’Donohue, you would have been better off moving that we take note of
the minister’s answer at the time. There is no ability for me to get an answer from a minister that you
find fully satisfying. At the time I thought the minister was responsive to the question.
Ms Symes: Further to the point of order, President, I advise Mr O’Donohue that there was certainly
no intention to cause confusion or mislead the house. I have not received the reports. At the stage when
I answered Ms Wooldridge’s question the internal review was completed to the extent that they had
to get KPMG in and go on, but whether it was finalised I do not know, because I have not received
them. Does that clarify it for you?
The PRESIDENT: I found the minister was responsive to the question.
Questions on notice
ANSWERS
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:37): There are three written
responses to questions on notice: 21, 334–5.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:37): I would just like to follow up on
some questions on notice to the Leader of the Government, questions 339 to 344, which were
submitted on notice on 2 May. I wrote to the minister yesterday regarding questions to the Special
Minister of State for the Treasurer related to the State Revenue Office. I wonder if the minister can
provide an explanation as to where they are.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:37): Yes, I might be able to,
but I will take some further advice on the question to give a contemporary answer to your inquiry.
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Constituency questions
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (12:38): My constituency question is directed to the
Honourable Jacinta Allan, Minister for Transport Infrastructure. The Andrews Labor government is
keeping its promise and getting on with the vital planning needed to deliver fast rail to the regions and
more metro services to our growing suburbs. As you know, the Victorian budget of 2019–20 invests
$100 million in the Western Rail Plan. The investment will continue the technical work required to
deliver two new electrified metro lines to Melton and Wyndham Vale, with the Wyndham Vale line
potentially becoming the western section of the Suburban Rail Loop. The upgrade will ensure the
additional tracks between Sunshine and the CBD will enable more trains to run. My question to the
minister is: can the minister provide me with the approximate time savings constituents from my
region travelling on those lines would have each day?
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:39): My constituency
question today is for the Minister for Planning, and it relates to the debate that we have just had in this
chamber on Kingston City Council planning scheme amendment C159. What I think is important here
is that a number of issues have been raised in the chamber today, and there are genuine issues with the
amount of the site coverage that is proposed by the government’s planning scheme amendment, with
nearly 90 per cent—89 per cent—of the site to be covered, which is far too dense. What I would ask
of the minister is: is he prepared to meet with local community representatives? And is he thereby
prepared to listen and to seek to review his current position on C159?
The PRESIDENT: Mr Davis, is the City of Kingston in your region?
Mr DAVIS: Yes, it is.
The PRESIDENT: Yes, we thought so too. We are just checking.
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:40): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Education, the Honourable James Merlino. Over the past few weeks I have had many constituents
contacting me wanting to discuss the recent state budget and how it deals with local issues in my
electorate of Western Victoria. A number of parents from Warracknabeal Primary School and
Warracknabeal Secondary College have shared their concerns about the absence of funding within the
state budget, which is needed to complete the remaining upgrades to the education precinct. Whilst I
understand that the state has funded the first of three stages of the education precinct project,
constructing the east wing of the special developmental school, the north wing of the administration
area and the west wing of Warracknabeal Secondary College, there is still more funding needed.
Classrooms are incomplete, ceilings are leaking and student learning environments are being described
as unsafe. As a state that is the so-called ‘Education State’, these conditions are simply unacceptable.
The minister’s office has told parents of the school that the additional stages of the project are subject
to the funding allocations. My question is: can the minister provide any insight into whether the state
government is going to fund the second half of the Warracknabeal education precinct to provide a safe
and productive learning environment for students in Warracknabeal?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:41): My question is for the Minister for Roads and Minister
for Road Safety and the TAC, who is in the house. Last week I was contacted by an elderly constituent
who has lived in the wonderful town of Tatura with his wife for the past 21 years. He stated that Tatura
residents used to obtain their drivers licence photo at Tatura Community House when their drivers
licence was due for renewal, saving them travelling to the nearest VicRoads office, which is over
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20 minutes away in Shepparton. VicRoads removed this service from the community house several
years ago, forcing residents to travel to Shepparton to get a photo taken. This is a great inconvenience
to my constituent and other elderly residents of Tatura, who are required to renew their drivers licence
every three years because of their age. Will the minister reinstall the service in Tatura so residents can
obtain a new drivers licence photo without the need to travel to Shepparton?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:42): My constituency question is for the Minister for Jobs,
Innovation and Trade and Minister for Tourism, Sport and Major Events in the other place. As part of
the Victorian government’s campaign to lock out people from public land with red tape, the Sea Lake
Mallee Rally was cancelled this year. It was the biggest annual tourism event in Wycheproof and Sea
Lake. For Wycheproof the impact of ending the Mallee Rally is like banning the Stawell Gift in
Stawell. It means financial losses for supermarkets, service stations, bakeries, camping grounds and
local community groups. And if you have cancelled the rally for good, this income is lost to them
forever. My question for the minister is: how should the people of Wycheproof and Sea Lake recover
these losses?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:43): My constituency question is to the Minister for Health.
As the minister pointed out in her ministerial statement a little bit earlier, today the voluntary assisted
dying law is enacted. During the course of the debate on this legislation some pretty grandiose
promises were made by the government with respect to the provision of palliative care. It is all very
well to offer a locked box of poison to the people of Melbourne’s west, but where is the promised
boost to palliative care? Minister, exactly how much more palliative care has been provided to the
western suburbs since the passing of the suicide bill?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:44): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Tourism, Sport and Major Events and concerns the effectiveness and outcomes of Tourism Victoria’s
visiting driver road safety program. VicRoads has revealed crash data for the Great Ocean Road that
shows 20 per cent of crashes have involved international drivers. This is a conservative figure given
that it only includes those for which ambulances are called. In 2017 Tourism Victoria developed the
visiting driver road safety program, which included a simplified Chinese version of safety tips, a short
road safety video and supporting promotional materials. The then Minister for Tourism and Major
Events said:
The Visiting Driver Road Safety Program will help international drivers in Victoria have a safe trip while
enjoying everything—

about—
our great state …

My question for the minister is: how effective has this program and its features been in reducing
international driver involvement in crashes on the Great Ocean Road?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:45): My constituency question this afternoon is for
the Minister for Road Safety and the TAC. Minister, when will the government listen to the people in
my community, the Brimbank mayor and VicRoads and finally install traffic lights for pedestrians to
cross at the Hulett Street and Ballarat Road intersection? Considered by the locals as notoriously
dangerous, this intersection has already been identified by VicRoads as requiring traffic signals. There
has been heavy lobbying by the community for these safety improvements, with another rally planned
for this morning. The issue itself is not new to this place; it has been brought to the attention of the
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government on more than one occasion. Why does the government continue to deny funding for
pedestrians to cross at the Hulett Street and Ballarat Road intersection? I thank the Albion Action
Group, the Albion & Ardeer Community Club, Mr Clancy and Brimbank council for continuing to
raise this important local safety issue?
Motions
PUBLIC LAND MANAGEMENT
Debate resumed.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:46): Thanks very much for the opportunity to make some further
comments on Mr Quilty’s motion around access to public land. I think a really important part of the
equation when we are talking about access to public land is making sure that the facilities exist for
members of the community to have an enjoyable experience. I think it is important for the house to
note the government’s recent $107 million great outdoors package. This includes a number of different
messages: cutting Parks Victoria’s camp site fees in half, making camping more affordable for
Victorian families; upgrading a whole lot of camp sites and building 30 new ones, including some
work on tracks and trails; upgrading priority four-wheel driving touring routes across Victoria, a very
popular pastime of many in the community; providing grants to local councils and committees of
management to upgrade camp sites for which they are responsible; and establishing a new coastal park
on the Bass Coast, a very beautiful part of Victoria indeed. There is also some funding as part of that
initiative for the planning of another world-class multi-day hiking trail in East Gippsland. These
initiatives will be significantly beneficial for regional Victorian communities. They do promote
healthy living and healthy time spent with family and friends in our beautiful natural environment.
In terms of access for people in parks—and Mr Quilty in his opening remarks at the commencement
of this debate reflected on some of his camping adventures, as did I earlier in my contribution—the
range of things that people can enjoy are so many and varied, such as bushwalking, swimming,
canoeing, cross-country skiing, rock climbing, sightseeing of course, camping and picnicking, car
touring, four-wheel driving, trail bike riding, cycling, mountain bike riding, of course just sitting and
contemplating the universe, being out in nature and indeed the increasingly popular nature bathing. I
do not know, it is a bit cold at this time of year for me, but perhaps it is more of a January-February
thing for some of the less tough among us. But with that said, there are members of the community
who do not mind dipping into an icy bath at all times of the year, and of course we do have lots of
natural hot water springs along our coastal areas in Victoria as well. And of course there is boating
and fishing.
My agencies, Better Boating Victoria and the Victorian Fisheries Authority, work really closely with
Parks Victoria and the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) to ensure
access and opportunities for people to participate in boating and fishing. We have made significant
investments now in our second term in support of creating better opportunities for people to participate
in fishing. In fishing we are building on the very, very strong start we made in our last term. In boating
we have some very exciting reforms underway. We said that we would make all parking and launching
fee free, and I am really looking forward to people being able to put their boats in the water in the
spring without having to pay those fees. The funding to deliver that election commitment was made
available through the budget, and we are now finalising arrangements with 22 different landowners
for 36 different boat ramps, where the fees need to go. So that is very exciting, but we will soon be
embarking on a review of the management arrangements for boat ramps for Western Port and Port
Phillip bays. That I think will begin a new chapter in what will be a very important reform as part of
the new boating and fishing portfolio and will present some important decision points for government
and some very exciting opportunities to provide a better, more accessible experience for people.
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The Better Boating Fund will be up and running from 1 July and is there to be seen in the budget.
There are upgrades as part of that initial investment for six priority boat ramps and one jetty that we
very much look forward to delivering over the next two financial years as well as establishing the
Better Boating Fund. The Better Boating Fund will see all revenues derived from recreational boat
licences and recreational boat registrations returned to our rec boating sector in the form of better
facilities and measures to improve safety to ensure everybody has a really fabulous time while they
are out on the water.
Just to give members a sense of the scale of that investment, in the last four years the average revenue
generated from those fees was $29 million a year. So I think people can look forward to a very, very
different approach to boating facilities across the state. I am excited about delivering those for the
Victorian community on behalf of our government.
This motion is about access. There are reasons why we make those investments in our parks, in
providing access to places where people can go walking, hiking, camping, fishing, boating and all
manner of other activities. There are really compelling economic reasons to make those investments,
but it is kind of hard to put a price on an activity that a nine-year-old and a 90-year-old can get into
together. That is the thing that is harder to quantify: the value of people spending time with their
families and with their friends in the great outdoors. That is really why we make these investments.
There are all manner of multibillion-dollar industries that I can talk about as well, but I think what
really warms the heart is when people are just out and about enjoying our public spaces for all of their
beauty and wonder.
As part of our boating and fishing initiatives with respect to access, we are improving access to a
number of waterways. Barkers Creek and Tullaroop Reservoir have already been opened for small
electric-powered craft and there are another four to come. We are just finalising those arrangements.
Work is well advanced, and I thank Minister D’Ambrosio for the work that our departments are doing
together on delivering our commitment to open up riverfront camping access where there are grazing
leases in place. We are working carefully through those issues at the moment and look forward to
delivering that election commitment in the not-too-distant future.
Another element of the government’s work in terms of public land access and what that means to
regional communities and to regional Victorian economies is the work that is being done in and around
the Great Ocean Road. My new responsibilities are really about the road part of the Great Ocean Road,
that extraordinary engineering feat and magnificent destination that it is. In the years that I have
represented western Victoria and in the last four years as the regional development minister my focus
has been perhaps a little less on the road part of the Great Ocean Road but more on all its environs and
the economic opportunities that exist for communities in and around the Great Ocean Road and of
course the many, many people who come from all over the world to enjoy that particularly beautiful
location. Mrs McArthur is sitting in the chamber and perhaps is going to be joining this debate at some
point; I am not sure. It is an area in our shared electorate and it is an area close to home for
Mrs McArthur. I know from our discussions that she hears, as do I, about the importance of the Great
Ocean Road and its environs to our communities in south-western Victoria.
One of the things that was wonderful to be involved in during 2017 and 2018 was the deliberations
around how we can create a system of management to better protect that extraordinary asset but also
to provide a more streamlined and simple way for people who are wanting to to be able to be part of
the economic development opportunities along the Great Ocean Road, the work of the task force, the
really deep and extensive community consultation and the new model that we are going to. That will
be really exciting too. That is a truly spectacular example of a very, very special area of public land, a
very sensitive environment to be carefully managed and a new management regime in place that will
make it simpler for people to access and will provide even stronger protections.
Excited as I get about regional economic development in western Victoria, without the preservation
of that extraordinary natural environment there are no economic development opportunities to be had.
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Back at first principles, which is I guess where I commenced my contribution to this debate, we have
an extraordinary responsibility to future generations to properly manage our public land. That is why
our government has been making the significant investments, the election commitments that I talked
about before, but also over previous budgets with the big boost in the number of people working on
this endeavour.
Mr Quilty talked about the people who manage our public lands as a bunch of bureaucrats who sit in
offices in Melbourne. This is not accurate and it is also not my observation or experience. These are
not people in suits in offices on the Hoddle grid; these are people whose work is very typically outdoors
and who are in very close contact with communities. If I could just correct the record on that: 70 per
cent of Parks Victoria staff are not based in Melbourne; this is an organisation that is overwhelmingly
based in regional Victoria. There is not one central location; there are 103 workplaces that Parks
Victoria people check into. Whenever I have met Parks Victoria staff in the course of my work,
typically we have been outside with pretty sturdy footwear and in heavy coats, right there in their
workplace, which is not a desk but indeed on our public land.
These staff are experts in key park management functions, including of course environment and
science; operational delivery; community engagement, which is really important; land use planning;
and conservation, education and visitor management.
I can hear tummies rumbling, President, so I might conclude my remarks at that point. I look forward
to other members’ contributions to this very important debate about how we are making our parks
accessible to all Victorians.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.03 p.m.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (14:03): I rise in the house today to speak on the motion
moved by Mr Quilty, which:
(1) recognises that the government has locked Victorians out of public land and in doing so has:
(a) prevented enjoyment of outdoor recreation, caused severe distress to affected businesses and
disrupted long-running events;
(b) in many instances, failed to:
(i)

consult with affected parties;

(ii) construct public land arrangements that satisfy all users that rely on public land access;
(iii) provide notice to public land users;
(iv) provide adequate recourse to public land users;
(2) notes that:
(a) cultural heritage legislation is a cause of many lockouts;
(b) Parks Victoria manages regional public land from a centralised office in Melbourne;
(3) calls on the government to:
(a) improve accountability in Parks Victoria and Aboriginal Victoria; and
(b) consider a decentralised management structure for public lands so that local communities have a
guaranteed opportunity to provide input on all significant decisions made about public land.

In speaking to this motion today, I wish to make some key points. It is important to both respect and
protect areas of cultural significance in the Grampians, and in particular the unique rock art sites. Many
of these sites are either inappropriately caged behind cyclone fencing or have no protection at all.
However, the rock climbing community are rightly frustrated at the way they have been treated by
Parks Victoria. The climbers feel they have been unfairly blamed for damage to Aboriginal rock art
sites and to the environment more widely. The climbers rightly see themselves as protectors of this
important landscape. It is unacceptable that the Andrews government continues to refuse to consult
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with the rock climbing community or the many small businesses who rely on rock climbing in the
Grampians for their financial sustainability.
The government must work with everyone involved: Parks Victoria, the local traditional owners and
park users, including the rock climbing community. A solution must be found which both preserves
these important sites of cultural significance and protects the environment, while retaining access to
some of the best rock climbing in the world. For those not familiar with this unique area of Western
Victoria Region, allow me to familiarise you with a few facts. The Grampians National Park is a nature
reserve in western Victoria. Rising abruptly from the surrounding Western Plains, the Grampians is
known for its sandstone mountains; wildflowers; and wildlife, including echidnas and wallabies. It has
been described as the garden of the area.
The Grampians is not only a destination in itself but the gateway to many other areas. In rural Victoria
and in my electorate of Western Victoria Region we welcome tourism and its associated positive
benefits. We want growth in sustainable businesses in rural Victoria. Tourism is one such beneficial
industry. We welcome visitors from around Australia and across the seas, and we particularly welcome
visitors from this heavily congested city inside the tram tracks, where we are today. We know you
need to escape the bumper-to-bumper traffic and come out into our clean air and open spaces. We
want to grow our economy in population areas that are declining.
The Grampians area is an area that fulfils our growth expectations and your desire for outdoor escape
and sporting activities—and just so you know, the region has experienced a 37.3 per cent increase in
interstate visitors, from 2016 to 2017, higher than any other area in the state. Domestic visitors have
also increased 22.7 per cent. The Northern Grampians mayor, Cr Tony Driscoll, said it was an
extremely pleasing result for the entire region. In 2017 visitors spent $335 million in the region, which
was a 91.2 per cent increase from 2016 when visitors spent $175 million. Cr Driscoll said when
tourists came to the region, their spend often reached towns outside the Grampians. He said:
The curiosity of visitors is great because they often discover other treasures while they are here …
They might come for one specific event, but then they also decide to go to Halls Gap or St Arnaud, so it has
a flow-on effect.

In fact there is a considerable multiplier effect from this one locality.
‘We are good at celebrating the uniqueness of the region and we have been trying to make the destination
better and better,’ he said.

The amount of expenditure in the Grampians has also significantly increased in the past year.
Expenditure by overnight visitors from March 2017 to March 2018 increased by 42.8 per cent in
comparison to the previous year. Overnight visitors spent $317 million in the region during the year.
Visitors spent 2 367 000 nights in the Grampians from March 2017 to March 2018—a 26.6 per cent
increase from 2016–17. Grampians Tourism chief executive Marc Sleeman has said the growth in
tourist numbers and expenditure was ahead of both state and national averages. ‘It’s an amazing result
for our region’, he has said.
We do not want to put all of this at risk, and already we have seen reports of these bans and the damage
they are doing to the economy. The Save Grampians Climbing team have suggested that their climbing
guiding industry employs over 50 locals, and some businesses have already seen a 30 per cent decrease
in income. A yearly climbing festival has been cancelled this year that had previously brought
significant income to the region. Accommodation and restaurants are being affected as thousands of
climbers go elsewhere. The bans have cut elite climbing by a drastic 93 per cent. These climbing bans
have removed almost all of the high-level routes—that is grade 28+—that Victorian Olympic hopefuls
use as training routes on their way to the Tokyo Olympics in 2020.
Now, this issue is a self-made problem of the government—no-one else. The government and the
minister are totally responsible. As Mr Quilty has said, this is primarily about public land management,
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and this government is clearly not known for its ability to properly manage public spaces. The
adversarial approach taken by senior Parks Victoria officials is also of concern. The bans were enacted
without consultation with the public and there has been no release of official reports to back up claims
made against the climbing community. As Minister Pulford has said, she and many millions of people
have been enjoying the Grampians for generations. Management of public land is solely the
responsibility of the managing agency, which in this case is the government, and through them their
bureaucracies. This problem cannot suddenly have arisen. There has clearly been an abrogation of
responsibility on the part of the minister and the government, and to suddenly lock out various user
groups begs the question: how did we get to this point?
By far the majority of climbing sites in the Grampians were first established in the 1970s and 80s.
Rock climbing is not a new thing. It is a textbook story of how not to address an issue. Mr Aaron
Lowndes from the Melbourne Climbing School wrote to me and said:
I am a responsible, environmentally-conscious rock-climber of 20+ years (worldwide) and a Licensed Tour
Operator with Parks Victoria …
As sole owner and operator of the Melbourne Climbing School, I make a point of teaching environmental
and, where possible, cultural awareness as part of all of my structured courses, in the hopes that by influencing
the awareness of my students, I can influence the quality of the knowledge that gets passed onward to their
fellow climbers. The Grampians are a big drawcard to climbers from all over the world, and a major reason I
moved here in the first place, not to mention starting a business specifically focussed on introducing new
people to the sport.

Not only had Mr Lowndes not been contacted prior to the recent bans in the Grampians, but the smear
campaign that immediately followed was devastating to all climbers, especially to businesses like
Mr Lowndes’s. He said:
We make a living by in part reinforcing the importance of environmental and cultural awareness to all
climbers we interact with, along with (obviously) the safety aspect inherent in the sport. By and large the sport
has attracted a healthy mix of people from all walks in life … it is one of the 10 most gender-neutral sports in
Australia—

that should be pleasing to all of us—
a positive aspect that is reinforced around the world. So an outright ban followed by a smear campaign by
Parks Victoria is seen as extremely damaging and the fact that it was done without consultation and apparently
entirely without merit is insulting to the entire community.
Parks Victoria themselves have made many mistakes in this campaign and have admitted to far too few of
them, even going so far as to outright refuse to publically acknowledge their apparent ‘support’ …

Excuse me—
Ms Shing: Do you want a cough lolly?
The PRESIDENT: Do you want to have a break and then come back? We will come back for your
remaining 18 minutes. Ms Tierney, could you take over?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (14:14): I am pleased to rise and contribute to this debate. As I understand it, four members
from western Victoria will speak on this motion today. That is of little surprise given that, one, we
represent the area but, two, I think everyone that has been to the Grampians would agree that the
Grampians is one of the most beautiful places that you could ever, ever wish to see, whether it be in
Victoria or indeed this country. It is a landscape that I think is quite unique and quite distinctive, and
obviously needs to be protected at all times.
The government’s position on this motion before us today is to oppose the motion. Mr Quilty’s motion
raises issues related to rock climbing in the Grampians National Park, or what is known as Gariwerd.
In particular, this motion questions the evidence that points to the impact of this sport and questions
the approach of Parks Victoria in dealing with significant challenges to this area of special importance

MOTIONS
2122

Legislative Council

Wednesday, 19 June 2019

culturally and environmentally. In short, this government’s priority is protecting the natural and
cultural values of the Grampians National Park. We are working to support climbers and other park
users to find alternative locations in the Grampians to climb, with over 60 per cent of the park still
available for their use. We will keep working with local businesses and tour operators to clearly
identify where climbing can continue.
So one might ask: what is so special about the Grampians National Park? Well, this area contains onethird of Victoria’s flora, supporting a diverse range of mammals and birds. Despite this apparent
richness it remains vulnerable to human activity. Its distinctive sandstone features and challenging
slopes have made it a huge attraction for a wide range of outdoor pursuits, especially bushwalking and
rock climbing.
The Grampians, or Gariwerd, is also an extraordinarily significant region to its Indigenous cultural
heritage. Around 90 per cent of the known rock art sites in Victoria are found here. In the last seven
years about 40 rock art sites have been discovered—or perhaps, one could argue, rediscovered—
within the park, making a total of more than 140 sites. For traditional owners and for everyone else,
this evidence of human activity going back 20 000 years is incredibly important, and I do not believe
that there are many people who would argue against my view that this is part of Australia’s history
and that it must be respected and it must be protected.
So what are the problems that have led Parks Victoria to take the action that it has? Firstly, the
Grampians National Park has experienced a surge in visitations in the last 15 years, especially tourists
for the visual and cultural experience, visitors pursuing the outdoors and rock climbers in particular.
The human impact stemming from this traffic has become much more marked over time, but it is in
the areas favoured by rock climbers where it is especially visible as the number of climbers has grown
and the climbing activities and techniques have changed. Bouldering is a new facet of the sport. The
fixed protection methods—in brackets, like bolts and chain anchors—have become common.
Ms Bath interjected.
Ms TIERNEY: In brackets—that is right, Ms Bath. Damage has occurred even when it is not the
result of inappropriate behaviour by a minority. Having said that, bolts and hooks have been left in
rock faces. Climbers’ chalk marks the face of many surfaces. Rock is broken and vegetation is pulled
out as climbers search for grip. In some areas trails have been cut in the approach to new rock faces.
Vegetation at the base of climbs has also been trampled on and lost, sometimes by the use of matting
or what are called soft landings. Camping outside of designated areas has led to further impacts, even
within designated spots. Human waste and indeed rubbish denigrates the park. Perhaps most
importantly, some Aboriginal cultural heritage sites have not been treated with respect. On ABC’s
7.30 on 29 April, John Clarke, an Eastern Maar traditional owner, said, and I quote:
Our heritage, our stories, our identity is just not up for debate, the value of these places is just not up for
debate …
…
Once they’re gone, they’re gone. Now that’s the bottom line …

