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Wednesday, 14 August 2019
The PRESIDENT (Hon. SL Leane) took the chair at 9.34 am and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (09:35): On behalf of the Victorian state Parliament I acknowledge the
Aboriginal peoples, the traditional custodians of this land which has served as a significant meeting
place of the First People of Victoria. I acknowledge and pay respect to the elders of the Aboriginal
nations in Victoria past and present and welcome any elders and members of the Aboriginal
communities who may visit or participate in the events or proceedings of the Parliament this week.
I acknowledge in the gallery this morning the Honourable Veena Bhatnagar, who is the Deputy
Speaker and Assistant Minister for Women, Children and Poverty Alleviation in the Parliament of the
Republic of Fiji. She has travelled here to learn from us this week as part of a twinning program the
Victorian Parliament has with the Fijian Parliament. Only recently we had a week where all the Fijian
whips were here and participated in a training course and learning exercise with the clerks, who do a
great job in this area. She is very welcome, and we thank her for visiting us.
Papers
PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994—Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule No. 66.

Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Notices given.
The PRESIDENT: I ask members that have not already to please email their notices of motion to
the papers office. It will assist the Clerk a great deal in preparing tomorrow’s notice paper tonight.
Mr DAVIS sought leave to amend notice 124.
Mr Melhem: On a point of order, President, I thought Mr Davis would do the decent thing today
and the honourable thing and stop telling lies. I invite Mr Davis to repeat his comments outside this
house. Mr Davis gave an undertaking yesterday to correct his motion, but again he failed to do that
today, so I remind Mr Davis to go back to the discussion and correct it. But he can otherwise leave it
as it is, because I expect nothing but lies from his lot.
The PRESIDENT: Mr Melhem, it is not a point of order.
Mr Davis: On a point of order, President, Mr Melhem rang me yesterday and said that my motion
was incorrect. I listened to what he said, and I said, ‘I will modify it as you have instructed, that you
did not take any personal kickbacks’. I accept his point on that, and I said I would insert the word
‘union’ before ‘kickbacks’ to qualify them. That is a legitimate description of what occurred. I am
very happy to be corrected if there is a minor point, but the substantive point remains, and I am seeking
to modify it in line with my commitment to Mr Melhem yesterday.
The PRESIDENT: That is not a point of order either. The process is that a member gives notice
and then, after it has been given, I ask if leave is granted.
Leave refused.
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Members statements
BLACKS CAMP AND BITTERN PRESCHOOLS
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (09:55): Recently I had the opportunity to celebrate the
upgraded facilities at two preschools in my electorate. Blacks Camp Preschool in Somerville and
Bittern Preschool both received funding as part of the inclusive kindergartens facilities program. I
know all of us in this house know just how important it is to be inclusive, and that is why funding like
this is so special. So it was with great excitement that I was able to officially launch these upgrades
along with the children, parents and teachers at both sites.
I take this opportunity to congratulate and thank all of those who were involved and to make really
special mention of the teaching staff and both of the parent committees. Without these groups of
dedicated volunteers, including the parents working behind the scenes and all the extra hours that the
teachers do, projects like these just would not happen. You have all been passionate advocates for your
kindergartens and for your local community, and we are most grateful for the hours you contribute. It
makes such a big difference to children, who are able to grow and learn with the very best facilities,
and of course these upgrades will benefit generations to come.
Funding of $200 000 was provided to Blacks Camp Preschool. This gave them the means to develop
their outdoor space, which now provides universal access to the area. Bittern received close to
$100 000, and they used that to build a multisensory discovery forest, a tree house and a self-directed
rest bench for worn-out children to use after all that playing. This is all part of building the Education
State, which is a hallmark of the Andrews Labor government, and I was delighted to be involved.
DONCASTER EAST AND TEMPLESTOWE VILLAGE COMMUNITY BANKS
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (09:57): Congratulations to the Doncaster East and
Templestowe Village Community Bank branches for the exceptional support they provide to the
Manningham community. On 31 July, together with the dedicated Community Bank team and the
local community leaders, I was very honoured to be able to attend the 4 Million Reasons Gala dinner
to celebrate Bendigo Bank Community Bank’s 16 years in Doncaster East and 10 years in
Templestowe Village. While banking is their business, community truly is their focus. Thanks to both
the bank’s commitment and the loyal customers of both branches 166 groups in the local community
have benefited from nearly $4 million in community grants and local sponsorships. The bank is a
community builder and has invested in sports and recreation, the disadvantaged and disability sector,
the local business community and youth and aged services. Consistently you cannot attend a
community event or meet with a community group that does not have the exceptional support of the
Community Bank to do the work that they do.
Also on the night there was a presentation of the inaugural Ray Lord Community Award. Ray
embodied community spirit and so too will the award recipient. Congratulations to Gail Dick from
Doncaster All Abilities Basketball as the deserving first recipient. Over the last 16 years chairs Ian
Goldsmith, Ray Lord, Geoff Roberts and Jim Christie, together with branch managers Paul Thompson
and Chris Cahir and the team at Bendigo Bank, have genuinely done their business and walked the
talk of their mantra, which is ‘Do good, do more and do well’.
CLIMATE CHANGE
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (09:59): Last week the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change, the IPCC, issued its latest special report on climate change and land. The report, written by
107 scientists, along with other recent scientific studies published in the journals Nature and Science,
warned that transforming to clean energy and clean transport and industry alone will simply not be
enough to cut global emissions to avoid dangerous warming beyond 1.5 degrees Celsius and
highlighted plant-based diets as a major opportunity for mitigating and adapting to climate change.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Wednesday, 14 August 2019

Legislative Council

2401

It is no new revelation that high consumption of animal products is contributing to the climate
emergency, but it continues to be the elephant in the room when it comes to discussing and tackling
the issue. The body of the IPCC land use report makes it clear that massive global dietary reform is
not just a good idea but absolutely essential to avoid dangerous levels of climate destabilisation. We
should be leading these important discussions and helping our constituents, including farmers, to adapt
to new conditions before the climate emergency forces them to.
Indeed one of the most effective ways to fight climate change is with diet change, but that does not
mean missing out. The chefs and dining room staff within Parliament House make some fantastic
vegan options that I am sure all of my colleagues would enjoy. Importantly, as parliamentarians we
should also be setting an example. That is why this morning I also called on Parliament House to adopt
meat-free Mondays as a way for us to all collectively combat the climate emergency.
DR RAOUL TUNBRIDGE
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (10:00): Dr Raoul de Crespigny Tunbridge,
OAM, died on 1 August at the age of 92 after a lifetime of public service to Victoria. After graduating
in medicine from Melbourne University in 1952, Dr Tunbridge formed the Langton Medical Centre,
which today is one of Dandenong’s most significant GP clinics. A foundation member of the Rotary
Club of Dandenong East, Dr Tunbridge served for almost 20 years on the board of the Dandenong
Hospital and as its medical and emergency services director. As a senior consultant to the health
department, for 15 years Dr Tunbridge, also a commercial pilot, flew himself around Victoria visiting
rural hospitals as a mediator and troubleshooter. A strong interest in emergency medical response saw
him serve seven years on the board of the Metropolitan Ambulance Service, including two as its
president. Following the Ash Wednesday disaster Dr Tunbridge was instrumental in forming the
Victorian medical state disaster plan, which led to much of the emergency management structure
Victoria has today.
At the commonwealth level Dr Tunbridge served on the Australian health ministers’ Rural Health
Task Force, the National Disaster Relief Committee and the national Aviation Safety Forum. In 1990
Dr Tunbridge was recognised for his service with a Medal of the Order of Australia for service to
medicine and the Victorian state disaster plan. Committed to his patients, particularly aircrew,
Dr Tunbridge continued to practise until he was nearly 90, completing over 20 000 pilot medicals. A
powerful character who did not suffer fools, Dr Tunbridge had a legendary ability to cut through the
health bureaucracy and get things done. A true gentleman with a great sense of humour, Raoul
Tunbridge was unique, and we will not see his kind again.
ALAWI ISLAMIC ASSOCIATION OF VICTORIA
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) (10:02): On 20 July I attended the annual fundraiser for
the Alawi Islamic Association of Victoria. Alawi is an Islamic community-based organisation that
provides advice to new migrants to Victoria. They also provide, amongst other amenities, a centre
where people can visit in a social setting to discuss matters of concern and obtain practical information
to make their lives more stress free. The night was very successful and raised funds for the centre’s
forthcoming year. Youssef Wannouch warmly welcomed everyone to the event.
WHITTLESEA CITIZENSHIP CEREMONY
Mr ELASMAR: On another matter, on 29 July I attended a citizenship ceremony organised by
Whittlesea council. The mayor, Cr Lawrie Cox, and the CEO officiated, and I was pleased to welcome
all the new Australians present on that morning to their new country.
ULRICH LECHTE
Mr ELASMAR: On another matter, on Monday, 12 August, I had the honour of meeting
Mr Ulrich Lechte, a member of the German Bundestag—the federal parliament—and a member of
the Free Democratic Party. Together with my parliamentary colleagues Bruce Atkinson and the
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Parliamentary Secretary for Multicultural Affairs, Mr Josh Bull, it was a pleasure to discuss with him
issues and matters of mutual concern in both our countries.
SARCOMA
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (10:03): I want to talk about sarcoma, one of the lesser
known cancers. Sarcoma can form anywhere in the body at any age. Sarcoma is a rare and complex
cancer rising from the bone cartilage or soft tissue such as fat, muscle, connective tissue or blood
vessels. Sarcomas can form anywhere in the body and are often misdiagnosed as a benign lump or as
a sporting injury or growing pains in young people, which is problematic in itself.
I have been inspired to speak about this issue by Julijana Todorovic, who is a friend of many here and
who actually survived. I want to see more people like Julijana survive this dreadful disease.
Unfortunately it does not have the same exposure as some of the other illnesses to date, and I know it
takes a lot of courage to invest in research and development because a lot of research and development
does not necessarily result in an outcome straightaway—and that in turn also requires philanthropy. I
am sure that everyone here would like to see more people overcome this disease into the future, and
so I hope that by talking about this today we can raise awareness and ensure that people like Julijana
have got a much better future in our country.
ALLISON MILNER
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (10:05): I rise to speak to the tragic death of popular
University of Melbourne Associate Professor Allison Milner. Allison was killed, in what was a freak
accident, by a falling tree on the walking track near Princes Park earlier this week. A Reservoir
resident, Allison was a much-loved wife and mother of two and, judging by the outpouring of grief
amongst her colleagues at the University of Melbourne’s School of Population and Global Health, a
popular and respected academic. The head of the school, Professor Terry Nolan, said her heartbreaking
death was an immense loss to the university community. Allison was ‘a young rising star’, ‘a
wonderful human being’ and ‘an outstanding scholar who always strove to make a difference’, he said.
I wish to express my deepest, most sincere sympathies to Ms Milner’s parents, friends and colleagues
at this difficult time, and especially to her husband and two boys, who must be dealing with an
unimaginable loss.
FREYA DOBSON AND MUNGO SWEENEY
Ms PATTEN: On another matter, I would like to congratulate two Northern Metropolitan
students—Freya Dobson from Princes Hill Secondary College and Mungo Sweeney from Fitzroy
High School. They are the winners of the Parliament Prize for a members statement, so I thought it
was very appropriate to mention them in my members statement.
ARDMONA PRIMARY SCHOOL
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (10:06): I am really delighted to rise today and inform the house
about an event I attended with the Minister for Education, James Merlino, from the other place—the
opening of a much-needed $593 000 facilities upgrade at Ardmona Primary School. Many of my
colleagues on this side of the house would know that I have banged on about this primary school again
and again and again. I have worked very, very closely with them over the time. It is a very small
school—only 18 or so students. It is about 15 kilometres outside of Shepparton. All of the kids have
their own story to tell. It is a wonderful school, with fantastic kids who are ably supported by a really
dedicated principal in Jean Varty and staff such as Michael Van Dorsser. They are wonderful role
models and they do so much for these kids. I was really delighted to attend with James and open the
newly upgraded main building at the school. These kids were so delighted when they got the chance
to run in there and play in it for the very first time. It was a very touching event.
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SWAN HILL DISTRICT HEALTH
Mr GEPP: Finally, on another matter I was also pleased to be at Swan Hill District Health last
week to officially open the $2.8 million subacute ward funded by the Andrews Labor government’s
Regional Health Infrastructure Fund. The transformative new ward provides Swan Hill District Health
with 14 new beds, upgraded patient and family rooms, a gymnasium, a kitchen and a group therapy
room. Thanks to board chair Rosanne Kava, new CEO Peter Abraham and all the staff who attended.
NATIONAL SCIENCE WEEK
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (10:08): This week is National Science Week, with more
than 400 events organised across Victoria, including more than 900 participants in an event at
Parliament last Saturday. We simply need science, which has permeated all aspects of our life. It cuts
through borders of nations, cultures and genders, and even languages. The most valued companies in
the world, like Apple, Google and Amazon, and in Australia, such as CSL and Cochlear, derive their
financial value from science. Science provides unique means to fulfil our thirst for knowledge and
discoveries, from those of the vast cosmic universe to the subatomic levels. The rights to ask questions
are not automatic rights. Humankind has had to pay a very high price in order to be able to ponder and
pose questions, not least in authoritarian regimes. Science, through encouraging questioning and
rigorous methodologies, is the enabler of new ideas, perspectives and leadership.
In Australia we have had the first scientists since tens of thousands of years ago in the First People of
Australia in agriculture, fisheries, land and waters management. In the time ahead there will be more
to come in the forms of genetic engineering, interplanetary travel, artificial intelligence and quantum
computing. We acknowledge and celebrate the immeasurable benefits science could bring. There is
no bad science, only bad policies. We also need to encourage an interest in science among the general
public and more participation of younger people in STEM in general.
FILIPINO ASSOCIATION OF VICTORIA
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (10:10): During the winter break I had the pleasure to attend
the Filipino Post Independence Day Ball with my colleague Ms Taylor, a member for Southern
Metropolitan Region. It was a celebration marking the long struggle of the Philippines in gaining
independence from Spain and was hosted by the Filipino Association of Victoria (FAVI). It was an
inclusive, uplifting and enjoyable celebration of Filipino culture that showed the very best of one of
Melbourne’s largest ethnic communities. The performances of traditional Filipino dance were a
highlight of the evening, but other performances of ballet and singing were also appreciated by all who
attended, as was the more contemporary dancing later in the evening. I congratulate the FAVI
executive and all FAVI members and performers, who ensured that the gala night was enjoyed by all.
NIRMAL SINGH CHAUHAN
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (10:11): On Wednesday, 24 July 2019, I attended the
funeral of Professor Nirmal Singh Chauhan, a very prominent member of the Indian community in
Australia and also the founding member of Singh Sabha Sports Club. Singh Sabha Sports Club is one
of the biggest not-for-profit sporting organisations in Melbourne, founded in 1994. Singh Sabha is a
well-known organisation amongst the Australian Sikh population. Sikhism, as we all know, is the fifthlargest religion in Australia and the fastest growing.
Born in Punjab, Professor Singh was a very well respected and extremely loved member of the Sikh
community in Australia. He was instrumental in promoting sports and culture. The legacy he has
created will live forever. Being a part of Professor Singh’s last rites was overwhelming for me as a
person and also for the hundreds of people who had come to be a part of this day and to stand by the
family. As we all paid tribute to Professor Singh and reminisced upon fond memories, we realised that
death is a bitter truth of life. As the Gurbani says, ‘Maran likhaye mandal mein aaye’, meaning, ‘With
death preordained the soul comes into the world, gathering the riches of life’. With a heavy heart we
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paid our final respects to the pure soul, who will always be remembered by us. Rest in peace, Professor
Nirmal Singh Chauhan.
BUS FLEET UPGRADE
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (10:12): I rise to highlight today the Andrews Labor
government’s investment in public transport across the state and for my constituents in Eastern
Metropolitan Region. In December last year the Andrews Labor government committed to buying
100 new buses to continue to upgrade Melbourne’s bus fleet—a $16 million investment in our public
transport system. Last month, I am pleased to say, the first of those buses rolled off the factory line
and into service. So far, more than 18 of the 100 buses are on the road, with the total 100 set to be
delivered by 2020. They are greener, produce lower emissions and come with USB ports so you can
charge your phone on the go, and hopefully at some point in the near future wi-fi will also be rolled
out. They are also low-floor buses, making it easier for people with disabilities to get where they need
to go. As a member of this government I am proud to say they are being built right here in Victoria.
They are built in Victoria, for Victorians, by Victorians.
Last month I got to see one of these fantastic new buses as it hit the road in Manningham. People in
Manningham rely on buses for the majority of their public transport needs. People in my community
are hungry for buses, and this government is delivering for them. I am really excited to have these new
buses rolling around my electorate, and I congratulate the Andrews Labor government’s strong record
of delivering better public transport for all Victorians.
Motions
DISABILITY PARKING PERMITS
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (10:14): I move:
That this house calls on the government to develop and launch a statewide system for the administration,
distribution and monitoring of disability parking permits that:
(1) complements the national Australian disability parking scheme;
(2) is centralised and administrated entirely by VicRoads;
(3) is standardised to provide equal access to services regardless of where people live, relocate or travel to;
(4) removes the excessively complicated administrative procedures currently in place;
(5) includes a standardised education and information program and service with the primary aims of
improving access and compliance;
(6) reduces confusion within the community in relation to the local, state and federal government’s
expectations; and
(7) reduces fraud.

I wish to acknowledge that I am standing upon the land of the Wurundjeri people of the Kulin nation
and pay my respects to their elders past and present.
The motion that I move for this house to debate is one of importance to the everyday lives of some of
the most vulnerable members of our community: those living with accessibility issues. No doubt this
house will agree that the responsibility sits with our government to ensure that its public policy can
address the needs of people with accessibility issues, allowing them to participate in all areas of life
and feel welcome to do so. Today I call on this government to ensure a robust, modern, statewide
system for the administration and distribution of disability parking permits.
A review of the current application process has found that 79 councils have 79 variations in relation
to eligibility, the information provided for the application process and the data collected during these
applications. We need to ensure that we have a system that provides fair and equal access and is
centralised and standardised to provide equal access to services regardless of where people live,
relocate to or travel to—a system that reflects a modern government.
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There are more than 1 million people recorded as living with an accessibility issue in Victoria. Many
more visit from interstate. People living with an accessibility issue will have a wide range of conditions
and needs. Systems such as disability parking permits seek to reduce the barriers to full participation
in everyday activities many of us take for granted. A comprehensive search did not reveal a reliable
source detailing the number of permits currently in circulation. According to VicRoads this number is
complicated as there are 79 councils. An estimation of the number is 300 000. This is not a reflection
of a modern government.
I acknowledge two systems launched to support a change. Thankfully, many of the current clumsy,
outdated parts of the classification process are being streamlined. However, there is still a shortfall, to
which I will come. The first is the Australian disability parking scheme, a federal election promise by
the Labor government back in 2010. The federal government pledged $3 million to replace the
hundreds of different types of permits in circulation. The aim is also to reduce barriers for permit
holders, especially when travelling interstate, and to provide new, nationally consistent eligibility
criteria and concessions. In September 2018 VicRoads announced a further $6.8 million spend to
improve the system by digitalising the submission of applications and maintaining a record of where
permits exist.
There is still a plan for councils to be involved with the administration of applications. The unnecessary
complexity council involvement adds, however, is an issue I raised during my 21 years in local
government. I was first able to raise this directly with the government just after my election last
November. I fully understand that this system has traditionally sat with councils, and local councils
should continue to provide enforcement or compliance within their boundaries. My concerns with
maintaining this piece of bureaucracy are for the disadvantages that it means for people in our
communities who need the permit. Based on my experience and research, there does not seem to be a
logical need to include the councils in this part of the process, and it may in fact delay and disadvantage
applicants.
One may presume that, after $6.8 million has been spent, at the very minimum we would have a
modern system that in the first instance recognises the objective to clinically define the need for a
permit as being evidence enough for needing a permit, that is smart enough to detect fraudulent or
duplicate applications, that has communication of information still occurring within councils and that
provides the relevant information they require to perform duties related to enforcement. Attachment
to local councils assumes such things as that the applicant has a permanent address. This adds
additional unnecessary stress and complications for people who are homeless or choose to live in
transient accommodation.
With the funding for and availability of digitalised and streamlined administration and distribution we
have an opportunity to make a positive difference. Having a clear and fair system is of high
importance; otherwise we are at risk of ignoring the diverse needs of our community. I get that it is a
massive undertaking—79 councils and around 300 000 people to process. However, done right the
first time with a clear plan the positive impact will go a long way to allowing people with accessibility
issues to participate in all areas of life and to feel welcome to do so. I do understand that what might
occur in this debate is: ‘Are we letting councils off the hook? Should they still be involved in this
process?’. Or the time-old: ‘Councils have always done this and people are used to that’. I say that we
are a modern government where we can digitise, centralise and make people’s ways of life much
easier. I hope this house supports my motion.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (10:21): I am pleased to be able to rise and speak to
Dr Cumming’s motion:
That this house calls on the government to develop and launch a statewide system for the administration,
distribution and monitoring of disability parking permits that:
(1) complements the national Australian disability parking scheme;
(2) is centralised and administrated entirely by VicRoads;
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(3) is standardised to provide equal access to services regardless of where people live, relocate or travel to;
(4) removes the excessively complicated administrative procedures currently in place;
(5) includes a standardised education and information program and service with the primary aims of
improving access and compliance;
(6) reduces confusion within the community in relation to the local, state and federal government’s
expectations; and
(7) reduces fraud.

I listened to Dr Cumming’s contribution, and there is no doubt that the Liberal-Nationals are very
much open to reform in this space around the system of uniformity, but in relation to Dr Cumming’s
motion we do have some points that we would like to make about this responsibility being shifted
from local government onto the state government.
As Dr Cumming alluded to, councils do have this responsibility. In fact it is a system where the
Australian disability parking scheme also provides information to those with a disability. There is no
doubt that people with a disability should be able to have the access that Dr Cumming speaks about in
relation to being able to get to where they need to have those parking spots to enable them to participate
in the way they wish to. The Australian disability parking scheme does provide information, from
what I could find, in relation to how it operates. It refers to the various states in terms of how they then
administer parking schemes. According to the Australian disability parking scheme website it is a
parking permit that is recognised nationally. It establishes nationally consistent eligibility criteria and
national minimum parking concessions to help reduce the barriers for those with a permit.
In this state, local government has the responsibility for administering various aspects. We have
79 councils in the state, and some of the responsibilities they have are to look at roads, various issues
around parking and parking overlays, and the issue of implementing things such as disability spaces
for those that need to access them. It is pretty clear that various councils need to be doing more in
dealing with those who misuse disabled parking permits.
My father has a disabled parking permit because of his reduced mobility; he is not as mobile as he was
in previous years. We use that as a very significant way for him to access his local amenities. Anyone
who abuses those permits needs to be absolutely come down on. I could not agree more with
Dr Cumming in relation to those people that abuse the privilege of having disabled parking permits,
and quite frankly I think there needs to be more adherence to ensuring that those people are not abusing
disabled parking permits. Clearly that needs to be undertaken by those parking officers that are already
looking at parking infringements and those that abuse various clearways, tow-away zones, loading
zones or any other area.
My concern with this motion is that if we move this responsibility onto state governments, how is it
going to be enforced? Who will be enforcing it? Will it be up to police to enforce this? Will they go
around essentially giving parking fines to those that have abused the system that we have in place? I
think that is a huge question in relation to how this would be enforced. We need to be doing more, and
we are very open to those reforms that need consistency.
I note that VicRoads on its website talks about the statewide disability parking permit scheme. I note
that Dr Cumming said that there are hundreds of different types of permits in circulation. That is not
my understanding. I do not know how many are in circulation, but according to a number of websites
I accessed in relation to the Australian disability parking scheme and also VicRoads, there are only a
couple. So I do not know how many are in circulation.
I also know that those that do access a disability parking permit need to go to a medical practitioner to
get that signed off and ticked off. That should be absolutely consistent with what is required so that
the abuse is not extended. The eligibility could be tightened up, but I think it is incredibly important
that a medical practitioner does assess that so that those people with a disability or who have a decrease
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in their mobility are assessed by somebody who has that experience and can assess that in a thorough
and proper manner.
In relation to what we are talking about here, I did not understand the issue around ‘reduces fraud’ in
the motion. I think there is an abuse of the parking permit system. I think it is clear that people do park
in these spaces when they do not have a proper parking permit, and the enforcement officers that are
in place need to be coming down heavily on them. There are concerns around what local governments
can and cannot do. I would also say that the MAV, the Municipal Association of Victoria—which on
its website says it is ‘the voice of local government’—is a peak body that is legislated to undertake—
Mr Finn interjected.
Ms CROZIER: They are there to look at issues around local government. If this is an issue
amongst the 79 councils, then the MAV, which is the body that has responsibility, should be looking
into this to get that consistency. But I do take it from what VicRoads is doing that they do have a
degree of consistency and that they could be doing more. I see the minister nodding furiously in
agreement with me. I am very pleased that she acknowledges this as well because I do think there can
be more done in relation to the consistency of parking permits. I think we would all agree in this
chamber that those who are immobilised, that do have a disability of any kind, do need access through
parking permits. They need that to happen. They do not need it to be overly cumbersome. They need
councils and local areas to ensure that that does occur. If it is VicRoads assisting in that process, then
that is well and good and I encourage it to do so, but I would encourage it to work with local councils
to ensure that that absolutely does occur. My concerns are about the enforcement issues around this
and how that responsibility then gets shifted onto state governments or effectively our law enforcement
officers. Is that the police? The police have got so much to contend with now. They do not need to be
running around issuing parking infringement tickets.
I will not say any more than that, other than to say, yes, The Nationals and the Liberals are very open
to reform. We welcome any reform around the system, as I said, of some form of uniformity. But I
will be interested in what the government has to say in relation to this important matter that we are
debating today.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (10:30): I thank Dr Cumming for bringing this motion before the
house. This is a really important reform that is underway, and I am pleased to have the opportunity to
update the house a little on the work that is being undertaken to this end. I thank Ms Crozier for her
contribution to the debate and her comments and the spirit of bipartisanship that she expressed a
moment ago about the importance of this reform.
I will provide the house with an update of the reform that is currently underway in relation to disability
parking permits. This is a matter that affects so many people in the Victorian community, people with
both a permanent impairment and others with a temporary impairment. I think we can all furiously
agree that having this system work as effectively as possible is the least we can do to make life a little
easier for people who live with disability.
Our government does recognise the issues that caused Dr Cumming to bring this motion forward today
for debate, and we are currently changing the Victorian disability parking permit scheme to a new
scheme that is to be called the accessibility parking permit scheme. It will be a statewide scheme. It
will centralise and digitise the system, making both the application process and the renewal process
easier to use, simpler to understand and fairer for everybody who uses it.
This reform goes back some years. Indeed there was $6.8 million provided in the 2017 budget to align
the Victorian accessibility parking permit scheme with the Australian disability parking scheme. I
recognise the efforts of my predecessor in the roads portfolio, Luke Donnellan, and indeed Minister
Foley, who in his previous ministerial responsibilities worked very closely with people in our
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community who live with a disability. With my relatively recent arrival into this portfolio, this reform
is quite well advanced, but it is very important work and I am looking forward to its conclusion and
we hope a successful launch early in 2020.
The purpose of the statewide disability parking permit scheme is to provide people who have
significant mobility impairments with better opportunities to access facilities and services throughout
the state. The current scheme was last updated in 1995 and no longer aligns with the COAG-agreed
Australian disability permit scheme. As Dr Cumming and Ms Crozier have indicated, the old scheme
is administered by 79 councils and they do among them have varying interpretations of how the
scheme works and how it should be administered. That creates confusion in the community as well as
posing inequitable outcomes and access for people. It also leaves the door open somewhat for the
misuse of permits.
The updated scheme will continue to be administered by the 79 councils, but the process for applying
for and renewing permits will be streamlined. Current permit holders can continue to use existing
permits as normal, both in Victoria and when travelling interstate. I am reminded of a discussion I had
with Victoria’s cross-border commissioner on some other matters just last week. The cross-border
commissioner is performing an incredibly important role for all Victorian communities on borders that
are impacted on a very regular basis by administrative points of difference across jurisdictions. When
we talk about this parking permit scheme we are talking about 79 different sets of boundaries and
interactions within our own local governments, but of course if you live in one of our border
communities and your local supermarket is in another state then it makes sense that we streamline
these things nationally as well. That is but one of probably hundreds and hundreds of examples where
arbitrary borders make things more complicated than we would all like for members of the community.
Current permit holders can continue to use existing permits. The new Victorian scheme will adopt the
principles of the Australian disability parking scheme, which provide common high-level criteria as
well as a standard and very secure permit design. This will align our scheme with other jurisdictions
while maintaining a range of elements that are specific to Victoria. For example, certain permit holders
in Victoria can park for double the permissible time in ordinary parking bays and permits are available
to individuals with significant intellectual disabilities. These are points of difference between us here
in Victoria and other states and territories. The new accessibility parking permit scheme does aim to
streamline the permit application and renewal process to clarify eligibility requirements and introduce
systems and tools to improve management of permits at a state level.
I take the opportunity to update the house on the changes that are being made. Permit holders who
have been medically assessed as having an agreed permanent disability will no longer have to return
to their doctor for reassessment as part of the permit renewal process. The permit duration will be
increased from three years to five years for individuals with non-temporary permits. The permit
application and renewal process will be streamlined, with applications to be submitted through a new
statewide digitised system, and permits will adhere to a standard and highly secure permit design rather
than the 79 variations that currently exist—so really removing some fuss and red tape for people who
know and whose health practitioners know they have a permanent impairment.
A large part of this new scheme is about clarifying the eligibility criteria for disability parking permits
to ensure that permit applications are assessed in a consistent manner and to reduce some of the
subjectivity of medical assessment. This will also enable better enforcement of the scheme.
Community members and stakeholders will experience an easier, more efficient, streamlined
application process, and misuse of permits will be reduced, freeing up parking bays for the people who
really need them.
One of the reasons for this reform is that currently municipal parking officers just do not have the
knowledge and information about permits that may have been issued in the neighbouring municipality.
I was discussing this issue not very many moments ago with my work experience student. We were
talking about people in municipalities like Pyrenees, Golden Plains and others in the Central Highlands
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area that might come to Ballarat for medical appointments, for the weekly grocery shopping and for
any number of other services or goods they need to purchase. Of course this is but our local example;
in any part of the state people cross between municipal boundaries multiple times a day as they do the
school run or go about their business—get to work, go to appointments and visit friends and family.
For a permit to be issued in a way that means that it is very difficult for municipal parking inspectors
to know whether it is the real deal or not really does undermine a system that needs to be, I think, very
robust so that the parking spaces that are available are there for the people for whom they have been
made available. So community members and stakeholders will experience an easier, more efficient
and streamlined application process and the misuse of permits will be reduced, which is I think a very
important thing.
Engagement with different community organisations—local government organisations like the
Municipal Association of Victoria, as Ms Crozier indicated, and of course organisations that represent
members of the community who live with a disability—is ongoing, and that will be very important
input for finalising the online platform and the management of transition to the new scheme. User
testing of the online portal has occurred recently, in July, and key organisations have been involved in
that.
The new accessibility parking permit scheme and online system is scheduled to be progressively rolled
out across Victoria once those final consultations are complete, but the aim is for the changes to the
scheme and the online administration to be ready by the end of this year or early next year, depending
on the extent of feedback that we receive through this latest testing and consultation. We are very
determined to get this right and to deliver a system that is easier, simpler and of course fairer.
Part of Dr Cumming’s interest in this goes to the role of councils and to that point, while the centralised
system will now be hosted by VicRoads and managed by VicRoads, councils will retain the
administrative right to issue permits under the scheme. They will not, however, have the right to
override a medical recommendation. It is important that councils have an ongoing role, because they
are responsible for all on-street parking within the municipality. They have the resources to do this,
and everyone in the community, I think, clearly understands that that is a function of local government.
So for the purpose of parking, the duration of parking and the permits that councils may wish to issue
in managing the use of parking, the Local Government Act 1989 is the instrument that provides
councils with that responsibility and those powers. The only powers that sit with VicRoads in relation
to parking are those associated with clearways.
While the new disability parking permit application and management system will be streamlined via
a digital and online system, which means applicants will not have to travel to a council office to submit
a permit application or receive a permit, there will still be a number of applicants who will need faceto-face customer service. Local councils will continue to provide this, as their offices are familiar and
accessible to people in the local community, but this reform will remove a whole lot of unnecessary
trips for people for whom travel can sometimes be quite challenging.
At this time, while data is being collated and centralised, councils are also well-placed to determine
the integrity of the application—they are best placed, we believe—and that has been considered as
part of the design to identify duplicate applications or any potential fraudulent activity. To transfer the
entire administration of disability parking permits from 79 councils to VicRoads in a single step would
have been an incredibly complex and lengthy process. Given how advanced we are down the current
reform pathway, it is not something that the government is intending to do between now and the end
of the year. To take this approach would, we believe, delay the much-needed benefits of this new
system. We do recognise that councils have a strong relationship with their communities and are
currently seen by the government—
Mr Finn interjected.
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Ms PULFORD: I am just going to ignore that, Mr Finn. As the most local tier of government,
councils do have that relationship with their communities and are best placed to continue to manage
disability parking permits and resolve associated local issues. But what I would say in response to
Dr Cumming’s interest in the interaction between the new scheme and local councils is that there will
be an evaluation of the scheme’s rollout and ongoing management. We will of course look for any
opportunities that might arise through the early rollout and adoption of the new scheme to continue to
build on and improve the scheme as part of that evaluation, including the possibility of further
centralising the disability parking permit system if doing so can be demonstrated to show better
customer service and administrative efficiencies. But there is a significant reform project that is already
very, very well advanced, and we are not of a mind to disrupt the time frame that it is currently on.
I take the opportunity to make some comments today also about the work the government is doing to
improve the accessibility of our transport network for people with disabilities or mobility restrictions;
because of course a parking spot alone is not the answer to all transport questions or all transport
challenges. Through consultation with the disability community the government is aiming to build and
apply best practice in designing and constructing accessible new infrastructure to meet the progressive
milestones for compliance with the Disability Standards for Accessible Public Transport 2002. We
are improving accessibility through new stations, through the level crossing removal program, through
the Cranbourne to Pakenham line upgrade and through the Metro Tunnel, which will include Changing
Places facilities in all underground stations and a fully accessible tram interchange at Anzac station of
course—a very important project at a very important location for so many people in our community.
Changing Places facilities are just wonderful, and I had the opportunity to work with the Horsham
Rural City Council on their Changing Places facility. I caught up with the Glenelg Shire Council mayor
and CEO on some other matters just last week and we got to talking about the Changing Places facility
that exists in that municipality. These are very, very important places for people to stop and, in both
Horsham’s and Portland’s experience, have proven to create really a new centre of activity and a place
for people to stop. Of course throughout Melbourne having Changing Places facilities in more
locations is a great outcome for people.
Given the infrastructure and operational constraints of our old systems and our existing built
infrastructure and environment, and in a context where we have considerable disruptions underway as
part of the Big Build, our government is working hard to identify and promote opportunities to ensure
equivalent access for all Victorians. The 2019–20 state budget to that end provides funds to upgrade
stations on the Sunbury, Hurstbridge and Cranbourne lines to deliver accessibility improvements and
to upgrade 10 Z-class trams and purchase 10 additional low-floor high-capacity E-class trams,
bringing the total number of those E-class trams to 100. This will bring the total number of low-floor
accessible trams of all types on the network to 174, improving accessibility of tram services for all
Victorians. We are also developing a tram stop accessibility strategy which will investigate options to
streamline the design and construction of accessible tram stops and to prioritise construction of tram
stop upgrades across the network.
The budget includes funding for the purchase of 18 new VLocity trains—again, more accessible than
the old ones—and being able to replace the old ones with the new and better designs is of course
important for people who may have challenges in accessing the older style. There will be three new
stations in and around Bendigo as well as the re-establishment of the station at Harcourt. If I had longer
to speak today, Government Whip, I could tell all kinds of stories about Harcourt railway station. It is
where I spent vast amounts of my childhood.
There have been some achievements in recent times to improve public transport accessibility. Since
2015 the government has provided funding in excess of half a billion dollars in assets and also worked
with our public transport operators to improve accessibility. Recent achievements to improve the
accessibility of the network include upgrading 14 platforms between Camberwell and Box Hill
stations and at Clifton Hill station; installing raised boarding platforms at six stations, shelters in nine
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stations, accessible toilets in 10 stations and tactile ground surface indicators in five stations; upgrading
tactile ground surface indicators in the city loop and at Tottenham, Middle Brighton and North
Brighton stations; and installing beacons in seven of our most popular stations—Southern Cross,
Flinders Street, Flagstaff, Parliament, Melbourne Central, Richmond and Footscray—to assist people
with visual impairment to get around on the network.
There are upgrades planned for route 96 tram stops at St Vincent’s Hospital and the Melbourne
Museum to level-access stops, and we are obtaining approval to upgrade all route 96 stops on
Nicholson Street, with works to start in the second half of this year. Upgrades are being made to the
route 58 tram to improve accessibility at some of those key changeover points—at South Yarra,
Flagstaff and Bourke and William streets and at the Melville Road tram stop—and also to provide
dual-track turnarounds. There are 65 modern and accessible, high-capacity Metro trains being built,
and there is extensive consultation with the disability community about their design so that we have
the most accessible public transport that we can.
Funding of a $50 million program of works is also in the budget to refresh the entire fleet of V/Locity
trains: new carpets and seats along with priority seating, handrails and other important accessibility
improvements, including installation of automatic announcement technology and hearing loop
technology, wider toilet doors for wheelchair access and improved handrails and door handles for
safety. There is funding as well for the procurement of 100 new buses, including as a feature of that
procurement better accessibility, and we are introducing 50 hybrid low-floor buses to CDC Victoria’s
fleet for better sustainability and accessibility.
So whether it is tram stops, train design, bus design or indeed permit parking reform—and very
significant reform it is—we are working to make it as straightforward as it possibly can be for people
with a disability to get around the state, whether they are in rural communities that are in need of new
footpaths, whether they are in our regional centres, which are important hubs for people to access
services, or indeed whether they are throughout Melbourne’s growing suburbs where new
infrastructure is being delivered or in existing parts of the network where perhaps there are not those
challenges around a changing population so much but where we just have old designs and old
infrastructure and we know we can do better by people in our community who live with a disability.
While we are talking about what the government is doing in partnership with our disability community,
I will also take the opportunity to just indicate to the house that the national disability insurance scheme
(NDIS) is now operating across the state. The bilateral agreement with the commonwealth on the
national disability insurance scheme was signed a year ahead of our transition to the full scheme
agreement from 1 July. Under this agreement the Victorian government contributes $2.5 billion to the
national disability insurance scheme, with the commonwealth of course paying the balance for all
scheme costs for all Victorian participants. We are very proud that the initial launch sites and the home
of NDIS are in Victoria, and of course this is a wonderful thing for Geelong in particular, the home of
social insurance in this country. There is no better place for NDIS to be headquartered.
On 23 August 2018 the Disability Service Safeguards Act 2018 was passed by the Parliament. The act
establishes a regulation scheme for the disability workforce and is scheduled to commence from 1 July
2020. The scheme aims to ensure that people with disability receive high-quality services—because
of course we expect nothing less—and that people working in disability support have the necessary
skills, experience and qualifications to deliver those services safely. This scheme will apply to all
disability workers in Victoria, regardless of whether the service that they are part of is part of the NDIS
or funded through other services.
The Disability Worker Registration Board of Victoria is one of two regulators that is responsible for
overseeing the scheme. The board has several powers, including setting registration and accreditation
standards, registering disability workers and students, and managing notifications and complaints
against workers and students. Between nine and 12 board members will be appointed from a range of
backgrounds, including people who have experience working in disability and people who live with a
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disability. It is expected that this board and its chair will be appointed in the next month, so that reform
and that important oversight are progressing well. The board will be supported by the Victorian
Disability Worker Commission, which will also regulate unregistered disability workers.
The government has an economic participation plan for people with a disability as well. It is called
Absolutely Everyone: State Disability Plan 2017–2020. The government outlines in that document our
vision for an inclusive Victoria, with all people having the opportunity to participate in the state’s
economy. One of the outcomes of this strategy has also been a renewed focus by government agencies
and departments on procurement and creating opportunities for employment for people for whom this
may have been difficult historically.
I had the opportunity to meet with a wonderful group of people at VicRoads in Kew just last week
who work for an organisation that employs many people with a disability. They have been, just for the
last nine to 12 months, providing service to VicRoads to look after the fleet of many, many cars. You
can imagine how many cars an organisation like VicRoads has on the road, and so the cleaning service
is now being provided through that program.
Of course there are many, many different opportunities for the government as a purchaser to be
influencing good employment outcomes in all kinds of different ways, but providing the greatest
access we can for people with a disability to employment and to the benefits that come from
participation in as strong and vibrant an economy as we have in Victoria is a key priority for our
government. We have set an employment target across the Victorian public service of 6 per cent being
people with a disability by 2020 and 12 per cent by 2025. This is an area where I think Australia and
Victoria have a lot of scope for improvement when we look at international standards, and so with
implementation by everybody that strategy is well underway and there is a significant investment to
make that all possible and to make that as effective as we possibly can.
So thank you for the opportunity today, Dr Cumming and members, to talk a little bit about the work
that government is doing to support people living with a disability and in particular the parking permit
scheme reform. This is getting very, very close to being real, to being live, after many years of work
and preparation. I certainly recommit the government to working very closely with people in Victoria
who live with a disability, the many organisations that work with and support them and of course local
councils for a smooth implementation and an effective implementation.
I had cause to apply for a temporary disability parking permit a few years ago when my daughter was
unwell. It is not something I had experienced before. I had not thought about it a great deal before
other than when my grandfather, as my grandmother’s health was deteriorating later in her life, needed
to get a permit application. I think that experience has made me certainly much more conscious of the
needs of people with a disability but also people caring for people who have a disability, whether it is
a temporary or a permanent one, and just the sheer challenge of getting close enough to the place you
need to go, whether it is the hospital or the chemist or the supermarket, and being able to do that.
So I have some limited personal insights into how incredibly important it is that we have a disability
parking permit system that has integrity, that is robust, that is fair and that, above all, provides great
opportunity of access—the best opportunity of access that we can possibly provide—for people in the
community who live with a disability.
Motion agreed to.
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PET REGISTRATION
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (11:01): I move:
That this house calls on the government to develop and launch a statewide system for the administration and
distribution of pet registrations, and in doing so:
(1) consider:
(a) a centralised and standardised system to reduce confusion within the community in relation to the
local, state and federal governments’ expectations;
(b) the cost to owners;
(c) an education and information program that aims at improving access and compliance;
(d) the removal of excessively complicated administrative procedures that are currently in place;
(e) funding to local councils so that they may comply with duties under the Domestic Animals
Act 1994; and
(2) ensure that the system complies with the Domestic Animals Act 1994 and complements the national
microchipping registration process.