In a similar vein, Indigenous ranger Jake Goodes said seeing the damage was devastating, and I quote:
To see there’s fire rings, there’s bolts, there’s chalk all over the rock, vegetation’s been cut, it’s really heartwrenching …
You feel gutted.
…
With more people, you know, we love the landscape to death …
It’s an actual thing and it’s happening here in Australia, it’s happening here in the Grampians.
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So what action is being taken to protect the cultural heritage and the environmental values that we
have in the Grampians? I would say, to be clear, the protection of natural and cultural heritage sites is
of course mandated by legislation. Special protection areas have been in place in the national parks
since 2003. These areas have specific significance because they protect an Aboriginal site or have a
threatened species of plant or animal that can be significantly affected by human activity. Some
activities are not permitted, such as hunting and trail bike riding. But since March this year Parks
Victoria have enforced climbing prohibitions in eight special protection areas of particular significance
and indeed vulnerability.
So is this a lockout? No, it is not. Everybody still has full access to all parts of the Grampians National
Park for bushwalking, picnicking and various forms of outdoor recreation. Climbers continue to access
approximately two-thirds of the park. So many popular and world-class sites remain accessible and
unaffected, including those at Bundaleer, Mount Stapylton Amphitheatre, the Watchtower, the
Wonderland area and the Halls Gap Valley.
What is the way forward in all of this, one might ask. I think the first thing is that we need to
acknowledge that the enforcement of special protection areas in response to the challenges I have
outlined has caused some disruption and some angst amongst the rock climbing interest groups and of
course some tour operators. I am advised and I am confident that Parks Victoria is committed to
proactively working with those groups and others to limit disruption.
In partnership with the traditional owner groups Parks Victoria is inviting the public to participate in
the development of a plan for how the Grampians landscape can be managed over the next 15 years.
The preparation for this updated Grampians management plan will involve consultation with all
stakeholders over the next 12 months. It will address environmental conservation, cultural heritage
and protection of Aboriginal rock art, recreational activities, tourism opportunities, safety and visitor
experience, and it will cover the Grampians National Park plus adjacent parks and reserves. This
process provides recourse for all public land users, including licensed tour operators. All interested
people can register on the Engage Victoria website, and I would encourage people to absolutely do so.
I must say, though, that I am disappointed that Mr Quilty sees Parks Victoria as an organisation that,
he alleges, ‘manages regional public land from a centralised office in Melbourne’. I know Ms Pulford
touched on this, but nothing could be further from the truth. Seventy per cent of Parks Victoria staff
operate outside of Melbourne, and they work out of 103 different locations across the state. They are
subject matter experts in a full range of park management functions, from environment, science and
operational delivery through to community engagement and of course land use planning. Their role in
conservation, education and visitor management is absolutely crucial.
This government will continue to rebuild Parks Victoria. We have increased the range of staff, and we
have renewed and increased funding for the organisation in the aftermath of the deep cuts by those
opposite, when one in 10 Parks Victoria staff lost their job. Parks Victoria is acting now to improve
management and protect our national parks for future generations.
Can I say that this government actively encourages and supports Victorians in getting out and enjoying
outdoor recreation. There was $107.2 million allocated to the great outdoors package, which is focused
on making it easier and better for Victorians to go camping, bushwalking and taking our four-wheel
drives out for tours. There are places in Victoria where you can actually enjoy virtually any form of
outdoor activity, and these bring tourist dollars, boost our local economies and deliver, of course,
regional jobs.
We do proudly support Indigenous Victorians in assisting them to protect significant cultural heritage
sites, not just the Gariwerd traditional owners but also of course, in western Victoria, the Gunditjmara
people, who are currently working with UNESCO in gaining World Heritage listing for the Budj Bim
cultural landscape, which if successful will become the first Australian site listed exclusively for its
Aboriginal cultural values. The master plan for this site will include tourism infrastructure when it is
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implemented. I see a future where Aboriginal cultural heritage sites such as Budj Bim and the rock art
sites at the Grampians National Park will become world-class tourist destinations.
I do fully support the work of Parks Victoria that will help preserve the special protected areas in the
Grampians National Park. I also support the current consultations that are being undertaken to create
a new management plan for the next 15 years, and as I indicated at the beginning of my contribution,
this government opposes the motion before the house.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (14:26): Thank you, President. I appreciate the indulgence
of you and the house for allowing me to have a break, and I thank the whip for the medication. Now I
will attempt to continue on this important motion. It has been valuable to have the minister’s
contribution in the meantime, because she has indicated that there is suddenly a problem. As I said,
this rock climbing has been going on for a very long time and the use of the Grampians National Park
also for a very long time, so this cannot suddenly have come to the minister’s attention. It seems that
these parties that the minister has referred to have not been doing their job for a very long time, because
there cannot suddenly be rubbish around, there cannot suddenly be chalk on rocks and there cannot
suddenly be nails in rocks and bolts in holes. I am interested in the minister’s response to
Mr Limbrick’s question in an adjournment debate, where the minister referred to the website to go and
have a look at these bolts in holes. Well, actually it turned out that the bolt holes had been put there as
a result of the fencing that had been put around some Aboriginal art; it was not put there by rock
climbers at all.
I am sure that with goodwill the parties can all work out a very appropriate solution for this so that it
benefits everybody—rock climbers, tourists, people that want to walk in the park and the local
Indigenous landowners, who I know want to always work with people, not against them, and they are
very willing to be cooperative and get to a solution that is for the benefit of everybody. I think we have
suddenly produced a problem that could have been worked out with a better approach, and I call on
the minister to act sensibly and with an understanding of what the needs are for many people in this
very important area. I thank Mr Quilty for bringing the motion to the house. I think it has been a very
valuable discussion, and I thank you for your indulgence.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (14:29): I am rising to speak in support of Mr Quilty’s motion.
I am just going to go through a few things here. Firstly:
That this house:
(1) recognises that the government has locked Victorians out of public land …

and it goes into certain things. In a lot of ways they have not locked people out as such. What they
have done is made it so difficult to get in that they are effectively locked out. But one of the things we
have had is an issue with cultural heritage legislation. The issue is not with the fact we are trying to
protect cultural heritage; it is that all of a sudden out of somewhere has come the requirement to do a
study. Again, I am not opposing the study. I think it is a good idea. But all of a sudden you are expecting
a lot of clubs and a lot of associations that are not-for-profits to be able to afford to do these studies,
and there is no set process. I have been working with the government on an issue that this touches on
with the Sea Lake car club to try and find a way where the government can at least fund the lion’s
share, if not all, of one of these studies, because otherwise, effectively, whilst they are not locking
anyone out, someone is being prohibited from using land because they just cannot afford to do it.
Consultation has always been an issue. I know people that have been climbing in the Grampians for
many, many, many years. I have not heard anyone complain about being overconsulted on this. I think
it is just a shame because there is absolutely no reason we cannot all have our cake and eat it in these
instances. There is no reason why we cannot have public land used. If there are cultural protections
needed, then of course we need to be doing that, but we need to be doing it to protect the culture as
well as to protect the rights of the people who want to use that land, in particular if they have been
using it for ages. The car race in Sea Lake I was mentioning before had been running for 47 years. I
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cannot see there being a great issue coming out of a cultural study, or whatever it is called, but they
cannot afford it and they certainly could not negotiate their way through the bureaucracy in time for
last year’s race, which got cancelled. Hence why I am trying to work with the government to find a
solution that keeps everyone happy. I honestly believe there is a solution that can do this.
But this issue of public land is a long-running issue. It is an issue that came up all through my last term
in Parliament. It is not just rock climbing, and it is not just car racing. There is prospecting, there is
four-wheel driving and there is shooting. There is a lot of leased land—people lease it from the
government—and at the change of a lease the permission required to hunt on this land, which people
may have been hunting on for generations, has suddenly gone to needing permission from the lessee
and the lessor. In a lot of cases it is impossible to find out who is leasing it, so people are unwittingly
hunting in areas illegally. Again, this is something I am working on on an ongoing basis, trying to find
a way where the people that have been using it for ages and the people that are leasing it are generally
looked after. In all the instances that I am aware of the people that are leasing the land actually have
no real idea that this requirement has changed. I will not say they are bemused by it, but all of a sudden
they have got an extra thing to deal with that they did not particularly want.
On prospecting and mining there has been an issue out west. I think it is in the Wombat State Forest
that there has been a study going on about that, and there has been a lot of consternation about the
possible outcome of that. As we know, the Victorian Environmental Assessment Council is the agency
in this case responsible for doing this, and no-one is really sure how it is going to come out. But when
we are talking prospecting we are talking about people with a gold pan. We are talking about people
with a little shovel and a handheld sluice. We are not talking about 40-tonne machinery coming in and
silting up the first 40 or 50 kilometres of a small creek. Again, I think not enough thought has been
given to the way we can all win out of this. You can be environmentally conscious and, if you must,
you can control something, but by just making it impossible for the person that has been doing this for
all their life and was possibly introduced to it by their parents and even their grandparents, even if it is
not the way it is, it feels like we are being locked out.
The Americans we rubbish a lot as Australians, but they do their public land use a lot better than we
do. They will actually have times of the week when a certain user group can use land and other times
of the week when only another certain user group can use it. In fact in some instances one side of the
ridge you can hunt on and the other side you cannot. As you would expect, if you get caught hunting
on the wrong side of the ridge, they fine you—they nail you to the tree, as such—but if you get caught
bushwalking where you are not meant to be, because you have to have tags and so on, you get equally
punished. To me, that is how you can do these sorts of things. If there are problems—using the
Grampians as the example—with cultural heritage, by all means protect it, but do not stop rock
climbing in the whole area. There are ways and means.
I am going to conclude, but I think that this is a good motion. It is actually just the tip of the iceberg,
and I think if there is an outcome from this, what I would like to see is all parties consulted, all parties
working together, to see if we cannot come up with a solution in general that allows people access to
what they have been accessing for 100 or 150 years.
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (14:35): I must thank my colleague Mr Quilty for raising some
interesting points. This motion as written drifts into a broad-ranging critique of many things. It does
not, as I see it, move towards a solution that helps all stakeholders, and as such I cannot support it. I
do, however, want to address some of the issues it raises. It concerns, among other things, the lockout
of rock climbers from many of the cliffs in the Grampians National Park that they have climbed on
for many years. My staff and I have managed to discuss this matter with the Victorian National Parks
Association and Parks Victoria, a local Aboriginal elder, representatives of local climbers, local tourist
businesses and council officers. We respect the role of national parks and Parks Victoria in managing
our public lands and preserving our natural environment. We especially respect our park rangers and
the great work they do every day to shepherd our native flora and fauna.
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However, in the management of the Grampians National Park—Gariwerd—mistakes have been made.
The lockout of climbers from much of the park has come suddenly and without adequate consultation
or consideration of the interests of climbers and local tourist businesses. This lockout is contrary to the
thrust of the government’s efforts to support regional tourist businesses. It is contrary to their efforts
to support recreational activities in regional Victoria. The climbing community in general is very
sympathetic to the protection of both our natural environment and the protection of Aboriginal heritage
sites. Indeed introducing people to climbing is often their introduction to the natural world outside of
the city and leads them to a greater understanding and respect for our environment and the need to
preserve it. Cutting off people’s ability to use parks in a low-impact way ultimately reduces the support
for parks themselves—support our parks desperately need. Parks Victoria have not handled this issue
well and have already apologised for wrongly blaming climbers for a bolt that they themselves placed.
However, there are nevertheless valid concerns about the impact of climbing on areas of traditional
law and custom that are sacred for generations of local Indigenous mobs, and I take note of the indepth descriptions outlined by Ms Tierney. These powerful and important interests have to be
balanced with the genuine concerns of regional tourism and the climbing community. I am very
committed to respecting the interests and views of the traditional owners of these lands. The wishes of
the local Indigenous people should always be the key and defining principle upon which these
decisions should be made. I urge more urgent consultation with all relevant interest groups, and I am
pleased to hear of the measures of consultation spoken of by Ms Tierney and encourage people to visit
the website she mentioned and to make their submissions.
But in doing so I do not want to simply ask for more work to be done without offering to get involved
myself. I am willing to offer myself and my staff to attend and get involved in this consultation to
make sure the interests of all stakeholders—traditional owners, climbers, Northern Grampians Shire
Council, Parks Victoria, other park users, native flora and fauna and all other Victorians—are heard
and understood before radical decisions are made. Invitations will go out within the week to call these
parties together in a meeting I will participate in or will facilitate. Perhaps we can find a way through
which preserves and respects everybody’s interests. In the same way that many feel there has been a
kneejerk reaction in placing a lockout, as it is called, I fear this motion is similar in its effort to reverse
it. I therefore cannot support the motion.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (14:39): I am very pleased to rise to make my contribution on this
motion today. Thank you, Mr Quilty. This motion has great merit. One of the wonderful things about
living in Victoria is the fact that we have the most beautiful state in the country and we also have some
of the most wonderful parks—national parks, state parks, reserves and small local parks. With that
wonderful asset that we all have comes a responsibility, and it becomes a responsibility to manage and
balance conservation and land use, conservation and access. There are many, many Victorians who
believe that the government at present is getting it wrong. They feel that the tide is turning too much
into a lock-up-and-leave philosophy rather than an open-access-and-conserve predicament.
Many of these people have a great love and respect for the bush and they continue to want to be able
to access it in a respectful and quality way. There are many problems with our bush at the moment in
our national parks and state parks. You only have to wander down the rail trail in South Gippsland or
go up into far eastern Victoria, to the high country, to see that weeds are a continual blight on our
parks—blackberries, English broom, ragwort, burgan. It is quite a level of infestation and it requires a
targeted and consistent approach to get rid of them.
What we can also see is that currently the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning
(DELWP) is undergoing an internal review in relation to glyphosate, or indeed Roundup as it is
commonly called. What I ask of the minister who is in the house, Minister Symes, is to make sure that
with this internal review they look at the science behind the research around the use of this product
because without Roundup much of our parks will continue to be overgrown with weeds.
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We also know that our state parks need to have track maintenance so that people can actually access
them, and indeed the timber trucks were often one wonderful way of keeping open our tracks and
maintaining good control. We also see that feral pests in some sectors of our state are really ravaging
not only the native fauna but also local stock on land that abuts those parks and the like.
We are seeing an increase in fuel load. If anyone has ever heard me speak in this place, they would
know of my passion for bringing Indigenous firestick culture back into our parks and having that as a
measured and definite way of bringing back culture but also reducing fuel load and increasing
biodiversity. We can have the best of both worlds if we continue to do this well and properly. The
government needs to come on board with that. In particular I want to acknowledge the fact that the
National Indigenous Fire Workshop was actually just over the border in the Barmah State Forest only
a couple of weeks ago. I could not get to it because the Council sat on the Friday, but Peter Walsh and
Tim McCurdy from my party went up and sat with them and spent time with them. Peter Walsh said
that there was an amazing number of local Parks Victoria and DELWP people who listened to that
philosophy and were really keen to embrace it and take it back into their governance. I think the
government needs to listen to people from both sides on that one.
What we also know is that many people are quite frustrated with the Victorian Environmental
Assessment Council. They have put in a lot of quality submissions and soon—I think it is next
Monday—there will be a report out from VEAC. They are very concerned about the status of this
report and what it will mean for people to be able to go into parks and public land spaces or not, and
what their restrictions will be. Let me give you one of the quality submissions that somebody has put
in. This is from Mr Ian Baker of Castlemaine. He put a submission to VEAC some time ago that states:
… for the past 35 years have been an avid prospector. Gold detecting is my passion and the bush is my second
home. I love and respect the bush … we care immensely about our environment. For me personally I have
made … friends and have gained major health benefits from my hobby … The bush and the solitude I find
there is beneficial for my mental health, it keeps me fit and active, and reduces my stress levels … The thought
that I soon may be restricted or worse be not allowed to detect in these areas is distressing and has motivated
me to write.

He goes on, and I will use another excerpt from him:
You may think that people using the bush for sport and recreation are a bunch of hillbillies? Myself, I have
been a nurse for 35 years and have worked in hospitals in Melbourne, London and now … Bendigo.
Other prospecting friends come from all walks of life, from the professional to the non-professional, some
suffer from post-traumatic stress disorder, others are just lonely post retirement and families … spending time
together. Prospecting plays a vital role for many people …

And on he goes:
Please let common sense prevail and keep the bush open for all Victorians …

Another person sees another side to this, and it is a very worthwhile side. Allison Seeley said:
I am a recreational forest user, regularly riding my horse and camping in … forests … We use all forked
tracks in the forest and like to explore different areas each time we ride. As with all bush users I come across
in my travels, everyone is respectful of each other and the forests … we are all out there doing what we love.
To lose access to any parts of the above-mentioned forests would be detrimental to me and many of my likeminded friends who enjoy the bush with me and our horses. Please don’t limit … access for us.

I could go on because there are many, many other very respectful and insightful VEAC submissions.
Bush User Groups United (BUGU) is an amalgamation of like-minded people. They are prospectors
and miners. They are horseriders in the bush, four-wheel drivers, hikers and hunting enthusiasts. Rita
Bentley from Bush Users Group United has asked me to read this because they are very passionate
and very concerned about what is going to happen to access over a long period of time. They said:
BUGU has expressed its concern that, for many years, the negative impacts of conservation and heritage
legislation on ordinary Victorians have been ignored.
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These impacts are not only the denial of access for recreational and essential economic uses but also the
physical and mental health benefits that being in the bush brings.

I want to bring to the attention of the house these good people because they care about the bush and
they need to have their views considered in the overall scheme of any legislation or any regulation that
is before us.
In my contribution—I am not sure if anybody else wants to make one, but I could keep talking on this
topic for hours—I would also like to raise the point that the prospectors and miners are again a group
that love being outdoors, they love being able to access public land and they are very concerned about
this. Indeed only a few weeks ago in this house I asked the Minister for Resources, the Honourable
Jaclyn Symes, to meet with representatives from this group, including Mr Bill Schulz, and I am still
waiting very hopefully that the minister will commit to meeting with the prospectors and miners to
discuss some of their issues.
It is not that they do not wish to cooperate in terms of cultural heritage management plans, but the
process of making those plans come to fruition and getting them through is slow and arduous. They
want to work with the government to find a way that all sides can be happy, but it is not coagulating
for months and months and they are waiting and being bogged down in bureaucracy. Things should
be done cleanly and quickly so that all parties can feel validated and meet the requirements.
With those few words, what I would like to finish on is the fact that the parks people that I have talked
to and the people who live in rural and regional Victoria are often very passionate about their land and
about working to improve access to and the quality of parks and reserves. They sometimes feel quite
frustrated by the fact that in many ways the government has pulled them back into larger centres, even
Bairnsdale, so that when they are going out to Omeo and beyond to do their job—to clean some tracks,
to look at signage or to look at some weeds—the time required to get out there and back has chewed
up the majority of their day. So I think the government needs to relook at how we have stationed
people out in the country and in the regions so they can have direct and correct access to get the
maximum benefit out of their day and the maximum benefit for government and bush users. With that,
I thank Mr Quilty for raising this.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (14:49): Victoria’s public parks are precious. Our national
parks are some of the most beautiful parts of our state, from the rugged ranges of the Grampians to the
rainforests of the Otways and the beaches and coasts of Wilsons Promontory. They are a key part of
our ecosystem, helping create the clean air we breathe and the water we drink. They are also a major
cultural attraction in Victoria. They contain some of the world’s most ancient sites that are of
unimaginable importance to the First Peoples of this land.
Everyone should be able to enjoy our spectacular national parks, which means that we need to properly
manage and look after our parkland so that our public parkland is protected for current and future
Victorians. The Grampians National Park, subject to some of the closures referred to in this motion, is
a perfect example of how important our public parks are to the state. The Grampians National Park is
Victoria’s fourth-largest national park and one of our most popular. It has more than 800 indigenous
plant species and is home to one-third of Victoria’s flora and many native animals. It welcomes
millions of visitors each year, many of whom are rock climbers drawn to the Grampians’ unique rock
formations.
The Greens are big supporters of outdoor recreation. All of us should be able to enjoy the benefits of
outdoor activities, including hiking through our national parks and climbing the many cliff faces
throughout. It is great that so many of us today are wanting to get out and explore parks such as the
Grampians. But there always needs to be a balance between enhancing people’s enjoyment of our
parks and protecting them against misuse and degradation. We need to protect our parks so they continue
to support Victoria’s ecosystems and so that future generations of Victorians can continue to enjoy our
natural scenery. This means we need to ensure Parks Victoria has the resources to properly manage

MOTIONS
Wednesday, 19 June 2019

Legislative Council

2129

our public parkland and to safeguard the parks from overuse or misuse. We also note that Parks
Victoria already operates on a local basis, with management occurring locally, not from Melbourne.
While for many of us here our national parks are places for climbing, bushwalking, bird watching and
other forms of outdoor recreation, for our First Peoples they are sacred places that are deeply spiritual.
The Grampians are a particularly special place to the local First Peoples. The Grampians, or Gariwerd
in local Djab Wurrung and Jardwadjali languages, has about 200 rock art sites—more than anywhere
else in south-eastern Australia and 90 per cent of all rock art sites in Victoria.
Recently, we understand, Parks Victoria closed parts of the Grampians National Park to rock climbers
due to concerns about possible damage to vegetation, significant sites and rock art, which is what this
motion is referring to as lockouts. We acknowledge that most rock climbers are very respectful of the
areas they climb in and are careful not to do any damage. However, we know that management of
Victoria’s Indigenous heritage is an increasingly important part of park management, especially in
special places such as the Grampians, and that rangers may need to temporarily close areas of the park
to ensure that no damage is occurring.
We believe that the role of park management is to protect the ecosystems of our parks as well as the
connection to country of traditional owners while balancing the rights of visitors to the parks. This
balancing act can be difficult but necessary if our public parkland and natural landscapes are to be
cared for for future generations. Parks Victoria has a wonderful team of skilled park managers who
work on the ground to look after our parklands, and we acknowledge the important work they do.
The Greens understand that there is currently a consultation process being undertaken by Parks
Victoria about the park management plan for the Grampians and that this process will be ongoing over
the next 12 months. The Greens encourage all interested parties to engage fully with the consultation
process and work with Parks Victoria and the traditional owners of the Grampians to get the best
outcome for the park, including a way that ensures rock climbers can keep enjoying the park while
still protecting the sacred places for First Nations and the natural environment.
Our parks belong to all of us, and we should be supporting measures to look after our parklands, not
undermining our public parks, so the Greens will not be supporting this motion. While we appreciate
the concerns of some of the climbing community about the nature and timing of the closures, the
motion itself is an attack on our public parks and the role of Parks Victoria and local First Peoples in
protecting and preserving culture and our natural environment for all of us.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (14:54): I congratulate the Liberal Democrats for bringing
this motion to the Council today. It is an important issue, especially for the rock climbers and for the
local communities that rely on the local tourism in that particular area. As a representative of Western
Metropolitan Region, a lot of my community like to rock climb in the You Yangs down at Little River.
Personally I was an army reservist for 10 years, and we spent a lot of time doing adventure training
and sporting units at the Grampians, and that adventure training included rappelling. It is an important
part of the army, having access to these facilities for the safety of our nation.
I also understand that country Victoria and rural Victoria rely heavily on tourism. Having the
opportunity to actually get to these parks and to enjoy the natural wonders and the rock climbing is
very important. My children absolutely love going for walks down at the You Yangs. Eventually, if I
have the skills, I would love to teach them how to rock climb. I am a person who does not like heights
but had to do it. I absolutely loved learning rappelling. I loved learning rock climbing. Being metro
people, we do a lot of rock climbing indoors at facilities such as Clip ’n Climb in Williamstown and
those kinds of things, but I would like my children to enjoy the great outdoors.
With Parks Victoria being obviously too slow to respond to the needs of the rock climbing community,
there has to be something done. All the emails I have received indicate the rock climbing community
are wanting to be hugely respectful to the Aboriginal community. They are suggesting ways and means
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to show that respect. We have also been able to enjoy wonderful activities such as rock climbing and
rappelling in that particular area.
Again I would like to congratulate the Liberal Democrats for bringing this to the attention of this house.
There are a lot of government departments that should take heed and actually respond quickly to the
community’s needs and wants. They are too slow. They are too bureaucratic and cumbersome. There
is so much paperwork where it should be a really easy process. It should be easy for the community
when they are up and about wanting to have these wonderful activities in these immediate areas. When
having these meets, they should not have to go through such a lengthy and drawn-out process. Again
congratulations to the Liberal Democrats for bringing this to the house. I hope everyone supports the
motion today.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (14:57): I only have 2 minutes, so I will have to
make it brief. ‘I’ll have to keep it brief’—I have stolen Tim’s line. I would firstly like to go to one of
the points that Minister Tierney brought up—that 70 per cent of the park is still open. That is true on
the landmass area, but actually the majority of climbing sites are locked out, and that includes 70 per
cent of bouldering locked out and over half of sport climbing locked out. I thought I would address that.
Until recently the history of enjoying the great outdoors in Victoria has been that due consideration
has not been given to the cultural heritage of Aboriginal Victorians. It is appropriate that the deep
history of Aboriginal culture and land use is acknowledged, respected and protected. This motion is
not about ignoring, disrespecting or damaging that cultural history; it is about retaining the balance
and the consultation and collaboration between user groups, government and Indigenous groups.
I will briefly go over some of the issues. Although Parks Victoria did admit that the bolt that they
claimed had been put there by climbers, which they smeared the climbers with, was actually put there
by them 30 years ago, nevertheless when I put through my adjournment item asking for proof of
damage by them, they sent a link back to a website that had just six pictures on it. They used language
like ‘chalk graffiti’. For those of you who are not aware, climbers use chalk to increase their grip. It
washes off in the rain. Any reasonable person would not consider this graffiti. This is intentionally
inflammatory language. It is still up on the Parks Victoria website, and I think that this is just an
example of the type of engagement that we have had. The level of consultation has not been
appropriate for what has happened, and I will have to leave it there.
The PRESIDENT: The time for the debate has expired.
Motion agreed to.
WEST GATE TUNNEL
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:00): I move:
That this house:
(1) expresses its concern:
(a) that commitments on the percentage share of local steel made products to be incorporated into the
project by the consortium contracted to build the Transurban West Gate Tunnel Project, headlined
by CPB Contractors and John Holland, at the time of tendering and contractual close, appear to
have been ineffective;
(b) at the impact of this failure on Australian and Victorian steel producers and engineering firms,
including those in country Victoria;
(2) calls on the government to rectify this shortfall by insisting commitments entered into by the consortium
with the Victorian government be honoured; and
(3) demands that the Honourable Jaala Pulford, MLC, the minister representing the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure, the Honourable Jacinta Allan, MP, in the Legislative Council, table a report at the end of
each financial year that details the share of Australian steel, and the Victorian contribution to that
component, in the West Gate Tunnel Project.
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I am pleased to be able to speak today on my motion in relation to the local steel use in the West Gate
Tunnel Project and the fact that while a contract was signed for a 92 per cent local content
requirement—local content being Australian or Victorian—it has come to light that that contractual
requirement is expected not to be met and in fact orders have been placed to steel companies in China
for a supply which will guarantee that the local content for steel requirements will not be met. Clearly
given the gap between what was promised and what is going to be delivered, the expectation—and
this motion—seeks that the government insist that the commitments are met for the benefit of
Victorian and Australian jobs and also that we have more transparency, that we add a greater oversight
and understanding in relation to the outcomes of the local content commitments through the tabling of
information in this house on an annual basis in relation to the West Gate Tunnel Project.
This is a project that does warrant some background because, it is fair to say, there have been very
significant failures by the Andrews Labor government in relation to this project over an extended
period of time—promises made and not kept, commitments made that have then been changed. The
flip-flopping, the broken promises and the failure to deliver is a characteristic of this project. It was
actually back in November 2013 that Labor promised a West Gate distributor, as it originally was
called, at a cost of $400 million to $500 million total estimated investment. That was in Labor’s
Project 10 000 policy. We now travel forward to April 2014, and Daniel Andrews said, and I quote:
A real, tangible, shovel-ready project, not a fantasy, not a line on a piece of paper, not a project with no start
date, no end date … a shovel-ready $500 million important piece of capital works …

We are a long way from those days. That was Daniel Andrews’s promise prior to the 2014 election.
In September it was also articulated by the Labor Party that this would be completed by 2018. I quote:
This project will be delivered before the end of the first term of an incoming Labor government … by 2018.

Surprise, surprise! We are at 2019 and still no western distributor. Following the election of the
government in April 2015 it was rebadged to the western distributor, not the West Gate distributor,
and the project blew out from $400 million to $500 million to $5 billion to $5.5 billion just in that
space of 12 months. What we see very often with this government is what was said in one instance is
dramatically changed in another. By December 2015 this project, it was announced, would be pushed
back by four years. The western distributor would begin in early 2018 and the full project would be
completed by 2022. In a very short period of time we have gone from a project that would be operating
in 2018 at a cost of $400 million to $500 million to a project that would not even start until 2018 at a
cost of $5 billion to $5.5 billion.
We then go forward to 2016, and what we find is that motorists are actually going to be required to
contribute about $2 billion and an extension of 10 to 12 years of tolls to cover this cost. It was renamed
in 2017 as the West Gate Tunnel. This was of course very concerning in relation to the project because,
as we have debated extensively in the house, the tolls were to be tolled on motorists using the Monash
Freeway and parts of the Tullamarine Freeway to pay for the West Gate Tunnel. Many motorists who
would never have actually even used the West Gate Tunnel were paying for the cost of it, and there
was great concern in this house, and those debates have been extended. By December 2017 the tunnel
had blown out to $6.7 billion, and obviously we are still counting.
Last year there were industrial relations stand-offs between the consortium appointed to build it and
the building unions, and we may have more of that coming, if anything is to be said of today’s reports
in relation to John Setka’s revenge for being called out for his inappropriate language and treatment
of women. Regarding the project, it was subsequently shown that there was toxic lead paint exposed
while welding with imported steel from Singapore. This is a project that is massively out of date and
time and massively over cost in terms of what was promised. It has had industrial relations issues and
has had issues with its product in terms of toxic paint and the OH&S issues associated with that, let
alone the issues we now have and we are debating today in the context of the local content
requirements and contracts in relation to steel not been delivered. So it is fair to say this is a project
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that has been fraught and, consistent with the Labor government, has had many, many issues, broken
promises and failures to deliver what was articulated.
In relation to the issue of the local content it was actually on 2 April 2017, over two years ago, that the
Premier, Daniel Andrews, announced that the consortium headed by John Holland and CPB
Contractors were selected to build the West Gate Tunnel. I quote from the press release at the time:
The two three-lane tunnels, second river crossing, and new freeway above Footscray Road will be built using
93 per cent local content, with around 92 per cent local steel—creating jobs across the supply chain.

This was a commitment that very clearly articulated a percentage of local steel over two years ago at
the announcement of the contractors and had clearly been part of the negotiations that had occurred.
In September 2017 there was a subsequent press release from then Minister for Industry and
Employment Wade Noonan, who had been visiting Liberty House Group, one of the steel
manufacturers that we have, and the press release states:
For each Strategic Project, the Government sets a minimum local content requirement that projects must meet,
ensuring local spending means local jobs.
…
There is also a 93 per cent requirement to use locally milled steel products for the Metro Tunnel ‘Tunnels and
Stations’ package and a 92 per cent requirement for the West Gate Tunnel …

So it was an unequivocal 92 per cent requirement in press releases, and government ministers were
going to steel manufacturers to spruik it.
Just as a little aside, it is quite interesting that back in August 2016 when then Minister for Roads and
Road Safety Luke Donnellan actually talked about using local workforce and supplies for Victorian
government projects he said that nearly 90 per cent of the workers and materials used during the design
and construction of Victoria’s western distributor road project must be from Australia. He went on to
say that local content requirements would support Victorian jobs and that the state government will
require companies that tender for the project to maximise the use of local steel. He actually said, as
quoted in this ABC news story:
There is no specific one figure for that.

Interestingly, and in an unusual display of caution, the then minister, Luke Donnellan, was not putting
a specific figure back in 2016 on the local steel requirements, but by April 2017 the government was
very clearly putting a specific 92 per cent figure on local steel requirements for the West Gate Tunnel.
So clearly something that had been determined through negotiations was a selling point for John
Holland and CPB to be the successful tenderers to build it, and that was an important decision in
considering that. Interestingly Mr Donnellan did say at the time that he expected that a lot of the steel
would probably come from Victoria, and I quote:
It can be Australian, but when you look at where many of the steel producers are in terms of milled steel, it’s
in Victoria.

So this was not only a ‘local to Australia’ commitment; the expectation was this would be local to
Victoria and would be supporting Victorian jobs. Subsequent documents we have seen, like the Local
Jobs First strategic projects forward plan of August 2017, very clearly articulate for the West Gate
Tunnel Project 89 per cent local content overall, 82 per cent for LUMS, which is the land use
management system, and 92 per cent for local steel. That was articulated in the government’s strategic
plan for projects and the Victorian industry participation policy.
The plan for Local Jobs First for the next year—for 2017–18—does not actually specify the steel,
interestingly. It has dropped off, but local content is 89 per cent once again. Just as an aside, it is
interesting that the formal documents from the government say it is an 89 per cent local content
requirement, but all the government’s press releases say 93, so there is clearly a gap even just on that
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aspect where the government is saying one thing but the documents published by the department are
saying another.
What we then did see was just back at the end of May—so only a few weeks ago now—the Herald
Sun broke the news, through a LinkedIn post of all things, that the Chinese company ZPMC, which is
Shanghai Zhenhua Heavy Industries, announced online it would be making its first entry into the steel
bridge market in Australia after contracting with a $6.7 billion tunnel provider, a group made up of
CPB Contractors and John Holland. Now, that was what alerted people to the fact that there were
issues in relation to the local content requirements.
It was not that John Holland had actually come to the government. As far as we know, it was a
LinkedIn post that revealed that this was the case. Of course, we have had no commitment from Daniel
Andrews about when he knew—if he knew before that. He has refused to answer those questions, so
it remains undetermined whether the Premier had been told beforehand or not. Certainly when we
asked Minister Pakula in PAEC in relation to it, the first he knew about, as the minister for industry
effectively—as the Minister for Jobs, Innovation and Trade—was when it became public in the media.
So the responsible minister for industry participation and local content had absolutely no clue.
Daniel Andrews, when asked at PAEC, said he was very disappointed. He must have used the word
‘disappointed’ eight or 10 times. I think that ‘disappointed’ is an understatement. His advice—and he
said it to PAEC—was that it was likely to deliver an 85 per cent outcome, not the 92 per cent, and he
did go on to say, used the excuse, that the contractors had not given enough time to the local
manufacturers and providers to be able to gear up to deliver and that he certainly encouraged people
to make sure the time frame was appropriate so that local content requirements could be met. I think
there is an irony here. This project is now running five years late, and the excuse we are having from
Daniel Andrews is that they have not had enough time for local industry to gear up to meet these
supplies. I think that is a bit unbelievable and, given these contractors were announced over two years
ago, very surprising.
Not surprisingly, the union is a bit upset about this. I have not quoted the Australian Workers Union
in this house before in relation to these issues, but they have had some very strong language in relation
to these issues. In a press release titled ‘Don’t Cut Aussie Steel’, they actually said:
Every $1 million of steel orders that go offshore costs seven local jobs.

So there is a very clear link with that local content requirement, and no doubt there are many millions
of dollars with the extra content being sourced from China—and they are jobs in China and not in
Victoria or Australia. Ben Davis, the branch secretary, went on to say:
There’s also a cost to the community of $500 000 in tax not collected and welfare paid, and almost $1 million
in value added activities that don’t happen.
Foreign steel is no bargain for Victorians …

So it is clear from the union’s perspective—and obviously they have done their work in relation to
this—that jobs are lost as a result of Daniel Andrews’s inability to deliver on the commitments that he
made and the contract that he signed and to enforce that and to ensure it is happening.
In relation to the union, it has also called this decision a disgrace and had a number of other things to
say, and certainly it will be seeking to hold the government to account, as we are. A Herald Sun article
states:
The Australian Workers Union has labelled the announcement, posted via digital networking site LinkedIn,
a ‘disgrace’ that breaches a guarantee for 92 per cent local steel on the project.
The government is blaming tight timelines for the backflip, saying the project will still use more local steel
‘than … any other single project underway …
…
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AWU state secretary … said it was ‘not too late to fix’ the problem, but accused John Holland and the state
Labor government of ‘running for cover’ rather than explaining decisions.
‘This announcement will go off like a bombshell in the steel industry, where they have been making
investment decisions based on agreements made’ …

One of the critical issues in relation to this is that companies have been gearing up—manufacturing,
fabricators, everyone involved. Just from the steel institute I see a list of 46 fabricators in Victoria
alone. Not all of them will have the capability, but we have had feedback that there are steel companies
in Victoria that are ready to contract into these types of projects, including potentially the West Gate
Tunnel, that have not been able to do so. The excuse is that companies did not have time to ramp up
their operations. Well, I am sorry; it is just not believable. And that is certainly not the feedback that
we are getting in relation to the sector.
There are some critical issues, of course, going on in relation to what message this sends more broadly
as well. If it is only ‘disappointing’ when contractual requirements are not met, if it is only a slap in
the face with a wet lettuce and not some significant penalties in relation to the failure to fulfil
contractual requirements, then this is a message to all builders and contractors across the board about
whether, frankly, the contracts that they are signing are worth the paper they are written on. There is a
very important message, and the Premier has not been prepared to talk about what those penalties are
in the contract or whether they will be sought. I do have to say that the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure, Jacinta Allan, has said that penalties would be considered, but once again it is not
something that is being talked about or that there has been much transparency in relation to.
This whole situation raises a number of very serious concerns. When did the government actually
know? If they did not know until it was made public, why not? Having made a very significant 92 per
cent local steel content contractual requirement and announcement with much fanfare, why was the
government not monitoring the delivery of that contractual obligation? Why has the Minister for Jobs,
Innovation and Trade got no role in this? In fact when asked in PAEC, Minister Pakula said on the
contract that it all sits with the Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Jacinta Allan, and that he did not
have a role in relation to it, which seems very surprising for the critical minister for industry. How can
we make sure that this message is not sent to all contractors—that they can actually just ignore the
contractual requirements, ignore what may be the commitments they made, which were the difference
between getting the contract or not getting the contract, when it comes to actually building it? How
can we actually believe what Daniel Andrews says? He works very hard, saying ‘Do as I say’, but this
is a very clear example. In fact the whole West Gate distributor/western distributor/West Gate Tunnel
experience, as I have articulated, is a series of broken promises and blowouts in costs and a failure to
deliver what has been committed to the community.
We think there is some serious accountability that is needed. We are very concerned about where it
has ended up. We believe that the government should insist on the contractors fulfilling the
requirements of the contract, that the local steel content requirement should be delivered and that they
need to go back to the drawing board to work out how that can happen. We also believe that there
should be accountability, as in part (3) of the motion, so that the minister representing the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure has to report to the Parliament at the end of each financial year that she has
the details of the local content in the West Gate Tunnel Project. We think this will increase the
accountability of the contractors and of the government and share the information that the public
deserves and has the right to know in relation to this project that is being built.
I obviously commend the motion to the house and hope that we are able to make some positive
progress on what has been a very fraught project to date.
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (15:21): I also rise to speak on the motion moved by
Ms Wooldridge. I am somehow pleased that the opposition has started talking about local content and
talking about encouraging companies and projects in Victoria to actually use local content. I recall a
similar issue in the 57th Parliament when Ms Wooldridge’s party was in government and construction
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was underway to build Webb Dock. The company decided to import the steel from China, and when
the then opposition raised that issue the government at the time did not even blink. They did not worry
about any of it. They did not make an issue out of it. They did not even try to address the problem or
try to even talk to companies about major projects and about local content. The point I am making is
just the sheer hypocrisy of the then Liberal government and the coalition in trying to be seen to stand
up for local content and local jobs. Their history is just appalling. In fact every time someone raised
the issue of local content they said, ‘No, no, we can’t interfere. Let the market decide. Let the market
deal with these issues. We will run away from it’.
I am actually pleased to be a part of this government. Even in my previous life as a union leader of the
AWU—and the Australian Workers Union’s name was mentioned, and I will come back to that later
on—we continually advocated for local industry participation in government contracts, procurement
policies and major infrastructure projects, going back to the days of the Bracks and Brumby
governments when I was heavily involved, along with other unionists and union leaders—Ms Stitt
was part of that as well as Mr Dargavel and various other union leaders—in trying to develop what
we call the Victorian Industry Participation Policy. That is how the whole thing started. I am going
back 15-plus years. Slowly but surely there was advocacy by the labour movement and the Labor
Party as to how we could get industry to participate in Victorian infrastructure, and we slowly started
mandating local content. It took a while, but we got there.
This government, the Andrews Labor government, is leading the country by example, by mandating.
We have actually started mandating local content. We are not talking about it; we are making it
mandatory, whether it is trains, trams, buses or infrastructure projects. Yes, we are actually proud that
we got the consortium when they bid for the project to achieve 92 per cent local content.
Unfortunately, yes, we are disappointed, and I am disappointed—in fact I am pissed off—that they are
in the process of ordering 33 000 tonnes of steel from China instead of giving the Australian market
or the local producers and fabricators a chance to actually bid for it. I still do not quite accept
necessarily that the company has done the right thing; I do not think they have. I think they have been
opportunistic.
The Premier was very clear in his criticism of the company and about not giving local companies a
fair go and a fair chance, and that matter is being looked at by Transurban as we speak in trying to find
out what went wrong, how we can fix this and, most importantly, if the horse has already bolted on
this one, what provisions are available for us, or recourse, to take further action—but more importantly
how we can learn from that for future projects to make sure that whatever arrangements we put in
place are very tight and cannot be broken. That is where the focus should be.
I said earlier about the coalition suddenly being interested in the issue, which is great, but let us not
play politics on this. I expected the opposition to say, ‘Well, we’ll support the government, and we
want to work with the government to make sure these things don’t happen again’. I have not heard a
commitment or anything from the coalition that they are happy to have 90 per cent local content. I tell
you what: in the days when I was the head of the AWU, I was happy with 25 per cent. When we were
talking about Bombardier making trains in Dandenong and other projects, 25 per cent was better than
nothing. Now we have gone beyond the 50 per cent to 90 per cent on that project.
Ms Wooldridge talked about how the West Gate project started with the West Gate distributor and
half a billion dollars. I think it was a good start. As a member for Western Metropolitan Region, if I
have to wait—and I am waiting now—for a bigger project to provide bigger benefits for my
constituents in Western Metropolitan Region and Geelong and Ballarat and Bendigo, which is the
West Gate Tunnel, I think it is worth the bloody wait. It is a great project. Yes, we have moved away
from the West Gate distributor. It was only a small project trying to alleviate or take some pressure off
the West Gate and provide access to the port.
This is a market-led proposal by Transurban to the government basically to do a bigger project which
will deliver for many, many years to come, expanding the West Gate Freeway to 12 lanes. Also they
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want the tunnel, which is going to be permanent and much better than the West Gate distributor, which
was originally designed. So definitely my constituents in Western Metropolitan Region are very
pleased with the progress of that job. Yes, the cost has gone from $500 million to $5.5 billion because
it is 10 times the size.
Ms Wooldridge also talked about the method by which payment is going to be made in relation to how
we are going to fund it. I suppose there are three methods. You can have 35, 40 or 50-year tolling for
the West Gate part of the project on its own, you can pay the money up-front with the government
paying it from general revenue or you can extend the current CityLink Transurban tolling for 10 years,
which includes the Tullamarine widening project as well. Also, there are significant benefits for the
Monash Freeway, which is part of the project. We tend to ignore that. People in the south-eastern part
of Melbourne, northern and western Melbourne, Geelong, Bendigo, Ballarat—everyone is going to
benefit from the West Gate Tunnel Project. The cost of that project is going to be shared throughout
the state. Everyone is going to share it. So it is not really just suddenly one specific part of Melbourne;
it is actually affecting the whole road network in Melbourne. That is the method we agreed on, and
that is the method we implemented.
I have talked about industrial relations on the project. I was reading in the Herald Sun this morning
about mayhem and that the sky is going to fall in and all these problems with the project. The project
has been going for a while, and guess what? I drive on that road more or less every day. It is progressing
really well. There has not been a single incident in relation to any industrial action on that project. This
project is running really well, and I want to commend the approach that the construction unions have
taken. Yes, there are still some issues between the construction unions and the company about what
enterprise agreement should apply, but all the subcontractors working on that project have an
enterprise agreement. There is no project agreement yet with the actual principal contractor, but that
has not had any effect or impact on the delivery of the project. In fact the widening of the West Gate
Freeway itself is progressing ahead of schedule. It is going really well without a single incident.
I know there have been some comments in the paper that war is going to break out and so forth. Let
us hope not. I do not want any war to break out between unions on this major infrastructure project.
They should be able to sort out their differences, and I am sure they will.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr MELHEM: They will sort that out because it is far too important. As political leaders, as
legislators, we should be advocating common sense. We should be advocating and urging the
industrial parties to play by the rules and have some common sense, because these major infrastructure
projects in the state are too great for us to compromise.
There are a lot of things happening in this state. There is this project. There is the North East Link, and
planning has commenced on that. There is the airport link, the Metro Tunnel—and the Metro Tunnel
has been going on for a while. Again, if we are talking about industrial relations ‘mayhem’, I am not
aware of a single incident on that huge project. They are both covered by the AWU and the CFMEU.
But no, we want to create this sort of perception that Victoria is the Wild West. Well, let me give you
some bad news about that view—it is not. There has not been a single problem or walkout on any of
these projects. That is a credit to these unions and their members, and it is a credit to the companies
actually running these projects. Yes, there are a lot of arguments and feuds about worker conditions
and about EBAs and what to apply, but that is normal. That is part and parcel of industrial relations.
Let me turn back to the local content and the steel. I share the frustrations of the Premier and Ben
Davis of the AWU for not seeing that 33 000 tonnes being ordered here. The reasons given by the
consortium—the decision is made by the consortium and not by the government in relation to that—
were that after they had done some research and put out the tender, the West Gate Tunnel Project
authority advised they were not able to source the product here in a timely fashion. They are talking
about 28 000 tonnes of heavy girders that need to be fabricated in a 12-month period, peaking at
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4000 tonnes per month, and supplied to the project. Through an exhaustive nine-month procurement
process, CPB and John Holland have concluded that the current Australian capacity to supply heavy
girders to the West Gate Tunnel Project is approximately 1600 tonnes a month. Basically that is what
the consortium have advised the government in relation to that. That is currently being investigated,
obviously, by the Transurban authority and by the government so that they can find out the truth and
also what can be done to salvage that.
It is important to note that the project has already awarded massive contracts to local steel suppliers—
for example, 100 per cent of the reinforced steel and stressing strand is being supplied by Liberty Steel,
which is over 127 000 tonnes. That is one of the biggest single steel orders in Australian history.
Liberty Steel, for those of you who do not know who Liberty Steel is, used to be OneSteel, which
nearly went bankrupt a few years ago because of the conditions on the Australian market. It was
purchased by the current group, Liberty Steel, which is based in the UK. One of the biggest challenges
that OneSteel had at the time was competition from imports and lack of access to major projects
without being given some sort of preferential treatment for local content. When OneSteel was in
liquidation a few years ago—and when I say a few years ago, I am talking about during the term of
this government—this government played a major role along with the South Australian government,
while unfortunately not getting much help from the federal coalition government, in basically directing
some local content toward the steel industry. That made it a bit more attractive for the owner of Liberty
Steel to make a bid for it. The administrators of OneSteel then sold that business to Liberty. Now there
has been some heavy investment in that steel mill, which is based in Laverton. I had been dealing with
them for many, many years prior to that. It used to be part of the Smorgon group, which also operated
a large network of reinforcing product, with their main operation in Sunshine.
The 127 000 tonnes of reinforced steel will be manufactured in my electorate in the western suburbs
of Melbourne. That is something I am proud of, to be part of a government that actually does what it
said it would do, with a Premier who is actually driven by delivering on his commitments about
making sure local content is enforced, making sure it is delivered and making sure local jobs are put
in place. My constituents in the western suburbs of Melbourne who work in the steel industry and the
steel mill at Laverton and in Sunshine have got job security now, and the workforce numbers have
increased as a result of that.
Significant contracts have been awarded to local fabricators. For example, the pedestrian bridges have
been awarded to local fabricators Thornton with Australian milled steel. The noise walls are being
constructed with Australian milled steel. The northern portal and the Benalla shed construction were
awarded to a local subcontractor. That is another success story in Benalla, where 400 people will be
employed in that precast yard. They will be using Australian reinforced steel to produce noise panels
and various noise walls. Various concrete products to be used on that project will use Australian steel.
That is a great news story for regional Victoria. The piling cages as well will be using Liberty Steel.
In relation to Transurban’s advice on their commitment to 93 per cent local content on the project
overall, they say to us that it is on track, but that is something we need to obviously verify. We need
to make sure that we deliver on that commitment, because one thing I think no-one can dispute is the
integrity of our Premier. When he says he will do something, he will not leave a stone unturned until
he makes sure that he has delivered on his commitment. I must say—let us be frank about it—from
time to time things might get in the way and things might get out of hand. We do not have full control
of every single situation. But make no mistake: if we say we will deliver an outcome, we do deliver
that outcome. Our track record speaks for itself. That is why I am a bit perplexed about getting lectured
by the opposition about our commitment to this project and to local content.
As I said earlier, yes, I am disappointed. I am actually pissed off; I am more than disappointed. I share
the frustrations of Mr Davis. But let me tell you: I still stand by the fact that we are still delivering a
great project. We are still delivering an excellent result on local content. Give me one place in the
Western world which actually can boast about delivering more than 50 per cent or 60 per cent or 70 per
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cent or 80 per cent local content on their projects. Give me one; just name one. I do not think you can.
But we have delivered. We will continue to deliver on this local content, but we know there are
challenges.
Also in relation to this project, it is investing in local workers and driving social inclusion in the
workforce. I think it is very important to talk about that for a few minutes because in my electorate we
have people who are having difficulty finding work, people of low socio-economic background, and
we have made it mandatory that the project has to make allowance for a minimum of 10 per cent of
the workforce to be apprentices and trainees. So our young kids in Western Metropolitan Region will
be getting a chance to actually get a job and get a trade. There will be nearly 600 of them. Actually we
legislated for that. Legislation went through the house. It is the first time in the country that a state
government has legislated mandates for local content and minimum numbers of apprentices and
trainees. I think there has been some criticism by those on the other side in relation to that, but I am
pleased that they have supported the legislation. If they did not support it, I think they would have been
put under the pump. We have mandated that a minimum 10 per cent of the workforce must be trainees
and apprentices. It is now law. So over 500 jobs are dedicated to people entering the workforce—
apprentices and trainees. That is 500, and that could go up to 600 if the projection is right around there
being 6000 people likely to be employed on that project.
Also there are 150 jobs set aside for former auto workers, and a significant number of them have
already started working on that project. There is also targeted recruitment of disadvantaged groups,
with ongoing workplace support during their employment, and that is an area in which I want to
commend the authority, Transurban, CPB and the unions. They are working closely together to ensure
that people from disadvantaged backgrounds get a go on that job, because the best thing you can do
for a person is to actually provide them with a job. That project is going to provide opportunity for our
people. Also it will give an opportunity for hundreds of newly arrived migrants, Aboriginal people,
people from refugee backgrounds and women, and I think it is very important that we maintain that.
Let me now touch on some of the support this project has received. I mentioned earlier the situation
with OneSteel, now Liberty Steel. OneSteel found itself five years ago in a very bad position—or even
before that, about six or seven years ago—because the steel industry was basically at a standstill,
particularly in Victoria. If we look at the period 2010 to 2014, there was hardly anything happening in
Victoria. If there are no orders, there is nothing to argue about, apart from the Webb Dock job. There
is no point arguing about local content because there is not much happening. But since then—since
we have been in government and basically commenced all these major infrastructure projects—the
Victorian steel industry has been experiencing strong growth, and that is very, very welcome because
of our investment. In 2018 Victoria’s engineering infrastructure construction activity increased by
26.8 per cent—the highest result of Australian states—while the national average dropped 34 per cent.
So while everybody else was dropping, we increased the amount of steel we used and activity in the
steel industry.
I have a quote here from the BlueScope Steel Western Port general manager, Jim Graham. He said:
BlueScope is very pleased with the support the Victorian government has provided to the steel supply chain
in Victoria, including through its use of Australian-made steel in major road and rail infrastructure projects.