I wish to acknowledge that we are standing upon the land of the Wurundjeri people of the Kulin nation
and pay my respects to their elders, past and present.
Today the motion I raise for this house to debate is to call on the government to develop and launch a
statewide system for people in Victoria to register their cats and dogs. The main driver of this motion
is to improve compliance and to remove the excessively complicated administration processes as well
as to improve animal welfare.
In Victoria pet registration is a legal requirement under the Domestic Animals Act 1994 and covers
our cats and dogs. The legislation aims to develop responsible pet ownership and ensure that they do
not cause nuisance. Registration has a role in protecting the welfare of our pets. Many pet owners,
including me, consider them a family member. A review of the current system, alongside my many
years of experience in local government, revealed a system that is unfortunately clumsy and outdated,
and it lacks coordination and communication. There are 79 councils with 79 methods of registration,
information provision and education, with no cross-communication between councils, private vets or
even other states. The fees charged to the owner differ, often vastly, depending on where they live, for
the same animal with the same needs.
Under the current system it is assumed that the owner has a permanent address to register their pet. In
addition, if a person moves with their pet, they reapply via a new process, paying new fees with a new
council. Microchipping is now compulsory for pets registered for the first time. A microchip is a tiny
computer chip about the size of a grain of rice which has the identification number programmed onto
it. This is inserted under the skin of the animal and has no known side effects. Some councils have
made microchipping compulsory across all pets, others offering discounts on registration fees. Within
Australia there are four microchipping registration companies, and they are private. However, they do
not communicate with each other, nor with councils, and to that effect, they hardly communicate with
private vets.
Between council registration and microchipping we now have a dual-registration system. People in
the community are often confused by the additional registration process with their council when their
pet is already on a national pet register. This is highly likely to drive up the number of non-registered
pets.
I have been asked on many occasions, ‘Why can’t we just do it all together?’—register our pets and
their details such as their home address, desexing information and so on when they are microchipped
or at the vet. I am also asked, ‘Can we have a system that provides records all in the one place?’. You
would think that if this occurred, when you are registering your information as well as that pet’s
address, you could even tick a box, say, for privacy reasons, so when your animal is lost it can be
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scanned and that information can go out to the person who has found your animal. If a lost pet is
microchipped, that is apparently used to locate the owner. Local vets are often the first place where
the community takes a lost pet. There is the potential to formalise this system so that vets are funded
for their time and availability and for somehow getting pets to their owners more quickly. An
investigation of this as a possibility is encouraged. Indeed this may apply to all animal welfare needs.
As a member of my local council for 21 years I fully appreciate this is a massive undertaking that
involves 79 councils and thousands of pets. Different communities have different expectations and
priorities in relation to domestic animal management requirements under the Domestic Animals
Act 1994. However, I do believe that councils and the community would be supportive of a centralised
registration and education system as long as councils received funds to ensure that they still met the
requirements of the Domestic Animals Act and animal welfare standards within their community. A
robust, modern system with communication and education will play a role in ensuring people
understand the aims and requirements.
I have experienced, and many in my community have experienced, that when you move from one
municipality to another you have to re-register your animal, and then the fees vary. Why can’t we have
a centralised system? Why, when we have a national microchipping system, can’t that information be
shared so that pets can be relocated more quickly? The current system is frustrating to the community.
The current system does not take the animal’s welfare as the number one priority. We all believe that
the state government is best placed to look at a statewide system for pet registration. I look forward to
the debate.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (11:08): I am honoured to stand and respond in relation to Dr Cumming’s
notice of motion 118, which is on the notice paper today, in relation to pets and pet registration in
particular.
The current registration framework in Victoria requires annual dog and cat registration with local
councils, and that is mandated under the Domestic Animals Act 1994 (DA act). Every dog and cat
three months of age and over must be registered with the local council in which they reside.
Registrations are due for renewal by 10 April each year, which is one of the few standardised issues
in this area in the state. Victoria’s current legislative framework allows councils the flexibility to set
dog and cat registration fees to cost recover their animal management services tailored to their specific
community needs. Victoria’s current legislative framework provides clear roles and responsibilities
for pet registrations. Development of a statewide system would require careful review of the current
system to ensure roles and responsibilities remain clear. I do acknowledge that there are a lot of issues
in this that could do with fixing, but I think it is important to acknowledge that there is a council
responsibility here and it is not something that the state would have the capacity to absolve altogether.
However, I do think there is a role in working with councils.
When it comes to pets and pet welfare Victoria is at the forefront of policy development and delivery.
We have had a great lot of initiatives come out in recent years, and I would not mind providing a bit
of an overview, because it gives context to Agriculture Victoria, and in particular the department of
Animal Welfare Victoria, which sits under ag, and the good work that they do for our pets and people
in the community who love their pets—
Ms Shing interjected.
Ms SYMES: including Ms Shing’s greyhounds. Animal Welfare Victoria continues to work with
the RSPCA and councils to ensure best welfare outcomes, particularly in relation to the legislative
reforms that were made in this place a couple of years ago with the puppy farm reforms. That act
meant that the government’s commitment to further regulating dog breeding businesses in Victoria
was enhanced by reducing the number of dogs allowed at a property to 10 with the council’s approval
alone and up to 50 with ministerial approval. We were able to break the chain between breeders and
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pet shops, and we did this by limiting the sources and ages of dogs and cats that can be sourced and
sold by pet shops, which was breaking that trade and demand and not subjecting pets to windows in
shopping centres. The act also introduced the pet exchange register, which is a key initiative to increase
the traceability of where dogs and cats are coming from. Buyers are now able to go onto the register
and check a source number to ensure that their new pet comes from a registered seller.
I launched the pet register not that long ago at the RSPCA in Burwood. It was a great event, and I can
recommend a visit to the RSPCA. I lived in Burwood years and years ago during first-year uni. There
was the old RSPCA, which I actually never went into, but this was at the new RSPCA. This event was
on a Saturday, and when I do events on Saturdays I generally have to bring my children or interrupt
my husband’s golf game, so I take my kids to events on Saturdays.
The RSPCA is not just a good place for a ministerial event; it is a good opportunity to visit. I did the
event and did the media and the questions and stuff, and 2 hours later we left the RSPCA on a Saturday,
because we got to interact with the horses, the chickens, the guinea pigs, the kittens—we nearly got a
kitten but I resisted—and the dogs. It is a great place to visit and obviously learn about the good work
that the RSPCA do. Obviously it was a good opportunity to talk to them about the pet register and the
importance of traceability and the peace of mind for people so that they know their pets are coming
from reputable breeders and not profiteering puppy farms. We have also extended funding to the
RSPCA to fund its major investigation team for another year. This team is directly responsible for
working with councils to stop illegal breeding businesses in Victoria. I do commend them for that
ongoing work.
The other piece of policy work that Animal Welfare Victoria are developing is the POCTA act
reforms—the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986. It is an act that aims to prevent cruelty to
animals, encourage the considerate treatment of animals and improve community awareness about
animal welfare. The POCTA act regulates the welfare of sentient animals across Victoria, including
dogs and cats. The government has committed to modernising Victoria’s animal welfare laws to
support better harm prevention, improved education and a more effective regulatory regime. The
department have commenced consideration of the POCTA act to identify the priorities for
modernising our animal welfare laws and to consider the status of codes of practice. There are
numerous, numerous codes that are applicable to various animal industries, like pet shops, circuses,
rodeos and bird keeping. There are any number of animal codes that will be reviewed as part of this
process. There is an initial review that has been conducted of the strengths and weaknesses of the act,
and we made some election commitments in 2018 in relation to our work in this regard. This is about
to get underway and is the subject of ongoing conversations, and I will shortly be updating the public
and of course this place on how the review of that act will be undertaken by the government in due
course.
Coming back to Dr Cumming’s motion, in coming into my role overseeing pet welfare through my
responsibilities as Minister for Agriculture and also as a pet owner myself—I have got a whippet called
Andre, and he is registered—I do find it quite frustrating that we have four microchipping agencies in
Victoria that are private agencies that do not talk to each other. It makes it quite difficult if your dog
goes missing in one shire and it is found in another shire and the microchips are not from the same
company. Likewise there are border issues with neighbouring councils. So I accept that this is not a
perfect system; I have certainly identified that. I would like to fix it tomorrow, but I think I have just
outlined the breadth of work that people in the department are doing when it comes to pet welfare and
what the priorities of the government are in relation to the reforms that I have outlined. That is not to
say that I think that there is not a role for us in, I guess, unscrambling the egg that is pet registration
and the mess across Victoria. I do acknowledge that some improvements can happen in this regard. I
cannot put a time line on that, Dr Cumming, because there is a lot of work underway in pet registration,
but I do admit that there could be improvements.
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I put on record that if we were to embark on substantive changes we would need extensive stakeholder
consultation with a focus on local government council funding models. A shift to standardised
registration fees would have significant implications for council animal management services, and any
change to the fee structure would need to consider how council service levels would be maintained. I
do reiterate that this is a role for councils. I think a lot of councils do a really good job in animal welfare
management and have some really dedicated resources and teams that undertake that work, so any
changes or reviews would have to keep that in mind. Again, I do not think any shift in responsibilities
per se for pet registration would be something that we would be entertaining. I think it would create
more confusion for the Victorian community. But I think there is a role for government to work with
local government in improving the system for pets and pet owners.
In relation to Dr Cumming’s motion, she has proposed a centralised and standardised system to reduce
confusion within the community in relation to the local, state and federal government expectations. I
do not believe that the federal government have any legislation to regulate dog and cat registrations,
nor is there a national microchipping registration process. I guess we could look at a national
microchipping thing. It has been something that has been in place for some time. As we can all
appreciate, things have been in place for some time, and you have got businesses that have been
established off the back of the microchipping industry. There are sensitive issues that we would have
to consider in looking at conforming the four that we have, and I have no idea how many there are
across the country. But what I would say is that the current council-based framework is consistent with
the majority of states and territories across Australia. As I said, it is covered by our Domestic Animals
Act 1994 here in Victoria, and similar legislation is present in every other state.
For dogs and cats, as Dr Cumming has identified, it is mandatory for them to be microchipped prior
to them being sold or given away. Once a dog or cat reaches 12 weeks of age they must be registered,
and that is where they must reside. I take Dr Cumming’s point as well that not everybody who has a
pet has a permanent place of residence to register their dog, so that can cause barriers to people
complying with the registration system. Obviously they are required to be renewed annually. The
framework considers local and state governments only. As I said, the federal government do not have
a role, as far as I know, in relation to this. It is confusing to some people. I do not think I actually
understood until I was registering my dog that microchipping and council registration are completely
separate. I did find that an odd system. Microchip registries are private.
Dr Cumming: It is a state requirement.
Ms SYMES: Yes, it is a state requirement. I do not know how they evolved in the first place. We
will have to go back and have a look at that. But it is a good service. If you your dog goes missing—
and I was just telling Ms Shing about my dog story—
Ms Shing: Not such a good boy.
Ms SYMES: No, he wasn’t a good boy. For 4 hours I was looking for my dog, but he was in the
bush.
Ms Shing: He was looking for himself in that time.
Ms SYMES: I am not sure anyone else was going to find him apart from us. We did find him after
4 hours, but I was comforted in the fact, knowing that he was microchipped and he was registered,
that in the event that he did pop up somewhere—
Dr Cumming: You want your local vet to be able to call you, though.
Ms SYMES: Yes, and that is an issue as well. Vets have raised with me the issue of not being able
to surrender pets to owners when they know who the owners are, and that is an ongoing concern that
the Veterinary Practitioners Registration Board of Victoria have raised with me.
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A centralised system is something that in an ideal world would benefit a lot of people, but it cannot be
underestimated that because the system is evolved and is in existence there could be some confusion
about compliance and enforcement responsibilities and the like. So it is something that would involve
extensive consultation, and as I said, a centralised system would have to ensure that local governments
still have responsibility for enforcement activities and the like, because this is not something that I
believe state government should be responsible for.
Dr Cumming mentioned her consideration of the cost to owners, and the DA act provides that councils
must by resolution set annual registration fees for dogs and cats. It does provide flexibility for each
council to set the fees that suit them, and predominantly that would be a consideration of the costs of
their management services. Of course discounted fees do apply, I think across the board, for animals
that are desexed, over 10 years of age, part of a domestic animal business or applicable organisation
or trained by an approved dog obedience training organisation, and also for our farm working dogs.
There is also a 50 per cent fee waiver for eligible recipients under the State Concessions Act 2004,
which is a good thing.
Under the DA act local councils are required to pay the Treasurer or the government—he controls the
money—$4.10 for every cat and dog registration and $20 for every domestic animal business
registration. That is paid annually, and there would be increases under CPI. A partial refund may be
sought from council if an owner of a dog or a cat moves to another municipality. Further pro rata fees
may be sought if registering a dog or cat after the renewal date of 10 April. I guess that probably just
highlights some of the points that Dr Cumming was trying to make. If you register a cat or a dog in
one municipality and you move—and there are a lot of things you have got to do when you move,
from your electricity to your school record update and that sort of stuff—remembering to actually
transfer your animal registration when you know that it is microchipped and generally covered I think
is something that a lot of people would probably overlook until they receive a notice that they are
either—
Ms Shing interjected.
Ms SYMES: Well, that is right, or they can get caught out and fined for having an unregistered
dog and not necessarily be deliberately trying to flout the laws.
Dr Cumming also talked about ‘an education and information program that aims at improving access
and compliance’. Councils are currently responsible for advertising the requirements for dog and cat
registration, and some of the practices that they use are articles in local papers, signage, direct mailouts, SMS reminders and doorknocking.
Current barriers to access may include the cost of registration—I think this is probably a similar barrier
regardless of the system that you have—and understanding each council’s individual requirements,
such as mandatory cat desexing. Understanding that registration is required is something that I think
councils have to do a lot of work on. I think that still a lot of people, probably in rural Victoria, do not
recognise that their farm animals and the like have to be registered. Current compliance barriers also
can include understanding of requirements and a disagreement with registration requirements, which
I am sure anybody that has been in local council has experienced in relation to what you can and cannot
do under the system.
Dr Cumming’s motion also seeks ‘the removal of excessively complicated administrative procedures
that are currently in place’. Again, I think with any change to a system it would be difficult to avoid
administrative procedures, but the aim of Dr Cumming’s motion, what she would like to see happen,
is a streamlined and more simplistic catch-all system. That makes sense, and I think everybody likes
to have bureaucratic administrative issues as streamlined as possible, so I can see how you would be
attracted to wanting to put that in place for pet registration, Dr Cumming.
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She has also asked in the motion to look at ‘funding for local councils so that they may comply with
duties under the Domestic Animals Act 1994’. As I have outlined, the current system allows for the
greatest flexibility for councils to set the most appropriate fees for them. They are set by councils based
on the services that they provide and the programs they want to provide, as long as they are permissible
under the DA act. I think it is also incumbent on ratepayers to make sure that if dog and cat welfare
activities—and I know as a government we have actually funded a lot of dog parks, and I guess a lot
of people would argue that that is the realm of local council, but that is a direct response to the
community—
Ms Shing: We have the highest rate of pet ownership in the world in Australia.
Ms SYMES: Do we? Australia has the current highest rate of pet ownership in the world. So we
know that pets are important, and as I said, we as a government have certainly responded to the
community’s desires in relation to a number of programs, whether it is establishing the pet exchange
register, closing down puppy farms or indeed investing in public dog parks for people to ensure that
their dogs are out and about socialising and getting the opportunity to exercise.
Some of the services that are the responsibility of councils under the animal management stream are
the collection and return of stray animals to owners and investigating barking dogs and animal noise
complaints, which is obviously a very contentious issue. I know a lot of people that have had issues
with barking dogs, and generally it relates back to mismanagement by the owners in terms of not
walking their dogs and so on. I did have an experience many years ago of having to make a complaint
to council myself about my neighbour’s dog, and unfortunately that was never resolved. They are not
easy issues for council to deal with, but I do commend them in their actions for complying with what
they need to comply with.
Obviously councils also respond to dog bites and attacks and deal with the responses in trying to
provide further instances in the future. Many councils provide activities, events and incentive schemes
for their residents. I have heard of pet expos and also blitzes to encourage compliance, whether it is
discounted microchipping or desexing days, which I think are great initiatives that are run by councils.
Different organisations run similar activities as well.
I was at a great place last week, Second Chance Animal Rescue in Craigieburn—
Ms Shing: They’re awesome.
Ms SYMES: They were great. They are moving into a new facility in Craigieburn—
Ms Shing interjected.
Ms SYMES: I did get to hold some puppies. They received support from our government in the
form of $45 000 to build a not-for-profit community animal hospital, surgery and recovery rooms.
They also have a shelter for pets that are seeking rehoming. But what I really liked about this
organisation was that they draw on the costs elements that Dr Cumming pointed out. A lot of people
love to have pets. There are barriers to having pets, because they can be quite expensive, particularly
if they get unwell. So having low-cost vet options in our state is something I am quite passionate about,
and this is a service that is provided by Second Chance Animal Rescue in Craigieburn. They are people
who are passionate and committed to animal welfare. It is quite infectious when you visit that facility,
and I encourage everyone to drop in and say hi if they are in the area. It is largely supported by
volunteers. Of course they have qualified vets that provide services, but the bulk of the people that
were there on the day were volunteers committed to the interests of cats and dogs. It was a great facility
to visit.
We like to support not-for-profit organisations that have animal welfare activities at their heart, and
$3 million has been disbursed to community vet clinics, animal shelters and foster carers just recently.
That helps councils because it diminishes the issues they have to respond to and it ensures that people
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are aware of the compliance requirements to owning a pet. It was a great event, and I did get to hold
some puppies, which was very nice.
Dr Cumming also flagged that she would like to ensure a system that complies with the Domestic
Animals Act 1994 and complements the national microchipping registration process. As I said, there
is no national microchipping program. I think it is ambitious to even get a state one up, but I am
committed to having a look at it to see whether it is possible. I think a national approach might be a
little bit of a step too far, but I like your ambition, Dr Cumming, and in that regard the government is
certainly happy to not oppose this motion. We are happy to have continued conversations with local
government to see how we can improve the process as well as promoting all of the initiatives that the
Andrews Labor government has done in the last five years in relation to animal welfare.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (11:31): I am pleased to speak on Dr Cumming’s
motion 118 that seeks to centralise and standardise the pet registration system, to analyse the cost to
owners and to improve the education and information that is out in the community.
As the minister discussed in her contribution, the system has perhaps grown organically over many
years and has led to different areas of responsibility. But I always hesitate when there is an objective
of centralising power or centralising the way something is regulated. While it can create some
efficiencies and some simplicity around regulation, it can also create some challenges, because the
benefits of a centralised system—efficiency, simplicity and consistency—make it more difficult to
manage the way different communities may need a different regulatory environment or a different
framework depending on their local circumstances.
The previous speaker mentioned, in passing, working dogs. I think the way working dogs are regulated
in a rural environment where they can be critical to a farmer’s operations is completely different to an
inner-city metropolitan environment where working dogs are clearly inappropriate and create all sorts
of other risks. Similarly with the desexing of animals, for domestic pets in an inner-city environment
or an urban environment it makes eminent sense, but for working dogs in a farm environment perhaps
a different approach is required.
Of course different parts of Melbourne, different geographic regions, have different situations as well.
Some local government areas will have large numbers of pets, or large numbers of dogs, per capita,
and others perhaps less so. The revenue that flows as a result will vary, but so do the regulatory
requirements, and the burden of the enforcement requirements will also be different.
Whilst the opposition recognises and respects the intent of Dr Cumming’s motion, we are concerned
that perhaps it only looks at the upside of centralisation without considering the potential downside or
the need to nuance and localise regulation and the way the system operates. It was instructive that the
minister said that work is about to commence in this space. I encourage her to, through her department,
get on with the work that she outlined, because obviously animal welfare is a very important part of
our communities and is keenly followed by many Victorians. We want to see the right sort of
framework and the right set of enforcement and regulatory systems. But, again, we are not starting
from scratch; we are starting with a system that has evolved over time, and fundamentally the issue of
pet registration is and has been a local government responsibility. I think local government has a
significant role in the registration of pets now and that should continue into the future.
As I said, whilst I recognise the intent of Dr Cumming’s motion, I am concerned that it does not
acknowledge or recognise the need for localised regulation to take into account those nuances, those
differences, that exist not just between city and country but within different areas of metropolitan
Melbourne and the regional cities. So with those words, the opposition has some challenges and some
concerns with regard to Dr Cumming’s motion.
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Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (11:36): I welcome the opportunity to speak to Dr Cumming’s
motion this morning. Companion animals are recognised and cherished by the majority of Australians
for their friendship, comfort and devotion. Some 60 per cent of Australian households include a
companion animal. Five companion animals call our place home. We have a goofy, clumsy, adorable
rescue greyhound called Sputnik; and a yappy, lovable mutt named Mindy, always wanting the last
say, and despite being a small white fluffy dog she is firmly of the belief that she is a Rottweiler.
Three cats continually kick us off the bed and off the couch proclaiming that they own them—Marley,
Waszowski and Vlad. All of the animals that share our home are rescue animals, and that is a very
pertinent point given what Dr Cumming is proposing here. I encourage all Australians to ‘adopt, don’t
shop’. There are too many animals in shelters waiting for a home. All of these animals deserve
consideration and respect. They provide us with many benefits, but also with obligations. One of these
obligations is registration to ensure they are accounted for and safe in the unfortunate instance that
they go missing.
The party that I represent in this place, the Animal Justice Party, believes that the requirements of
companion animals are inadequately understood. Nationally over 250 000 mostly healthy dogs and
cats are put to death each year in pounds and shelters. Around 50 000 cruelty complaints are lodged,
with only a few hundred ever successfully being prosecuted. Companion animal registration is just
one small facet of the issue. Suggesting that fixing the system would fix the broader problem would
be an oversimplification, but it would certainly alleviate some of it. A centralised pet registration
system will not only alleviate costs to owners and remove complicated administrative procedures but
it will make it easier for companion animals to stay with their people for the entirety of their lives and
in some cases ensure they are not euthanised in a pound while their human companion is looking for
them—a heartbreaking but all too common problem.
I commend the Andrews government for the work it has already done to stop the suffering of our
companion animals, including combating puppy factories, banning the sale of puppies and kittens in
pet shops and introducing a pet exchange register to catch unscrupulous and dodgy online sellers. Of
course when it comes to our animal friends there is still more to do be done, and that is why I will be
supporting this motion today.
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (11:40): In the very short time that I have got to make a
contribution in relation to this motion, I just want to say a couple of important things about Wilbur and
Charlie. Firstly, I would like to commend Dr Cumming for bringing forward this motion. I do
understand as a pet owner that it can be quite confusing, and indeed I think that the intent of this motion
is spot-on in trying to come up with a much better streamlined and centralised system of pet
registration. I would also like to take the opportunity to thank the current minister, Minister Symes,
and indeed the previous minister, Minister Pulford, for their commitment to and the reforms that they
have both driven around animal welfare—in particular, Minister Pulford’s efforts in relation to puppy
farms, something that I know is supported very strongly in my community. So I thank both of them.
Now, as the owner of two quite badly behaved purebred black labradors—
Ms Shing: I can vouch for that.
Ms STITT: Ms Shing can vouch for that because she recently took them in for a week or so while
I got away from Melbourne briefly. It is quite complex. There are a number of different registration
systems in place for breeds, including registering your dog and getting the papers for that purebred
dog, then obviously having the dog microchipped, which is a separate process and a separate
registration, and then the council registration process.
I will just give you a very short anecdote about my pets and how difficult I found it to navigate the
system. When Wilbur was a lad he was a very good boy but he had a tendency to chew, particularly
the walls of our house whenever we left the building. I am quite happy to share with anyone interested
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the photos of the plasterwork that was destroyed by my young boofy good boy. This led us as a family
to have a very deep conversation about whether Wilbur really had a bit of separation anxiety and
whether he needed a bit of a mate to hang out with him. So along came our very good girl, Charlie.
Charlie came to us as a 12-month-old dog from the same breeder that we got our good boy, Wilbur,
from, and we took one look at her and said, ‘There’s no way this dog’s name is Roxie, right? She is
not a Roxie. When I look at her, the last thing I think is Roxie’. So we decided that we would change
her name to Charlie. I do not know if you are familiar with a particular children’s novel, but it has
Charlotte and Wilbur. So Charlie is short for Charlotte or, if they are at Aunty Shing’s house, she gets
referred to as Charleese—but that is another story. In the 20 seconds that I have left to finish this
anecdote, it was incredibly hard to change her name and get the right name and address on her
microchip, on her papers as a purebred labrador and with the council. I commend this motion to the
house.
The PRESIDENT: Before I call on whether this motion is agreed to, just to clarify things, at the
Monday business meeting there was an agreement on Dr Cumming’s aspiration to do two motions
within the 90 minutes allocated to her.
Mr Davis: That is fine.
The PRESIDENT: Agreed. And I think that in future we probably need to formalise in the house
that that is the case.
Mr Davis: So it hasn’t been formalised?
The PRESIDENT: It has not been formalised in the house. I will take responsibility in the future
that there is something formalised in the house—that our sessional orders do not apply in that situation.
Motion agreed to.
Committees
ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
Reference
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (11:45): I move:
That this house requires the Environment and Planning Committee to inquire into, consider and report, by
Wednesday, 13 November 2019, on the Solar Homes program, and in particular the committee should
consider:
(1) the extent of the consultations conducted with the solar panel installation industry to determine the
optimum design of the program, and to ascertain what the anticipated impacts of a predetermined rebate
cap would be on the industry;
(2) the advice the government received from the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning,
Sustainability Victoria and any other government department or agency in relation to any anticipated
impacts of a predetermined rebate cap on the industry;
(3) the consultations conducted with and advice received from the Clean Energy Council in relation to the
design and implementation of the program;
(4) the administration of the program, including the probity of the rebate selection process;
(5) the effectiveness of the face recognition application process and if the process breaches any privacy
issues;
(6) any adverse mental health impacts that have been experienced by solar installation business owners and
employees as a result of closed businesses or retrenchment;
(7) whether the program has increased or decreased the number of residential solar panel installations per
month across Victoria; and
(8) whether the design and implementation of the program has disadvantaged the solar panel installation
industry in rural and regional Victoria compared to the industry in Melbourne.
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The Solar Homes program is just the latest debacle in energy policy from this government. We have