And the last quote is from Manufacturers’ Monthly of July 2018:
Steel manufacturing booming in Victoria.

So that is a headline about the status of the steel industry in Victoria. The reason why it is doing pretty
well is our policies, because what we actually put in place makes sure that we mandate local product.
If the coalition were in government during that period, I do not think we would be able to tell the same
stories, because probably most of the steel used on these major projects—if there were any major
projects—more than likely would have been imported, would not have been made in Victoria and
would not have been made in Australia. They are coming in here and lecturing us about there being
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no real commitment about local content. Just look at the motion. They must have thought long and
hard about drafting a motion like this. The motion says:
… that commitments on the percentage share of local steel made products to be incorporated into the project
by the consortium contracted to build the Transurban West Gate Tunnel Project … appear to have been
ineffective—

and then asks the minister to report on a regular basis. We will report on a regular basis; we do not
have a problem with that. We do not have a problem actually showing the Parliament and the world
that we are bona fide in our commitment to local content and that we are supporting local industry,
because we have got the runs on the board. We have got some really good stories to tell. Are we going
to have mishaps along the way? Yes, we will. That is one of them. We know we need to make sure
that, going forward, we address this problem.
I am yet to see the outcome of investigations where Transurban and the government are looking into
the truth about what CPB have told us so far—that they could not source the product locally. So I will
be keen to see the true outcome of whether they have tried—they have not left any stone unturned—
to source the product locally and whether going to source that product offshore was the very last
option. I want to be satisfied that was the case. If that was the case, well, hey, we cannot do anything
about it. That is life. Then we need to make sure that we learn from it and make sure that for the next
project, the next few projects coming up, we are not caught short. If we need a similar product, which
we will need for the North East Link, for example, we will need to make sure there is existing
capability in Victoria and in Australia to basically meet that requirement. So it is all about learning
from that. But if the company is found to be telling us fibs, that they decided to do it anyway based on
cost and they just made up excuses, sure, we will need to deal with that, and we will need to deal with
that harshly, because we are the ones who are committed to the 93 per cent. Transurban, CPB and
John Holland agreed to meet that criteria, so there had better be a good excuse why that happened.
It is very important that we all live up to our commitment. I know we will live up to our commitment,
and we have got a proud record of delivering on local content, particularly steel. I will never forget
when the Premier made the announcement that the contract was signed with Liberty OneSteel to
supply 100 per cent reinforced product. That was a great moment when I knew that the future of
Liberty OneSteel in Laverton and Sunshine was actually secured for a number of years going forward,
and that set the new benchmark that we can deliver quality products at a competitive price and continue
to safeguard Australian jobs.
I will finish off by saying this: again, I am not going to stand here and be lectured by the opposition
about our commitment to local steel, because your record is dismal. Your record is basically a
shameful record, really, on local content. You should not be standing there talking about it because
you are the ones who sold out local industry. You are the ones who sold out the car industry. You are
the ones who actually let down the steel industry. You are the ones who do not like to support any
local manufacturing in the state. Mr Finn, before you interject, we are talking about hundreds of jobs
of steelworkers in the western suburbs. Their jobs are secured right now, as we speak, because of the
Andrews Labor government’s commitment to local jobs and because we mandated that that project
use steel from the western suburbs of Melbourne and actually provide job security for your constituents
and mine. With these comments I reject the motion.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (15:51): I rise to support the motion moved by my friend and
colleague Ms Wooldridge this afternoon. It is interesting to hear Mr Melhem talk about a track record,
because Mr Melhem in this area has somewhat of a track record himself. If we go back to about 2007—
Dr Cumming: Acting President, do we have a quorum? This is the opposition’s motion, and there
is only one of them here.
Quorum formed.
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Mr FINN: I thank Dr Cumming for her support and her new-found love of the Labor Party. It is
interesting. She is someone who spent 20 years fighting the Labor Party on the Maribyrnong council,
and now she has joined them. I suppose if you dump Hinch after two days, you join the Labor Party
after a week, so good on her for that. As I was saying about Mr Melhem and his contribution—
Dr Cumming interjected.
Mr FINN: Get out of here, you lunatic.
Members interjecting.
Mr FINN: Well, I tell you what, I would not mind getting some professional advice on the subject.
Dr Cumming: On a point of order, Acting President, obviously that is not parliamentary, calling
me a lunatic and requesting me to leave because I am a lunatic.
Ms Crozier: You gave him the finger.
Dr Cumming: I did not give him the finger.
Members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Bourman): Dr Cumming, are you requesting that Mr Finn
withdraw?
Dr Cumming: Yes, please.
Mr FINN: At the risk of misleading the house, I withdraw.
As Mr Melhem was saying, there is quite a track record on this particular subject and he has quite a
track record himself, because it was in only about 2007 or thereabouts that he and another Australian
Workers Union official at the time, a bloke called Bill Shorten—you might remember he had a
particular incident lately that did not work out all that well for him; back in 2007 Bill Shorten and
Cesar Melhem were officials of the AWU—signed off on 1000 tonnes of fabricated steelwork from
China for the EastLink project of course. So when Mr Melhem gets up to talk on this subject he should
tell us what his history is with regard to this particular matter, because it is not surprising that
Mr Melhem has not a problem with selling or buying Chinese steel, because, well, he is used to it. He
has got the runs on the board. He has done it himself before. I think, just briefly, we should have a look—
Mr Melhem interjected.
Mr FINN: Well, you go out and buy some more, Mr Melhem. In fact you might like to speak to
Mr Shorten, because he could be looking for a job very shortly, particularly given the union, let us
say—I would not say rivalry—dummy spit that is going on at the minute. It was interesting to hear
Mr Melhem talk about the union corporation, because at lunchtime today I heard that the ETU, the
Electrical Trades Union, which is known to someone in this house, is actually threatening to conduct
an audit of every Labor federal and Victorian member of Parliament to ascertain whether they have
any history of family violence. Now, that I would have thought is going to throw the cat among the
pigeons in a whole range of ways within the ALP, but that is just purely with reference to what
Mr Melhem was saying about how well the unions are getting along with the Labor Party these days.
I am glad he said it today, because it might not be the case tomorrow.
Looking at the history of this project, I have had a fair bit to do with it as a former chairman of the
Economy and Infrastructure Committee of the upper house and now as deputy chair of that particular
committee. We have investigated this at length, to say the very least, and of course prior to the 2014
election I think it was the West Gate diversion. It has had a rich history of name changes over the
years. I think it was the West Gate diversion—it was certainly a diversion, there is no two ways about
that. We were told by the then opposition leader, Mr Andrews, that that was a shovel-ready project.
That was a shovel-ready project that was going to cost the taxpayer $500 million. That was ready to
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go. The day after the election they were ready to start building this West Gate diversion. And of course
it did not happen. They were elected and they said, ‘Oh, well, maybe we got that wrong. Maybe we
don’t have a West Gate diversion after all. Maybe we don’t have it shovel-ready after all’.
So along came Transurban. Now, you have got to say one thing about Transurban: they can smell
money from a mile off, and they smelt it not just from a mile off; they smelt it from Texas. They know
a mug when they see one, and they saw Daniel Andrews and they went up to him and they said,
‘Brother, have we got a deal for you’. And indeed they did have a deal for the Premier, but the deal is
purely for the benefit of Transurban. They put forward a project called the western distributor, which
was, to say the least, somewhat of a mystery as to what that did involve. The locals could not find out.
The committee that I chaired—and indeed I think you, Acting President Bourman, were on that
committee as well—could not find out for love nor money what it was about. We could not find out
who was doing deals with who, who was paying the rent or anything else. It was quite a mystery.
Then all of a sudden one day we had the West Gate Tunnel appear as the latest project—the latest
incarnation of what presumably was once the West Gate diversion, which was the $500 million
shovel-ready project before the election but transformed into a huge project that will bring Transurban
many, many billions of dollars for very little outlay. In fact I think they will earn something like
$47 billion for a $4 billion outlay. If you were a gambling man, you would have to say that that is not
a bad pay back. It is not surprising that Transurban have jumped into this—indeed not just jumped
into it; they have led the field. They have led the government by the nose into this, and it is not
surprising that we have a situation where questions are being asked about the costs. Questions are
being asked about whether there is a blowout already, and I understand there is already somewhere in
the vicinity of around a $130 million or $140 million blowout and they have barely broken ground on
the thing. Questions of course are also being asked about the government’s promise to use Australian
steel when in fact it is far, far cheaper to use Chinese steel. The trouble is that the Chinese steel quality
is nowhere near as good as the Australian steel, and unfortunately we may yet find that out.
The West Gate Tunnel itself, as I said before, brings benefit only to Transurban. It brings no benefit
to the people of the western suburbs, I assure you. We are going to have a situation where tolls are
going to be reimposed on the West Gate Freeway for the first time in many, many decades. I think it
was John Cain who removed tolls on the West Gate Bridge. Well, Daniel Andrews is reimposing them
on the West Gate Freeway for trucks and for heavy vehicles, so that will be something that will cause
mayhem, absolute mayhem, as trucks and heavy vehicles head inland to escape the tolls. I know that
the people in Millers Road, the people in Brooklyn and the people in Altona are desperately worried
about what is going to happen with the number of trucks that will flood their streets as a result of tolls
on the West Gate Freeway. Then of course we have the West Gate Tunnel as well, which does not
really go anywhere. Why would you build a tunnel that does not really go anywhere?
Then of course what the government is doing in fact in the west is replicating the Hoddle Street set-up
that is already causing so many problems in the east. Not only are they replicating that particular
situation, but they are also adding a further tax—a city admission tax, if you will—to people in the
western suburbs. People in the east, people in the north and people in the south will be able to access
the city without paying a tax. People in the west, we have to pay tax. Where is the anti-discrimination
commission now? That may well be a case that we might see brought to the anti-discrimination
commission at some stage. It does seem to me to stink to high heaven that people in the west, my
constituents, would have to pay to get into the city when nobody else does. That seems to me to be a
putrid deal indeed.
If anybody thinks that having a T-intersection at the end of the tunnel or off the tunnel is going to solve
the traffic problems that we have on the West Gate now, they have got another think coming. We are
going to see the same degree of traffic problems. We are going to see the same degree of bank-up.
With all of this, despite the fact that we are being told from the government’s own agencies that the
east–west link is the answer, this government refuses to even think about the east–west link—even
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when the federal government and Scott Morrison say, ‘I will put $4 billion on the table. There’s your
road. Have it for nothing’. Even when that occurs this government is too pig-headed to do the right
thing by the people of Victoria. It just quite astounds me. I would reckon for the $4 billion that the
Prime Minister is putting up for the east–west link we could actually afford to have Australian steel as
well. We could afford to have Australian steel, and we would not have to worry about buying cheap
Chinese steel as is happening with the West Gate Tunnel.
The West Gate Tunnel is a dud deal whichever way you look at it—whether it be buying Chinese steel
or whether it be providing another access point to the city from the west. Whichever way you look at
it, it is a dud deal. Whichever way you look at it, the only people that are going to be laughing all the
way to the bank are Transurban. We have seen on our committee the CEO of Transurban, Scott
Charlton, very relaxed and very happy to be with us on that occasion, and why wouldn’t he be relaxed?
Why wouldn’t he be happy? He is taking us all for a ride, and I suppose that is what any good road
company will do: they will take you for a ride. So I support this motion put forward by Ms Wooldridge.
I urge the house to likewise put their votes to passing this motion today.
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (16:06): I too rise to speak on Ms Wooldridge’s motion
on West Gate Tunnel steel. I would like to thank Mr Melhem for his contribution, and I am very
pleased he has mentioned quite a few things in his contribution. I agree with what he has said.
I am surprised that Mr Finn does not like the West Gate Tunnel because the constituents that I have
spoken to and the people that I have spoken to in the Western Metropolitan Region cannot wait. They
cannot wait for this, so I do not know which constituents Mr Finn is referring to. I have no idea. The
benefits of the West Gate Tunnel—I do not know, maybe he has not read it properly, because there is
a big list of those. So I was surprised. And then people say that there are no big projects in the western
suburbs. Well, with a project like the West Gate Tunnel, when we are trying to put that in place the
opposition does not want that and comes up with excuses. What flooding? I do not even understand
the relationship of flooding to this. But anyway, I will park it for the time being.
I am very proud of the commitments that were made by the Daniel Andrews government prior to the
2014 election and prior to the 2018 election, and guess what? We are getting on with our job in
delivering on those commitments. The biggest commitment, in addition to the other commitments that
we have made, is the transport infrastructure projects. I already spoke in my inaugural speech about
removing the congestion in Western Metropolitan Region, and the West Gate Tunnel is going to help
us with that. Not only will it remove congestion but it will also help in creating jobs. For this project,
the West Gate Tunnel Project, we are buying Australian steel. In fact for all other transport
infrastructure projects we are buying more Australian steel than ever before, and when we do that we
support our local industries and we also help in creating local jobs. In fact the West Gate Tunnel Project
is a project which is using more Australian steel than any other project that is currently underway in
Australia. To implement that, contracts have been awarded to Australian steel suppliers for
135 000 tonnes of Australian steel.
The Liberals’ record is not great when it comes to transport infrastructure projects. They did not have
to talk much about Australian steel, because they did not have any projects. You can only talk about
Australian steel if there are Australian projects. If there are no Australian projects, there is no need to
worry about Australian steel. You can just stop there. If there are projects, what you say is, ‘Why build
when you can buy from overseas?’. When the time came to buy trains, they said, ‘Why don’t we go
to South Korea and buy from there?’. It is the very easy option. When we do that, not only are we not
buying content which is local but we are also not creating local jobs. Because of that our apprentices,
our trainees and our graduates do not get jobs, all because it was thought to be a good idea to buy trains
from South Korea.
But the Andrews Labor government is not going to do the same. We are going to build our highcapacity metro trains right here in Victoria, and because of that we will create 1100 local jobs. Liberal
governments, instead of creating jobs, are busy wondering what they can do so that more jobs are
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gone. More jobs were shed in the construction industry during the Liberal government—for example,
workers were laid off from Boral. What did the Liberals do at the time? They sat around. There were
no projects, no jobs, no local content to talk about and no Australian steel to talk about—nothing. Now
we have come to government and we are delivering, because that is what we do. That is why people
voted for us. They wanted big infrastructure projects. They voted for us because we say what we are
going to do and then what we do is exactly what we said we would do.
Not only do those opposite not provide any big infrastructure projects, but they are very good at
opposing. Every opportunity they get they will oppose. On any infrastructure project that we are
building or promoting they will bring out all the tactics to make sure that they block the projects that
we are running. For example, they tried to block the Melbourne Metro Tunnel, the West Gate Tunnel
and also the Suburban Rail Loop. They are in opposition, so their job is to oppose. It does not matter
how big the infrastructure is and what the benefits are, they just want to sit and oppose. It does not
matter how many jobs we are creating. It does not matter what the benefits are of these big projects.
When it comes to removing level crossings, those opposite did one thing: spread fear and misinformation
in the suburbs. I do not like being stuck at level crossings. We have removed level crossings, and the
commitment we have made is unparalleled. But they do not like that. The Suburban Rail Loop project,
which was opposed, is Australia’s biggest ever project. It is a project that will completely transform
Melbourne. But again, as I said, the opposition will oppose. That is what they will do.
For the West Gate Tunnel Project, as I mentioned, the contracts for 135 000 tonnes of Australian steel
have already been awarded to Australian steel suppliers, and that includes 100 per cent of reinforcing
steel and stressing strand, and this will be supplied by the Australian company Liberty. This is one of
the biggest single steel orders in Australian history. It has been given to Liberty and is for
127 000 tonnes. What does that say? That says we are building. For the West Gate Tunnel, contracts
for pedestrian bridges have been awarded again to a local fabricator. Noise walls are being constructed
with Australian milled steel. Transurban has advised of its commitment to 93 per cent local content.
Mr Davis interjected.
Ms VAGHELA: You are not happy with 93 per cent? Currently 3500 people are working on this
project. This includes apprentices and trainees. The project helps local workers. Not only that, it also
helps some people who need extra help. For example, 400 jobs will be dedicated to people who are
entering the workforce—apprentices, trainees and graduates. There will be jobs for former auto
workers. There will be recruitment of disadvantaged groups, and then there will be pathways for newly
arrived migrants, Aboriginal people, people from refugee backgrounds and women. We are aware that
a contract for steel bridge girders has been awarded to Chinese company ZPMC. We are not happy
about it. We are extremely disappointed that this steel contract has not been awarded to a local
provider. We will explore options so that it does not happen again, and we will put provisions in place
so that there are tougher requirements in future contracts.
Victoria is spending on capital projects in 2019–20 more than the federal government is spending over
the next 10 years. There are so many big projects, and I am really excited about that. Because of all
these big projects that we are currently working on, the Victorian steel industry is experiencing
significant growth. There was a major decline because there were no infrastructure projects before.
Since we have come to government there has been strong growth in the Victorian steel industry.
I conclude by saying that during 2018 Victoria’s engineering construction activity increased by
26.8 per cent. It is the highest result of the Australian states. And we have shown that increase when
the national rate has actually dropped by 34 per cent. I am really surprised that Ms Wooldridge has
brought this motion. It is a waste of time. It should not be on this notice paper—
Mr Finn interjected.
Ms VAGHELA: I reject this motion because we are talking about 93 per cent, Mr Bernie Finn.
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Members interjecting.
Ms VAGHELA: Exactly. I will reiterate once again in case you guys have not heard. During 2018
Victoria’s engineering construction activity increased by 26.8 per cent. Are you guys not happy with
that? That is what I am asking over here. That is the highest result of any Australian state while there
was a decline in the national average by 34 per cent. I am very happy with that result, and as a result—
Ms Wooldridge: You think this is a waste of time?
Ms VAGHELA: It is. It should not have been on this notice paper—
A member interjected.
Ms VAGHELA: Yes. And I reject this motion.
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (16:21): I am very happy to rise and support my Western
Metropolitan Region colleagues Mr Melhem and Ms Vaghela in opposing this motion. I feel like I am
in a bit of a parallel universe. This is a project—a significant project for this state—yet we have had
the coalition, the opposition, seek to try to stop or sabotage the project, even just in the 59th Parliament,
at least four times. They voted against the West Gate Tunnel Project in the Legislative Assembly, they
voted against the West Gate Tunnel Project in the Legislative Council and they failed twice to pass a
revocation motion on the deed related to this vital project for not only the people of the western suburbs
but also the thousands of workers who are employed on that project and the thousands to come during
the life of the project, not to mention the broader Victorian community and business sector.
So I say ‘a parallel universe’ because anyone would think that the people opposite are champions of
local content. It is laughable. It is absolutely laughable. When I was a union leader before I was elected
to this place we watched thousands and thousands of jobs go out the window and the government
barely had a pulse about it. We could not get their attention about protecting local industry, about
protecting jobs in the local service sector, and local content—are you kidding me? It was not even on
their radar. Basically during the time the opposition were in government it was, ‘Let the market rip’.
In relation to the motion before us today we are being criticised by the opposition about local content,
about local steel content in the West Gate Tunnel Project, and it is quite staggering, as some of my
colleagues have already pointed out, to take lectures from the Liberals about Australian steel in local
projects. One hundred and thirty-five thousand tonnes of local steel has already been ordered in
relation to the West Gate Tunnel Project, and there will be more to come.
Are we disappointed that there have been some issues recently with the delivery of that pipeline of
local content in relation to steel? Of course we are. And is the government doing everything possible
to look at that contract and make sure that that provision is tightened for the future and that pipeline of
steel is available for these vital infrastructure projects? Of course we are. But let me just contrast this
government with those opposite in terms of economic growth in Victoria. The Victorian economy
grew by 3.5 per cent in the 2017–18 financial year, outstripping Australia’s national economic growth
of 2.8 per cent. More than 450 000 jobs have been created since November 2014, over a third of all
Australian jobs created during that time.
There is no coincidence to these stats. We are creating thousands of jobs through our pipeline of
infrastructure projects like we have never seen before in this state. We are investing an average of
$13.4 billion a year over the next four years compared to $4.9 billion a year during 2005–06 and
2014–15. So it is literally chalk and cheese. In terms of our record infrastructure investment, this is
what is delivering the local content, this is what is delivering jobs for people in our local communities
and we stand proudly by that record—absolutely proudly.
We have got the suburban transport blitz, which will reshape our suburbs and change how we get
around—$15.8 billion fully funded for the North East Link and $6.6 billion to remove another 25 of
our state’s most dangerous level crossings. I know you do not want to hear this, Mr Finn: $3.4 billion
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to transform the suburban train network, including an upgrade of the Sunbury line, in your electorate.
I know, Mr Finn, in your heart of hearts you love the West Gate Tunnel Project. You absolutely love
it, but you are not allowed to say it.
We have also been investing in our local regions, and this is really important. There are over 300 jobs,
possibly up to 400 jobs, that will be created at the Benalla concrete plant, which is supplying concrete
to the West Gate Tunnel Project—again creating jobs for local Victorians in regional Victoria and
local content in terms of that concrete manufacturer.
I completely reject the notion that somehow this government is letting the side down in relation to
local content, including local content in relation to the West Gate Tunnel and steel. We have already
committed to 93 per cent of local content on that project overall. It is currently employing over
3500 people—the very same people that those opposite were quite happy to shut down not once, not
twice but on four separate occasions. There are currently 67 apprentices and 117 trainees employed
on the project, with more to come as the project progresses. These are local kids in our communities
that are getting a go. These are local kids in our communities that are getting work on, I am proud to
say, unionised worksites, where there is health and safety protection. And local content actually means
something to those unions involved in those projects.
Instead of coming here and lecturing us about our lack of commitment to local content, you just have
to actually look at the record of investment that is going on in this state. There has already been a
significant uptake in these projects. It is fuelling huge growth in the steel manufacturing sector, and
that is only going to increase over time. We oppose the motion. I want a little bit less of the political
games around these projects and to actually see us getting behind some of the things that are making
this state a great state to live in.
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (16:29): I rise to speak and make a very brief contribution,
but it is quality over quantity, I think, so hopefully that bears out in my contribution today. I would
just like to say that I support the contributions made earlier by Mr Melhem, Ms Vaghela and also
Ms Stitt in this regard. We are indeed living in a parallel universe today, I have to say. I never thought
I would see the day when those opposite would be talking about how fantastic the local content
contribution is to this project, the West Gate Tunnel. As we have heard today, there is 93 per cent local
content. That is a significant commitment to our community to make sure that we continue to make
sure that we have local jobs supported through the projects that this steel is going into.
Victoria has embarked upon one of the biggest big builds in Victoria’s history with such large-scale
projects as the West Gate Tunnel, the North East Link and many others. This is stimulating our
economy—Victoria’s economy is one of the best performing economies in Australia—and we are
doing it by making sure we have local content that delivers for locals and delivers local jobs. It delivers
jobs and apprenticeships for local apprentices. As Ms Stitt said earlier, we are talking about giving real
opportunities and local jobs to locals and young people who want the opportunity to work on these
fantastic infrastructure projects, projects that are probably once in a lifetime because they are so large
and will be so significant. Over 3500 people are currently working on the West Gate Tunnel Project,
including 67 apprentices and 117 trainees, so it is, again, significant.
The Andrews Labor government has done much to deliver and demonstrate its commitment to local
content by enshrining in law mandatory local content and workforce requirements via the Local Jobs
First Act 2003, which kicked into gear in August 2018. I rise to support my colleagues and their
contributions and to oppose this motion.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem): That concludes the debate on this motion.
Motion agreed to.
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Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (16:31): I move:
That the consideration of notice of motion, general business, 113, be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
Motions
JOHN SETKA
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (16:32): I am absolutely delighted to be able to rise to
speak to this motion today, because I have not been able to do so in the past few weeks, with Labor
and the Greens blocking me. But in actual fact, as the weeks have rolled on and I have not had the
opportunity to speak to my motion, more material has surfaced, and even today we see extraordinary
actions being taken by the various unions. The motion I am moving today is an important one. I move:
That this house notes:
(1) the inaction by the Premier, the Honourable Daniel Andrews, MP, in condemning the actions of CFMEU
state secretary Mr John Setka in relation to family violence and the harassment of women;
(2) the hypocrisy of the Premier continuing to support Mr Setka, who has a history of standover tactics and
intimidation in the workplace, and now harassment and family violence;
(3) the comments by the Premier who has previously stated that failing to keep women and children safe is
a ‘reflection on government’ and ‘a failure of political leadership’;
(4) the comments by the Premier that ‘the standard you walk past is the standard you accept’;
(5) that the Australian Labor Party Victorian division continues to take donations from the CFMEU for
party-political purposes and has collected more than $3.3 million from the union since 1998;
(6) that Labor Legislative Council members Mr Mark Gepp, MLC, and Ms Jane Garrett, MLC, feature in a
video with Mr Setka promoting Labor’s internal warfare;
and calls on the Premier to protect Victorians, promote harmony, oppose bullying tactics and instigate the
expulsion of Mr Setka from the Labor Party.