seen over the course of the last five years and even back into the period of the Brumby government
the government take Victoria from a position where we were the national leader in energy—we had
the cheapest reliable energy supply in the country. In fact we had some of the cheapest, most reliable
energy anywhere in the world, and it was a great competitive advantage for Victoria. It had been
developed in the postwar period in the Latrobe Valley, where we shifted from an environment where
electricity generation in the state had started on a small scale in a number of individual communities
and individual towns. The Melbourne CBD was the site of at least one power generation plant. There
was another one in Richmond. There were various power generation plants dotted around metropolitan
Melbourne.
Through the 1930s and the postwar period in particular we saw our power generation in Victoria
consolidated in the Latrobe Valley, building on an incredible natural resource which was available to
the Victorian community, being the brown coal in the valley, which went on to give us a consolidated,
very low cost, efficient and inexpensive power supply on which the industrial base of this state was
built.
It was our great competitive advantage. We used it to great advantage over many decades as the
industrial base of Victoria was developed, until the election of the Bracks-Brumby governments and
more recently this Andrews government, which has turned the energy market and our energy provision
in this state on its head. We are now in a situation where Victoria is a net importer of electricity. We
have decimated—or the government has decimated—the production of cheap electricity in the Latrobe
Valley. Its policy settings have led to the closure already of some of the brown coal generation in the
valley, with the government’s effective intent to accelerate that process.
So no longer do we have the cheap electricity on which the Victorian industrial base was built. We
now have some of the most expensive power prices in the world, and even worse than that we have
the sort of unreliability in our power supply, the shortage at times in generation, that you would expect
in a Third World country. We have gone from some of the best power supply in the world to some of
the worst, where we see blackouts and risks of blackouts in peak demand periods, particularly through
summer, and where we see Victorian consumers paying some of the world’s highest prices.
As part of this government’s policy platform to decimate power generation in Victoria we have also
seen a shift, or a planned shift, to renewable power, with a particular focus on wind generation, which
we know does not provide the reliability of supply that we have enjoyed from our coal-powered and
gas-powered generation in this state, and we have seen increasingly an emphasis on solar power—not
large-scale solar, not efficient solar but solar at an individual household level, where the government
has been promoting the installation of individual solar facilities for individual consumers.
Of course this is in many respects a complete reversal of the way in which our electricity generation
developed in this state, where it was consolidated for efficiency in the Latrobe Valley with large-scale
production. We are now seeing the government advocate for individual household production through
the installation of solar panels, and the Victorian community, recognising the massive escalation in
their household power bills, recognising the unreliability which had developed in the availability of
main supply power, were taking up home-based solar systems. A number of suppliers around the state
came into the market in the last five to 10 years, and Victorian consumers were responding. They were
sick of high power prices under this government. They were sick of the fact that the power went out
in summer and could not be relied upon, and they were looking to mitigate those impacts on their own
households through the installation of home solar packages. And we have seen that ramp up in recent
years. In fact if you go back to earlier this year around 6000 households a month were having solar
systems installed.
But then in its infinite wisdom the government decided to jump into the market, and it created the
Solar Homes debacle, which we now see playing out across the state. The Solar Homes debacle was
the brainchild of the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Lily D’Ambrosio in the
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government, who thought, ‘Because there is such an uptake in solar energy across the state by
individual households, the government should jump into the market and help, so we will allocate
$1.3 billion to try and encourage people to do what they are already doing’. So households that were
already installing solar systems were suddenly going to receive a Victorian government subsidy of
$2250 to install those solar systems.
This has had a totally perverse impact on the market for solar energy systems in the state. We have
seen consumers who were installing these systems by their own choice over a period of time suddenly
realise there is an opportunity for a government subsidy. The fact that they were doing the installations
or commissioning the installations themselves without a subsidy from government was completely
lost on this government. In fact I recently spoke to somebody who intended to install a solar system
and had received a quote for a solar system prior to the announcement of this Solar Homes program,
and they were rubbing their hands with glee knowing the government was going to give them $2250
to do exactly what they intended to do anyway. And because they had been quoted on a solar system
before the government announced this debacle of a policy, they were actually able to lock in the preSolar Homes price from the supplier and also take advantage of the subsidy which subsequently came
from government, so they were one of the few consumers who actually benefited from this program.
They intended to spend the money, they locked in the old price and they got the gift from the
government, which they did not need anyway because they were going to make the expenditure. But
of course since this Solar Homes debacle was announced we have seen the cost of the systems, the
quoted price for the systems, actually increase to soak up the subsidy that the government has made
available.
The perverse effect of this policy of paying consumers to do what they were already doing has of
course been huge demand for these subsidies. If you were going to spend $5000 on a solar system,
had made that decision and suddenly the government said, ‘I will give you $2200 to do what you were
going to do anyway’, of course people are going to apply for this. So we saw in the last financial year
and moving into the current financial year this pot of money that was allocated, the $1.3 billion,
suddenly oversubscribed. Everyone who was going to buy one anyway had put their hand out,
understandably, for a government subsidy, which meant in the last financial year subsidies stopped.
We got to the end of the financial year and the tap had been turned off back in March or April at a time
when around 6000 systems were being installed per month.
The government realised it had a problem. The demand for these subsidies was exceeding the cash
which was available, so when the new financial year commenced on 1 July and the scheme was
restarted the government determined it had to put a cap on how many systems would be made available
each month, and that cap is 3300 per month. Of course if you are a consumer and you intend to install
a solar system but the government has said they are going to pay you to do that—they will give you
$2200 to do that—you are only going to do it when the subsidy is available, so every month the
government is releasing 3300 subsidies for consumers and of course they are being taken up, typically
within the first 24 hours of them being released at the start of the month. And everyone else who
intends to buy one is just delaying their decision to a subsequent month.
That has had a profound impact on the provision and installation of solar systems. We have gone from
a situation where back in March this year 6000 solar systems were being installed a month to a
situation now where that has dropped to 3300 because people are waiting for the subsidies and they
have been capped. And the consequences for the industry, for the suppliers and the installers of these
systems, has been enormous because it has killed their businesses. If the customers you are serving
were not fortunate enough to get a subsidy on the first of the month, they are not making the installation
decision. We have seen businesses close down and we have seen people lose their jobs simply because
of this government’s intervention in a market which was already working. This government’s decision
to step into a market, to pay people to do what they were already doing, has actually decimated the
marketplace. I have to say that only this government, only this energy minister, could tip a bucket of
$1.3 billion of taxpayers money into a marketplace and see the installation rates halve as a
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consequence. What a total botching of this program. What a total perversion and distortion of a
marketplace that was working effectively without government intervention.
So this has had enormous implications for people that want to install solar systems, and it has had
enormous implications for the installers of those systems and the people that work for them, who have
lost their jobs as a consequence of this program and who do not know, month to month, whether they
are going to have any demand for their product because they do not know whether the people who are
seeking to install those solar systems will get a subsidy this month or next month or six months down
the track.
So the motion before the house this morning seeks to have the Environment and Planning Committee
inquire into and look at the Solar Homes debacle, the circumstances in which it was established, the
advice the government relied on for its establishment, the modelling as to the impact this program
would have on the way that marketplace was working and importantly the impact this program has
had on those businesses, on those business operators and on their employees.
We have seen, as I said, really significant detrimental impacts on a number of businesses across
Melbourne and Victoria and on their employees. We saw a couple of weeks ago a rally on the front
steps of Parliament where those businesses who had suddenly been decimated by the subsidy program
came to Parliament to put their case to make the public aware of what has happened as a consequence
of this program. We saw the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change in response to
that say, ‘They’re wrong’. The businesses and the employees that have lost their jobs, the businesses
that have shut down, came to Parliament to put their case that this was having a detrimental effect, and
the minister for energy simply said, ‘They’re wrong’. How she says an employee who has lost their
job is wrong or a business owner that has had to shut their business is wrong is beyond belief, but that
is the minister for energy’s and the government’s position on this program.
So this motion seeks a full-scale investigation by the Environment and Planning Committee into the
circumstances around the establishment of this program and into the impact it has had on businesses
and employees, including the mental health impacts because the stress and anxiety that has been
caused for many people is significant. We need to get to the bottom of this. We need to find a way
forward, and I would urge the house to support this motion, to support this inquiry and to get a far
better outcome than what it is currently experiencing with the Solar Homes debacle.
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (11:59): Well, we know we are onto a good thing when a
discussion on climate change starts with reminiscing about Hazelwood, and this is emblematic of who
they are. They do not believe in climate change. They take any opportunity to smash renewables, and
it is a disgrace. It is a disgrace. I could not believe it. They are so fascinated with renewables, they talk
about Hazelwood. It is disgusting. It is disgusting—the wonderful old days! Black lung disease—
brilliant! So great for the people around them. That is what we have to deal with, and you think we
should take an inquiry. You think we should take an inquiry when you are talking about Hazelwood.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Questions without notice and ministers statements
HEALTH FUNDING
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:00): My question is to the Minister for Health.
Minister, what discussions has your department had with hospital networks regarding the number of
staff redundancies they will be required to make in order to meet budget constraints that have been
imposed by the Andrews government?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:00): Clearly the member was not listening very carefully yesterday. I made it very clear that our
government has provided record funding in this budget as well as every budget since we have been in
government. It now represents almost 40 per cent more funding to run our hospitals than when the
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coalition were in government and Ms Crozier and Mr Davis were in charge of slashing and burning in
our health system.
The only cuts that have been made and have been imposed on our health services in Victoria are those
that have come from the coalition in Canberra. Unfortunately we have had to absorb $305 million in
retrospective funding cuts that have come because Canberra has decided to change the goalposts and
retrospectively claw back funding from our health services. This is an issue that continues to be of
concern to us as the government and to our health services because we do need to provide funding
certainty to our health services going forward, and we continue to call on the federal coalition, the
Morrison government, to address this clawback issue. We will continue to have those discussions, and
I hope that they will be constructive and that we are able to address this particular issue.
But I make it really clear to the member that we are continuing to have discussions with health services
ahead of the signing of the statements of priorities that will be concluded in coming weeks. The
member was seeking to suggest yesterday that somehow we were behind schedule in relation to that.
The point that I make to her is that when David Davis signed the statements of priorities they occurred
in late September and into October. In fact the Alfred Health statement of priorities for 2014–15 was
signed by Mr Davis on 2 October 2014. So that has been typically the common time frame that has
been undertaken by health services together with health ministers over a number of years.
So we continue to have discussions. They are constructive discussions. I look forward to having those
discussions with health services, but we have provided record funding to our health services. There is
absolutely no need for any redundancies. Those are decisions of course made individually by health
services as employers, but we have provided them with $2.5 billion extra funding this year to continue
to provide a world-class health system here in Victoria.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:03): I note that the minister completely avoided
answering the question, but I ask as part of my supplementary: Minister, can you confirm that in fact
hospital networks have been instructed on limiting the number of staff they make redundant?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:04): Well, clearly the member has not been listening to what I have been saying. I have explained
to her that we have provided record funding of $2.5 billion in this budget. It represents 6.1 per cent
more than last year’s funding. They, as employers, make those decisions about who they employ, the
qualifications that staff have and the skills mix of the staff themselves. That is a devolved system. That
was the case when the coalition were in government, and it continues to be the case that they make
those decisions. We are having constructive discussions with health services about their activities,
looking at their aspirations for this financial year. I look forward to continuing to have those
discussions with health services about these matters. What I can say to the member, as I said yesterday,
is that we have provided funding to health services for the doctors enterprise bargaining agreement,
despite any claims to the contrary.
MURRAY-DARLING BASIN PLAN
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (12:05): My question is for whoever is representing the
Minister for Water about water issues, which I am presuming is the Leader of the Government. Water
trading is one of the most confusing systems that I have ever come across, and there is zero
transparency about the system. Here is the government’s opportunity to be open about any water
dealings it may or may not have had. How much money did the Victorian government make from
trading water in the Murray-Darling Basin plan over the 2018–19 financial year?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:05): I thank Mr Bourman
for his question. In terms of the specific answer that he is requiring of the government, I will refer that
to the minister, but what I can confirm in the interim is that water trading is one of the most complicated
areas of public policy and resource allocation in this nation. In fact it has over decades, right across
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the nation, been a very difficult issue for state and commonwealth governments to work
collaboratively with all stakeholders in relation to the most appropriate and efficient use of our water
supply, particularly at times of poor rainfall and drought conditions. What is at the heart of your
question is a very important issue in relation to the efficient and effective allocation of water for all the
uses that water is actually put to across this nation. I am sure my colleague the Minister for Water will
give you the substantive answer, but you are on the money: it is a very, very complicated, difficult
area of public policy.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (12:06): I thank the minister for his answer. I agree with how
complicated it is, and you talked about drought and all this. I took a trip during our break from
Parliament during which I drove through South Australia and through Mildura. In drought conditions
there is a river that is about 1 foot from the bank, if that—30 centimetres—and a lot of farmers are just
watching that going past. That is more a statement than a question, but during the last irrigation season
the government released environmental water into the trading system. Did the government get any
money for that water?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:07): Again, I would not want
to make any assumptions about either the availability or the allocation or the value that was ascribed
to that allocation, but I am sure my colleague will provide an answer to your question.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: LIBRARY FUNDING
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:07): I am pleased to update the house on the record funding boost for public
libraries. This financial year Victoria’s public libraries will receive $44.7 million in funding for new
books and e-resources and programs, including story time for children and outreach services. As part
of this funding Vision Australia will receive $1.8 million to provide library services to people who are
blind, have low vision or have print disability. This $44.7 million is a $1 million increase in funding
from last financial year.
The Andrews Labor government believes that libraries are about more than just books. They are about
public libraries enriching local communities by supporting a culture that values reading, learning and
social connection. Libraries give Victorians universal access to information and offer safe and
inclusive spaces for people to learn and grow. With the advent of the internet it was widely assumed
that public libraries would be a thing of the past. However, in fact the opposite has happened, with
libraries evolving to embrace technology and deliver a wide range of services that the community
needs and requires. With more than a million Victorians borrowing more than 9 million items from
our public libraries each year, libraries remain Victoria’s most popular community facility.
PROTON BEAM THERAPY CENTRE
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:09): My question is again to the Minister for Health.
Minister, why has the Andrews government cut $45 million in Victorian state funding for the proton
beam therapy centre?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:09): I thank the member for her question. We are a government that is absolutely committed to
supporting medical research in our state. We have provided significant funding in our budget this year
for medical research. I have had the opportunity to refer to this in the house previously. I am very
proud of the fact that in Victoria we are regarded as an absolute leader—an absolute leader—when it
comes to national health and medical research and that we continue to attract the majority of funding
when it comes to national health and medical research grants. That is something that all of us should
be particularly proud of. Just recently I was very pleased to stand together with Greg Hunt, the federal
Minister for Health, to jointly announce that two hospitals in Victoria—the Royal Children’s and the
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Peter Mac hospital—will be the first two hospitals in Australia to actually provide CAR T-cell
treatment to children suffering from leukaemia and suffering from bloodborne cancers.
So just in terms of the point that the member is raising around the proton beam, she is clearly not aware
that her colleagues in Canberra, however, have made some decisions in relation to the proton beam
that have favoured South Australia in relation to these matters. That was extremely disappointing in
terms of the position that they took in relation to this matter. I look forward to seeing what will actually
come about in relation to that decision that they have made about this, because this is a national project.
It is a national project that has been supported by the coalition in terms of going to South Australia,
but we provided $2 million in funding in the 2015–16 state budget to initiate planning, specifically in
relation to the business case development, and this has been committed fully in relation to—
Members interjecting.
Ms MIKAKOS: Well, the point that the member needs to understand is that we continue to be
proud of the fact that we are a world leader in Melbourne and here in Victoria in terms of medical
research, and I look forward to seeing what comes of the South Australian project. (Time expired)
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:13): Minister, the departmental secretary actually did
state that $45 million has been cut. You claim you want to go into partnership with the federal
government. However, last year in the lead-up to the election Daniel Andrews promised $400 million
for a proton beam therapy centre and was going to do it himself; Victoria would be a standalone. Given
you could not build a smaller centre, given you delayed and delayed the business case and lost federal
government funding to South Australia and given you have now walked away from the $400 million
promise last year, isn’t it a fact that your Labor government’s ongoing mismanagement of the
Victorian budget has meant that proton beam therapy treatment of Victorian patients, including
children with cancer, has been put back years?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:13): Well, the assertion that the member is making is incorrect. We were disappointed by the
decision that was made for this national project to direct federal money to South Australia. We have
worked in a very constructive way to develop that business case. I look forward to seeing what comes
of the South Australian project. It looks as if that might fall over. I stand to be corrected. We will see
what happens with South Australia, but it does look like, as I understand it, it may well be at some
risk. But that is of course for the South Australian government to address. We as a government are
taking steps to make sure that children suffering from blood cancers here in Victoria are getting access
to world-leading technology. This is why we were the first state to sign up to making sure we can bring
CAR T treatment to Victoria for the benefit of Victorian children.
BUILDING CLADDING
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:15): My question is to the minister representing the
Minister for Planning. Did the combustible cladding debacle, which cost Victorian taxpayers
$600 million or more, come about because we deregulated what materials could be used in buildings
and the circumstances in which they could be used, because we deregulated who could certify that our
buildings were safe and fit for purpose, because we deregulated the growth of Melbourne and allowed
it to grow by 120 000 people every year or because of all of the above?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:15): Thank you, Mr Hayes, for your question to the Minister for Planning
in the other place, who has indeed answered many, many questions on cladding in the other place,
including similar themes to what you are raising, but I will let him respond to you in writing in due
course.
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Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:16): I thank the minister. As a supplementary I would
like to ask the minister: what lessons, if any, has the government learned from the $600 million
combustible cladding debacle, and what steps does it intend to take to better protect Victorian home
owners and taxpayers in the future?
The PRESIDENT: There are two questions in the supplementary. I would say the last one is
probably the one that is relevant.
Mr Hayes: The last question.
The PRESIDENT: The last question is relevant.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:16): Thank you, Mr Hayes, for your supplementary question. It will be
added to your first question to the Minister for Planning.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: BABY BUNDLES
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:16): I rise to update the house about the rollout of our baby bundles for first-time parents. Recently
I was proud to attend the new Joan Kirner Women’s and Children’s Hospital and to hand-deliver the
Andrews Labor government’s very first baby bundles. I take this opportunity to congratulate first-time
parents Hannah and Jayden on little baby Evelyn, and Hetvi and Viral on little baby Ella. They were
very excited of course to have a brand-new baby, but they were also very happy to receive the first of
these new baby bundles.
All first-time parents who give birth in a Victorian hospital have begun receiving these free baby
bundles, complete with all the essentials they need to support their very own precious bundle of joy.
This initiative will benefit around 35 000 new parents each year and help build safe sleeping practices
and support a child’s learning and development through regular reading and play time. As I have
mentioned previously, the bundles include a nappy bag to hold the products, a grow suit, a safe
sleeping bag, a cotton wrap, a teething toy, four picture books and an information booklet on child
development. We have had wonderful feedback from our wonderful experts who provide advice on
the contents, and I am pleased to advise the house that we have added some extra items to the baby
bundles. They include a baby toothbrush to encourage good oral hygiene from a young age—because
on this side of the house we care about kids’ teeth—a baby sunhat to encourage children and parents
to always be sun smart, a replica library card linking parents to their local library and encouraging
them to visit and swap this card for a real one to encourage an early love of literacy with their babies,
and a newborn first-aid kit.
Now, Ms Crozier thinks this is a waste of money, but I think most parents will think it is fantastic to
get a newborn first-aid kit, which of course no parent would ever want to use but will no doubt provide
them with the comfort of knowing they have one. Our government understands that bringing your first
child home from hospital can be a daunting time, but we are ensuring that first-time parents get the
support that they need in navigating those first few months, and we are supporting them with these
fantastic baby bundles— (Time expired)
WASTE AND RECYCLING MANAGEMENT
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:19): My question is to the
Minister for Local Government. Can the minister tell the house which and how many of Victoria’s
79 councils he is aware of are now dumping to landfill waste intended by residents and their councils
to be recycled?
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:19): I would like to thank the member for his question. We yesterday announced
an $11.1 million fund to assist those councils who were previously contracted to SKM. There are 33
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of those. Some have found alternative contracts with other providers, but others have not
unfortunately, and those councils are unfortunately having to go to landfill with their waste. So the
government understands that there are extra cost burdens on councils having to put into landfill their
waste. The funds that we provide will be assisting those councils with some of the extra financial
burden.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:20): I want to therefore ask
the minister: with the $11.1 million announced yesterday, is that adequate for the task that the councils
need to undertake?
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:20): I would like to thank the member for his question. I have got to say what we
are dealing with is a bit of a crisis at the moment. We admit that. What we are after are long-term
sustainable solutions to this very, very complex issue, and the minister—the entire government, mind
you—is working with industry and working with councils in order to find a solution to that very
complex problem.
Now, let us go back to how this problem started. It did not start in Victoria. It was China as a sovereign
nation that made a decision not to accept low-grade waste from other countries, and unfortunately
Victoria, like the rest of Australia and like the rest of the world, was exposed. There were adverse
consequences because of the decision that China made. What we had in Victoria was one company
which dominated 50 per cent of the recycling industry— (Time expired)
PRISONER REINTEGRATION PROGRAMS
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:22): My question is to the Minister for Agriculture,
representing the Minister for Corrections. In 2014–15 Victoria reached a 10-year high for recidivism,
with 44 per cent of prisoners returning to custody within two years of their release. In the past financial
year that figure dropped marginally to around 43 per cent, which is still above the national average of
around 40 per cent. Over the past month I have toured a corrections facility and met with union
representatives in order to understand why Victoria’s recidivism rate is so high, considering the
generous amount of funding per prisoner per year. It is clear that one of the reasons is that many people
who are sentenced to prison as a result of addiction or mental health issues do not receive adequate
counselling in prison or once they are released. In Norway there is a reintegration guarantee in which
the prison works with government agencies to ensure that the released prisoner has a home, a job and
access to supportive networks before they exit the prison walls. My question is: is the minister able to
outline any additional initiatives or programs the government is considering implementing in Victorian
prisons in order to help those suffering from addiction and mental health issues?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:23): I thank Mr Grimley for his question for Minister Carroll in the other
place. You have touched on issues that I know he is personally very passionate about, particularly
tackling the recidivism rate, and I am sure he will be pleased to respond in due course.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:23): I thank the minister for her response. My
supplementary question is: can the minister please provide further information about the steps the
Andrews government is taking in order to ensure that those who are released from prison are still able
to access the counselling programs operated by Corrections Victoria which they found effective whilst
in prison?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:23): I will pass Mr Grimley’s supplementary question on to the minister.
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MINISTERS STATEMENTS: LAKE PURRUMBETE
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:23): I am very pleased to update the house about some big cat
sightings at Lake Purrumbete in western Victoria. But, no, before people get too concerned, we are
not investing $100 000 of taxpayers money on a wild cat chase, like some previous government did;
rather, this is about an exciting new initiative to stock cheetah trout in Lake Purrumbete. In July this
year freshwater fishers celebrated the first-ever large-scale stocking of cheetah trout into an Australian
waterway, with 1600 cheetah trout yearlings—about 50 grams each—released into Lake Purrumbete,
near Camperdown. ‘What on earth is a cheetah trout?’, I can see you all wondering. Yes, well, let me
illuminate for the house. A cheetah trout is a—
Mr Jennings: We could write this down and put it in a book for the baby bundle.
Ms PULFORD: Indeed we could, and someone would need to do the illustrations. A cheetah trout
is a cross between a rainbow trout and a brook trout. They have striking markings on their back that
do resemble the patterns of the great African cat. They are often stocked overseas, where they have a
legendary reputation among anglers for growing fast and fighting hard.
The stocking of cheetah trout was funded by recreational fishing licence fees and the state
government’s $35 million Target One Million plan to get more people fishing more often. And in
more exciting big cat fish stocking news, we also have plans to stock tiger trout—a cross between
brook trout and brown trout—into Lake Purrumbete soon. With cheetah and tiger trout on the bite at
Lake Purrumbete we will inspire tourism in this region. We know anglers will travel far and wide;
spend money in local cafes and restaurants; buy fuel, bait and tackle; stay overnight; and boost the
local economy while they are getting into fishing.
STEELVISION
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:25): My question is to the Minister for Regional Development.
Minister, on 19 March this year you told Parliament that ‘Steelvision was considered a medium risk
when it was analysed’. However, the KPMG report found the project was assigned a medium–high
risk rating through the department’s assessment process. Can you explain this discrepancy between
the evidence in the KPMG report and what you told Parliament on 19 March this year?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:26): I thank Ms Bath for her question. I was not in possession of the
KPMG report in March of this year.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:26): That is a very succinct answer, Minister. Minister, my
supplementary question goes to this: on 25 February this year Ms Shing told the Latrobe Valley
Express:
It’s important to be clear that the credit checks run on Steelvision did not identify any greater level of risk
than a number of other companies which have received support …

So, Minister, how many other companies have been supported through the Latrobe Valley Authority
or Regional Development Victoria programs with a medium–high or higher risk level?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:27): I thank Ms Bath for her supplementary question. I do not have a
figure at hand, but I can assure you that the government does support medium to high risk investments,
because if we were too risk averse we would not support any investment in this state. Businesses that
are growing, businesses that want to employ more people and businesses that are moving to regional
Victoria are always going to involve an element of risk. What is incumbent on us as a government,
and on Regional Development Victoria and the Latrobe Valley Authority, is to make sure that we
assess these risks, we manage these risks and we pay attention as we are going through the process.
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That is why we have milestone payments and we do not front-load many of our payments. We manage
the risks appropriately to ensure that our country businesses in particular can grow, can employ more
people and can prosper.
MEDICINAL CANNABIS
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:28): My question is for the Minister for Health. I would like
to know how much legal medical cannabis has been grown in Victoria over the last two years and
what has happened to it. I am asking for a friend of course! The government has established cannabis
production facilities, but we are yet to see the goods. We know cannabis is being grown; we are just
not sure what has happened to it. Cannabis crops are harvested every three months, and it has been
18 months since the facilities began to operate. Meanwhile, recipients of medical cannabis have noted
that all their product is coming from Canada. Minister, where has our crop been going?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:29): I thank the member for his question. In answer, Victoria was the first state to commit to
legalising medicinal cannabis, and following our leadership the commonwealth then took action and
introduced legislation creating new access for imported and local medicinal cannabis products. So the
hold-up now, given that our commitment related to children with epilepsy, in terms of a broader class
of patients accessing medicinal cannabis, is the issue of cost and the fact that it has not been included
on the PBS. If the commonwealth was to list medicines on the PBS, it would actually become
affordable for a greater range of patients to be able to access it. So our funding, our commitment, was
very specific, and it related to funding medicinal cannabis for 60 of our sickest kids with epilepsy.
I should point out that any patient in Victoria can now access medicinal cannabis to treat any illness
when prescribed by a doctor with any required commonwealth and state approvals. As at 31 July this
year, the Office of Medicinal Cannabis had issued just under 1500 permits for Victorian doctors to
prescribe medicinal cannabis. Many additional Victorian patients are accessing medicinal cannabis
without the need for a state-level permit. In addition to children with epilepsy accessing cannabidiol,
CBD, many adults are also accessing medicinal cannabis for a range of conditions, including chronic
non-cancer pain, multiple sclerosis and the effects of cancer and cancer treatment.
In terms of the issue that the member is asking about and our production and the commitment that we
made, it is important to stress that any new pharmaceutical products must undergo very stringent
testing. This is a process that is regulated by the federal TGA, and these testing processes are currently
underway. We have been growing medicinal cannabis, but we have been working to manufacture this
product, purify it to meet these strict pharmaceutical standards and have it tested in a healthy adult
study in late 2018, and those products are undergoing that really stringent testing. So people are
accessing the product—that is correct—from overseas-sourced suppliers at the moment, including for
children with epilepsy. As part of our commitment we are sourcing that product from overseas whilst
this locally grown product is still undergoing the stringent testing that is required. I understand that
people are taking a deal of interest in this issue, but the PBS is really, ultimately, the biggest blockage
here.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:32): My supplementary question is: what is the government
doing to make the medical cannabis program easier to access? I am told any doctor is able to prescribe
it, yet the uptake has been very slow. Fewer than 10 000 scripts have been issued for medical cannabis
since the program began. These are rookie numbers. Part of the problem rests with the Therapeutic
Goods Administration. Cannabis products need to be approved by the TGA for doctors to prescribe
them. There is only one such product currently approved. Unapproved products can be prescribed, but
the process is more onerous and more expensive. Another problem is that drugs containing THC are
schedule 8, which is the same category as morphine and oxycodone. This is inappropriate for
marijuana, which should be subject to similar regulations as alcohol. But I ask again: what is the
government doing to make the medical cannabis program easier to access?
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Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:33): Thank you for the further question. I did allude to the issues in answer to the substantive
question, and that is that our commitment related to children with epilepsy. We have been supporting
those children. That is a program that is fully subscribed. I should point out that medicinal cannabis is
not a panacea. It does not work for all children with epilepsy, and nor does it work for all adults with
various medical conditions either, but we are providing the support in terms of access as per the
election commitment that we made for those sickest of children. In terms of broader availability, our
legislation and then the commonwealth’s legislation now enable that to occur. The biggest blockage
is the one of cost, and it is only the PBS—including medicinal cannabis on the PBS—that will provide
greater availability and access for adults, and children for that matter, who might need it.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: AGRICULTURE ENERGY INVESTMENT PLAN
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:34): I wish to update the house on how the Andrews Labor government
is supporting Victorian farmers to invest in new equipment and technology to improve sustainability
and reduce energy costs with the rollout of our Agriculture Energy Investment Plan grants. These
grants of up to $50 000 are supporting farmers to undertake projects to improve their energy efficiency,
reduce on-farm costs and maintain their competitiveness. Grants are being awarded across the
agricultural sector, including dairy, sheep, horticulture and viticulture producers.
Last week I visited the Hooke family’s sheep farm in Serpentine, which is just one of the 36 farm
businesses around the state benefiting from over $1 million in grants that have gone out so far.
Following a free on-farm assessment, the Hooke family received a grant to install solar to power their
irrigation system. This is expected to not only reduce their electricity bills by up to $35 000 each year
but also reduce their emissions. Other grants in this round are supporting projects for more energyefficient equipment and lighting, smart technologies, solar-powered dairy systems and electricity
upgrades. Some farms are expected to save over 40 per cent on their annual energy costs while saving
the planet at the same time.
Farms from right across the state have been successful, including those in the Wangaratta, Moyne,
Alpine, Gannawarra, South Gippsland, Baw Baw and Campaspe shires. In recognition of the tough
conditions faced by our dairy farmers, the grants process will also now be streamlined for dairy farmers
applying for energy grants, who can now receive grants for eligible equipment without having to have
an on-farm energy assessment. All they will need to do is directly apply for a grant of up to $50 000
by selecting from a list of pre-approved items.
These grants are just one part of the $30 million Agriculture Energy Investment Plan. The plan also
provides funding for research farm demonstrations to showcase new technologies; support to link
farmers to information, educational resources and apps; and help to commercialise research for the
farming sector so they can access the latest technologies, which will help them do what they do best—
feed and clothe the community. These are just some of the ways farmers are working to improve their
sustainability and help combat climate change. I encourage all Victorian farmers to contact Agriculture
Victoria for details on how to access these grants so they can benefit themselves and also the future of
our planet.
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:36): As far as today’s questions go, can I thank Minister Symes for getting
responses for Mr Grimley from the Minister for Corrections—both his questions—as per the standing
orders. Also Minister Symes will get written responses from the Minister for Planning as far as
Mr Hayes’s cladding questions go—for both his questions. Also the Leader of the Government will
make sure that there are written responses in accordance with the standing orders from the Minister
for Water for both of Mr Bourman’s questions.
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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 23 written
responses to questions on notice: 122–4, 237–8, 380, 554, 556–71.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:37): I will raise a question of unanswered
questions on notice, because I did receive a substantial number from the Minister for Jobs, Innovation
and Trade via the Minister for Small Business, but there are a number that are still overdue: 103, 326,
329, 338, 424–5, 427–8, 579–81 and 587. I ask that the minister follow them up. I have emailed the
minister alerting him to these gaps and asked that they be followed up.
The PRESIDENT: We will make sure that is followed up with the minister.
Constituency questions
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:38): My question is for the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services, and it concerns the future home of the Mansfield SES unit. The Mansfield SES
unit building is on the old saleyard site in Mansfield owned by the Mansfield Shire Council. It is a
perfect location, allowing the unit to respond to emergencies within the committed 8-minute response
time. In February the council informed the SES volunteers the old saleyard would not be sold for
another 18 months, but it more recently informed the brigade that the saleyard site will be placed on
the market for sale within weeks. I have previously raised the issue with the minister, but the matter
has recently become more urgent with news that the land is to be sold sooner than previously indicated.
With the sale by the Mansfield Shire Council of the old saleyard site—which currently houses the
Mansfield SES—now imminent, my question is: will the minister urgently commit funding to
purchase the land to ensure it remains the home of the Mansfield SES now and into the future?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (12:39): My constituency question is directed to the
Minister for Health and Minister for Ambulance Services, the Honourable Jenny Mikakos, MP. My
question to the minister relates to her portfolio of responsibilities of health. The Andrews Labor
government will make assisted reproductive treatment fairer, more affordable and easier to access for
all Victorians as part of once-in-a-generation reforms. These reforms will change so many lives. We
made the promise to make sure more Victorians can become a parent through IVF without the high
costs, and we are delivering it through public IVF services, which are bulk-billed and subsidised for
low-income Victorians. They have an opportunity to start a family without big bills or discrimination.
My question to the minister is: can the minister give me an update on how she will ensure that IVF in
Victoria is safe and accessible for all who need it, including my constituents in Western Metropolitan
Region?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:40): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change, and I ask: when is she going to publicly apologise to the
rock climbing community for wrongly accusing them of damaging Aboriginal rock art when in fact
the damage, as once displayed on the minister’s own website, was caused by her own Parks Victoria
department? That accusation might now have been removed, but no apology or public correction has
been forthcoming, and other assertions referring to chalk remain. Rock climbers have been unfairly
maligned, and I call on the minister and her department to admit their errors and publicly apologise to
rock climbers for a rush to judgement in the Grampians National Park.
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NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:41): My constituency question is for the Minister for Roads.
Back in June we asked when the government would be replacing the Yarrawonga-Mulwala bridge
and why it decided to use the grey route over the locally preferred green route. The minister did not
address the issue of what route it would take. We already know that Yarrawongans want the green
route, and now the survey results from the New South Wales side have come in. As predicted, support
for the green route was overwhelming. Of the 850 responses, 600 indicated support for the green route.
VicRoads would seem to be leading us down the wrong path, and we would like to know why. My
question to the minister is: why are the majority of Yarrawongans wrong about where in their town
the bridge should be built? Why does the government know better than they do?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:42): My constituency question is to the Minister for Roads.
Cynthia is a constituent of mine in Melbourne’s west, and she recently contacted my office to express
her concern about the time traffic lights on Main Road, St Albans, outside the railway station allow
for pedestrians to cross the road. She was particularly worried about the elderly, many of whom might
not get anywhere near the other side of the road before the lights change. As is my practice, I joined
Cynthia in St Albans to see the situation for myself, and I can report that I believe Cynthia may well
have a point. Will the minister direct her department to investigate Cynthia’s concerns and take the
appropriate action if her complaint is verified?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:43): My question is for the Minister for Planning in
the other place. In recent years my constituents in East Melbourne and nearby suburbs have
experienced a significant increase in overhead flights, especially by small aircraft flying at low altitude.
The frequency of these flights increases on the weekends, and the aircraft noise significantly impacts
on residents’ quality of life. Residents are also increasingly concerned about the consequences of
increasing non-essential light aircraft flights over residential and built-up areas, due to safety concerns
that a crash could cause injury or death. The City of Melbourne has also implemented a Fly
Neighbourly Agreement, a voluntary agreement with aircraft operators, but unfortunately this has not
resolved the problem. My question is: will the government work with East Melbourne residents to
help solve this problem, including by calling on the federal government to regulate the flight paths of
non-essential light aircraft in Victoria?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:44): My constituency question is to the Minister for Mental
Health. Over the past few weeks I have travelled around my region of Western Victoria and have heard
about the many issues facing my constituents. A recurring theme is the limited accessibility and
affordability of mental health services. The recent royal commission into mental health, which
travelled to Western Victoria, has heard that police are called to incidents of psychiatric crisis and
attempts or threats of suicide every 12 minutes and that such callouts increased by almost 88 per cent
between 2014 and 2018. Many of my constituents rely on publicly funded services for mental health
support, including Headspace, which is the beneficiary of recent federal and state funding
commitments. Despite the additional funding announcements, many constituents have still expressed
their frustration at long wait times at each of the five Headspace centres in Western Victoria. In some
cases people are reportedly waiting up to six weeks in order to access support. The question is: can the
minister provide any insight into whether the state government is considering expanding existing
mental health services in Western Victoria, and if so, what is the approximate time line?
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EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:45): I have actually written to the Minister for Roads,
and I know that she is considering this at this time, but I think the chamber ought be aware of concerns
that I have, and no doubt that you would share, President, with the intersection near EastLink of the
Ringwood bypass and both Warrandyte Road and Ringwood Street. There was recently a fatality of a
young lad there, and while I do not want to dwell on that circumstance in itself the reality is that there
is a need now to consider pedestrian movement across that intersection, which is very busy. It involves
buses, it involves various turns and it involves a very significant volume of traffic. Given the proximity
of Eastland shopping centre and access to Ringwood station and public transport facilities for people
north of the Ringwood bypass, I think it is imperative that we now start to look at an improved
pedestrian crossing on that particular intersection. Therefore I ask the minister to consider an
opportunity perhaps for overhead pedestrian facilities.
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:46): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Tourism, Sport and Major Events. It follows another very successful staging this year of the
V8 Supercars Winton SuperSprint at Winton Motor Raceway in my electorate. Having analysed
Benalla Rural City Council’s economic impact assessment of the event and taken note of the
widespread economic, tourism and employment benefits it again stimulated across the whole northeast region, I would like to sincerely congratulate the government on its ongoing support of this event.
I would also like to ask the minister to clarify how much funding the government has allocated to
future editions of this event.
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:47): My constituency
question is for the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, and it concerns the waste
levy—the bin levy, the bin tax—that is applied to each of the councils and is thereby a share of rates,
and I ask: will the minister reveal to the chamber, or to me, how much is paid in bin tax levy for each
of the councils within Southern Metropolitan Region—that is, Boroondara, Whitehorse, Stonnington,
Glen Eira, Kingston, Port Phillip and the City of Melbourne?
Committees
ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
Reference
Debate resumed.
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (12:48): I am going to reframe and get back into the space.
Those opposite expect us to take them seriously on energy policy. They reminisce about Hazelwood.
I am speechless. I have actually had this conversation with people outside the chamber, regular
members of the community, and they are dumbfounded. They cannot believe that we are having these
archaic, anachronistic discussions about energy policy with those opposite.
If you do want to reminisce about your beloved Hazelwood, let us be a little bit realistic about what
she exuded on our great state. She contributed 15 million tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions per
annum. Think about that—15 million tonnes. Can we afford to keep pumping that out? I do not think
so. It would have been irresponsible on our part not to have made the significant investment we have
made in renewable energy.
To top it off, and I know how much you love Hazelwood, 27—and I initially wrote million—billion
litres of water per annum was used by Hazelwood. Twenty-seven billion litres of water per annum!
But of course in our great state of Victoria we have so much water to spare. There is no problem with
water. It does not cost us anything. It does not cost consumers anything. Those opposite claim to care
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about cost but are so flippant in their recognition of the glory days of Hazelwood. So I think we might
need to have a factual discussion when you are reminiscing about resurrecting a relic of the past that
was dead and buried for good reason for the future of all Victorians.
I also personally took exception to Mr Rich-Phillips’s very dismissive nature when he was talking
about our investment in renewables, as if it is just some little gesture on our part and not significant or
realistic. I am going to get to addressing the specific elements of the terms of reference, but let me go
through this investment.
Under our government unprecedented renewable energy development has occurred in Victoria. Those
opposite can only dream of having that vision, but I do not think they understand what vision is. All
they can talk about is resurrecting and beating that old dead horse, Hazelwood. That is not vision.
There are 1023 megawatts of new renewable energy capacity from 18 different projects that have
become operational. In addition, 14 renewable energy projects totalling 2721 megawatts are currently
under construction or undergoing commissioning in Victoria. A further 4083 megawatts of new
projects have been approved under our government but are yet to commence construction. We will
keep building to provide more renewable energy. The Victorian renewable energy target will create
more than 24 000 jobs by 2030, and that is money in the pockets of people working in those jobs.
Those opposite claim to care about costs and the cost of living, so surely they would care about good
job creation. It will provide certainty and investor confidence for the renewable energy industry,
driving an additional $5.8 billion in economic activity in Victoria. I am just trying to bring it back to
reality and have a nice, realistic and factual conversation rather than faffing about with Hazelwood,
which is dead and buried for good reason.
I am going to address some of the concerns that were raised by those opposite, and I am absolutely
confident that we can overcome them in our discussion here today. We are now into a 10-year
program. The Victorian Solar Homes program is a 10-year program, but those opposite are freaking
out. They want an inquiry right now—quick, quick!—because it is going so well, because the uptake
is so good and because other Victorians, not those opposite, actually care about the planet, about the
future for their children and about lowering their energy costs.
Let us get down to this conversation about consultation. Our government has worked with a range of
stakeholders, including solar businesses, distribution businesses and experts. I am going to unpack that
quite specifically. I have not memorised the names of the businesses because there are so many, but I
am going to list them for you here today. We have also spoken to the Smart Energy Council, the Clean
Energy Council (CEC), relevant trade unions, industry experts, the Consumer Action Law Centre,
distribution businesses, the Real Estate Institute of Victoria, the Tenants Union of Victoria, greenhouse
alliances and council-led programs to ensure the program takes account of industry views and
knowledge. It is important to note that that conversation is ongoing and the consultation is ongoing.
Our government takes very seriously the considerations of industry experts. That is why this
conversation is continuing.
To unpack that further, Solar Victoria has initiated sector-specific consultation committees, including
the enforcement committee, which meets monthly. The committee includes industry and safety
regulators as well as the Clean Energy Council. Solar Victoria has established an extensive stakeholder
consultation strategy out of respect for those stakeholders and in the knowledge that we are taking on
board their input. Both the CEC and the Smart Energy Council, just by the way, were engaged
following the announcement in April that the first year of the program was fully subscribed. Both were
consulted on options for the rollout of the broader program and will continue to be engaged as this
program is further rolled out. So that is the consultation element.
Now, the second question is in terms of the advice that our government has received in relation to any
anticipated impacts of the Solar Homes program. In 2018–19 the number of annual residential solar
installations grew by 73 per cent. ‘Oh, but it’s had no impact. No, that’s no impact. That’s negligible—
73 per cent growth. Oh no, that hasn’t encouraged people to take it up, has it?’. Well, I tell you, it has.
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The numbers speak for themselves: about 31 000 in 2017–18 compared to about 54 000 in 2018–19.
Those opposite could only wish that they had the vision of our Andrews Labor government.
So in terms of the actual numbers, because you are talking about capping and rebates and so forth, we
initially committed to 24 000 rebates in the first year of the program and have expanded that
commitment to 42 000 solar panel rebates in 2019–20 to further support the Victorian solar industry.
In recommencing rebates on 1 July 2019 we expanded the program to include rebates for landlords
and renters, recognising it should not only be people who own homes who are able to take advantage
of this program, with zero-interest loans, batteries and more solar hot water. We expect the number of
installations in 2019–20 to exceed the number of installations in 2018–19. If 73 per cent is not
significant to you, well, I am not sure what we can do about that, but the way I read it a 73 per cent
increase is very significant and certainly commends the initiatives of our government to make power
prices cheaper and to empower Victorians to be able to control their energy bills but also to have a
significant impact on reducing emissions in our great state.
We are part of the world, and every Victorian is contributing one way or another to either exacerbating
climate change or reducing it. It is our job as individuals, but also our government is taking the
initiative too to help fight against a global temperature rise because of the significant impact it will
have particularly for people in rural areas in agriculture because they know better than anyone the
impacts of climate change.
Members interjecting.
Ms TAYLOR: I would think those opposite would be taking that on board.
Mr Finn: Where were you on the weekend?
Ms TAYLOR: Well, thank God I wasn’t at that conference. I would have got pretty crankypants,
I tell you now. Anyway—
Mr Finn: Cold in Sydney, cold in Melbourne, cold everywhere.
Ms TAYLOR: And that just shows you do not understand climate change, because if you
understood global warming, you would not make such ill-informed comments. I challenge you: maybe
read something about it. Maybe read some scientific data and maybe take that on board. Now, on
integrity—
Mr Finn: You just make it up as you go along.
Ms TAYLOR: I think you are looking at yourself in the mirror. Looking at the integrity of the
solar rebate process, obviously we have to make sure—and this is an absolute paramount priority of
our government—that the process is conducted in a sustainable way but also that safety must come
first. Safety is a high priority, and that is why so much effort has been undertaken to consult
thoroughly, to have continuing consultation and to implement it in a measured way. Further to that
point of integrity—and I am talking about, I believe it was, the third term of reference here—the
administration of this—
The PRESIDENT: Order! Sorry to interrupt you again, Ms Taylor. I think now is an appropriate
time to break for lunch.
Sitting suspended 1.00 pm until 2.03 pm.
Ms TAYLOR: I believe that I was addressing point (3).
Mr Melhem: We’ve forgotten what you were saying. You need to go back to the start.
Ms TAYLOR: Oh, back to the start—well, I could do that. However, I will proceed and then
maybe review based on what you have been telling me.
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So how is the system allocated? I think it is really, really important obviously for transparency and for
the integrity and fairness of the process that we be really clear about the manner in which this program
is implemented. In fact it is allocated on a first-come, first-served basis, and that is replicated. That
was replicated from the first time that it was initiated to now. It is continuing, and this is easily
understandable and it is fair and reasonable to those who are wanting to undertake this program. And
why? Because they want to save money on their power bills, because they want to contribute to the
reduction in carbon dioxide emissions and because they care about the planet and they care about the
future of their children.
Obviously this process of enabling allocation on a first-come, first-served basis has to be built around
the program popularity and budget management. These are the other factors that have to be
incorporated into any program of this size and nature. So I hope that that is clear to the opposition and
actually addresses their concerns about the manner in which this program is implemented, because I
think that seems pretty fair and reasonable. First come, first served—everyone understands that. That
is pretty logical, pretty straight-up, and I think that is actually quite transparent and fair, because we
are all about fairness here in the Labor Party. I must say that. Absolutely, that is one of the highest
priorities.
Point (5) of the motion here is a question about the facial recognition program, how that is undertaken
and how it has been rolled out and received. Just so you know, this process is administered by Service
Victoria under the Service Victoria Act 2018. Just to overcome the concerns of those opposite, who
are trying to cast aspersions on the facial recognition program, which is so easily accessible to the
community—‘We cannot have an easily accessible program for them, can we? I mean, goodness
knows. What should we do about that? Ah, let’s make them afraid about their privacy. Let’s raise
concerns. Let’s inflame the community’. The process is administered under the Service Victoria Act
with strict security, privacy and confidentiality protocols, so I hope that that allays the concerns of
those opposite. I am not sure how genuine those concerns are or whether they are just trying to raise
alarm in the community unnecessarily. Who knows? I am just putting it out there.
The community is able to access the electronic facial identity verification program via a smartphone,
and the benefit of that is it means that Solar Victoria is able to process applications with record speed
in comparison to previous manual processes. Having said that, if members of the community want to
undertake a manual process, want to do it by paper, they are allowed to do so because it is voluntary.
We are giving them choice. But I do not know. Do you want us not to give them choice? I think that
is actually a fair and reasonable way of implementing the program, and there are very strict controls
on security, privacy and confidentiality. That has all been factored into this process. But as I stated, if
they prefer to do the process by paper in a manual format, they can do that as well, so we are factoring
in the different needs of the community.
I do not know about you, but I use my phone every day and increasingly more and more, and really,
having this facial recognition identification and verification process on a smartphone is really
reflective of where our community is headed. Most people are busy. They are running fast. They want
to have easily accessible mechanisms and, not infrequently, on their phones. I mean, we do so much
on our phones in this day and age. Should we just stay with the manual process, and that is the only
thing we offer to people? I do not know. Knowing that there are the strict protocols and protections
with this process, I think it is fair and right and reasonable to have different options to accommodate
the different needs of the community.
Point (6) deals with the effects of the program on solar installation business owners and employees.
Those opposite really cannot be that serious about their concerns for employees, because they are
laughing—so I do not know. That obviously was not really a very serious point. That was just
something they flopped in there. It was just, you know, back of the hand—’Well, flop that in there too.
We’ll raise some more fear in the community unnecessarily’—because that is what they are about.
What the Victorian government and Solar Victoria have been doing is engaging solar businesses and
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peak bodies in relation to their early experience of the July and August releases, and this work is
ongoing. The early feedback, which has been taken on board—which shows this is a truly consultative
process—has resulted in Solar Victoria taking action to implement improvements in their process to
make the rebate process easier to navigate and administer.
Opportunities have been increased to educate retailers and installers on the Solar Victoria portal ahead
of the September release of rebates. Our government and Solar Victoria have continued to meet with
peak bodies to discuss the impact of the program on industry. Just so those opposite know, this is what
we are doing, because we are responsible and we understand that we have to have industry embedded
in this conversation.
On the point of jobs and work there is still a lot of work to go around, including commercial and
energy-efficient new builds as well as thousands of installations right across Victoria under the Solar
Homes program. We are going to install more solar panels than last year and we will also make sure
the industry are aware of business opportunities outside the rebate scheme such as the booming
commercial market and any of the energy-efficient new builds. That is the thing: it is pivotal on the
one hand to be able to generate significant energy through cleaner mechanisms, hence renewable
energy—that is very, very important—and it is also very important to have energy-efficient buildings,
because you can generate all the energy you like in the world through any mechanism, but if you do
not have energy-efficient buildings then all that energy is just going to go out the window, out the front
door and out through the cracks, or conversely it will take long periods to heat and cool those buildings
if they are not appropriately constructed. Hence there is a huge demand in that space as well, and that
should be factored in. I think in fairness when we are looking at this issue we have to look at it
holistically and look at the whole market and the various opportunities that there are out there for the
industry players, particularly with solar energy installation.
Coming to the sixth point, whether the $1.3 billion investment of tax dollars has increased or decreased
the number of residential solar panel installations per month across Victoria, I think we can actually
answer that quite positively. But just to review what this $1.3 billion over 10 years is giving Victorians,
it is helping them to install solar panels, solar hot-water systems or batteries on 770 000 homes across
the state, along with interest-free loans for solar panels. That is what that program is delivering.
Since the program started 12 months ago we have seen almost 35 000 households install solar—‘But
that’s insignificant, 35 000. That’s nothing. That’s meaningless’. No, it is not, and those opposite need
to take this on board and listen clearly: 35 000 households installed solar. This year we expect to see
a record number of panels installed on homes. If you are so interested, I am going to tell you. You
asked the question and I am going to answer it.
Okay. So this year we expect to see a record number of panels installed on homes, with 60 000 systems
projected to be installed this financial year compared to 54 000 last year. Sixty-thousand homes—that
is fantastic. That is something to be really proud of, and they should be proud that those Victorians
have taken this program on board. I actually thought it was quite insulting of Mr Rich-Phillips before
to just make a presumption as to what those 35 000 Victorians already had been thinking and feeling
in regard to why they took up this rebate: ‘Oh, they all would have done it anyway’. Well, how would
he know? How would he know that? I commend those Victorians on their very considered judgement
and their very thoughtful judgement on taking up this rebate, taking it on board and putting it on their
homes, knowing that they can take the power back in terms of controlling their power bills and they
can also help with combating the impact of climate change.
Although—that is right—those opposite do not believe in climate change. They do not believe in it,
so that is why they do not want this program. They just think, ‘Well, it’s a waste of time’; they just
want to go back to the good old days of Hazelwood. They do not mind about the billions and billions
of litres of water that were wasted with Hazelwood. Then you have got those opposite that represent
people in agriculture, that represent people in rural areas, so I would have thought they would have
cared about billions and billions of litres of water going down the drain for Hazelwood—but maybe
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they have a magic supply. Maybe they know where there is water that we do not know about and that
is why they are so cocky on this issue. Or maybe they just did not realise how much water it took to
run Hazelwood. Maybe they did not know about that. I do not know, but I find it staggering when they
are going to throw these bombs at us about our Solar Homes program and they have not done their
homework on what Hazelwood actually represented to our ecology and to the community.
Coming back to the question of the $1.3 billion investment that we have made and what that is bringing
to our fellow Victorians, we released over 3700 rebates on 1 August and will be releasing more every
month. Under the Solar Homes program installation numbers for solar panels have increased
markedly. You are wanting value for money? I am telling you what it is delivering for Victorians—
doubling in March this year from the previous year, just as an example. The Solar Homes program is
ensuring a sustainable rollout, bearing in mind this is a 10-year program. There is no need to panic and
have this inquiry. ‘Oh, it’s too popular’—that is the problem. It is so popular they are freaking out
because they are worried about their voters. That is what this is about. This program is so popular,
‘Have an inquiry! Let’s create fear and anxiety in the community’. That is what this is about. The Solar
Homes program is ensuring—and that is the point I was making before I got distracted—a sustainable
rollout by releasing a set number of rebates monthly to support industry and allow them to plan ahead.
Now I am coming to the seventh item—whether the design and implementation of the program has
unfairly disadvantaged the solar industry in regional and rural Victoria. It might actually please the
opposition to hear—or maybe not, because it is not what they want to hear, but I am going to tell them
the truth—that regional Victorian installations have grown during the program, with 40 per cent of
installations occurring in regional Victoria. Actually, when I saw that part of the terms of reference I
was surprised that they would have raised that, those opposite. I would have thought they would have
done their homework, but obviously they had not—they thought they would just throw that bomb in
there and see where it landed. So regional Victorian installations have grown, just to reiterate, during
the program, with 40 per cent of installations occurring in regional Victoria—that has got to be good—
despite regional Victorians accounting for less than 30 per cent of the population. So I think they are
holding their own there. I think it is doing all right. On those numbers, the numbers are stacking up.
So I am not sure why they lobbed that one in, but I am happy to chat about it and glad you gave us the
opportunity to have a chat about it, because I am pretty impressed with those numbers. I think it is
going all right. So bring it on. If there are any more of those questions that you have not researched,
bring them on.
Companies are another point about regional and rural Victoria. Companies in areas such as Geelong,
Warrnambool, Ballarat and Gippsland have proven to be successful within the program and further
illustrate the thriving— (Time expired)
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (14:18): I would like to lower the tone a little bit and certainly give
your ears a little bit of a rest but also provide some context to my support for Mr Rich-Phillips’s very
sensible motion in relation to an Environment and Planning Committee inquiry into the solar panel
scheme and the solar industry in general. It seems to me that there has been a lot of pontificating and
kerfuffle in relation to this. I find it interesting that, if something is so good and something is working
so well and there is a commitment from various members in this house, the government would not
want to have an evaluation of this Solar Homes program and the solar scheme in general and would
not want to delve in and put its credibility or credentials on the table. But it seems from our last speaker
that that is not the case, and I find it quite disappointing that the government is not, in effect, proud of
this and willing to disseminate, assess and evaluate it in a very public context.
We know that the solar panel scheme came to fruition as an election commitment last year, and really
the government was wanting to rest on some high moral ground in terms of this policy. Now, the solar
panel scheme in general, on residential premises, has been ticking along very nicely certainly for many,
many years under a federal government rebate scheme that has been around for decades and will be
for another decade at least. So already the market, in effect, is having some complementary support
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from government, but Minister D’Ambrosio chose to run it out as an election commitment whereby
there is a considerable rebate of $2225 given back to the resident that wishes to put on a solar panel.
Now, the key factor here as well is that the cut-off or the criterion includes $180 000 as a combined
household income and a $3 million house. I do not know about you, but just on face value, to my mind
that bar is set too high, because I in my family—if I am a single person employed by the Parliament—
can qualify for that scheme, and I should not have that level of funding provided to me. It should be,
in my humble opinion, for people who need it far more than somebody with a $180 000 combined
income and a $3 million house.
Notwithstanding that, this government introduced the system, and it went into explosion mode, so in
April this year they put the brakes on entirely and ceased the rollout of this system. What we have seen
since then is an industry really starting to cripple under this process. We saw on 1 July the government
reopen that scheme, but it has capped it at 3333 installations allocated per month, and that took only a
couple of days for that to occur. We also saw on 1 August that it took under 2 hours for that full
allocation to occur, and what we have seen in industry and what we are hearing all the time is the fact
that there is this spike on those days and then a huge stagnation throughout the business industry as
people are holding off and not installing as they used to by just direct communication without these
incentives. So what we are seeing in rural Victoria is that that is having a crushing effect on small to
medium-sized businesses, and I want to relate some case studies coming up.
Now, there is one peak body, and I know the member across the chamber spoke about the Smart
Energy Council and was saying how the government has actually communicated with them. Well,
they were screaming loudly from the steps of Parliament only a short time ago that this system is
broken, it needs review and they are more than willing to work with the government to see how to do
that. Indeed John Grimes, who is the chief executive officer of the Smart Energy Council, was quoted
recently as saying that for the consumer, for the customer:
You are more likely to encounter a unicorn in Victoria today, than meet someone who was successful in
securing a rebate.