As I said, I am pleased to be able to rise and speak to this, because I think what we have seen being
played out across the union sector—pardon the pun—over the last few weeks with Mr Setka
demonstrates just the power of the union movement and how Mr Andrews, our Premier, has failed to
address these very alarming concerns.
I do say this because, as we know, the issues arising from Mr Setka in relation to family violence and
harassment are before the court but he has pleaded guilty to the charges that have been brought against
him, so he is clearly not denying that that harassment has occurred. Importantly, there is the hypocrisy
of the Premier in relation to this. The Premier, as I think all Victorians know, has been talking about
family violence since his election and has gone out and taken a number of initiatives to promote the
government’s commitment around family violence. I think everybody in this chamber has a bipartisan
approach to this. Family violence, and violence of any sort, is unacceptable, and we need to be doing
as much as we can to stamp out that violence. We have seen horrendous events occur as a result of
family violence every single week. There is much that needs to be done, but there is much that has
been done. Governments of all persuasions have been addressing this issue, and I have spoken on
many occasions in relation to family violence.
Nevertheless, I want to go to the point that on occasion the Premier has been very forthright. He has
gone out when women in this city have tragically lost their lives through the horrific crimes that have
occurred against them. He has spoken about attitudes and said that men have got to change their
behaviour and do better, linking those horrendous, tragic murders to family violence. I do not
understand exactly what has happened in those cases and the circumstances that have arisen. The
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Premier has linked them to gender-based violence and family violence issues that he has called out. I
am not sure that in all circumstances the tweets that I saw coming out of the Premier’s office were
very appropriate. I would have thought that time and respect would have been needed for the poor
woman who in that particular case lost her life.
Nevertheless, as we know, far too many women are losing their lives. The government has continued
to talk about family violence, and I do not have any problem with any of that. But what I do see here
is the hypocrisy of the Premier. Just last year when Respect Victoria was to be enshrined in legislation,
there was a media release put out by the then Minister for the Prevention of Family Violence. It was
in relation to the campaigns that the government had released in calling it out. A number of videos
were going to be rolled out across Victoria in the Respect Women: Call It Out campaign. The media
release said:
This is the final video in a series of four that depicts the various ways men can call out sexism, harassment
and abuse against women.

That is the point, isn’t it? There have been charges of harassment by Mr Setka. While things may all
seem to be cosy currently, there is clearly a strong history here. There has been lots of media around
the Call It Out campaign. We have seen those videos run across our TV screens. It has been reported:
Two new ads have been released by Victoria Against Violence, targeting men and the role they can play in
affecting change in how other men behave around, speak about and treat women.

The latest ads tackle public situations, following the ones about the workplace. The report goes on to
say, and I quote again:
“Go on give your big speech then, it doesn’t have to be something that big,” one man ponders as his friend at
the bar makes vulgar remarks about a bartender.

That is clearly about the issue around violence against women and the attitudes towards women and
the men talking, in this situation, about a vulgar remark.
My point is that the government have made it such a big thing. They are constantly talking about the
gender-based violence and the attitudes of men towards women. It really frankly should be about the
attitudes to everyone. Everyone should have respect and everyone should feel safe. They do not need
to be harassed, abused or, even worse, hurt in any way at all. Those ads that have been running on the
Respect Women: Call It Out campaign end with one man calling out the other on their behaviour.
As I said, the point is that the standard you walk past is the standard you accept, which is what the
Premier has said, and yet he has failed to do it on the very issue in relation to Mr Setka. There is a
massive history around Mr Setka about his experience of having a string of charges of harassment and
sometimes very violent behaviour, actually. If you look at the rap sheet that he has, it is quite stunning.
Again I am reading from a newspaper article back in 2012:
The extraordinary police record of John Setka, one of the nation’s most powerful unionists, finally has been
laid bare, with 60 charges leading to dozens of convictions and fines including for theft, assault … criminal
damage and—

believe it or not—
assaulting police.

What example does that set to those in and around his union if he is trying to provide good leadership
when these charges are there, they have been laid and there are dozens of convictions? I think it just
sends the most terrible message, and yet the Premier has been completely silent on this issue. It is
extraordinary how he can sit back and lecture to the Victorian community on attitudes of respect for
women and others, and yet he allows somebody like this to be very forthcoming in relation to the
union support that he receives. That leads to the financial support that the Labor Party receives from
the CFMEU—or the CFMMEU, as it is now known, after the maritime union came in to join that union.
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Today I am led to believe—and Mr Finn will have to correct me, because I think it was he who
mentioned it—that now they have got internal warfare going on, with the unions calling out—
Mr Finn interjected.
Ms CROZIER: The Electrical Trades Union (ETU) are calling out all Labor members of
Parliament and their harassment records. It is quite extraordinary that we have got to this point, that
you can have unions dictating to the government or MPs talking about harassment. I think their point
is, ‘You’re being a little hypocritical, Premier, because you’ve been lecturing us, yet we’ve got a string
of examples where harassment, thuggery or worse has occurred with MPs within the ranks across
Australia’. I will be very interested to see if they do that. It will be quite an interesting rap sheet to
come up with, that particular history of MPs who have those harassment details exposed.
If I could go to another area in relation to my motion, last week I included in the motion that at the
time it was evident that Mr Setka was still giving advice, that he was involved with the women in
construction strategy and giving advice to the Andrews government. It was an extraordinary position
that somebody of his calibre or nature or temperament would be on that advisory committee, knowing
what he is like.
As I said, his rap sheet is there. It has got the 60 charges on it. That was back in 2012, and of course
we have seen more come into play in recent years. Again, it took the Premier some time to understand
the implications of this, and that was exposed by the opposition through the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee sessions. Why Mr Setka still remained on that committee, as I said, is quite
extraordinary. It goes to show the protection they will keep around their union mates, and that has
been very clear, as we have seen with a whole range of union heavies. I know we have had Mr Marshall
walking around the corridors of the Parliament today, talking to various crossbenchers. No doubt—
Mr Finn: Who was he talking to?
Ms CROZIER: Well, I believe he was talking to one of your colleagues from Western
Metropolitan Region—
Mr Finn: Who might that have been, I wonder?
Ms CROZIER: Dr Cumming, I believe, Mr Finn. That is obviously for the vote tomorrow. But it
just demonstrates—
Mr Finn interjected.
Ms CROZIER: Well, I won’t go there. It just demonstrates the power of the union heads over this
government, when you have got people like John Setka and Peter Marshall calling the shots, whereas
the Premier is just the puppet, as we have said on numerous occasions. We will continue to do that
because it is clear that until Mr Albanese came into the fray and started to understand how damaging
it is to have somebody like this making commentary around Rosie Batty in relation to domestic
violence that it became a hot political football for the Labor Party, because they had made such a big
issue of family violence, as I said in my opening remarks. It is a very, very important issue. But it was
because of the perceived attack on Rosie Batty that Mr Albanese stepped in. Then the Premier,
Mr Andrews, finally said something. His silence has been extraordinary; it has been deafening on this
issue. It just demonstrates the hollow words, I believe, and what he truly thinks about the CFMEU and
how they control so much of the power base in this state.
Of course we had just been debating Ms Wooldridge’s motion on steelworks and steel-made products.
We had government members making some pretty ridiculous remarks in that debate about the
opposition, but I think again it just demonstrates the power of the unions and what they are threatening
to do. They are threatening to hold up the works on some of the construction sites. I think it is
extraordinary that you can have unions coming from all around Australia to get behind Mr Setka and
threatening these projects, which potentially will see blowouts in project time and cost the Victorian
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taxpayer money. We know those project have blown out by around $25 billion already. We have got
a debt that has been doubled. The front page of the Australian, as I mentioned earlier today,
demonstrates just where Victoria sits. It leads the pack in debt, and it is all well and good for those in
the government to say, ‘Don’t worry; it’s only taxpayers money’. Well, somebody has to pay for it in
the end, and it is taxpayers who will pay through rising taxes, decreasing services and increased debt.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Ms CROZIER: Thank you, Mr Ondarchie; that is exactly right. But that is the concern if the unions
take over and say, ‘We’re going to pull the pin on these various projects’—what that will actually
mean to Victorians.
I think the Premier should be very concerned about that, and I am wondering: is that why he did not
say anything at the outset? He knew that if he spoke out against Mr Setka, this threat that we have
been hearing in the last few days would have materialised a few weeks ago. Perhaps that is why he
did not say anything. But that is no excuse in relation to the leadership that he has told Victorians that
he would show in relation to family violence. The harassment which has been clearly demonstrated
by Mr Setka, which he has admitted guilt to, is of concern.
The Royal Commission into Family Violence looked into all manner of issues around what violence
means, whether it is sexual, physical, harassment through technology or harassment physically or
verbally. A whole range of violence can occur, and of course we need to include elder abuse in family
violence as well. So a whole range of abuse occurs, and the royal commission really did look at that.
This is partly why the Respect Women: Call It Out campaign is based on one of the findings and the
recommendations from the royal commission. Interestingly it is partly for members of the sector who
have also spoken about what the government has done. They want to see various initiatives—of course
they do. They want to see various attitudes changed, and we need to ensure that we have a far more
respectful community. But I believe it is a failure of political leadership for the Premier not to call out
the actions of Mr Setka.
I am sure, Acting President Melhem, that you would know far better than me just what happens inside
the internal circles of the various factions within the Labor Party; and you, of course, would know
Mr Setka very well. You have a strong history, and you know well the CFMEU. That is wellunderstood and well-known. I am just saying that you would probably have seen some of this in your
time working around various individuals. You, I know, also believe in respect for what your
government is trying to achieve among the community so these violence-related issues, whether it be
in the family or the community, decrease. Sadly we are seeing an increase in crime, and attitudinal
change does need to occur in a whole range of areas.
I want to go back to the area of donations. The Australian Labor Party, Victorian division, continues
to take donations from the CFMEU for party-political purposes, and has collected more than
$3.3 million from the union since 1998. It is not an insignificant amount of money—$3.3 million from
one union. That is the money we know about, I suppose. It is alarming to understand that the Premier
and the Labor Party are willing to take the money from the union without the Premier calling out the
terrible actions of Mr Setka, and that needs to be addressed as well. How can you possibly speak to
the Victorian community on that high moral ground and talk about violence against women or violence
against one another and the respect that we all must have, when you are accepting money from a union
that is headed up by someone like John Setka? It is extraordinary, and I think the Premier needs to
ensure that that is addressed. The lack of commentary needs to be reflected upon. He needs to start
talking about this issue. He needs to show the leadership that he so fondly reminds everyone else that
he is showing. Unfortunately the silence has been deafening on this issue, I would have to say. I again
say that it was only when Mr Albanese came out that the Premier even uttered a word.
Deputy President, I have spoken about the Acting President who was in the chair before you, but there
are another two members, Mr Gepp and Ms Garrett. I was pleased to see Mr Gepp in the chamber
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yesterday. He is obviously recovering from being away ill. But I did watch that video. I saw it. I could
not find it the other day. I do not know if it has been pulled down. But I did watch it at the time thinking,
‘Wow, this is pretty extraordinary’. They were having a red-hot go at one another in terms of that
internal warfare that the Labor Party is so good at doing. It really demonstrated just where they all sat
and what they all think of each other. But again, those two members of this house were standing side
by side with Mr Setka. Their silence is deafening as well, especially Ms Garrett’s, who has been
subject to some pretty horrendous bullying through her dealings with the United Firefighters Union
through the CFA crisis, which sadly we are still dealing with. We will be voting on the Firefighters’
Presumptive Rights Compensation and Fire Services Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2019
tomorrow, I presume. To be standing with somebody like this and in support of one another is equally
extraordinary.
In the remaining few minutes that I have I want to reiterate again that the Premier does need to show
leadership if he is fair dinkum. If he is really fair dinkum about violence against women and about
violence against anyone in this state, he needs to show leadership and he needs to absolutely insist that
John Setka is expelled from the Labor Party—that he does not have a place. The vote on the floor of
that Labor Party council, whenever they held it, was dominated by unions. I am not sure that the
Victorian public understand just how they operate in terms of getting the power on the floor of those
councils and how they are then elected to the Parliament.
I know Ms Stitt has a proud history of working as a union steward. She said that about representing
the union in her previous contribution, which is all very well and fine, and there are good reasons for
unions to protect workers, but not when you have leaders like this who are absolutely quite
extraordinary and disgraceful in their behaviour in the public domain. I have gone through that rap
sheet. That was back in 2012. I have seen that he has been rewarded by the Andrews government with
a place on the Building Industry Consultative Council, and the Andrews government took advice from
him about women in construction. That again demonstrates just where the government is—how they
are absolutely beholden to somebody like John Setka and the CFMEU.
There are paybacks the entire time, as we know. We have seen that throughout the Andrews
government—well, for the last four and a half years in terms of the paybacks that occur from the
unions. This is just another one. I think it is about time—if he will not call out Peter Marshall, with
what he has got over him over the CFA issue—for him to call out John Setka on this very, very
concerning issue of how he is still dominating and controlling large parts of the construction industry
in terms of dictating what they may or may not do to some vital projects that the government has
indicated that they want to proceed with and how that will impact the taxpayer. That is only going to
add to the taxpayers’ burden. We have already got that mounting debt, as I said previously, and
somebody like Mr Setka should be called out. The Premier needs to promote harmony, oppose the
bullying tactics and investigate an expulsion from the Labor Party. He has got to stop sitting on his
hands on this. He needs to take a stand and really call it out for what it is.
This has been going on for weeks. We are seeing union against union. I am sure there are lots of
discussions going around this Parliament between Labor MPs about their unions and where they all
sit and what is happening. I would not mind being a fly on the wall for some of them. It must be quite
entertaining. Nevertheless, I am not trying to be too flippant. I am trying to take this seriously because
this man, as we know, has a very big history. The headline of the Australian today on the ‘union blues’
I thought said it all. You have Ms McManus telling him to resign and then standing beside him, and
they are all a happy family in that photo—but it has not been a happy time in recent days.
Mr Finn interjected.
Ms CROZIER: Well, that is if the ETU does have its way. But as we know, I think the Premier
has failed dismally on this issue. He has failed to provide leadership to the Victorian community. He
has not provided any certainty whatsoever in relation to what he really thinks should be done. He has
not demonstrated that he actually is fair dinkum about family violence when he has let this keep going.
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It is there in black and white. The Call It Out campaign, the behaviour of men, the attitudes—well, it
is all here with Mr Setka, and I think the Premier, Mr Andrews, needs to do much more than he has
done. He needs to ensure that any internal warfare between the unions does not occur, and he needs to
expel Mr Setka and get him out of the Labor Party so his influence is diminished, which ultimately
ends up in this Parliament making decisions on behalf of all Victorians. I think that is what is most
concerning—the power of unions in this state has unfortunately been far too significant in recent years.
Mr Finn: They run the show.
Ms CROZIER: Well, they do, Mr Finn. We saw it in the lead-up to 2014. The unions had a field
day, a number of them, and we are seeing it today in different forms. It is disappointing the Premier
has failed on Mr Setka, and I would ask that the house supports my motion and ensures that the actions
that I have asked for in it do actually take place.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (17:02): The government will
not support Ms Crozier’s motion, and we will not do it for a number of reasons, which I will outline
over the next few minutes. But what I want to say is that the intention of this motion to me is very
clear. The intention of this motion is to divide the Labor Party from the labour movement and do
whatever the mover of the motion can to actually engender an amount of chaos and division within
the Labor Party and the labour movement. I am not interested in increasing any tensions within the
Labor Party and the labour movement in relation to this matter.
This has been done in the name of a legitimate concern, which is a legitimate concern that should unite
everybody in this chamber and everybody in this community. It is about the actions that we can take
consistently as a matter of principle and as a matter of applied learning and understanding to do what
is required to get rid of the scourge of family violence. That should be something that this chamber
can totally unite on. What are the actions and the principal stand that we all take in relation to stopping
family violence from being a feature of community life in Victoria? How do we protect women and
children? How do we keep them safe? How do we bring perpetrators to account? How do we make
them responsible for their actions and ensure that appropriate sanctions are applied to them, that they
are considered appropriately before the courts as their actions would warrant and that they take
responsibility for it? If this motion had any intention of addressing that question, then the government’s
view would be very different.
What we are seeing in the Parliament today is an opportunity that has been seized by the opposition to
actually draw attention to a family that is experiencing difficulty and a man who has already indicated
to the community that he will plead guilty to certain actions and take responsibility in the court process
for his actions. And that is an appropriate thing to do. That is an appropriate thing for any perpetrator
to do, to take responsibility for their actions and to account for their actions in the courts and in the
judicial system. As I understand it, that is what is going to happen. But to cry crocodile tears over the
standing of the Victorian government on family violence and to say that the government’s view to
eradicate family violence is compromised by the actions of an individual and the consequences for
their family is beyond the pale in relation to being a legitimate argument.
This government has done more than any other government in Victorian history, any other government
in Australian history and any other government around the world, as I understand it, in terms of taking
action in a very thorough, thoughtful manner to turn around the way in which government works, the
way our judicial system works and the way our services need to be configured to keep women and
children safe and to bring perpetrators to account. There is no other government that I have seen in
any jurisdiction that has allocated the same amount of resources or support for that endeavour. There
is no other government that I have actually seen that has introduced a royal commission, accepted the
responsibility of implementing 227 recommendations or allocated $2.5 billion to programs to support
that activity. If that is not walking the talk, then I will go he.
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There is actually a demonstration of that in this year’s budget. We have allocated additional funding—
$185 million, adding to that investment during the course of this budget, including $85 million in
programs designed to assist perpetrators to come to terms with and to take responsibility for their
actions, to remedy their actions and to make their actions in the future foolproof in keeping their
families safe; to restore families; and to restore connectivity between perpetrators and their family in
circumstances where up until now women and children have continued to be unsafe. Eighty-five
million dollars is a tangible demonstration of that. The Premier is the Premier who set up the royal
commission. The Premier is—
Ms Crozier interjected.
Mr JENNINGS: Ms Crozier, you may have fallen asleep after you satisfied yourself with your
contribution. You actually ignore the fact that I have referred to Mr Setka already in my contribution.
I have referred to Mr Setka in my contribution already by indicating that he is a man who has actually
accepted in the judicial system his responsibility for his actions. And in fact if he is pleading guilty for
his actions, that is an indication that he has started what I am talking about, which is what is required
for members of our community who may have done things that they are ashamed of and may have
done things that actually placed their love ones at risk, and that is to take responsibility for correcting
their actions and restoring their families. That is something that is an essential part of this journey.
Regardless of your interjections, I am not going to be distracted from my argument that in fact this is
all about responsibility, it is all about actions, it is all about consistency, and you will not be successful
in your motivation to use these circumstances to divide the labour movement. You will not be
successful because we will stay focused on the ambition of this government to deliver real and lasting
change in relation to family violence.
In fact the motion that you have moved acknowledges in part the contribution of the Premier in terms
of setting that standard, that expectation and that support and backing it in time and time again. In your
contribution you referred to the importance for us in this Parliament and out in our community to
respect the outstanding leadership that Rosie Batty has shown in drawing this nation’s attention to the
issue of family violence. The resilience and the power of Rosie Batty has been shown time and time
again in her capacity to show great compassion and understanding in her unswerving determination to
change the way in which family violence is actually understood in this community, responded to and
mitigated. All in our community have no option but to recognise her significant contribution.
The government has formed a very, very strong connection with Rosie Batty and will maintain that
strong connection with Rosie Batty, because she has played such a pre-eminent role in terms of the
Victim Survivors Advisory Council, ground-truthing at every turn whether our reform agenda will
create a safer environment for women and children and whether in fact we can change the pathways
of service delivery and make sure that we wrap services around, in a totally appropriate and timely
fashion, those in our community who are in urgent need and at risk in relation to family violence. That
is our determination. There is a demonstration through our funding that we will continue on that
journey. It is the standard the Premier sets for all of us. It is the standard that the government totally
accepts, recognises and applies each and every day in acquitting its responsibilities to the community.
We are not distracted by individual circumstances or intrigue in relation to the Labor Party’s
connection to the labour movement. We are not distracted by that matter. We are totally focused in
relation to those programs and ensuring that we do walk the talk in terms of that essential reform
agenda—a reform agenda that the coalition have never, ever in their wildest dreams gone anywhere
near resourcing or backing, either at a state level or a federal level.
This is a completely opportunistic motion, such as we see time and time again on a Wednesday—
opportunistic motions that in fact are riddled with inconsistencies and take gratuitous whacks at people.
Why on earth does this motion need to give a gratuitous whack to my colleagues who sit in this
chamber in relation to these matters? Why are they connected to these matters? Why are my colleagues
connected to these matters? It is completely opportunistic and gratuitous. If you are interested in family
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violence, debate family violence. Debate whether in fact the government is actually acquitting its
responsibility in relation to family violence. Debate whether in fact we are successful in the
implementation of our policies. Check whether in fact we live by those standards and expect those
standards to be complied with by others.
You set the test—a convenient test for you—in relation to what the measure is of that standard. That
is your test; it is not a test that I accept as a valid test. I expect a member of a family to take
responsibility for their actions, take account of their actions, deal with them in the judicial system if
they need to, deal with the consequences and look into the eyes of their loved ones and make sure that
they keep them safe and are dedicated to keeping them safe. That is the real test of any perpetrators of
family violence. It is not the test that you set; that is the test.
In terms of what you are trying to achieve from this motion, you will not achieve it, because in fact it
is completely divisive and conflict ridden, and ultimately, at the end of the day, what we need to find
is a pathway by which families can be supported to be safe. That is what we need to do, and that is
what this government is focusing on. We are not playing games with people’s lives; we are actually
clearly saying what the standard is that we would expect of people. We are clearly saying that we will
defend up hill and down dale Rosie Batty because of the extraordinary leadership that she has
provided. There is no way in the world that any member of this government will desert Rosie Batty in
terms of her outstanding leadership and her contribution. Indeed we have done so, and we will do so.
We will listen and respond to her advice. We will expect any member of our community, whether they
are in the labour movement, whether they are in the business community or whether they are in
Parliament—all of them, every single person—to live by that standard.
As for this ridiculous proposition that in fact this has anything to do with political donations to the
Victorian branch of the Labor Party, where were you in 2018? In 2018 the Victorian Parliament passed
a law that said that you can only give $4000 to a political party during the course of a term of office—
$4000—and there is not the ability to pay to the Victorian branch of the Australian Labor Party
anything more than $4000 during this term, from 2018 to 2022. Four thousand dollars is the limit.
None of this contrivance that in fact this has been driven by political donations. That was fixed in
2018. We have actually fixed the issues in relation to these matters. You can allege that against us
forever and again. We will continue to walk the talk in relation to family violence.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Statements on reports, papers and petitions
DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY AND FINANCE
Budget papers 2019–20
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (17:15): I want to talk about the
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning’s output in this year’s budget and some of its
objectives in protecting, enhancing and strengthening the state’s livability and protecting our natural
environment, infrastructure and heritage for future generations. DELWP has a very significant task in
achieving that with the enormous population growth we have at this current time. The population growth,
which has been approaching 150 000 statewide in some recent years, and in the order of 129 000 into
Melbourne in the last calendar year in fact, is a very significant growth and a significant challenge.
As I said earlier in the day with respect to a motion that we dealt with in this chamber regarding a
matter around the City of Kingston—but this could be true of many areas around the metropolitan
area—there is very significant population growth. There are government policies directed specifically
to force densification into our suburbs, and there is the tearing up of the protections of the
neighbourhood zones in VC110, the damage that has been done by Richard Wynne to many of our
suburbs, the ongoing pressures that are being felt by our suburbs, the lack of services that are put in
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place parallel with the increase in population, the congestion that the community is feeling and the
direct impact on livability. We have seen this over this recent period.
I want to return to some points I made about the Melbourne Sustainable Society Institute paper
Melbourne: How Big, How Fast and at What Cost?, and I note again the authors: Dr Peter Brain,
Associate Professor Janet Stanley and John Stanley, adjunct professor at the Institute of Transport and
Logistic Studies at the University of Sydney. This paper I think is an attempt to start to grapple with a
few of these issues. But I do want to particularly again draw attention today to the open space issues
in my own electorate, in Southern Metropolitan Region, which to some extent is bearing a significant
amount of pressure through these issues. It is clear that public open space is a real issue. I am going to
again quote from this paper, pages 15, 16 and 17. I think there are some useful statistics and some
useful context in this:
Public open space availability has traditionally been considered in terms of standards, commonly described
in terms of availability per 1000 population, or availability as a percentage of area or of catchment.