That is his quote. There is this high demand and ultimately low rollout—we have seen a spike and
then a deterioration. Indeed, speaking with the Smart Energy Council only recently, we know that they
have done a survey of the industry. Now, if you want to understand what is going on, you need to
speak to the people who are implementing this rollout. All of those people that I have spoken to so far
in my electorate have also joined up, have signed and have become part of the retailing acceptable
businesses, and they have gone through the processes of having the training et cetera that is required
and also paying fees to be part of that scheme.
There was a SurveyMonkey survey from the Smart Energy Council. They had 75 businesses come
and speak to them and upload their thoughts on this survey, and the responses are quite significant. A
report on the survey says that 77 per cent of those businesses that completed the survey said that staff
had been made redundant or were expected to become redundant and that the Solar Homes program
had been a catastrophe for the Victorian solar industry. I would like to look at some of the points of
that report. I think it is worth putting into Hansard what is actually happening on the ground. One of
the questions that was asked related to the financial burden that businesses in the industry were
succumbing to under this Solar Homes rebate scheme. There are 70-odd of them, as I have said, but I
will just pick a couple. Number 9 said:
… 10 000 per month lost—

to their business. Somebody else said they had lost $500 000 so far. Number 14 said:
Headaches and stress of losing business.

Number 25 said:
Loss of income, no work for staff.
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Number 30 said:
Many clients and lots of income. In the several thousands of dollars.

And it goes on and on and on. Another one said:
$8000/month just paying the bills and nil revenue from my solar business, it’s just a total disaster to my family
how the hell we gonna survive??

Question 7 of this survey looked at what other comments those in the industry would like to make in
relation to the solar panel scheme. One of them said:
Solar Victoria and Victorian Labor govt should be ashamed of how this has turned out. Complete disaster.

Another said:
It has been poorly run and caused far too much confusion in the industry. The Government needs to seriously
restructure the entire program or scrap it completely.

Number 12 just said:
It’s killing me.

These are not my words; these are the words of individuals working in the industry. One said either it
should be stopped or the criteria should be changed. Another said they do not know how long they can
keep going, more workers may have to go and families are affected. I will finish, in this respect, with:
I have never been so afraid for my livelihood! Why not even one of the many options to recover the industry
hasn’t been made is well beyond me. My workers are friends and family, it’s their lives also that are on the
line that make sleepless nights colder.

So there are serious concerns in relation to the solutions. Whenever there are considerable problems
put up, some of the solutions need to be addressed and looked at, and that is what this inquiry will look
to do.
But in relation to Solar Homes, the Smart Energy Council is looking at various things. They want to
have a discussion with the government, and I believe they are. The government needs to listen. Some
of their ideas include streamlining the approvals process, including the removal of the facial
recognition software. I have had people in my electorate and businesses in my electorate speak about
their concern for the older generations who want to access this program but are really struggling to use
the technology required to log on and instigate the process of this rebate. Another suggestion is that
they halve the rebate and double the number of rebates in the marketplace. It sounds like it should be
assessed and evaluated and communicated, and that is what an inquiry of this nature would do; it
would enable these industry peak bodies to have their say. Another suggestion is to deliver emergency
mid-monthly releases of the rebate in August, September and October in addition to the rebate releases
at the beginning of these months. So there are other choices, and they need to be assessed. Certainly
the Smart Energy Council have said that they support this inquiry and they want to see it come to
fruition and the program be examined in the whole.
Just in relation to Eastern Victoria Region, I think it is important to put some notes on the board about
how my constituents are suffering and what they see happening. One Central Gippsland business has
talked about how the business has had to employ more staff—one more staff member; it is only a
small business—to help customers deal with the coagulation and the frustration of this very clunky
system as they apply to register. Yes, there is somebody employed, but at the moment they have said
that there is no forthcoming success in terms of additional systems. So we asked some questions such
as: how many solar systems were they able to access during June this year? There were six installations
with two in the process. How many did they get through in July? Only two, and there are 15 still in
the system. And then we discussed what they needed for their business to survive. They said a
minimum of 10 installations per month to survive and 15 to be profitable.
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I will refer to another person from East Gippsland, a great location. I see the member for Gippsland
East in the gallery, along with various other constituents, so I welcome him to this house. One of the
business operators from East Gippsland speaks of how he is so frustrated and upset. He said he is a
small business operator. He would put in one installation per month for household residents and also
do some commercial installations. He has not put them in for months and months. He cannot get into
the system, and he is quite broken by it. He has spoken to my office, and I thank my staff for always
being very caring with our constituents. He has been in tears when speaking about his business.
Now, if this system is supposed to be supporting business and supporting industry and supporting the
saviour of the planet, why is it damaging our people in the country so much? This is not acceptable
and needs to be addressed. Indeed I know that many people from the Smart Energy Council are
referring some of their peak body groups to various mental health agencies—and that is just
unacceptable.
The other point I would like to make is that in effect ultimately it is not meeting its aim. If we are
looking at installations of solar panels on roofs and they are not being done, there is no saviour of the
planet at this point. People are restraining themselves, thinking and waiting for those 2000 free dollars,
but in effect we are not doing those installations.
The final point I would like to make that needs to be addressed is that there is also another program
that relates to solar battery installations. Minister D’Ambrosio during the election came down to the
Latrobe Valley and announced it in the Latrobe Valley. I asked questions about that here, on the floor
of the chamber, because various businesses were looking for stock, and the minister said it would be
rolled out in growth areas. Now, there have been no areas in Gippsland that have been identified for
this rollout. The closest one, I think, is in Cranbourne. I guarantee that if you look at the Baw Baw
Shire Council area, you will see that there has been huge growth in population around Drouin and
Warragul. This program should be rolled out in that space, but where the majority of them are being
rolled out just happen to be in electorates where Labor Party members operate, which have elected
predominantly members of the Labor government. I thank Mr Rich-Phillips, and I support this motion
wholeheartedly.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (14:34): I am happy to speak on the opposition’s motion
on solar panels today. The father of my children installs solar panels, and he has done so for many
years. He is a solar electrician, so he knows quite intimately what the industry is actually going
through.
With the solar industry—and my community especially, in Western Metro, enjoy putting solar panels
on their houses—and what the state government has been rolling out in this solar panel scheme, it
would seem that the greatest uptake currently has been from Western Metro. Given that what the state
government is trying to achieve is for it to be a system that most struggling people in our community
could actually apply for and be part of, in Western Metro a lot of my community is taking this up.
Also, in the population of Western Metro there are a lot of single-person households, and this suits
single-person households. There are a lot of low-income earners within my community who are
applying currently for this scheme and are looking forward to, or have been successful in, being part
of this system. Interestingly the communities that are actually taking up this option the most are in and
around Tarneit, Werribee and Caroline Springs—our growth areas. But you would think that with this
scheme the government—and I applaud the government actually looking at renewable energy and
looking at a solar panel scheme—would also provide the opportunities for country Victorians to take
this up.
Seeing that I hear from the house quite often that farmers and country Victorians are really
struggling—and they are struggling with their power bills—taking up such a system would actually
help. It is not just the big farms; you have to look in the smaller rural communities with the smaller
houses. There are a lot of single people in those communities, and a lot of people within those smaller
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rural communities do struggle to find employment and are on low incomes. To be able to take part in
such a system—to have solar panels and to reduce their power bills—is very important to all
Victorians.
Currently with what has been rolled out, I do understand—and I have been listening to the debate—
that this is a system that is looking to be over a 10-year period. This is only the very start of this scheme.
Yes, I understand that there have been problems with the rollout. Of course the community want to go
towards renewable energy and the community want to save on their power bills, so of course there has
been an absolute uptake of this, especially in Western Metro. They do see the benefits. My community
see the benefits of this system and are taking it up in great numbers. I would hope that the state
government do look at reviewing this current system, understand that there is a great demand and iron
this out over this 10-year period so that more Victorians can actually take this up.
They may even look at the ability to do this in the way of affordable housing and the like and how
they can actually even roll this out more in and around government buildings. Respectfully, it has
really sometimes been very hard when there have been schemes like this for football clubs and small
sporting facilities to apply. The paperwork is always quite intensive. These football clubs and smaller
groups are run by volunteers. For them to do all the paperwork to get such systems in their sporting
facilities is very difficult.
Councils across the whole of the west are wanting to do this as well, but obviously councils also
struggle to have this money. It would be great if the state government were able to help local councils,
especially in the west, to roll this out—larger systems for those larger community facilities in these
larger councils. I feel that it is a state government responsibility. If we are looking across Victoria to
make sure that we have more renewable energy and that we are doing the right thing by our
environment, we should take a holistic approach across the whole of Victoria, work with councils,
work with these smaller groups and volunteer groups and look at Western Metro and their needs. They
do have complex needs, and this government should look at those.
I do also take note of what I heard earlier in the debate around having battery systems. That is the way
forward. The community would love to have these solar panels and also have the option to save that
energy into batteries. The technology around battery storage is very important. The technology is quite
good, but sometimes it is just out of reach for struggling families with low incomes. Especially in the
west that is a struggle, as well as for older people.
I do understand the government’s intent. They are trying to do the right thing here with renewable
energy. They understand that it is going to take time, and this scheme is looking at a whole 10 years.
It would be great if the government—the royal we—and if we as a Parliament looked at other ways of
doing renewable energies and having other systems in place like rebates for battery storage and looked
at our local councils and how we can support our local communities, community groups and
community facilities, because that is what the community expects. The community expects that we as
a Parliament look at the whole of Victoria heading towards a renewable, greener and more sustainable
Victoria where we use our own energy. The technologies have improved a lot. I think I will leave my
contribution there and allow others to speak.
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (14:43): I am delighted to rise here today and talk about the
government’s Solar Homes program of $1.3 billion helping hardworking Victorians.
Mr Melhem: A lot of money.
Mr GEPP: It is a lot of money, Mr Melhem, and it is all about assisting hardworking Victorians to
slash their energy bills by putting solar panels on their roofs. Over the next 10 years, as has been talked
about on a number of occasions here this morning and this afternoon, the Solar Homes program will
provide rebates to help install solar panels, solar hot-water systems or batteries on over 770 000 homes
across the state, along with interest-free loans for solar panels. Just think about that for a moment.
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Dr Cumming just talked about the intention of this scheme and what we are trying to achieve, and it
is on a number of different levels. Of course there are the energy-saving aspects of the scheme, putting
dollars back in the pockets of Victorians, who we know en masse support the efforts to move to
renewable energy sources. There are still some dinosaurs in the community and indeed in some places
here who do not support renewable energies.
Mr Melhem interjected.
Mr GEPP: Look, you know, not all Richmond supporters are enlightened, Mr Melhem. They are
not all enlightened like your good self. But that is alright because as Nelson Mandela once said,
‘Education is the most powerful tool available to us’, and we will make every effort to educate all of
the Richmond throng about the benefits of renewable energy. That is probably evidenced in the fact
that since the program started we have seen almost 35 000 households install solar.
I was intrigued when Mr Rich-Phillips was speaking in his contribution to the debate and asserting—
I am not sure, I was a bit confused, about whether or not he was supporting the scheme or opposing
the scheme, but I think he was opposing the scheme—the fact that there are people out there who were
always intending to put solar panels on their roofs but, the minute the government announced this,
stopped and said, ‘I’m now going to wait for a rebate’. I think he spoke about one particular constituent
who just happened to have placed an order for solar panels to be placed on his roof just prior to the
government announcing the introduction of this scheme. Mr Rich-Phillips then seemed to be critical
of the government because that person actually benefited from the scheme and received the $2200
rebate, notwithstanding that apparently that person was going to already adopt the government’s push
for renewable energies and place the solar panels on his roof. So I was a bit confused about that entire
contribution.
Indeed you can look at the numbers of solar panel installations in Victoria. In the 12 months prior to
the introduction of the scheme some 31 000 households installed solar panels on their roofs here in
Victoria. In the 12 months after the scheme was announced it was 54 000, so that probably does not
support the inferences that one could have drawn from Mr Rich-Phillips’s contribution—and you
could draw many inferences from what he was saying. What we do know as a matter of fact is that
54 000 households took up the scheme in the first 12 months, and we expect that that will grow to
60 000 in the coming period. For those households who are installing the solar panels on their roofs,
that will reduce their electricity bills by up to $890 per annum. Not only are they getting the benefit of
the rebate available for installation under the scheme, but they are also receiving the benefit, on
average, of an $890 reduction in their household energy bill.
In addition to that we also know that one of the other benefits of this scheme is that by moving to this
very readily available form of renewable energy we will reduce our state’s carbon emissions by almost
4 million tons. So that people get a grasp of what that means over the life of the program, that will be
the equivalent of taking 1 million cars—of the 4.6 million cars currently on the road—off the road,
Mr Finn. They will be not emitting pollution—not emitting that carbon pollution anymore—and
indeed the program will be creating, at the same time, some additional 5500 jobs. When you put all of
that together you have got to scratch your head a little bit and wonder why the coalition are calling for
an inquiry on this scheme.
Mr Melhem: We don’t have time to do it, Mr Gepp.
Mr GEPP: We don’t have time. Well, everything has got to be referred to a committee apparently
now. That is the rule of thumb.
We are only six weeks in. As Ms Taylor and others have already identified, we are only six weeks into
this expanded 10-year program. I think we need to see how things play out a little bit more and continue
our consultations with the industry. When you listen to those opposite and the contributions they have
made, you would think that this scheme has been developed with absolutely no consultation with
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anybody—that it has just been some boffins who have sat in a room somewhere and dreamed this up
without going out and talking to anybody in the industry about what their thoughts are. And of course
we know that prior to the scheme being introduced there was detailed consultation that occurred with
the peak industry bodies around all aspects of this scheme—the design of it and the rollout of it. We
worked with a range of stakeholders through the period, including solar businesses, distribution
businesses and other experts. We spoke at the time to the Smart Energy Council, the Clean Energy
Council, trade unions, industry experts, the Consumer Action Law Centre, distribution businesses, as
I said, the Real Estate Institute of Victoria, the Tenants Union of Victoria et cetera, et cetera, et cetera,
and they were all consulted both in the design and rollout phases of the Solar Homes program in 2018.
The success of the take-up rate is testament to how Victorians are embracing this move to renewable
energy and will continue to do so, because despite those opposite, Victorians are voting with their feet
in this instance and taking this up in record numbers and lining up. We knew the demand for this
scheme would be exceptionally high, and despite the fact that, for example, only 30 per cent of our
population live in regional and rural Victoria—and I will not do what Ms Bath did and claim to speak
on behalf of every regional and rural Victorian—40 per cent of the take-up of households putting solar
panels on their roof are those very people that those opposite claim are opposing the scheme.
So the numbers do not add up in terms of the arguments that are being advanced by the coalition. In
fact they show the complete opposite. They show that Victorians are embracing this and embracing it
in droves and that they want more of it. And we are continuing to work closely with all of the
stakeholders involved in all aspects of the scheme—the continued rollout and things such as the facial
recognition process. Ms Bath referred to that, and in her contribution she talked about how it is
incumbent upon us to examine alternatives. Alternatives are available now. If you just picked up
Hansard and read Ms Bath’s contribution, you would think that it is compulsory to engage in the facial
recognition process, but in fact it is not. She knows it, and those opposite know it. They know it, but
they would rather walk in here and just fabricate things. And in fact it is demonstrable in what we are
dealing with from those opposite, because they have now moved into the permanently outraged phase
of opposition. They are permanently outraged about everything.
Now, I have only been here for a couple of years, so I spoke to some of my other colleagues around
the place. I said, ‘Look, I don’t really understand what it’s like to be in opposition because I have only
been in government, so can someone please enlighten me?’. But every time I go to one of my
colleagues and say, ‘What’s it like to be in opposition?’, they shrug their shoulders and say, ‘Oh,
dunno. I’ve only ever been here in government’. So it is hard to comprehend and grasp exactly what
motivates those opposite, but there is no doubt that they have moved into this club called the
Permanently Outraged Club. It does not matter what the scheme is, what the system is or what the
public policy is—they are outraged. And they are particularly outraged when Baz or Page 13 or some
other luminary in one of our weekend newspapers comes out and says, ‘You should be outraged about
something’. And they toss out some flippant reference to something that is going on, and then suddenly
you can back it in that the following week those opposite will be outraged.
But I do not necessarily blame those in opposition in this chamber, because last night when I got home
and was having a look at the late news I happened to stumble upon a news report about the growing
population here in Melbourne, traffic predictions for 2030 and beyond and some of the difficulties that
we will face here in Victoria. And who do you reckon they interviewed? The Leader of the Opposition
from the other place, Mr O’Brien. And Mr O’Brien said, ‘Well, you’ve got to understand that it’s not
just a road issue, it’s not just a rail issue; it’s a bit like breathing in and out’. That was the contribution
that the Leader of the Opposition made to the traffic debate: ‘It’s a bit like breathing in and a bit like
breathing out’. Is it any wonder that when we come into this place, every time there is a successful
scheme what we hear on non-government business day are the voices of the permanently outraged
among those opposite, who come together and demand inquiries—‘We want documents, we want
this, we want that’—but never advance an alternative to the policy at hand? They just want to be in
the permanently outraged phase. Thank goodness the number of crossbenchers in this place now
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matches, I think, those opposite. I think they are 11-all. So on a non-government business day for at
least half of the day we get something meaningful to talk about and debate. Without the crossbenchers
being here and matching the numbers of the opposition, we would have to listen to more drivel from
the permanently outraged about the successful programs that this government is implementing.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (14:57): The Labor government has trumpeted their Solar
Homes program as their flagship response to climate change, and we need renewable energy to replace
coal power, so the Solar Homes program is vital. But the community needs to be confident that we are
getting the greatest possible emission reductions for every dollar spent. Losing community confidence
will set climate action back years, so this program must not fail. The program as first rolled out was
stopped in April and resumed in July for three days, and then in August the subsidies ran out in under
2 hours. Clearly there is a massive demand for solar panels. The Solar Homes program has struck a
chord for many home owners, and the government needs to respond to community demand for
ambitious climate action—all the more reason to make sure we are getting it right.
Industry groups say buyers are choosing to wait, potentially putting installers out of work. Some
installers have contacted me and my colleagues saying they are laying off staff, and some risk going
out of business. With the current ration of generous subsidies, it appears it could be doing more harm
than good to the industry and may be inadvertently suppressing installations. To address concerns with
the current parameters of the program there are options: bring forward some of the spending planned
for future years; increase the number of rebates, and if it is too expensive, consider reducing the size
of the rebates and/or tightening the means test; or purchase more panels for schools and public housing
as well to create work and cut power bills for those who need it most. It will cost money, but inaction
will cost more.
We are not particularly keen on the wording of the motion put forward by the opposition and seek to
move an amendment to add to the terms of reference:
That after paragraph (6) insert the following:
“(7) how the program can be restructured for greater and more cost-effective reductions in greenhouse
emissions and energy poverty;”.

I would like to circulate the amendment now. The amendment will ensure that any inquiry considers
the program’s effectiveness in reducing greenhouse gas emissions as well as addressing energy
poverty for Victorians. These are key outcomes of any program to assist putting solar panels on roofs.
We want, in fact Victoria needs, this program to succeed. The government should not be afraid of
scrutiny or of policy ideas brought forward by parliamentary inquiries to improve programs such as
the Solar Homes program that are so vital for Victoria’s future.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (15:00): I will be brief. I will not go into the problems of solar
as a power source or the issues around recycling old solar panels. This scheme has been a mess from
the start. The government should not be subsidising home owners at the expense of the working poor.
Those earning up to $180 000 with $3 million houses are eligible for the subsidy while wage earners
are required to fund it. The rollout threw the solar industry into disarray. Businesses emerged to hold
out their hats, as they do, but as it always does, the money dried up. The subsidies brought businesses
in. They have gone out. We have created this solarcoaster. Solar providers that were around before the
scheme now find themselves in a market artificially flooded with suppliers, and many of them are
drowning in it.
The bad decisions do not stop there. The scheme is also accompanied by the rollout of facial
recognition technology for those who want to sign up. Aside from the obvious privacy concerns,
around half of all applicants cannot get the technology to work. If the government believe the plan is
successful, they will welcome this inquiry to show how successful it is. It is a chance to demonstrate
how well it works. However, I am sure the inquiry will look more like an autopsy than an inquiry. I
am also sure the government will not back its own horse and will vote against this inquiry.
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Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (15:02): I also rise to speak against this motion. I will be
very brief. It is mainly for a couple of reasons. As the chair of the Environment and Planning
Committee I note that the reference has a timetable of 13 November to report back to the house. Let
me tell you up-front that the committee will not be able to meet that deadline, so the house should not
be surprised or shocked that we will not be able to deal with that. The mover of the motion perhaps
should have actually consulted with the committee. We have got a major inquiry with 10 days of
hearings scheduled between now and October, with a final report to be handed down by 29 November,
as requested by the house, so for the life of me I cannot see how we are going to meet the deadline.
Notwithstanding that, the referral is just a waste of time. It is another stunt by the opposition, wasting
time referring things for inquiry knowing that these inquiries are not going to get off the ground on
time. It is quite interesting that there are 11 members of the opposition and 11 crossbenchers, and I
have been listening for the last few months, and in those months I have heard more sensible stuff from
the crossbenchers on genuine issues. We may not agree on everything, but at least they are prepared
to provide some constructive contributions to debate in this house. The only thing I have heard from
the so-called opposition is just opposition for opposition’s sake. They are not coming up with any real
alternative policy, apart from basically dragging themselves down low into the gutter and wasting the
time of this house.
I think the solar energy program implemented by Minister D’Ambrosio is working really well, helping
Victorians to reduce their power bills and helping to improve renewable energy targets, which will be
50 per cent come 2030. It will make this state one of the leaders in renewable energy in the country. It
is a record that we are on track to achieve, and we should be proud of that. So the opposition is just
criticising our program for the sake of criticising it, without coming up with any alternative about how
the system could work better. They cannot make up their minds whether they are in support of the
subsidy or they are against the subsidy. I am not sure which way they stand. They say, ‘We like the
subsidy but we don’t like the model’. What is the model they like? We do not know that either. They
are just opposing for the sake of opposing. That is why they are in opposition and that is why they are
not in government. With those words I hope the house will reject the reference.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Bourman): The time having expired, we have two questions
before the house.
Amendment agreed to.
House divided on amended motion:

Ayes, 19
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr

Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs (Teller)

O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms

Noes, 19
Cumming, Dr
Elasmar, Mr
Garrett, Ms (Teller)
Gepp, Mr (Teller)
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr

Amended motion negatived.

Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Shing, Ms

Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
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ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
Reference
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (15:13): I move:
That this house requires the Environment and Planning Committee to inquire into, consider and report, within
12 months, on potential benefits to Victoria in removing prohibitions enacted by the Nuclear Activities
(Prohibitions) Act 1983, and in particular, the committee should:
(1) investigate the potential for Victoria to contribute to global low carbon dioxide energy production
through enabling exploration and production of uranium and thorium;
(2) identify economic, environmental and social benefits for Victoria, including those related to medicine,
scientific research, exploration and mining;
(3) identify opportunities for Victoria to participate in the nuclear fuel cycle; and
(4) identify any barriers to participation, including limitations caused by federal or local laws and
regulations.

Back in 1983 things were very different to today. I was a young boy in primary school at Cranbourne.
I remember watching the Australian movie BMX Bandits, which featured a very young Nicole Kidman
going down a waterslide with a BMX. It is still a classic of Australian cinema. The internet was
unknown to most people. Indeed most people did not own computers, but I desperately wanted to own
a Commodore 64.
Victorians lived under the Cain Labor government, which was elected to office with a promise to ban
nuclear technologies. They correctly read the mood of the electorate, which was fearful of this
technology. Hardly anyone was aware of something called global warming. We had something far
more serious and pressing to be concerned about back then: we were in the middle of a cold war with
the Soviet socialist empire. Annihilation through nuclear weapons was a very real and present threat.
The word ‘nuclear’ conjured up images of fear and destruction. The peaceful use of nuclear technology
was often conflated with this fear. Indeed the Honourable David White, who led the debate for the
government in this place, started with:
In the 37 years since 6 August 1945, the world has lived in the nuclear age. From the first demonstration of
the awesome power of atomic weapons as used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the world was aware of the
destructive potential of nuclear energy.

This was a cheap win for the government of the day. There was no real possibility of any type of
peaceful use of this technology in the short term in Victoria, so there were no immediate jobs to be
lost. Victoria had, and still has, enormous quantities of brown coal to provide cheap and plentiful
electricity. Australia needed, and still needs, a nuclear reactor, which is critical for medical isotopes
and scientific research. However, our neighbours in New South Wales were able to pick up the slack
for us, and they still do with the Open-pool Australian lightwater reactor in Sydney. The legislation to
ban all nuclear technologies, uranium and thorium mining and even exploration was passed by this
house.
It did not pass without opposition, however. The Honourable Digby Crozier led the debate for the
Liberal Party with, and I quote:
The Bill is nothing short of an exercise in hypocrisy. It is another example of the Cain Government’s
propensity for grandstanding especially on issues with a high emotive content. It is also unnecessary.

Mr Crozier made the very astute observation that governments can easily capitalise on the fear of new
technologies and call for their prohibition. He quoted an extract from the US Congressional Record
of 1875 that I will again quote in this place for the current members of Parliament that still clearly
demonstrates the type of thinking that went into this bill.
A new source of power, which burns a distillate of kerosene called gasoline, has been produced by a Boston
engineer. Instead of burning the fuel under a boiler, it is exploded inside the cylinder of an engine. This so
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called internal combustion engine may be used under certain conditions to supplement steam engines.
Experiments are underway to use an engine to propel a vehicle.
This discovery begins a new era in the history of civilisation. It may some day prove to be more revolutionary
in the development of human society than the invention of the wheel, the use of metals, or the steam engine.
Never in history has society been confronted with a power so full of potential danger and at the same time so
full of promise for the future of man and for the peace of the world.
The dangers are obvious. Stores of gasoline in the hands of the people interested primarily in profit would
constitute a fire and explosive hazard of the first rank. Horseless carriages propelled by gasoline engines might
attain speeds of 14 or even 20 miles per hour. The menace to our people of vehicles of this type hurtling
through our streets and along our roads and poisoning the atmosphere would call for prompt legislative action
even if the military and economic implications were not so overwhelming. The Secretary of War has testified
before us and has pointed out the destructive effects of the use of such vehicles in battle. Furthermore, the
supplies of petroleum, from which gasoline can be extracted only in limited quantities, make it imperative
that the defence forces should have first call on the limited supply. Furthermore, the cost of producing it is far
beyond the financial capacity of private industry, yet the safety of the nation demands that an adequate supply
should be produced. In addition, the development of this new power may displace the use of horses, which
would wreck our agriculture. The discovery with which we are dealing involves forces of a nature too
dangerous to fit into any of our usual concepts.

As someone who grew up in the 1980s I too was fearful of anything nuclear. It was considered
common sense to oppose anything nuclear—and besides, we still had lots of coal. Even after gaining
an interest in politics I remained unenthusiastic about nuclear technologies. Surely if there was some
problem with burning fossil fuels, it would be a fairly simple task to replace them with something else.
Then in 2011 something unexpected happened that changed my mind. Japan suffered a tremendous
earthquake and subsequent tsunami. Japan suffered terribly as large areas of the country were
devastated. Then something even worse happened as the world watched on in real-time horror: a
nuclear reactor exploded. I panicked. Japan was not just some distant land for me. I had called it home
for two years. My wife grew up there. I had family and friends living there, and I feared for their safety.
I became obsessed with watching the news as it came in. They started talking about radiation being
detected and confusing measurements called millisieverts. Although I had studied physics at university
and I had some basic knowledge of radiation, I had near zero knowledge of how it might affect
humans. I started researching feverishly. I came to a conclusion that surprised me. Although there was
indeed radiation detected—we are very good at detecting radiation—radiation is naturally everywhere
on earth. My family was in no danger. In fact I would have received more natural radiation from flying
in an aeroplane to visit them. Although many people died at Fukushima in 2011 due to the tsunami
and the panicked government evacuation, no-one died from radiation. One of their biggest problems
today is people fearing radiation not wanting to visit their town or buy food from there. My wife and
children have been there on two holidays since. They have a resort there with one of the biggest indoor
waterslides in the world, although I doubt they would let anyone go down it with a BMX.
Fukushima caused me to totally rethink my views on nuclear technologies. I was not alone. Fastforward to the present day. The young people of today no longer fear a nuclear holocaust. Today’s
young have a new fear: that is global warming. They are concerned about the earth’s atmospheric
temperature rising due to the emissions of greenhouse gases into the atmosphere caused in part by our
burning of abundant fossil fuels. There are even some who say there is an emergency and we must
take drastic action in order to avert catastrophe.
I know that there are differing views on this topic and its severity here. However, what is undeniable
is that there is a demand both here and throughout the world for new ways to generate energy that emit
lower levels of carbon dioxide. Despite highly restrictive laws regarding uranium mining and
exploration across the country at every level, we still export enough uranium to offset all of the carbon
dioxide we produce by making electricity from coal. The environmentalists who complained about
Adani because exporting coal leads to carbon pollution should encourage uranium exports because
they reduce pollution. But in Victoria we do not even allow for the exploration or mining of uranium,
so not only do we contribute nothing but it is illegal to contribute in this way.
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Young people are just as bewildered by the irrational antinuclear hysteria of the past as they are by the
entertainment value of BMX Bandits. They are more than capable of finding out the truth for
themselves. They are discovering that the nations of the world with the lowest carbon emissions, like
France, do it with the help of nuclear power, while countries like Germany have only increased their
emissions after turning their backs on nuclear. They are discovering that one truckload of uranium can
replace the need for 2.6 million tonnes of black coal and can do so on a small fraction of the land
required for renewable energy. And on the subject of renewable energy, compared to nuclear energy,
solar and wind energy require up to 20 times more non-renewable materials, which have to be mined
of course. There is currently no solution to the toxic waste stream now coming to you from solar panels
in landfill.
On the subject of waste, nuclear is the one form of energy production where waste is systematically
contained and managed. All of the nuclear waste ever generated in Canada’s history—that is 45 years
of electricity production—is stored in an area about the size of a basketball arena. By comparison, the
amount of waste from retired solar panels in Australia by 2050 will be over 1500 kilotons according
to researchers from Griffith University.
As throughout history, there are people among us who think the end of the world is nigh unless we
lower our standard of living in order to avert catastrophe. They see almost any suffering as a
justification to save the planet. There are others, however, who see this as just another problem for
humanity that we can solve without undue suffering. I am one of those people, and I believe nuclear
technology can be a big part of the solution. The late Bob Hawke confirmed that the political climate
had changed on nuclear when he spoke at the 2016 Woodford Folk Festival. Mr Hawke told those
assembled:
The time has come when we’ve got to think big if we’re going to face the big issues of our time … We’re
going to have to be prepared to think about changes that are quite radical.

He continued:
Nuclear power would be a win for the environment and an essential part of the attacking that must be made
on this grievous and dangerous global warming …