The authors make some criticisms of that as a scientific basis but point also to the fact that it is an
accepted standard. They make the point:
Open space planning standards per 1000 population have been common in Australia and we use that
measure herein.

They note some international comparisons on this, and then they use at figure 5, and I would direct
people to look at this, the hectares of other public open space, including parks, gardens, sports fields
and organised recreation space per 1000 residents. I reiterate the concern that Glen Eira and
Stonnington, the two lowest councils in the metropolitan area and the two lowest in Victoria in terms
of that open space, are in my electorate and Ms Crozier’s and Mr Hayes’s. As we said earlier on, we
note the missing member that has gone to Australia Post in that context. Whitehorse, Stonnington,
Monash, Kingston, Glen Eira, Boroondara all have low levels, but particularly Stonnington and Glen
Eira, which are down well under the standard that people would expect of 2.83 standard hectares. I
make the point that as you force people in with this forced densification, the challenge is there. I quote:
As part of a strategy of urban densification, LGAs with lower levels of open space need to recognise the
importance of adding to public open space … Open space is in relatively short supply per 1000 residents in
Stonnington and Glen Eira … Bayside … Whitehorse … and Boroondara …

It talks about the importance of the need to build open space in that context, and it says the UK standard
access to natural conservation in Melbourne, in this sweep of municipalities that are considered here,
would be in the order of $15 billion. None of that is on the table, showing the indicative scale of the
challenge confronting urban densification. Our policy at the last election also saw a decentralisation
component, which is important, but you cannot protect the quality of life where you are forcing
densification without adequate parks, gardens and open space. That is the point of this paper, and I am
pleased to get it on the record in a structured way today to ensure that our livability is protected.
BLACK SATURDAY
Petition
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (17:20): I speak on the petition concerning the Black
Saturday bushfires of 2009 on Melbourne’s outskirts, which were arguably Australia’s worst disaster
since Federation and are seared into the memory of all Victorians. But none of us have the same intense
pain of the bushfire survivors, such as my constituent Don Brown, a key organiser of this e-petition.
Of the many aspects of this tragedy that are excruciatingly painful perhaps the most painful is that the
Victorian coroner’s findings into the origin and cause of the Murrindindi, Kilmore East and Kinglake
Black Saturday fires were not made public until September 2015 and 23 February 2016. The findings
were quite clear and unequivocal: that power provider SP AusNet was responsible for both fires, with
electricity assets failing through operator negligence. However, these findings were not available to
the bushfire survivors before the settlement of the class action on 23 December 2014 by SP AusNet,
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which by that time had changed its name to AusNet Services. As a result, the bushfire survivors were
denied access to crucial information in pursuing their claim. Many of the survivors believe, and I agree,
that they have not received compensation anywhere near commensurate with the extent of their losses
and suffering.
It is not just a question of compensation. The survivors are mystified as to why no criminal charges
have been laid over the negligent maintenance the coroner found was the cause of the fires. They do
not feel that Victoria Police, Energy Safe Victoria and other regulatory agencies have provided a
satisfactory explanation as to why no charges were laid and no prosecutions were pursued. Let me add
that I think there is a clear public interest in ensuring that negligent power companies are properly held
to account for their conduct. Unless they are made to keep their infrastructure safe, it will happen again.
The 2009 Victorian Bushfires Royal Commission found that five out of the 15 fires it examined,
including the most deadly, were associated with the failure of electricity assets. The royal commission
found that Victoria’s electricity assets are ageing and that the age of these assets contributed to three
of the fires. It went on to say that distribution businesses’ capacity to respond to the ageing network is
constrained by the electricity industry’s economic regulatory regime. The regime favours the status
quo and makes it difficult to bring about substantial reform. The commission said that:
… there will probably be an increase in the number of fires resulting from asset failures unless … urgent
preventive steps …

are taken. Regrettably governments are so flat out dealing with the infrastructure and other challenges
of population growth that they lack the capacity to focus on serious problem-solving, and bushfire
prevention by undergrounding powerlines is just one example of the action that could be done and
action that has been left languishing. I urge the government to take this petition seriously and to listen
to the bushfire survivors, who are entitled to our attention and support.
DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY AND FINANCE
Budget papers 2019–20
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (17:24): I am pleased to be able to speak tonight on the
Victorian budget 2019–20, and I do so because I am referring to the waiting time for general dental
care that is highlighted in the budget. As we know, the government has talked about its dental vans,
and there are lots of questions still to be answered on that that I asked in the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee (PAEC) hearings. I am looking forward to receiving those answers to the
questions that were not able to be provided to me at that time.
Ms Shing interjected.
Ms CROZIER: I did, Ms Shing. I asked a whole lot of questions, excuse me, and the minister was
unable to answer exactly—
Ms Shing: Are you on PAEC?
Ms CROZIER: Ms Shing, I am sorry; the issues I raised at PAEC were in terms of the rollout of
the dental vans and the number of students that were going to be undertaken in relation to the scheme.
Ms Shing interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The member to continue without assistance.
Ms CROZIER: Thank you, Deputy President, but I will make the points. I am waiting for those
questions to come back through the PAEC process that were asked in the committee in relation to the
number of children that would be involved in the scheme, the number of vans et cetera. There were
numerous questions that needed to be answered because they were unable to be answered,
unbelievably, at the time.
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The issue I want to speak about is the issue around the adult waitlist. As we know, there are far too
many Victorians who are languishing on dental waitlists, and alarmingly, as Mrs McArthur raised
yesterday in relation to the issues around the Geelong area, people in the Barwon region are now
waiting an average of 32.4 months to see a dentist. This is data that has been obtained through the
Australian Dental Association, and they are saying that there are many, many months for people to
wait to be able to see a dentist in that area.
Well, I know that that is the case because, alarmingly, I spoke to Martin Thompson, who was featured
on a news report last night, and he has a terrible story. He has been requesting from his GP to be seeing
a dentist here in Melbourne, and the referral, quite extraordinarily, keeps getting lost. It is not once or
twice; it has been about three times. This man is very concerned about his state of health—he has a
chronic illness—and his GP is worried about his state of health. It is concerning because if an infection
continues through dental health issues it can be very, very serious in relation to infection in the heart.
That is exactly what his GP is concerned about.
His story is, sadly, not uncommon. It is very concerning that people like Mr Thompson and others that
have been highlighted in a news article in the Geelong Advertiser are languishing on waitlists for
months and months if not years. It is incumbent again on this state government to ensure that those
waiting times are not increasing and that they are going down. The budget demonstrates that nothing
much has changed. The target waiting time for general dental care in 2018–19 was 23 months. It went
to 21.4 months and then back to the target of 23 months in 2019–20. It has been described as a positive
result; well, I think waiting for a couple of years can hardly be described as a positive result.
The government have their priorities all wrong. They have wasted money on campaigns against the
federal government in relation to the campaigns they ran through the federal election. That money—
the millions of dollars that were wasted on that, as well as the billions of dollars wasted on projects
that have blown out under this government—should have been put into areas like this, bringing down
the dental waitlist. I think it just demonstrates the priorities of this government where they actually do
not care. They are not even interested in speaking to the private sector. All they are doing is feathering
their own nests and trying to cover up the true state of affairs. It is quite shameful, and I think the
government should be doing much, much more to bring down the adult wait times in dental care.
MAGISTRATES COURT
Report 2016–17
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (17:29): I rise today to speak on the annual report of the
Magistrates Court for 2016–17 that was tabled in Parliament on 2 May 2019. My contribution today
is a little strange in that I am obliged to speak on a report of the court’s operation from a period that is
now between two and three years ago, and this is despite my understanding that the report was
submitted to the government by the court some 18 months ago.
Regardless, the report underlines the enormous workload of the Magistrates Court. In 2016–17 it heard
90 per cent of all the cases that came before the courts—166 000 cases and 726 000 criminal hearings.
The report speaks of critical problems due to increased demand, a backlog of bail applications and a
scenario where one in three prisoners were awaiting sentence. For the third time in the last four annual
reports the Chief Magistrate raised the issue of the non-production of persons held in custody for
hearings caused by the logistical problems of transporting the increased numbers of people held on
remand from their cells to the court. The report also notes that court delays are resulting in people held
on remand ending up serving their entire sentences in police cells. Since the report was finalised there
have been some major changes in the criminal justice system, particularly in regard to bail and remand.
With the benefit of two years of hindsight it is now very difficult to read about all of the problems
outlined in this report, knowing all the time what is to come. When the report comments on case load
pressures caused by a burgeoning prison population at a time when there were just over 7000 people
in prison, we now know, just two years later, that there are currently almost 1000 more people in
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prison. When the report talks about the problems caused by the higher numbers of people on remand
at a time when this applied to 31 per cent of prisoners, we now know that currently this proportion is
closer to 38 per cent. When the report talks of the strain caused by the increased number of complex
cases presenting in the criminal division of the court, we now know that in the last two years the
proportion of women and Aboriginal Victorians in prison has continued to multiply and that even
among those who are incarcerated these groups are especially susceptible to complex issues with mental
health, drug use, trauma, homelessness and, in the case of women prisoners, past violence and abuse.
Finally, we also now know that as a result of last year’s toxic tough-on-crime election legislation has
been introduced that further erodes the judiciary’s ability to apply all the facts in sentencing and instead
applies more mandatory prison sentences, which leads to many more people being held on remand for
no good reason. Yet the government’s solution to all of this, as outlined in the recent budget, is to
repeat many of these mistakes, to ignore evidence and to simply spend billions building new and bigger
prisons.
Two-thirds of women are being released from remand without additional prison sentence. The children
of prisoners are six times more likely to themselves be imprisoned. This is not making us safer. But
can you imagine if this human potential was unlocked—the contribution to our society if, rather than
investing these billions into bigger prisons, we invested in early intervention programs instead? The
current Minister for Training and Skills and Minister for Higher Education put it very well when in
opposition in 2014 she said:
The government’s narrow-minded, simplistic approach to crime takes no account of the flow-on effects within
courts, prisons and agencies.

Given recent developments, we could add that this government is also adopting a similar simplistic
approach to crime—an approach that takes no account of the increasingly poor return on investment
of billions more into a corrections system with recidivism rates at close to 50 per cent, that takes no
account of the intergenerational effects of overimprisonment on vulnerable communities, which are
already so apparent in the Aboriginal community, and that takes no account of all of the evidence that
shows that mass imprisonment does not address the causes of crime so over the long term does not
reduce offending or even make us safer. If this government continues to adopt this narrow-minded,
simplistic approach, we will not need to wait another two years for an annual report to be tabled. The
evidence already shows that the approach does not work.
AUDITOR-GENERAL
Recovering and Reprocessing Resources from Waste
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (17:34): I am going to speak this afternoon on the Victorian AuditorGeneral’s Office report of June this year, Recovering and Reprocessing Resources from Waste. It is
interesting; it is always very useful and serviceable to attend those hearings and listen to what the
Auditor-General has to say. I will go to the conclusion, which is quite damning of the government,
that the Victorian agencies responsible for managing the waste sector are not responding strategically
to waste and resource recovery issues and as a result they are not minimising Victoria’s need for
landfill nor maximising the recovery processes of waste resources, meaning recyclables. So in effect
the government are not doing their job.
On the contrary side, Victorians by and large are a dedicated bunch of recyclers. They make a
conscious effort, and the report states that in 2016–17 Victorians recycled 67 per cent of their waste.
So we see a great amount of this not going into landfill—67 per cent was not going into landfill. This
is a testament to all of the education processes that happen, whether it is on television, in schools or
great mums and dads saying, ‘Make sure we recycle our waste from our household’. However, it is a
shame that the government is not matching this level of aptitude and conscientiousness.
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This inaction really serves to say this is a lazy attitude, and Victoria has not had a statewide waste policy
since the previous Liberal-National government in 2014. The former government released Getting
Full Value: The Victorian Waste and Resource Recovery Policy in 2013, but the Andrews government
failed to endorse it. Sometimes good ideas just need to be implemented, but they failed to endorse it
and now we will not have a full strategy in place, we are told, until 2020. So there has been a hiatus,
but that hiatus indicates that waste is piling up. We have seen some very dangerous happenings and
fires in three locations in Melbourne when waste has piled up. We have seen people being highly
frustrated and quite inventive private enterprise wanting to continue to develop options and activities
that will encourage recycling of material, of a variety of material, but they are getting frustrated.
Under section 70 of the Environment Protection Act 2017 the Sustainability Fund was set up, and that
now has in its coffers over $500 million. Previous to this budget the government put $13 million into
some activities, and now in this budget we see a little more. It is still only 10 per cent of the available
costings that the government can spend on recycling. It is such a shame that we see this happening.
There is a great example of a local contractor in the Latrobe Valley area who is very frustrated by this
stockpiling. Dasma’s managing director—his name is Mr Di Sipio—is looking at stockpiling recycling
waste in the town. He said:
We will run out of space eventually, we are unsure when, it depends on how much tonnage we have to store,
and it will eventually have to be stored outside …
We have various buildings and sheds that we store it in but we are starting to lose opportunities to rent out
our sheds—

that is, to create more wealth in the area and have more jobs—
while we have to stockpile our paper.

He went on to say that this stuff is not being processed and the government is not channelling activities
to enable that to happen. He said:
I hope Australia can do something to value-add this material, and do it in-house rather than relying on other
countries—

and we know that the government has been very tardy in relation to the imminent removal of China
as a mechanism to remove the waste from this state. He finished by saying:
Any departure from this would be a retrograde step and we implore state and federal governments to work
quickly to develop a solution.

Well, I concur with Mr Di Sipio. It is a great big shame, and we do not want this state to end up being
not the Education State, as is on the back of cars, but the Garbage State.
Bills
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (SOUTH GIPPSLAND SHIRE COUNCIL) BILL 2019
Introduction and first reading
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I have a message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act to dismiss
the South Gippsland Shire Council and provide for a general election for that Council and for other purposes’.

Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (17:39): I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

Motion agreed to.
Read first time.
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Mr SOMYUREK: Pursuant to standing order 14.34, I declare this to be an urgent bill and move:
That the bill be treated as an urgent bill.

Motion agreed to.
Statement of compatibility
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (17:40): I lay on the table a statement of compatibility with the Charter of Human
Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
Opening paragraphs
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006, (the Charter), I
make this Statement of Compatibility with respect to the Local Government (South Gippsland Shire Council)
Bill 2019.
In my opinion, the Local Government (South Gippsland Shire Council) Bill 2019 as introduced to the
Legislative Council, is compatible with human rights as set out in the Charter. I base my opinion on the
reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview
The Local Government (South Gippsland Shire Council) Bill 2019 (Bill) proposes to dismiss the South
Gippsland Shire Council (Council) and provide for the appointment of administrators for the Council. This
follows the report of the Commission of Inquiry into South Gippsland Shire Council which recommended
the dismissal of the Council until October 2021.
The Commission provided the Minister for Local Government with its report on Thursday, 13 June 2019.
The report describes high levels of tension, conflict and discord between councillors and identifies the
detrimental impacts that this has had upon the Council. The report also notes that the resignations of 6 of the
councillors within 8 months and the resulting countback elections have weakened the Council’s legitimacy
as a truly representative body.
As such, the Minister seeks the dismissal of elected Councillors at the Council for at least 2 years to enable
the disruption of patterns of councillor conflict, re-establishment of trust with council staff and the repairing
of damage to the Council’s community standing.
The proposed Bill dismisses the Council until October 2021.
Human Rights Issues
Human rights protected by the Charter that are relevant to the Bill
Taking part in public life
Section 18 of the Charter establishes a right for an individual to, without discrimination, participate in the
conduct of public affairs, to vote and be elected at State and municipal elections, and to have access to the
Victorian public service and public office.
Clause 5 of the Bill clearly engages and purports to restrict the right under section 18 of the Charter.
The limitation appears to be reasonable and demonstrably justified in a free and democratic society under
section 7(2) of the Charter.
The right to participate in the conduct of public affairs broadly relates to the exercise of governmental power
by all levels of government, including local government. The right to be elected ensures that eligible voters
have a free choice of candidates in an election and, much like the right to vote, is not conferred on all
Victorians, but is limited to eligible persons who meet certain criteria. The processes for the appointment,
promotion, suspension and dismissal of candidates and councillors are objective, reasonable and nondiscriminatory.
In this case, the purpose of the limitation is to enable the restoration of good government at the Council.
In June 2018, Mr Peter Stephenson was appointed as a municipal monitor to the Council to review and oversee
governance processes and practices on the basis of concerns that had been raised by the Chief Municipal
Inspector.
In his final report of 21 March 2019, Mr Stephenson identified serious failures by the Council to provide good
government, noting that the responsibility for the failures rested with the councillors, the issues appeared to
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be deep seated and councillors had been resistant to change. This report recommended that the council be
suspended.
On 2 April 2019, this report was provided to the Council and councillors for a response, including what steps
the Council had taken to remedy the difficulties underlying its failures. During this time there appeared to be
further deterioration in good governance at the council, including rushing to appoint an acting chief executive
officer.
As a result, a Commission of Inquiry comprised of the Hon Frank Vincent AO QC (Chair), Ms Julie Eisenbise
and Mr John Watson was appointed on 21 May 2019, to conduct an inquiry into the Council and the
Commission provided its final report on 13 June 2019.
In summary, the report found that:
•

A high level of conflict between councillors had negatively impacted on the Council’s performance
of its legislated role, councillor decision making and the opportunity for Council staff to provide
appropriate professional advice.

•

6 councillor resignations within 8 months have weakened the current Council’s legitimacy as a
truly representative body.

•

There needs to be a break in democratic representation for at least 2 years to address the issues
identified.

The Commission recommended the Council be dismissed until October 2021. This can only be achieved
through legislation.
The serious nature of the Commission’s findings justifies the dismissal of the elected councillors. In addition,
the Commission notes that the significant number of resignations has weakened the Council’s legitimacy as
a truly representative body as the Council as presently constituted, does not reflect a high level of community
support when considering the votes cast in the 2016 election which mitigates the impact of the limitation. This
action therefore ensures and recognises the right of electors to be represented with probity, integrity and
accountability, and in the interests of the community.
Removal of an elected council is always a matter of last resort and undertaken only in the most serious of
circumstances. While it is regrettable that this is necessary, the Government has a responsibility to protect
communities from governance failings by their local representatives.
The Local Government Act provides a less restrictive and more immediate measure, namely suspension
pursuant to section 219(1). However, section 219 is not appropriate in this case because it provides for
suspension for a maximum period of 12 months, indicating the provision is intended for circumstances in
which a short interruption to elected representation will be sufficient to overcome the failures identified.
However, as the Commission’s report demonstrates, the circumstances require the removal of democratic
representatives for at least 2 years in order to disrupt the patterns of conflict between councillors, re-establish
trust with council staff, establish proper governance processes and repair damage to the Council’s standing in
the community.
Privacy and Reputation
Section 13 of the Charter provides that a person has the right not to have his or her privacy, unlawfully or
arbitrarily interfered with, and not to have his or her reputation unlawfully attacked.
Clause 5 of the Bill provides for the dismissal of the elected councillors, and therefore purports to restrict the
right under section 13 of the Charter.
Any interference with a person’s privacy and reputation is lawful and not arbitrary in this case. The decision
to remove the councillors from office follows investigations by the Chief Municipal Inspector and the
appointment of a municipal monitor and is pursuant to the recommendations of a Commission of Inquiry.
The serious nature of the issues identified at the Council by the Commission, as identified above, clearly
warrant the immediate removal of the councillors.
ADEM SOMYUREK MP
Minister for Local Government
Minister for Small Business
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Second reading
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (17:40): I move:
That the second-reading speech be incorporated into Hansard.

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

Incorporated speech as follows:
This Bill will dismiss the South Gippsland Shire Council and provide for the appointment of an administrator
or panel of administrators in response to the recommendations of the report from the independent commission
of inquiry into South Gippsland Shire Council.
A municipal monitor, Peter Stephenson, was appointed in June 2018 under section 223CA of the Local
Government Act 1989 to review and oversee the governance processes and practices of the council. This
appointment followed a recommendation from the Chief Municipal Inspector who had raised concerns about
the integrity of the council, including its meeting procedures, and policies and processes to manage conflicts
of interest and confidential information.
The municipal monitor in his final report of 21 March 2019, identified serious failures by the council to
provide good government, observing that the failures rested with the councillors rather than the council
administration, and that the issues appear to be deep seated and that councillors have been resistant to change.
Following receipt of the monitor’s final report, I provided the report to the council on 2 April 2019 seeking
submissions from the council and councillors about any matters in the report, including what steps the council
had taken to remedy the difficulties underlying the failure to provide good government. During the “show
cause” process, there appeared to be further deterioration in good governance at the council, including rushing
the appointment of an acting chief executive officer at the council.
In response to this, I appointed an independent commission of inquiry under section 209 of the Local
Government Act to conduct an inquiry into the affairs of the South Gippsland Shire Council, commencing
21 May 2019. The terms of reference saw the commissioners focus on the behaviours of individual
councillors, the process of hiring the acting chief executive officer, and the efficiency and effectiveness of
governance arrangements at the council.
The commissioners were required to report back to me by 13 June 2019 and did so. I have tabled the
commissioners’ report, together with the monitor’s final report, to ensure full transparency of the findings and
process.
The commissioners’ report concludes that there has been a high level of tension, discord and conflict between
the councillors elected in 2016.
According to the report, the conflict between the councillors has impacted negatively on the council’s
performance of its legislated role; it has had a detrimental impact on decision-making by councillors; impaired
the opportunity for council staff to provide appropriate professional advice; damaged the council’s reputation;
and seriously affected relationships between councillors and staff at all levels of the organisation.
In addition to these issues, the commissioners’ report recognises that the six councillor resignations within
eight months, has weakened the council’s legitimacy as a truly representative body.
The issues identified in the report, which have not been resolved, raise serious concerns about the
effectiveness of the council to govern the municipality. The commissioners concluded that the council as
currently constituted cannot remedy the issues to ensure the proper functioning of the council, and that there
needs to be a break in democratically elected representation at the council for at least two years.
The Bill will dismiss the council and provide for the appointment of administrators to perform the powers,
functions and duties of the council until a new council is elected.
The Bill provides for the next general election for the South Gippsland Shire Council to be held in October
2021, ensuring there is sufficient time to address the issues raised in the commissioners’ report while
balancing the strong community interest in having democratically elected representatives.
Dismissing a council by Parliament is the most extreme intervention by the state and is only undertaken in
the most serious cases of governance failure.
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The issues identified in the commissioners’ report, including the continuing conflict between councillors,
demonstrate extremely serious governance failures warranting the dismissal of the council.
Without this Bill, there is a risk of further deterioration of the governance at the council and the probity,
integrity and accountability expected of local government.
The community and Parliament expect the highest standards of governance, probity and representation from
their councillors and council staff. This Bill will ensure good governance in South Gippsland is restored.
I commend the Bill to the house.

Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (17:42): In a sense I am not pleased to rise today to speak on this bill,
but in due course it is a matter of necessity that the Local Government (South Gippsland Shire Council)
Bill 2019 be read and passed this evening. It is a very serious matter. I respect the fact that the minister
has worked very much in good faith with the members of the opposition, the members of the council
and the monitor in bringing this bill to the house. It is a very serious issue that causes these things to
occur, but under the circumstances I think there is compelling argument that it is a necessary move,
and the Liberals and The Nationals will be supporting this bill before the house.
Before I talk about the bill and some of the context around the bill, I just want to say that, in my
opinion, the South Gippsland shire is an absolutely beautiful, beautiful place. It has got bountiful hills,
and it has wonderful people. It has a population of a bit under 30 000. In some places that is a city, but
in our case it is lovely hamlets and business centres. It has prime agriculture—dairy and beef—and
horticulture. Tourism is a wonderful, wonderful asset, and we have some of the most beautiful jewels
in the crown with our locations of Waratah Bay, Wilsons Promontory and all the other wonderful little
pockets and places that people love to come to. South Gippsland has wonderful culinary experiences,
it has got wineries and it has a wonderful culture of people. Of course I am biased, because it is also
my home. In short, the people of this region and this council deserve the very best, and for the last
period of time and for the last council, they have been quite frustrated and disappointed with the
happenings within the council.
There have been in the newspapers, if you read them, articles on the council being dysfunctional and
allegations of harassment, poor process and poor procedures, and it does certainly sadden the locals
that this is the case. There have been breaches of confidentiality and conflicts of interest, so under
section 223CA of the Local Government Act 1989 the minister appointed 12 months ago a municipal
monitor to look at the functionality and governance concerns of the South Gippsland Shire Council.
Mr Peter James Stephenson started back on 18 June last year. In reading his report, it is very clear that
in his view there has been a high level of dysfunction throughout the council. I can say both from
reading the report but also from speaking with friends, staff members and former councillors, who are
quite bereft, that the approach of the monitor was very fulsome and quite comprehensive, and all of
those that I spoke to at least felt that it was done with impeccable professionalism. One of the main
issues that we see as very evident is that there have been six councillors resign. Indeed one of those
councillors was a replacement councillor, and others have left under a cloud. I will not go into that
because that is something for someone else down the track.
The key factors in the monitor’s report address eight pillars, and they basically form a report card. The
report came out very, very poorly for direction and leadership, for culture and behaviour and for
decision-making. The monitor felt that communication and community engagement and risk and
compliance were adequately addressed. The council came up as ‘more than adequate’ for structures,
systems and policies, capability monitoring and review. If I think about that, I feel that that has a great
deal to do with the current staff who are working behind the scenes.
But he also found a lot of poor governance, individual agendas, pet interests and councillors creating
their own rules and not following good practices. He cites in his report—I am paraphrasing him but
these come under the various categories within the report—that there were councillors who were
acting without authority and who failed to respect previous council decisions. There was a lack of
good governance, a failure to set strategic decisions and a lack of individual accountability, and there
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was demonstrated by some councillors a total inconsistency in terms of their conflicts of interest. So
at some stage they would say, ‘I have a conflict of interest’, and at other times they would be almost
non-cognisant of it when they should have had that understanding. And the list goes on.
The monitor found that a number of councillors did not act in accordance with the councillor code of
conduct and indeed their interpersonal behaviours left a lot to be desired. To wit, at the conclusion of
the long consultative process the monitor, Mr Stephenson, included in his recommendations that the
minister consider suspending the councillors of the South Gippsland Shire Council. He then also
looked at education and instruction around governance.
The minister then provided a show-cause notice, and in between times there was a very interesting and
unfortunate state of affairs whereby during that time the councillors appointed a new CEO in only a
week in an unprecedented situation. One of the councillors, who has since resigned and a person who
I hold in high esteem, said in relation to this that the information was provided with only an hour for
councillors to understand, see and assess the merits or otherwise of the CEO candidates. The councillor
said that he did not see how any councillor could be expected to make such a large decision in such a
short period of time. It is quite a shame that this has had to happen, and I know that Minister Somyurek
has appointed a commission of inquiry. The chair of the commission is a very highly valued
gentleman, the Honourable Frank Vincent, AO, QC, and there are three commissioners.
I also thank the minister for enabling us to have a briefing the other day. It was very fulsome, and we
learned within that period and in reading the commissioner’s response that there was again a very
fulsome investigation in which all of the councillors had an opportunity to speak. I think this is very
important to show that there was transparency about this process. I think there was one who did not
have the opportunity to speak, but it was literally a case of the paint not having dried on his signature
as he was a replacement. Thirty-two people were interviewed.
So ultimately it is really important to say that a lot of the ratepayers have been very unhappy with this.
I went to a hearing, which was a ratepayer meeting, a couple of months ago now, and there was
unanimous commentary and a unanimous vote to remove the council. However, there is an importance
about this process being fulsome, and to that point we will be supporting this act to dismiss the council,
put in administration and make sure that the administrator looks at the functions, powers and duties of
both the mayor and the council.
I think it is very important—just to put one more point on the list—to note that the Honourable Frank
Vincent spoke about the time frame. He said the commissioners are very adamant that a two-year
process is important so that the council, the staff and the community at large—the municipality as a
whole—could recover and be steered in the right direction. So I believe, and I believe my colleagues
believe, that this period of October 2021 will be the right cycle for new councillors to be elected.
Finally, it is such a disappointment that many people have been hurt in this process—not the process
of the monitor and the commissioner but indeed the whole process of the last council. I know that there
are people who are in a state of huge disappointment and distress. I hope this is one way of having
clean air now so that our wonderful community can go on and have great governance and good support
and very well chosen new councillors in 2021.
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (17:51): Again it is bittersweet to stand up and speak on a bill
like this. Obviously the council, the Shire of South Gippsland, has got to such a stage of dysfunction
that it has let the community down and has let itself down, but what has not been let down is the
process upon which the minister has embarked on this really important issue and how he has worked,
as Ms Bath has pointed out, with people within the opposition, with the local member and with the
local upper house members to come to what is really a very difficult final outcome. It is a very large
step to remove a democratically elected council. It is only done in the most significant of
circumstances. How that is brought about is just as significant as the actual decision, because if that is
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not done well then the hurt it is piled on, the dysfunction is piled on and the issues that have led to this
occurring continue.
So, quite rightly, the minister established a very thorough and a very arms-length process involving
absolute luminaries. We do not need to go any further than the Honourable Frank Vincent, but we also
had Ms Julie Eisenbise and Mr John Watson, who did outstanding independent work interviewing
everybody, meeting with the community and meeting with the council to assist in making the
determination. Their recommendation was clearly that the council needed to be dismissed and there
needed to be that significant period of proper education and proper establishment of processes that
will assist the new council coming in in 2021.
It was just on Saturday that I was opening the new netball courts at Leongatha, and people were talking
really seriously about how dysfunctional it had been and looking forward to a new era. So I also echo
what Ms Bath said. It is a beautiful part of the world, not just Victoria, with wonderful communities,
and they deserve the best possible local government representation.
So I commend the bill to the house. It has been a big week for local government. We have had the
reforms that have been put out to consultation. I know people get sick of me saying it here, but for
those of us who have been on local government it is often the most important tier and the tier of
government for people interacting and what their experience is, and I think the passion with which
these new reforms are being introduced by the minister but also the bipartisanship on this particular
legislation is about making sure that our communities get the best possible local representation, which
they deserve.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (17:54): I just want to make a quick contribution. I am really
disappointed about this whole state of affairs, and I am glad the government is actually doing
something quick to deal with it. It is not a pleasant thing watching a level of government being
removed in this way. I do feel for the people in the South Gippsland shire, and I just hope we can get
this sorted and over with and be back to business as soon as we can.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (17:55): The Greens will be reluctantly supporting this bill.
I say reluctantly because it is always a very serious matter to dismiss a democratically elected body.
This is a very, very serious matter before us. No-one wants to make decisions like these; however,
there are times when it is appropriate.
It is my understanding that there was fault on all sides of this matter, with some senior management
as well as some councillors contributing to the situation. It was, however, disappointing that the
monitor was unable to revive good governance. It is my understanding that there remain concerns with
the process undertaken by the commission and the monitor, with insufficient responses to submissions
and plans from the council. I hope that the minister will take these concerns seriously. These matters
are also made much more difficult to assess because each one of us was unable to get the full picture
of what has occurred in the time frames provided, particularly on a day like today when this matter
was brought forward to us with very little notice and we had to get across a lot of very, very significant
detail. It is also because the dynamics of local councils are very, very complex.
Good, robust debate and differences between councillors are normal, but entrenched conflict that makes
the workings of a council unworkable is not. I have no doubt there are those who have been trying to
improve the situation in this shire council, and I want to take this opportunity to provide my support
to and acknowledgment of Rosemary Cousin, the Greens councillor in South Gippsland. Rosemary
came onto council recently, at the end of last year, as a result of resignations and has spent her time
there attempting to be part of bringing good governance back to the council. She has worked tirelessly
and continues to do so. It is so very disappointing for her that she is unable to continue her good work.
It is now critically important that democracy can return to South Gippsland as soon as it possibly can.
In the interests of achieving that, I would like to circulate an amendment in my name to bring forward
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by one year the date of the next election to October 2020 instead of 2021. The amendment is designed
to ensure democracy can return sooner rather than later, and it aligns the elections for South Gippsland
council with the other council elections next year.
Greens amendment circulated by Dr RATNAM pursuant to standing orders.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (17:57): It is with a very heavy heart that the Minister for
Local Government is dismissing a council today. I do not believe the state, or the minister, in any way
would have done this lightly. The recommendations suggest a two-year period. I hope that this can be
sorted in a more timely fashion, given council elections will be next November, so November 2020. I
have seen in the west previously a council sacked, and a very long period of time passed before a
council was then elected in that area. I do not believe it does the community a service not having an
elected local council, and I believe that it should be that all councils are aligned to the same election
period. I understand that it is obviously a recommendation in this report. As a previous local councillor
I know that any council officer report that I ever received in my 21 years of life on local government
was a recommendation that the council made a decision on. So I believe that this is a recommendation
and we are a government and we should make that decision. Even though it is recommending a twoyear period, I firmly believe that we should hasten this process to make sure that they are going to be
in line to try to elect a new council with all the other councils in November 2020.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (18:00): I will be very brief in also contributing to this
debate. I acknowledge the contributions made by Mr Danny O’Brien, the member for Gippsland South
in the other place, and Mr Smith, the shadow minister in the other place, as well as Ms Bath, in
outlining our support for this legislation, reluctantly because it is a significant step to sack a council.
But there has been a long road to arriving at where we are today, and there have been significant
opportunities for the council to get its house in order. Unfortunately that has not occurred.
I just want to acknowledge the work of so many of the staff of the South Gippsland Shire Council, a
number of whom I know, who have had to work in very difficult circumstances. They do a great job,
they do their best and it has been a very trying and difficult environment in recent years. The report of
the Honourable Frank Vincent, AO, QC, is compelling, and the Parliament is again lucky to have
Mr Vincent’s work to rely upon to inform our decision-making. He is a person who has made such an
enormous contribution since he left the bench in reforming the law in Victoria in so many ways and
in assisting this Parliament in so many different ways.
I have had numerous representations from residents and community leaders who I respect and who
have been seeking a fresh start—a new start and an opportunity to draw a line in the sand and start
again. It is for those reasons, and those articulated by Ms Bath, Mr O’Brien and Mr Smith, that the
opposition will be supporting this legislation. The opposition will oppose Dr Ratnam’s amendment.
We recognise the intent of her amendment, but ultimately we are persuaded by Frank Vincent’s report
and the view of the government in relation to the period of time before the council is returned.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (18:02): I just want to rise and say that I am very happy to
support Dr Ratnam’s amendment. I believe that if a council is sacked, it is a very serious thing. There
are always divisions in councils, and obviously things look like they have got out of hand in this case,
but to punish the community by taking away their democratically elected council worries me. If a
council is sacked, I do believe in the interests of democracy that a new council should be re-elected as
soon as possible and that the time that they are run by an unelected commissioner or something like
that should be kept to a minimum. So I support the amendment.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
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Committee
Clauses 1 to 9 agreed to.
Clause 10 (18:04)
Dr RATNAM: I move:
Clause 10, line 24, omit “2021” and insert “2020”.

My amendment brings forward the date upon which a new democratically elected council can return
to South Gippsland shire for the reasons outlined in my second-reading speech, and I would just like
to take this opportunity to thank those members who have made a contribution in supporting it. I note
that all those members who contributed in that way have been previous councillors on local
government and so understand personally and through their direct experience just what an incredible
and crucial role local councillors and local government play in the lives of our community.
We have seen our own councils working well. We have also seen when our local councils have
challenges, but those challenges generally can be resolved with goodwill and commitment and good
people around the table. We understand when things get to a point where they are intractable and do
need some external intervention, but it is really incumbent on anyone making this decision to sack a
council to make sure that they restore democracy as soon as possible.
The people of South Gippsland shire elected people to represent them, to make decisions on their
behalf, and disenfranchising that democratic power is such a serious breach of that confidence, because
in the meantime while they do not have democratically elected representatives, they will have people
who are making decisions on their behalf who they did not elect to be there and who cannot represent
authentically and genuinely the will of the community. So it is important that we work really hard. I
know sometimes problems are so intractable that we need a significant period of time in which to
resolve them, but the onus is on those supporting councils, those who have removed councils and
removed that democratic franchise, to provide the resources and support and intervention to that area
to ensure that they can return to democracy as soon as possible.
We know there are a lot of people working around the South Gippsland shire, as I remarked previously,
like Cr Rosemary Cousin, who are working towards good governance and good outcomes for the
community, and I implore us to work towards bringing back democracy as soon as we possibly can.
Dr CUMMING: I would like to be brief in supporting this amendment and hope that there will be
a bit of a conscience vote on this from all of the previous councillors in the room. Respectfully, you
have the Municipal Association of Victoria (MAV), the Victorian Local Governance Association
(VLGA) and the Australian Local Government Women’s Association actively now doing work to
encourage people to run for council in November 2020. Actively now they are putting out candidate
forms. Actively now they are looking to educate the community and encourage them to become
councillors. It is actively starting now. With the MAV, the VLGA and all of the current local
government associations actively working now to get people involved, to get women involved, in
putting themselves up for local council, it is really important that we go to 2020. I feel that we are
going to miss that opportunity if you allow this to go to 2021.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 7
Cumming, Dr (Teller)
Grimley, Mr (Teller)
Hayes, Mr

Limbrick, Mr
Maxwell, Ms

Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr
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Noes, 31
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr (Teller)
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr

Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Meddick, Mr (Teller)
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms

Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
Wooldridge, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (18:16): I move:
That the report be now adopted.

Motion agreed to.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (18:16): I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

In doing so, if I can say a few words, I might just go through a couple of concerns that various members
in this place have had—and genuine concerns, concerns that I actually share. We do not take away a
democratic mandate lightly. My KPI was that I sack no councils. That for all councils the various
mechanisms in the integrity regime kick in and work, that the councillors moderate their behaviour
and get on with each other, that we provide good governance and they continue to provide good
governance—that is the ideal world. I was very confident in the internal mechanisms of our integrity
regime. However, that has not been the case for South Gippsland, and I am saddened by that.
At about this time last year the chief municipal inspector recommended that my predecessor put in place
a monitor in South Gippsland Shire Council, and the monitor was embedded in the South Gippsland
council for close to a year. In about March this year the monitor recommended the council be suspended.
After the monitor made that recommendation, things unfortunately went from bad to worse on this
particular council. In fact, if I can just say, the council did not even officially respond to my show-cause
letter for them to be suspended. That is an indication of how badly they were travelling. They could not
even respond to a show-cause notice. We put in a commission of inquiry. The commission of inquiry
has found that the council should be sacked due to a number of reasons, which the report goes into.
Again I would like to emphasise the fact that we do not remove a democratic mandate lightly on this
side of the house, and it seems that everyone else in this chamber agrees with me, which is a good
thing because we have all been a part of the democratic process, we have all got a democratic mandate
ourselves and we understand that that should not be removed. Dr Ratnam raised the issue of a new
councillor that has now been unfairly, perhaps, dismissed. My heart goes out to people like that who
have come onto the council, and this should not be a reflection on them, but unfortunately at the
moment, with the way the act stands, we have to sack a whole council.
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We are putting a number of proposals up which will give the opportunity for the citizens to get a
position together and perhaps deal with individual councillors for the first time. And what this does
for the first time is transfer power back to citizens from the executive in terms of initiating the removal
of councils and councillors. I hope that Dr Ratnam would view that particular reform with sympathy
and would support that particular reform. In terms of Dr Ratnam’s particular issue with the timing of
the return of democracy back to South Gippsland, I would have hoped that the commission of inquiry
would recommend that it return in a couple of months even. But what I promised to do when I assumed
this responsibility, when I became a minister, was that when I make decisions I will be guided by—
and I have said this before—the principles of natural justice, the weight of evidence and the
recommendations of experts, so expert advice.
Now, I consider this to be expert advice. I consider the commission of inquiry to have far more
knowledge than I do on this matter, so I do not feel it is right for me to reject this inquiry because of
the consequence. I understand the problem of democracy being withheld from a council. I understand
that; that is a big problem. However, if we do not get this right and go too early, we can make the
situation worse. So we potentially might find ourselves back in this situation again if the situation is
not resolved. I feel I am not more informed than the commission of inquiry—smart people that have
been in there with quasi-judicial powers who have come back with this recommendation. I feel I owe
it to the people of South Gippsland to adopt this recommendation in full.
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.
Adjournment
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (18:22): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

LEVEL CROSSING REMOVALS
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (18:22): My question is to the
Leader of the Government, or indeed if he wishes to pass it to someone else, it could go to the Minister
for Transport Infrastructure. But there is a little history which I am going to outline briefly. I want to
remind the house of a question I put to the Leader of the Government in the committee stage of the
Appropriation (2019–2020) Bill 2019 on Tuesday, 4 June. I asked: ‘Will you provide the expenditure
on the 29 level crossings which the government has completed?’, which are listed in the budget paper
in table form—the completed level crossings—to which he responded:
There is an opportunity through the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee process to test these matters
and to seek those answers.

However, when we did go to the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee to test those matters and
to seek those answers, in fact what we got was a belligerent refusal by the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure to respond meaningfully to exactly this question at PAEC. That was on 11 June. In that
sense we have got a terrible situation where in a formal budget committee in the house the government
blocks the release of information about the level crossings that it says in its own budget have been
completed—so they must know the amount. In fact there is an amount listed of $3.95 billion in budget
paper 4 for the amount that has been expended to 30 June on the level crossing removal program. But
that is complex because some money was reacquitted from earlier programs under the coalition
government and it also includes money that was acquitted on some of the crossings that are not yet
complete. So in that sense we are seeking detailed acquittal for the fact that 29 are completed.
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We must know, certainly by line but also, most likely, in most cases of the level crossings exactly how
much has been expended. We know how much was expended on the three that were done with a railunder-road solution along the Frankston line, for example, and we know there were nine done by the
sky rail along the Cranbourne-Pakenham line between Caulfield and Dandenong. So how much has
been expended on those? That is what I seek from the Leader of the Government.
He told me in this chamber on 4 June to ask the minister at PAEC. Our people asked the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure at PAEC. She refused with a belligerence and a nastiness to provide that
information, so now I am coming back to the minister and saying: please provide the information. You
say you have finished 29 level crossings. You have paid for them; you must know how much you
paid. Please provide that in table form so that we can see clearly how much has been expended.
SHEPPARTON EDUCATION PLAN
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (18:25): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Education and relates to the very real concerns of many parents regarding the Shepparton Education
Plan. The action that I seek is for the minister to listen to the many concerns of the Greater Shepparton
community and immediately pause the Shepparton Education Plan, which provides for the
amalgamation of the four current secondary schools in Shepparton and Mooroopna into one large
secondary school, until proper consultation with parents and students has been conducted to establish
a consensus on the number of secondary colleges they want in the Shepparton community.
Currently there are four public secondary schools in Greater Shepparton: Wanganui Park Secondary
College, Shepparton High School, McGuire College and Mooroopna Secondary College. The
Shepparton Education Plan was trumpeted to transform education in Greater Shepparton, but rather
than begin work at the early childhood education level, strangely the Andrews Labor government
started the plan by focusing on secondary education. While the government claim widespread
community consultation was undertaken, information sessions, many of which were scheduled during
the day, were poorly advertised and attracted little parent attendance and engagement.
The government decided to amalgamate four schools into one new school build on the current
Shepparton High School site and allocated a paltry $20.5 million to build what is expected to be a new
$120 million-plus secondary school and an integrated children’s centre that will be built in
Mooroopna. Subsequent decisions regarding the new school have caused great angst and concern
amongst parents and schoolchildren in Greater Shepparton. All year 7 students in 2020 will attend
McGuire College, removing the choice from parents of where they send their child to school as they
transition into secondary school. All year 9 students in 2020 will be forced from their current schools,
where they feel comfortable and secure, to attend Mooroopna Secondary College, raising transport
concerns and anxiety issues with students.
Despite initially being told a new school uniform will be phased in over time, parents have now been
informed the uniform will commence next year, causing financial pressure on many families, despite
the $200 government subsidy, which will not cover the cost of both summer and winter uniforms.
Greater Shepparton parents are worried about the lack of educational choice that one large school
brings and the emotional wellbeing of their children on a campus of 2700 students and are frustrated
that these questions are not being addressed. As a result, parents have formed a new Facebook group
called ‘Stop Shepparton’s new super school’, which after a matter of days has a membership of nearly
1700 concerned people.
The action I seek is for the minister to listen to the many concerns of the Greater Shepparton community
and immediately pause the Shepparton Education Plan, which provides for the amalgamation of the
four current secondary schools in Shepparton and Mooroopna into one large secondary school, until
proper consultation with parents and students has been conducted to establish a consensus on the
number of secondary colleges they want in the Shepparton community.
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EARLY PARENTING CENTRES
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (18:29): My adjournment matter is directed to the Minister
for Health and Minister for Ambulance Services, the Honourable Jenny Mikakos. Sleep and settling
is one of the biggest challenges facing new parents, with around one in two parents reporting problems
with their child’s sleep. This can lead to postnatal depression, isolation and stress for parents and can
impact a child’s behavioural, mental and physical development. In the Victorian budget 2019–20
funding of $135.1 million has been provided for nine new and upgraded early parenting centres, which
will ensure parents are supported when it comes to sleeping, feeding and extra care for babies with
additional needs.
We have two such centres within my electorate of Western Metropolitan Region, including the
Tweddle Child and Family Health Service in Footscray, which will receive $9 million towards a
refurbishment, and a completely new centre to be built in Wyndham. These centres will deliver a range
of critical services, including day-stay sleep programs and longer residential stays. The centre in
Wyndham will support around 690 families each year. The action I seek from the minister is that
during the designing phase of this new early parenting centre feedback is sought from the families in
my electorate about the types of services new parents will find beneficial on their parenting journey.
LONELINESS
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (18:30): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Mental Health, Mr Foley, and the action I am seeking is for the minister to get in touch with the UK
Parliament’s minister for loneliness and consider developing a Victorian strategy for tackling
loneliness. I have to say last week—in fact probably just the other day—I was in London and I met
with the inaugural minister, Tracey Crouch, and spoke to her about how they had developed this
strategy and what the basis was for it. Loneliness really is a significant issue, not just in the UK but
here as well. In fact Harvard University equates the health impact of loneliness with smoking
15 cigarettes a day—so a half-a-pack-a-day smoker. It is also linked to obesity. We know that people
who are lonely turn up at emergency departments far more often than anyone else. So they have
developed a strategy called A Connected Society: A Strategy for Tackling Loneliness—Laying the
Foundations for Change, and it really is a brilliant cross-government strategy.
We know that society is changing and we live and work in very different ways. Employment practices
have changed. We are living longer but not necessarily better. We may be working from long
distances, we may have to move for our work, so we are finding that social isolation is an emerging
issue, and in the UK they say somewhere around 18 per cent of people in the UK experience loneliness
at some stage of their life, and I think the figure would be very similar in Victoria. As I mentioned, it
is linked to obesity, coronary heart disease and stroke, and it is a precursor to depression, cognitive
decline and an increase in Alzheimer’s, so it is a significant issue.
In the UK all ministers have had loneliness added to their portfolio. They are developing a
measurement for loneliness. They are looking at how we plan cities, how we do new suburban
planning, how we do housing, how we do transport. Even on the PBS they are doing social prescribing,
so rather than prescribing a happy pill they are prescribing a whole range of different activities or
volunteering. I think this is a really good idea and I think it works alongside the Royal Commission
into Victoria’s Mental Health System. We do not need to wait until that commission is finished. So,
as I said, I would please ask the minister to reach out to Minister Davies in the UK and also look to
develop a strategy for loneliness in Victoria.
EPPING AND THOMASTOWN ROAD SAFETY
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (18:33): My adjournment matter tonight is for the
Minister for Roads, and it concerns the speed humps or raised intersections that are being installed
along Dalton Road in Epping in my electorate of Northern Metropolitan Region. The speed humps
are being installed as part of the Towards Zero safety campaign, I am advised, and have caused an
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increase in safety concerns from local motorists since they were installed and defeat any proposed
benefits. By example I am talking about the raised intersections at the corners of High and Cooper
streets in Epping, Dalton Road and The Boulevard in Thomastown, Dalton Road and Alexander
Avenue in Thomastown, High Street shopping centre—that is, at High and Spring streets—in
Thomastown, High and Station streets in Thomastown, High and Main streets in Thomastown, and
Spencer Street and Dalton Road in Thomastown.
Prior to their installation VicRoads said the intersections acted as gentle bumps, but try telling that to
the motorists driving along the road, including local Loz Peta. Loz was driving along Dalton Road
behind a ute that was towing a boat, and as the boat went over one of these raised intersections, a sort
of speed hump, the trailer became unhinged and the trailer went through the back of the driver’s ute
as he attempted to stop. Another local concerned motorist, Tyrell Moore, reported that emergency
services vehicles have been almost involved in serious accidents as they go over these things at speed.
In fact he advised that a police car almost crashed going over one of these raised intersections at speed.
Minister, VicRoads has said there are no plans for further raised intersections despite having had a
statement on their website in 2018 saying that more high-risk intersections will be raised across
Melbourne. They have now come out and said, ‘Oh, actually, that was a mistake, that statement on the
website’. Minister, the action I seek from you is to make the safety report that led to these speed humps
being installed available to me so I can advise local constituents, who are extremely concerned about
this new VicRoads initiative.
CAMPING REGULATION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (18:35): My adjournment matter is directed toward the Minister
for Planning. Campers want access to camp sites and are willing to pay for nice spot. Many farmers
have nice spots on their land and are willing to allow campers to use them for a fee. In a sane world
this is a win-win. Unfortunately in this world the government has decided that such a transaction
transforms the farm into a caravan park. As part of being a caravan park a site requires showers, toilets,
hot water, sewerage, lit roadways and an onsite manager. Most campers choose to camp in the bush
without these amenities—some people might say that is the whole point of camping—yet the
government is so certain that you would not want to pay for a camp site which lacks showers and lit
pathways that it actually bans you from doing so.
While those in the city can benefit from services like Airbnb, those in the country are forced to get a
caravan park permit to let people park their campervan out the back of their lot. This is despite the rise
of the sharing economy. Of the 256 properties in regional Victoria that have been registered on
Youcamp, only 105 are still in operation. Some property owners have spent over $10 000 on planning
and development permits and are still unable to get it sorted. At this rate it is probably easier to lease
your back paddock to your neighbour’s cow than it is to lease it to your neighbours.
A review of the state’s regulations is presently being held, and submissions close on 23 June. I
encourage anyone affected to send in a submission. The government did not get this regulation right
last time, and I am doubtful they will do any better this time. It is likely that the restriction on farmers
is accidental and that the government intended the regulation for one group, but it has inadvertently
been applied to another. However, the government is well aware that regulation has unintended
consequences. Regulation requires foresight that you can only find in a crystal ball; foresight that
nobody has, let alone government. Whenever a new regulation is put in place the government is
destroying unknown innovations and future businesses. There is no way to account for how much
damage this has caused. At the same time it is far from clear that we needed this regulation in the first
place. Campers and caravan park attendees are able to decide for themselves what they want from a
camp site. By its nature, the bush does not comply with caravan park legislation, but most campers
like it all the same. I call on the minister to remove these regulations. We do not need them, and we
do not want them.
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DROUGHT RELIEF
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (18:38): My adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Agriculture, the Honourable Jaclyn Symes, and I am pleased to see that she is in the house this evening.
It relates to drought assistance programs, drought funding and drought grants as a whole. The issue
relates to timing and continuation of funding, and I am looking specifically in my eastern Victoria
electorate at Wellington municipality, East Gippsland and Latrobe City Council. Specifically, the
minister in February of this year announced the drought assistance program, and it came on board and
became available in March. It was not until probably late March that it was actually up and running
for people to negotiate and get in and get some of those cash grants. I am referring to the cash grants
of $2500 and $3500.
Unfortunately, what we see on the website, and I have printed off a copy of it, is that the duration of
the program will be from the day the program opens until 30 June 2019. There are two parts to this,
but the first key issue is that many farmers are very proud people and often it is really only when they
are on their knees that they will actually go and seek assistance for drought support. I know that
because some of them have crawled on their knees into my office, and I am sure Mr O’Donohue has
had the same situation. People are saying, ‘We need to apply for this’, but there are still people out
there who have not yet applied. A scheme that only opened to the public in late March and is closing
in June is not sufficient. That is one part. I am going to seek that the minister keep this open for the
next two years. They are only small cash grants and they need to be accessed over that period of time.
I understand that they are a one-off grant. That would see to those people who have not had an
opportunity to apply.
The second part still relates to drought assistance and is about the Pasture Recovery and Management
Grant Program and the on-farm infrastructure grant support. These relate to, funnily enough, pasture
recovery, so they are about improving the technology, improving that pasture when there has been
some rain on the ground and also infrastructure in maybe cleaning out a dam or providing new pumps
and the like. That is dollar for dollar. Now, they say as well on the website that that will run out when
the money runs out. I think that this needs to be open for the next two years so people can get back on
their feet, and when they are getting back on their feet they can put in those infrastructure upgrades
that really support their farming practices, support their animals and then support their families as a
whole. The action I seek from the minister is that she extend these drought assistance programs into
next year and let them run for the next two years to really support our Victorian farmers rather than
shut them down after such a short period of time.
FOX CONTROL
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (18:41): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Agriculture, Minister Symes. The recent appearance of a fox around the Parliament grounds has got
me thinking about this feral pest. Red foxes are a threat to livestock as they prey on poultry, lambs and
kids—that is goat kids, not human kids. It is common for one lean fox to take 12 lambs in one night,
and this is at a cost of about $25 per lamb. The cost to the Victorian lamb industry alone is
conservatively estimated to be about $2 million annually. The greater cost foxes pose is to the
environment, with Victoria seeing a major share of the nation’s $190 million in environmental impacts
from foxes. Red foxes are a primary cause in the decline and extinction of many small and mediumsized rodent and marsupial species in Australia. Of the threatened species listed under the Environment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, foxes are considered a threat to 14 species of
birds, 48 mammals, 12 reptiles and two amphibians.
With the current Victorian fox bounty sitting at a minuscule $10 per fox scalp, professional fox hunters
have walked away as it is costing them more to hunt foxes than the bounty provides. There has not
been an increase in the fox bounty since it was introduced in 2007, whilst the wild dog bounty has
increased from $50 to $120. The action that I seek from the minister is that she increase the fox bounty
at a minimum to $20, but I urge the government to actually look at using the dog bounty for inspiration.
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FEDERATION VILLAGE, ALBION, TRAFFIC LIGHTS
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (18:43): My adjournment matter this evening is for the attention
of the Minister for Roads. Last sitting week I am sure the minister will recall that I raised the issue of
the need for traffic lights at Perth Avenue and Ballarat Road in Albion. Tonight I raise the just as
important, if not more important, need for traffic lights outside Federation Village at 639 Ballarat
Road, Albion. I have received a letter from a constituent who writes as follows:
As you know Federation Village is a retirement village that houses well over 100 homes.
My mum and dad recently moved there and my seven-year-old son stays with them on weekends.
…
… not far from Federation Village a woman was killed a few weeks ago on that same stretch of road as she
tried to cross the 6-lane highway which is Ballarat Road.
… there had been 2 fatalities on that stretch of road and 1 pedestrian is on life support in intensive care since
April 2019–that’s right in the last few months.
In the village is an elderly man … struck by a car just outside the village as he crossed the 6-lane highway to
catch a bus. This occurred 2 years ago and he still hasn’t recovered.
…
… there is a 2 km stretch which includes the section outside Federation Village which is very dangerous.

The local police have been working with VicRoads and the council, Brimbank council, to make that
stretch of road safer. In fact VicRoads have designed a solution which requires three intersections to
be fitted with lights:
… the project gets held up when the bean counters at VicRoads put the project on hold each time it moves up
the list of roads to be worked on. This is despite the fact that VicRoads has admitted that it is a dangerous
stretch of road.

Well, I am here to tell you that indeed it is an extremely dangerous stretch of road. I have almost come
to grief myself as I have crossed it. Indeed when I visited Federation Village—I think it was last year—
I was nearly collected by a car that came around a corner at me in the very same spot where the lights
should be installed. So it is a very dangerous place, and when we get a bit older we are not as quick,
not as agile, as we used to be and we really do need the lights, particularly those people in the
retirement village, Federation Village. So I am asking the minister to direct VicRoads to install those
lights—in fact she can do all three if she likes—outside Federation Village as a matter of urgency
before somebody else is killed.
BOW HUNTING
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (18:46): My adjournment for this evening is for the Minister
for Agriculture, and I ask that she ban the cruel practice of bow and arrow hunting. A few weeks ago
wildlife rescuers were called out to a scene where not one but two kangaroos had arrows through their
bodies, a male and a female with joey in pouch. Sadly this incident is not new nor isolated. Reports
often surface of this type of animal cruelty, quite rightly to the outrage of all of the community. After
over a day of rescue attempts the Macedon Ranges Wildlife Network were finally able to tranquillise
the kangaroos. Sadly the female and her joey did not survive their injuries. Wildlife rescuers describe
the horror of dealing with situations like this as not uncommon, leaving them and the community at
large sickened by what are clearly acts of premeditated cruelty.
While hunting kangaroos with a bow and arrow is illegal in Victoria, it is not illegal to inflict this same
cruelty on other animals such as pigs, goats and deer. All Australian states except Tasmania allow bow
hunting. Generally the only requirement you need in Australia is a place to hunt, and there are no
licensing requirements for the equipment. In a rare occurrence it is something that hunters and I see
eye to eye on. Whilst we philosophically disagree on the right to kill animals for recreation or
otherwise, we do agree that the suffering of animals should be minimised where possible, and shooting
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with a bow and arrow flies in the face of that. Many hunters have described this particular sort of
incident as unsportsmanlike, cruel and damaging of their image. I call on the minister to make hunting
with all types of bow and arrow completely prohibited in Victoria.
CARDINIA ROAD, PAKENHAM, LEVEL CROSSING
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (18:48): I raise a matter this evening on the adjournment for
the Minister for Transport Infrastructure, and it relates to the proposed level crossing removal at
Cardinia Road in Pakenham. A constituent and his representations to me reflect many conversations I
have had with other constituents and some of their concerns about the level crossing and the way it is
proposed to be removed. My constituent says:
I am writing to you to discuss some concerns I have regarding the proposed level crossing removal at Cardinia
Road in Pakenham.

He goes on to say:
I find it staggering that the needs of pedestrians in a brand new shopping and transport precinct declared as a
significant activity area in the Cardinia Shire’s Precinct Structure Plan, adjacent to so many new housing
estates could be so easily dismissed.
…
I also raised concerns that should it be deemed that there is absolutely no alternative other than to build an
overpass and force cyclists to use it, that the proposal to only provide a single shared use path on one side of
the road was objectively insufficient … At the absolute least, the same shared paths should be retained on
either side of the road …

He says the design should prioritise:
… walking, cycling and public transport usage.
Accommodate ease of movement between spaces for all users …
Support and enhance effective inter-modal connections for all commuters …
…
Enhance universal accessibility through the affected and surrounding immediate and extended precinct for all
members of the community …
…
Provide access routes which are direct, legible and easily navigable …
Maximise opportunities to create, enhance and connect to existing pedestrian precincts, community and
recreation facilities, public open spaces …

So whilst there is significant support for this level crossing removal, in the original precinct structure
plan signed off by then Minister for Planning Justin Madden I recall that there was a significant amount
of conversation about the prospect of a level crossing removal at Cardinia Road, but given the costings
at the time were grossly underestimated as part of the PSP there was not the funding available to then
do that grade separation. So the concept of a grade separation there I think is broadly supported by the
community, but it is critical that we get it right.
The action I seek from the minister is that she redouble the Level Crossing Removal Project’s
community engagement and listen thoughtfully to the response from the community, including from
my constituent, which I have just read into Hansard, to ensure that cycling and other modes of
transport are adequately and appropriately considered in the final design of this level crossing removal.
WASTE AND RECYCLING MANAGEMENT
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (18:51): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change. The action I seek from the minister is for her to adhere to
her party platform and ban compostable and recyclable products from being burnt in waste incinerators
in Victoria, including making sure that recyclable and compostable resources do not end up in the so-
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called residual waste stream, through introducing measures to improve sorting, such as cash-forcontainer schemes and ambitious recycling and composting targets. Our waste system is in crisis and
our landfills are overflowing. Some would say that incineration is the answer—burning our rubbish to
make it just go away. But it just does not stack up. Incinerators are hungry beasts. In order to work out
financially, they would need to burn huge volumes of waste for decades into the future. The incinerator
proposed for Maryvale would burn half of what Victorians put in their garbage wheelie bins for the
next 25 years. There are also incinerators proposed for Laverton North, Dandenong and Ballarat.
Between them they could burn all of what we put in our rubbish wheelie bins as well as commercial
waste. Not only is burning our waste completely contrary to the principles of sustainability, zero waste
and a circular economy; it also locks us into the current mentality of consumption and waste generation
and will limit our recycling opportunities for decades to come.
At the moment the average household puts 3 kilos of food waste into their garbage wheelie bin every
week. They also put a kilo of recyclables in the garbage every week. This food waste could be collected
from our kerbs and taken to industrial composting facilities, turning it into a resource for our farms.
We could get better at recycling and get 2000 tonnes of recycling out of our garbage bins across the
state every week and use these resources for new cans, paper and packaging—or we could just burn
the lot. Once local councils sign contracts with incinerators, they will be locked into providing that
waste stream or will face strong financial penalties or even being sued in court, as is happening in
Baltimore, in the US. Thus they will lose all incentives to get better at recycling and composting not
just today but for decades into the future. The Victorian Branch Australian Labor Party Platform 2018
stated that Labor will, and I quote:
ensure recyclable and compostable organic material are not burnt to provide a one-off energy source …

Yet the minister has introduced no such policy and did not require the Australian Paper waste
incinerator to produce an environment effects statement, nor has she required a sorting facility to
remove recyclables before incineration as part of the approval process—in fact, quite the opposite.
The feasibility study reveals that the plant is reliant on burning these recyclables and compostable
resources which end up in our rubbish bins for its financial feasibility, and yet this government
continues to support the project, contrary to its own platform.
SMOKING RATES
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (18:54): My adjournment debate matter is for the
attention of the Minister for Health. Recently in this place I rose to highlight the role that e-cigarettes
may have played in the reduction in smoking rates announced by the health minister in the media. The
research that provided the basis for this claim was conducted by Cancer Council Victoria, with funding
from VicHealth. Quit Victoria loudly and proudly announced that Victoria had reached a smoking rate
of 10 per cent, which in itself was strange as the figure reported was actually 10.7 per cent. At the time,
I took these numbers at face value, simply arguing that vaping and e-cigarettes should be
acknowledged as factors contributing to the decline in smoking rates. However, after asking a question
of the health minister about this, I was contacted by members of the community that were concerned
that these figures on smoking rates may not be accurate. The Australian Bureau of Statistics data from
2014–15 and 2017–18 show smoking rates stable at 13.7 per cent. Strangely the Victorian Population
Health Survey conducted by the Department of Health and Human Services has not yet released the
figures from 2017. My request for the health minister is for her to release the cancer council’s 2019
Victorian smoking and health survey report and explain why the Victorian Population Health Survey
data from 2017 has not yet been released.
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RESPONSES
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (18:55): I have received 10 adjournment matters for other ministers tonight,
and I will endeavour to pass them on.
In relation to matters that were raised for me, thank you so much, Ms Bath, for raising your concerns
about farmers not accessing what is available in particular. I completely agree with you that not every
farmer comes to seek help as early as they should. I want to make sure that everyone that is eligible
has the opportunity to apply. I am seeking to roll the drought assistance programs over past 30 June,
and I will have more to say on that shortly.
In relation to Mr Meddick’s adjournment matter in relation to the hunting part of my portfolio, I do
note that he recognised that bow and arrow shooting of kangaroos is illegal. In relation to other species,
deer are the only game species that can be hunted with a bow, and hunters must be licensed to hunt
game deer in that respect. I understand that minimum equipment requirements are stipulated in gamehunting laws to ensure a humane kill is likely when using a bow. Responsible hunters practice
regularly on archery targets to hone their skills before they enter the field. Pest animals can also be
hunted by some bow hunters, but I would stress that all hunters are subject to the provisions of the
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986 and the code of practice for the welfare of animals in
hunting. Probably more what you want to hear is that the code of practice will be reviewed as part of
the government’s Sustainable Hunting Action Plan.
Mr Bourman asked about fox eradication, and I am going to take that on notice because that will be a
matter for both the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change and me. I will come back
to him at a later date.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Are you disposing of those adjournment matters?
Ms SYMES: Except for Mr Bourman’s.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Except for Mr Bourman’s, as you will come back to him with an
answer, but the other two have been dealt with.
Ms SYMES: Yes. Finally, I have written responses to adjournment debate matters raised by
Dr Ratnam on 2 May 2019, Dr Cumming on 28 May 2019 and Ms Crozier on 29 May 2019.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 6.57 p.m.
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Written adjournment responses
Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.

Wednesday, 19 June 2019
CRISIS ACCOMMODATION
In reply to Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (2 May 2019)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing, Minister for Multicultural Affairs):
Thank you for raising the matter of improved funding for crisis accommodation. I am aware of the critical
nature of this issue and can assure you that the government is acting to improve the quality and capacity of
crisis accommodation in Victoria.
I would like to acknowledge the A Crisis in Crisis report prepared by the Homelessness Local Area Service
Networks (LASNs) and their commitment and advocacy to improve service options for vulnerable people.
The Department of Health and Human Services has committed to working with the LASNs and the local
areas to better meet the needs of people seeking assistance from the homelessness service system and to seek
improved emergency accommodation options. The recommendations in this report align with the directions
and commitment of the government that commenced prior to this report to improve congregate crisis
supported accommodation.
In 2016, the Victorian Government allocated $7.26 million to improve the facilities and enhance the service
model at Melbourne’s three large crisis supported accommodation facilities run by VincentCare, the Salvation
Army and Launch Housing. This investment is delivering preventative and harm reduction services to
improve people’s well-being while they are in crisis supported accommodation. This was then followed by a
further investment of $7.94 million in the Victorian Budget 2019/20 for these three crisis facilities. The report
supports the government’s future direction in improving crisis services to ensure vulnerable Victorians are
safe and supported to end their homelessness experience.
In addition to the service and planning responses, in 2016-17 a further $10 million was invested in Ozanam
House to increase the capacity of crisis accommodation in Melbourne and upgrade and improve service
offerings. There has been an increase in 74 beds with this redevelopment. Some of these beds have been
specifically allocated to people who require medium and long-term housing support. The number of crisis
beds available in these facilities will total 248 when completed.
The Andrews Government has also made significant capital and operational investment in additional crisis
housing for young people including 18 additional beds in the Melbourne CBD and 10 in Melbourne’s outer west.
In early 2018, the Andrews Government announced the $45 million Homelessness and Rough Sleeping
Action Plan, which is designed to invest in early intervention for rough sleepers. This includes homelessness
outreach and supportive housing teams in hot-spot locations across the state, as well as providing more stable
accommodation with the construction of modular homes.
The government is also delivering long-term housing solutions, with new funding of $209 million to build
1,000 additional public housing properties over the next three years, and significant investment in building
and redeveloping thousands of new social housing properties.

FAMILY VIOLENCE
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (28 May 2019)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing, Minister for Multicultural Affairs):
Thank you for raising the matter of safe and affordable housing options for families escaping family violence.
I can assure you that the Victorian Government is committed to ensuring victim-survivors of family violence
have access to the support and accommodation they need to stay safe and recover from their experiences.
One of the many ways that the government is assisting people escaping family violence who may be experiencing
or be at risk of homelessness is the Private Rental Assistance Program. The Private Rental Assistance Program
supports people who are experiencing or at risk of homelessness to access and sustain housing in the private
rental market. This support is tailored to the needs of each person, which may include financial assistance to
move into or remain living in private rental housing, or funds to assist in the purchasing of whitegoods.
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The 2019-20 Budget includes $50.4 million for homelessness services, including funding for people at risk
of homelessness to access private rental housing. This builds on the $33.2 million investment in 2017-18 and
2018-19 to support 6,000 people per year to access and maintain private rental housing.
More broadly, the Victorian Government’s approach to cater to the needs of local communities for greater
housing affordability is through Homes for Victorians. This strategic response includes an investment of over
$1.2 billion dollars in additional housing and homelessness support and $2.1 billion in financial instruments
that will boost Victoria’s supply of social housing. Collectively, this will deliver over 6,000 new social
housing dwellings and provide housing assistance to more than 19,000 people at risk of or experiencing
homelessness. This investment is in addition to the recent $209 million announcement to deliver an additional
1,000 public housing properties over the next three years.
The government is also implementing all 227 recommendations from the Royal Commission into Family
Violence, including the 29 recommendations where the housing portfolio is the lead or co lead on, and has
invested more than $2.7 billion into services and reforms that will strengthen responses to family violence.
This additional investment has focused on addressing demand pressures and critical service gaps, in line with
Royal Commission’s recommendations.

FLU VACCINATIONS
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (29 May 2019)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing, Minister for Multicultural Affairs):
Thank you for raising the matter of providing flu vaccines for people who are homeless and sleeping rough.
The health of vulnerable people is a matter of great concern to the Victorian Government and our Rough
Sleeping Action Plan acknowledges the long-term effect of homelessness on health and wellbeing.
One critical way in which the government is proactively addressing access to health services for people who
are homeless and sleeping rough is through our investment of $1.1 million in assertive outreach services in
the CBD and a further $19 million in three outer suburban and five regional/rural locations. Assertive outreach
teams include registered nurses who undertake a thorough health assessment and are able to administer basic
healthcare on the street. They also assist with securing health services, including immunisation. Additionally,
through early engagement, we aim to ensure that vulnerable people have their healthcare needs identified as
early as possible when they access any of our entry points or other services.
Examples of targeted flu vaccination services includes recent investment by the Department of Health and
Human Service in the Royal Children’s Hospital (RCH) pilot program to deliver immunisation services
(including the flu vaccine) to vulnerable young people aged 12 up to 25 years. This project ensures
immunisation is offered to students attending the Melbourne City Mission’s five flexible learning centres,
those accessing the Youth Support Advocacy Service clinic in Abbotsford, the clinical services at Frontyard
Youth Service as well as clients accommodated in youth refuges receiving regular outreach services from the
RCH. Beyond this service, nurses working with vulnerable young people encourage them to access GPs at
the Youth Projects Living Room, where flu vaccinations can be offered and delivered free of charge.
Within the CBD, flu vaccinations for adults experiencing homelessness and those sleeping rough are offered
through weekly GP services delivered at Ozanam House. Additionally, Launch Housing in Southbank utilises
philanthropic funding to employ Star Health nurses to deliver healthcare services. This is one of the largest
crisis accommodation sites in Melbourne. Similarly, nurses employed by organisations such as Bolton Clarke
deliver services to homeless and vulnerable people in a range of locations and facilitate access to flu
vaccinations and other GP services.
From time to time local governments may also collaborate with health providers to ensure vulnerable people
are offered free flu vaccinations. For example, this year the City of Whittlesea has partnered with Eastern
Melbourne Primary Health Network to offer free flu vaccinations to people experiencing homelessness.
In Victoria, the following people are eligible to receive a free seasonal influenza vaccine: all children aged
six months to less than five years (Victorian state funded program), all Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
people aged from six months, all adults aged 65 years and over, all people aged from six months with medical
conditions predisposing them to severe influenza, and all pregnant women. Some people sleeping rough or at
risk of homelessness will fall within these population groups and therefore are able to access a free flu vaccine.
As highlighted in my response, the Victorian Government is concerned about the health and wellbeing of
people experiencing homelessness and those sleeping rough. We have therefore supported and facilitated a
range of activities to ensure people who are homeless and sleeping rough in Victoria are proactively offered
flu vaccination services. In this way we are contributing to their overall health and wellbeing.