Members of the coalition are now revisiting the question of nuclear technology both in federal
Parliament and in New South Wales, and I hope the members of the coalition will support this motion
today. The Greens should support this motion to demonstrate their belief that there really is a climate
emergency. Declaring a climate emergency and refusing to examine nuclear technology is like
refusing help from a fire truck because it is the wrong colour. To the Greens I say this: this is your
chance to listen to the science, and even if you have an ideological objection, an inquiry is a chance to
prosecute your case. Nuclear power could also be the answer to those who want coal-fired power
stations shut down and those people in Labor who want to keep jobs in the Latrobe Valley. For those
in the Animal Justice Party who have doubts, they should watch the TED Talk by Michael
Shellenberger in which he describes people in tears walking in front of bulldozers having to remove
animals from the desert to make way for solar panels. I would ask them to also look at the impact of
wind turbines on birds and bats.
Of course the technological climate has changed vastly since 1983 also, when cassette tapes and the
Betamax format were still popular and the Ford Telstar was Wheels Car of the Year. Despite what you
may have heard, several power reactors being built in South Korea are both economic and reliable and
can be built quickly. They are allowing the country to reduce emissions while continuing to power
their manufacturing industries. Small modular reactors are an exciting new application that can
provide enough power for a large town at short notice with no safety risk. They are also a great solution
for remote mines and large factories, especially those that require thermal energy instead of electricity.
The simple proposition before you today is that it is time to have an inquiry into Victoria’s prohibition
of nuclear industries, because the climate has changed. I am not asking anyone to decide here today
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whether or not there should be nuclear reactors in Victoria. I only ask you to judge if the time is right
to ask questions about how Victoria might contribute to Australia’s international efforts for a low
carbon dioxide future. The Cold War is over, and believe it or not, Nicole Kidman has gone on to do
even better work than the time she slid down a water slide in BMX Bandits. I ask you to support this
motion and acknowledge that the political climate, the technological climate and the actual climate
have changed since 1983.
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:28): That was a very insightful speech by
Mr Limbrick there, and I loved hearing the weaving of Nicole Kidman and BMX Bandits in with a
nuclear spiel, so congrats to you. I think that is the highlight of my day. It was very impressive how
you managed to weave all that together.
But having said that, I must rise to speak against this motion. I understand that Mr Limbrick is in fact
seeking that the Environment and Planning Committee inquire into considering within a 12-month
period removing prohibitions enacted by the Nuclear Activities (Prohibitions) Act 1983 and in
particular that the committee should inquire into a range of things. I will leave that to the end to come
back to. I will circle back to that.
Before I go on, I want to highlight all the things that the Andrews Labor government is doing in
renewables, and I want to correct some of the things you may have said in your speech that you may
not be aware of, but I will circle back to that in a moment.
The Andrews Labor government is getting on with boosting renewable energy in Victoria. It is a very
significant commitment this government has made to Victorians. We are creating thousands of jobs,
putting more energy into the grid and driving down energy prices. The Labor government this week
introduced a bill into Parliament to legislate increasing Victoria’s renewable energy target, otherwise
known as the VRET, to 50 per cent by 2030 as promised at last year’s election. Our government will
increase Victoria’s renewable energy targets. We will keep building more renewable energy, and our
VRET will create more than 24 000 jobs by 2030. It will provide certainty and investor confidence for
the renewable energy industry, driving an additional $5.8 billion in economic activity in Victoria.
Here in Victoria we are getting on with the job, driving investment in renewables and taking action on
climate change at the same time. These two things are not mutually exclusive; you can do it all if you
have got good policies. It makes no sense to build nuclear power stations in Australia. They are more
expensive, they take longer to build and they present significant community health and environmental
risks, and that is why they are banned in Victoria. The Andrews Labor government is continuing to
drive renewables because they are cheaper, they are cleaner and they are quicker to build. Nuclear just
is not the future.
The Andrews Labor government is creating long-term policy certainty through climate change
legislation and renewable energy targets. We are delivering on our program to maximise the reach of
renewable energy, whether it comes from people’s rooftops or via wind farms, large-scale solar farms
or other emerging technologies. Our government will continue to work with industry to drive
investment in renewable energy generation and will help secure additional capacity and improve
reliability. Our government will increase Victoria’s renewable energy targets. We will keep building
those targets, and as I said, we will look at building 24 000 jobs by 2030 and driving an additional
$5.8 billion in economic activity in Victoria.
Under the Andrews Labor government there has been unprecedented renewable energy development,
as many of you know, and in Victoria this has included 1023 megawatts of renewable energy capacity
from 18 different projects that have already become operational. In addition, 14 renewable energy
projects totalling 2721 megawatts are currently under construction or undergoing commissioning in
Victoria and a further 4083 megawatts of new projects have been approved under our government but
are yet to commence construction. The Andrews government will continue to work in the interests of
Victorians to act on climate change and deliver a secure, reliable and affordable energy system.
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I might take a moment as well just to highlight some more around what we are doing in the solar
homes space because that is significant, and you will understand of course that the other key initiative
of the Andrews Labor government is the highly successful Solar Homes program. To help even more
people access solar we are providing rebates for 770 000 households to install solar systems. That
includes also solar hot-water systems or battery storage systems over the next 10 years, so it is a very
substantial and significant investment in the solar homes area. This year we are supporting
40 000 rooftop solar installations on owner-occupied homes, 2000 solar panel systems on rental
properties, 6000 solar hot water systems and 1000 solar storage battery rebates for households in
targeted growth areas. I am pleased to report to the house that in fact one of the areas in the Eastern
Metropolitan Region, Templestowe—postcode 3106—was indeed selected to trial and access the solar
battery rebates scheme, so I was very pleased to hear about that. Of course we very quickly let all of
those constituents know in that area that they were eligible to access such a fantastic initiative.
Additionally one of the most significant challenges that Victoria is facing across every sector and in
every part of the community is of course a changing climate. The government is committed to
delivering strong and lasting action on climate change for the Victorian community. Victoria’s Climate
Change Act 2017 is world-leading legislation and the centrepiece of our commitment to drive action
on climate change. We are embedding climate change considerations in core policy areas to prepare
Victoria’s communities, economy and infrastructure for the impacts of climate change. We have set a
target of net zero emissions by 2050, and we are indeed on track to meet our 2020 target to reduce
Victoria’s emissions by 15 to 20 per cent. The next step is for the Victorian government to make a
decision on what our emissions reduction targets to 2030 will be.
The Victorian government recently received a report from an independent expert panel on interim
emissions reduction targets. Establishing interim targets will give businesses the confidence and the
certainty to plan for the future, to manage risks and to capitalise on the opportunities arising from the
transition to a net zero economy. Strong action on climate change presents many opportunities for
Victoria, improving the productivity and competitiveness of our economy while also creating new
jobs and investment opportunities in emerging low-carbon industries. The government will continue
to work in the interests of Victorians to act on climate change and to deliver a secure, reliable and
affordable energy system. As such, nuclear does not fit these criteria, and it certainly does not make
sense to build nuclear power stations in Victoria. So having said that, you can see there is a background
and a bit of a history, and you can also see that there is a strong commitment by this government to
invest in renewables and to act on climate change.
Just in terms of business—and I touched on that a while ago and will just expand on that a little bit
further—to give business policy certainty and to drive investment the Andrews Labor government will
be delivering the following things in Victoria: the Victorian renewable energy target of 25 per cent by
2020, 40 per cent by 2025 and 50 per cent by 2030; an emissions reduction target of 15 per cent to
20 per cent by 2020; and net zero emissions by 2050. As I touched on earlier with the Solar Homes
program, an additional 770 000 homes will install solar panels and hot water systems or batteries over
10 years. And of course putting the consumer first is the Victorian Energy Compare initiative, and we
have introduced the Victorian Default Offer—so that is significant and assists consumers in that
marketplace.
It is clear that policy uncertainty, which has been a hallmark of federal coalition governments, will
stop investment in renewables and will also push prices up. As we know, wholesale electricity prices
are starting to come down as more renewable energy comes online. The Australian Energy Market
Commission’s 2018 Residential Electricity Price Trends Review is clear that wind and solar are in fact
driving down prices. That is exactly what our Victorian renewable energy target does, and that is
delivering for Victorians.
Now I will turn to nuclear power. I know Dr Kieu, who is going to speak after I have concluded my
contribution, will go into much more detail about some of the aspects of nuclear power in a much
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more qualified way than I will as he is a professor of quantum physics and his specialty includes
nuclear. I had a very interesting conversation with Dr Kieu just before I rose to speak. He is very well
versed in all of these matters, and I look forward to hearing his contribution in this area as well.
This turns to the substance, I guess, of Mr Limbrick’s motion and the thing that Mr Limbrick wishes
to explore. I will touch on some of the other matters in terms of the legislative impediments to these
issues. But just in terms of nuclear power, the position of the Andrews Labor government is that it has
no plans to overturn its existing ban on nuclear power and is committed to retaining the Victorian
Nuclear Activities (Prohibitions) Act 1983. In fact, nuclear power stations cannot be built in any
Australian state or territory due to the Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Act passed
by the federal government in 1998. That legislation is still in place and is a commonwealth ban, so
there is another legislative impediment there.
There are many reasons why nuclear power is not appropriate for Victoria. Among those reasons are,
in particular, that nuclear is more expensive than renewable energy and takes significantly longer to
build, it presents substantial challenges in terms of the storage and transport of nuclear waste and the
use of water and it has significant community, health and environmental risks. Nuclear power is not
needed as part of Victoria’s energy mix. It is too expensive and takes too long to build. According to
cost estimates from the CSIRO, constructing enough nuclear capacity to replace Hazelwood power
station, for example, would cost a mammoth $25.6 billion. Nuclear power therefore cannot compete
on a cost basis with wind and solar, which are the cheapest forms of renewable energy and new
generation.
With Victoria’s vast renewable energy resources it makes no sense to build nuclear power stations in
Victoria. Building the equivalent capacity of wind generation, for example, would cost only
$3.2 billion, and building the equivalent capacity of large-scale solar would cost even less, at
$2.52 billion. When compared with low-risk, clean, reliable and affordable renewable energy and
storage technology in Victoria nuclear power simply makes no sense. On average nuclear power
stations take around a decade to build, and it is not unusual for nuclear power stations to take over a
decade between the start of approvals and coming online. In comparison, wind and solar farms take
just one to three years. As Victoria currently does not generate nuclear power it is likely to be years
before any nuclear power stations in Victoria could even begin construction, as regulatory frameworks
would need to be developed and planning approvals would also be need to be obtained. The project
lead times would depend on the type of nuclear technology chosen, with recent large-scale nuclear
reactors in other countries having lead times often exceeding 10 years and facing significant cost
overruns and construction delays.
I might just talk about a small case study that you may or may not be aware of in the United Kingdom,
the Hinkley nuclear power station. I am not sure whether you are aware of it, but that power station in
the UK was going to take $36 billion and nine years to build—so $36 billion to establish it and nine
years to build it. This would be even longer in Victoria, given there is currently no nuclear industry
here—there is already a pre-existence of nuclear in the UK. On top of that, the cost of energy from the
Hinkley power station is significantly higher than large-scale solar, wind and offshore wind energy in
the UK. Victoria cannot wait this long to replace our ageing fleet of coal-fired power stations, which
is already struggling to cope with extreme heat and demand.
Nuclear power is being phased out in advanced economies. The International Energy Agency
estimates that around a quarter of the nuclear power capacity in advanced economies is set to be closed
by 2025. So we do not want to build a white elephant. In California, where wind and solar provide
more than 30 per cent of the state’s power needs, the last nuclear power plant will shut by 2026. And
in Europe several countries have also commenced phasing out the use of nuclear power as well;
15 gigawatts of nuclear power is in the process of being phased out in Belgium and Germany, while
Spain’s electricity utilities have agreed to close all Spanish nuclear power plants between 2027 and
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2035. Switzerland has also decided to phase out nuclear power but has not set a date for those
retirements as yet.
Unlike those opposite, the government is continuing to work in the interests of Victorians to deliver a
modern, safe and cost-effective energy system and a system that also sees us make improvements to
our climate. Nuclear does not fit within these criteria, and as I said earlier, it just does not make sense
to build nuclear power stations. Nuclear power stations also need a lot of water and have significant
community, health and environmental risks. In a dry continent like Australia, which is prone to hot
summers and drought conditions which are only likely to get more severe as climate change worsens,
it would be reckless to rely on water-hungry power sources like nuclear.
Nuclear power stations also present significant community health, environmental and cost risks
associated with potential impacts from extreme weather events and natural disasters. We tragically
saw this occur with what happened in Fukushima, Japan, in 2011. Nuclear power stations leave a longterm and prohibitively expensive legacy of site remediation, fuel processing and—the big vexed
question, which I believe still has not been answered—the storage of radioactive waste. So storage
and disposal is still a significant issue and a question that remains unanswered.
There is no mining for nuclear materials in Victoria and no export of nuclear materials from Victoria.
Victoria has legislated a ban on exploration and mining for uranium and thorium, the two main nuclear
elements. The mining of uranium or thorium is prohibited in Victoria by the Nuclear Activities
(Prohibitions) Act 1983. Part II of that act prohibits certain nuclear activities, including exploration
and mining, and no-one can explore for or mine uranium or thorium; a contravention by doing so can
lead to the cancellation of a person’s mining title. The only exception is where these substances were
mined or quarried in the course of mining for some other mineral—for example, heavy mineral sands
that contain very small amounts of uranium or thorium. In this case, any uranium or thorium removed
from the land must be below set thresholds of 0.02 per cent by weight for uranium and 0.05 per cent
by weight for thorium.
The Mineral Resources (Sustainable Development) Act 1990 makes it an offence for any person to
possess, use, sell or otherwise dispose of any uranium or thorium except in accordance with an
authority granted by the Minister for Resources. It is also an offence under the act to not report the
discovery of any amount of uranium or thorium to the minister. So these matters are tightly regulated,
and importantly so. There is a similar mandatory reporting requirement under the commonwealth
Atomic Energy Act 1953, which makes it an offence not to report the discovery of uranium or thorium
anywhere in Australia to the responsible federal minister. So even if this motion were successful, the
referral would only seek to look at aspects of the Victorian regime, and it would be in fact powerless
to do anything in regard to the commonwealth regime, which works in conjunction with the Victorian
scheme to tightly regulate all of these matters that I have just touched on.
Before I conclude and hand over to other speakers on this matter, I might just touch on various opinion
polls. I note that Mr Limbrick opposite seems to be of the view that people are quite comfortable with
the idea of nuclear being brought forward and that the bogeyman of the past does not really exist
anymore. I might just touch on some of the opinion polls in that regard. We know opinion polls can
be flawed, but when it comes to nuclear it seems to me that the public sentiment has been accurately
recorded. There have been a number of opinion polls that have recorded community sentiment over
the years. Again, the largest concern that exists with nuclear, as I touched on earlier, is in fact the
disposal of nuclear waste and the storage of it.
I do not know whether those opposite know—Mr Limbrick, you might know—but there is actually a
nuclear reactor in Australia. We indeed do have a nuclear reactor. I do not know whether you are
aware, but it is at Lucas Heights in Sydney, New South Wales. It has been in operation since 1979. It
is a significant landmark, and it conducts research into a comprehensive suite of neutron beam
instruments, the Australian Synchrotron and the National Imaging Facility as well as medical isotopes.
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So we have one, and it is very limited in what it does. It does not produce any nuclear energy, for
example.
In terms of the opinion polls, the opinion polls seem to state that the highest level of concern amongst
community members is amongst women who have concerns about the ongoing future, climate change
and what nuclear waste may or may not do. Certainly what is prominent and foremost in most people’s
minds is, as I touched on, Fukushima. That disaster has created significant difficulties for that country
and continues to do so.
The most recent opinion poll that I could in fact find on this was conducted in 2014. It was an
independent survey commissioned by an agency called the South Australian Chamber of Mines and
Energy, and this was conducted amongst South Australian residents. Total support amongst all
demographics only seemed to rest at about 48 per cent, 20 per cent almost were neutral and 33 per
cent roughly were in total opposition. So it is quite wrong to say there is broad-scale support for this,
and certainly what seemed to come out from these respondents was that the critical issue for them was
around safety concerns about storage and disposal of radioactive waste. Again, even if the referral to
the committee were successful, these questions will remain unanswered. I note that there is very little
in the referral that even addresses the issue of disposal or storage of radioactive waste, and that is one
of the things that community members have indicated they have the most concern over.
Let me once again say the bottom line is that it makes no sense to build nuclear power stations in
Australia. The Andrews Labor government has no plans to overturn its existing ban on nuclear power.
We know it takes around a decade—and in fact possibly longer—to build a nuclear power station,
while wind and solar farms take just one to three years to build. Victoria cannot wait this long to
replace our ageing fleet of coal power stations, which are already struggling to cope with the extreme
heat. As I touched on earlier, nuclear power is a hungry user of water, and water is a precious natural
resource that we cannot afford to stream into other avenues that might not result in benefits to our
climate. That is why our government will continue to work with industry to drive investment in new
renewable energy generation to help secure additional capacity and improve reliability.
I might conclude my contribution there. I do very much look forward to the contribution of Dr Kieu
later on as a professor in quantum physics. I look very much forward to hearing about the technical
side of it. That is way beyond my pay grade, I can certainly say, as a lay person who has no idea about
nuclear physics, as of course Dr Kieu would. As I said, I look very much forward to hearing his
contribution later. But as I said, it makes no sense, and I do believe also that, as I said, the motion
moved by Mr Limbrick is ill-conceived. Consequently I strongly advocate against this resolution being
passed.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (15:52): I am pleased to rise on behalf of the opposition and
speak to Mr Limbrick’s motion and indicate that the opposition will be supporting Mr Limbrick’s
motion, noting that Mr Limbrick’s motion is calling for an inquiry to consider and report within
12 months on the potential benefits to Victoria of removing prohibitions enacted by the Nuclear
Activities (Prohibitions) Act 1983. This is a motion to basically have a look at this issue and to
investigate this issue. It is not pre-empting any outcome. It is not concluding that we should go down
a particular pathway, but it is being open to considering alternatives and different energy sources.
It is a very interesting debate, because if you think that the world’s population is growing by 82 million
people per year and is anticipated to reach a maximum of roughly 11.2 billion people by the end of
this century, with the vast majority of that population growth taking place in developing countries
which have aspirations for prosperity and aspirations to grow economically, there is going to be
enormous demand for new energy in the world over the balance of this century. With traditional energy
sources such as coal-fired power generation providing less of that energy supply, what is going to fill
that void? What will fill that void in the world—in Australia—to meet the needs of a growing
population and to meet the aspirations of hundreds of millions of people who are looking to move out
of poverty and move to a prosperous life? That should be an aspiration for all of humanity, but that
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cannot just happen with nice words and good intentions. It is going to require a significant boost in
global energy output without the pollution that has been caused by previous decades of energy
production. This is a really challenging issue.
Mr Limbrick, I think, referred to a TED Talk or podcast—I think it might be the same author or same
person I am going to quote from. Quillette published a story on 27 February this year, ‘Why
renewables can’t save the planet’, written by Michael Shellenberger—I think it is the same person—
Mr Limbrick: Yes, that is the same person.
Mr O’DONOHUE: Yes, the same person. I would encourage members to read the article by
Mr Shellenberger, who described his life journey as an environmentalist and an advocate for wind and
solar power who has dedicated his life to addressing climate change. He describes the challenges of
taking wind and solar energy to the scale required to meet, in his example, American energy demand.
He talks in some detail about the land use requirements for solar. He talks about the impact on native
animals of large solar estates. He talks about the impact on birds of wind. His thesis is that nuclear
power is the power source that can meet the growing demand. Now, I am not an expert in these fields
and I do not profess to be able to pass an opinion about whether Mr Shellenberger’s thesis is accurate
or otherwise, but I do think these issues are worth examining. As I said, that is what this motion is
seeking to do.
Mr Limbrick referred to the Nuclear Activities (Prohibitions) Act 1983. It is interesting to quote from
the Honourable Digby Crozier, who is an outstanding man, a man of high intellect and vision and a
very generous and thoughtful person. His contribution in that debate was significant. The government
at the time, under the Honourable David White, the Minister for Minerals and Energy, spoke at length
about the Three Mile Island disaster in the US, and of course much of Australian and global public
opinion about nuclear energy has been moulded by Three Mile Island, Chernobyl and, perhaps to a
lesser degree, in recent times Fukushima.
That article I referred to previously by Mr Shellenberger goes on to analyse the impact in terms of
deaths that have flowed from nuclear accidents in the world versus the impact of pollution on air
quality and the deaths that have flowed from that as a result of coal production and coal-fired power
stations as well as from wind and solar. Again I point to Mr Shellenberger’s article for members’
interest. We have a significant energy supply problem coming down the road in Australia and, at a
much larger scale, globally. Now, that is the challenge that I think we are yet to have a solution to.
Renewables will play a growing part in that, but can they provide the full solution in the absence of
coal at some future point? That is, I think, an open question.
It is interesting that if you look around the world nuclear power accounted for about 15 per cent of
total energy consumption in the European Union as at 2005. As at January 2010, 14 out of 27 European
Union countries had nuclear reactors. And of course, as Mr Limbrick referred to, nuclear power is a
major source of energy in France, with a 40 per cent share of energy consumption in 2015. It is the
largest source of electricity in the country, with the generation of 71.6 per cent of the country’s total
production—the highest percentage in the world. If you look at the greenhouse gas emissions per unit
of energy emitted from France compared to Germany, which has aggressively pursued renewable
energy targets and renewable energy sources, the greenhouse gas emissions per unit of energy are
much, much lower in France compared to its European neighbour Germany.
Australia is often happy to produce natural resources but bans their use or limits their use in Australia.
In that context, Australia hosts around a third of the world’s uranium deposits and is the third-largest
producer after Kazakhstan and Canada. We operate, currently, three active uranium mines—Ranger,
in the Northern Territory; Olympic Dam, in South Australia; and Beverley, with Four Mile, in South
Australia. But of course nuclear energy production is banned in Australia. We are one of the largest
exporters of uranium, but that product is not available for use within Australia. Several governments
have looked at this in recent times, and perhaps most notably former South Australian Labor Premier
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Jay Weatherill in 2015 initiated the Nuclear Fuel Cycle Royal Commission to investigate the state’s
future role in the nuclear fuel cycle. The royal commission determined that there was no case for the
introduction of nuclear power to the electricity grid in South Australia, but it recommended that
prohibitions preventing the development of nuclear power plants should be repealed.
As Ms Terpstra noted, the Lucas Heights reactor has been in operation now for quite some time. While
it is on a small scale, it is a nuclear facility, and of course without the benefits of nuclear medicine we
all would have suffered greatly. As Mrs McArthur said, every X-ray and many other now routine
procedures involve some form of nuclear medicine. There is an interesting inconsistency, potentially,
in that. Ms Terpstra also cited opinion polls and the like as a reason to vote against this motion, but I
think we as a Parliament should be prepared—in fact it is our duty—to be forward-looking and to
examine long-term solutions and long-term options. Again, this may not be either of those things, but
I think we should be open-minded to looking at the long term. I think the community is sick of
politicians and members of Parliament who focus on the next day, the next week, the next month.
They want vision and leadership from their elected representatives, and vision and leadership includes
being prepared to examine a range of solutions in a constructive way to then find the best long-term
solutions for the community.
This is a timely motion, a motion that should be supported by the house, because, as I say, it is not
calling for a particular outcome; it is calling for the house to investigate this important issue. When
you look at the challenges for Victoria, with our anticipated population growth, for Australia and, on
a larger scale, for the world—we are adding 82 million people per year on average to reach a maximum
population of in excess of 11 billion people by the end of the century—we need to be planning and
developing energy supply solutions that do not just accommodate that population growth but that
hopefully can see more and more people lifted out of poverty into a prosperous and positive life. With
those words, the opposition will be supporting Mr Limbrick’s motion.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (16:05): I must say, it has been a very energetic day in here,
so it is always nice to talk about energy. I rise to speak on Mr Limbrick’s motion that requires the
Environment and Planning Committee to inquire into the potential benefits of removing prohibitions
from the Nuclear Activities (Prohibitions) Act 1983. I have had many conversations with Mr Limbrick
and Mr Quilty about this on the back terrace. We have talked about nuclear energy over wine—and
they have been interesting conversations—but I cannot say, by any means, that they have convinced
me. The benefits of wine on the terrace I am completely convinced of, but the benefits of nuclear
energy in the 21st century and in 2019 I am not convinced of. However, I enjoy the conversations
about it, and I enjoy the conversations around the academics of it, the policies of it and the science of
it. In reading a little bit more about this, and Mr Limbrick and Mr Quilty certainly have piqued my
interest, I feel like the nuclear power ship—well, we never made one; we only made submarines—
sailed away some years ago.
Now, if Australia is going to have nuclear as part of its energy mix, I feel that it needed to have
addressed that probably in the 1960s or in the 1970s. The community support is not there for it. There
is a lot of conversation out there, and I think people are opening up and saying, ‘All right, our energy
needs are changing, our energy technology is changing’. When talking about the notions of base load,
of being able to support our growing population, I honestly have not noticed in the conversations the
gasp that you normally used to get when you mentioned nuclear power.
The more I read about it, the more I was surprised that the Liberal Democratic Party was supporting
it. Look, let the markets decide, and I think that is the thing—the market has decided. It is not
commercially viable. In fact I was reading a report from Germany. The think tank DIW investigated
every single nuclear power plant that had been built since 1951, and they said not a single one of them
had not been heavily subsidised by government. So if we do not want subsidised energy—and I am
not certain that that is what my good colleagues here do want—then nuclear is not a viable option.
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They looked and found that the average nuclear power plant would have an actual value of minus—
that is minus—nearly A$7 billion.
I am hoping that we will hear from Dr Kieu today because he may know more than me—in fact I
know he knows more than me—but in looking at this, much of the commentary and many of the
articles that I read about this were saying that nuclear power was never, ever invented or developed to
be a commercial electricity supply. It was never designed for that. It was always designed as something
to be used for military purposes. Basically they were saying that it is not economical. And then, at the
end of 2018, so just last year, the CSIRO brought out their energy report, and they found that in
Australian terms nuclear energy was one of the most expensive forms of energy there is. It concluded
that nuclear was at least five times the cost of wind and solar and three times the cost of wind and solar
plus storage, so in their mind not really a credible alternative. Even Ziggy Switkowski felt that if we
wanted to do nuclear we needed to have done it quite some time ago.
I accept that we have seen changes in the technology of nuclear and we have seen the evolvement and
the development of much smaller plants that will run in quite a different way. Of course none of those
have actually been built yet anywhere. However, even Dr Switkowski, who led the nuclear power
review in 2006, said that we would need 25 reactors to supply one-third of the nation’s electricity
supply by 2050—25 reactors. Even if—and I do not think I am allowed to by the standing orders—
we did a show of hands on who would like a nuclear generator near their place, I do not know that we
would get 25 hands up here.
Even just recently Dr Switkowski was being interviewed about this, and I would have to say that he is
an expert on nuclear and it is his background. He said that smaller reactors are still being developed
and that the US, China, Russia and India are considering them. They can be stored underground and
they can be cooled by gas rather than water. But to have to go through the negotiation of finding a
community that will take it and to then go through what would probably be two or three electoral
cycles, I am not convinced that the road ahead for nuclear is anything but impossible without bipartisan
support, and I am not sure that we have got that yet. However, I agree with some of Mr Limbrick’s
and Mr Quilty’s position—the Liberal Democrats’ position—around uranium exploration, and a lot
of that is also restricted by this prohibition.
I note that the federal government has launched a nuclear energy parliamentary inquiry now. But at
the end of my thought process on this and my considerations on this, I do not believe that nuclear
energy will be the way forward for Australia or the way forward in the rapidly changing technologies
that we have on energy storage and on a whole range of renewable energies. However, I am willing to
have the conversation. I am willing to see where this falls out. I do think that there is interest in the
community. I do not think it is large, and I think there is interest in the community ‘as long as it’s not
near me’. I am not sure that the technology for smaller plants is available. I would say that actually
when I went and spoke to the Minerals Council of Australia about this—and I did speak to a number
of organisations—they feel it is just around the corner. I am not necessarily convinced it is just around
the corner. But as I say, I am willing to support this motion on the grounds that I think we should have
this conversation.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (16:14): I rise to commend Mr Limbrick for bringing this
motion to the house. It is one that I support very strongly. As Mr Limbrick points out, we grew up at
a time when we, too, were facing obliteration from nuclear weapons, and the Russians and the
Americans were having it out. Back in those days of course the threat was very real. This time the
threat is not so real. People are still absolutely convinced that they are about to die. In fact there are
some teachers and so forth who are going out of their way to convince children that they are going to
die and are putting children in a state of constant terror, most unjustifiably and appallingly in my view,
but that is by the by. I just make that comment with regard to Mr Limbrick’s earlier comments.
I do not know why anybody would be opposed to this motion. Wherever I go people say to me, ‘Let
us have the discussion about nuclear power. Let’s talk about it’. Today we are not passing a motion to
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set up a nuclear power plant. We are not doing that. What we are doing is debating a motion to allow
a discussion for us to use nuclear power, or not use nuclear power, depending on which way that
discussion goes. I do not know why anybody would be afraid of having that discussion. It makes no
sense at all. My view is that we have 300 years of coal in the ground. Dig it up, burn it and let us use
that as electricity. That is what we should be doing. But if people want to talk about nuclear power, let
us have that discussion. If people want that in the mix, I am happy for them to do that. As I say, my
view is well-known. Everybody knows what I think about climate change and global warming and all
that sort of nonsense, but what we are debating here today is a motion to allow this Parliament to have
a discussion, and surely to God that is what more than anything else our Parliament should be doing—
having a discussion about the major issues of the day. If energy is not a major issue in this day and
age, I do not know what is.
I am sick to death of hearing about pensioners not being able to warm their homes, and we have had
some cold weeks of recent times. I am sick to death of families not being able to pay their electricity
bills. I want what is best for Victorians. I want the best way of heating, the best way of cooking and
the best way of providing hot water. These are the issues affecting people in their homes every day.
Yes, in the western suburbs, but also in the eastern suburbs, the northern suburbs, the southern suburbs
and the country—everywhere. This is a huge issue, and we would be shirking our responsibilities if
we were to defeat this motion today, and that is not something that I would ever accept.
As I said, I think Mr Limbrick should be commended for bringing this motion to the house. The time
has well and truly come for this discussion to be had. Personally I honestly do not know which way I
would go. I can see pluses and I can see minuses, but let us have the discussion. Let us find out what
those pluses and minuses are. Let us find out what the pros and the cons are. What damage could that
possibly do to anyone? What damage could it possibly do just to have an unbiased and balanced look
at what the possibilities are? If we are not grown up enough, if we are not adult enough to have that
discussion about a major issue, then none of us should be here. We are wasting our time. Let us just
close the doors and go down to the Elephant and sit at the front bar for the rest of the day.
It is a nonsense to suggest that we do not have a responsibility to take on this discussion. I urge the
house to do so. Let us talk about it. Let us find out what we need to find out, and then we will be in a
position to make a decision. Until then let us just have a talk.
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (16:20): I rise to speak about the motion from
Mr Limbrick. While I understand the motivation and appreciate the intention behind his motion to
have an inquiry into various issues to do with nuclear power, and I even agree with some of the facts
that he presented—some, not all—I disagree with the conclusion that he has asked for, namely, a
committee inquiry.
Let me start this way—and please indulge me—when we talk about nuclear power, there are two types
of nuclear power. One is called fission and one is called fusion—it is not confusion but fusion. The
fusion one is very efficient and very clean, and that is the nuclear reaction that happens in the sun. The
power comes from the sun to all life on the earth. It is very clean because the by-product is harmless,
coming from the forced combination of two light elements together, maybe two hydrogen isotopes,
deuterium or tritium.
We understand the mathematics of that, but unfortunately we have not been able to recreate it in order
to generate power. Even though Europe and the US have put a lot of money into it and into fusion,
they cannot do that. There was an episode some time ago when an American scientist claimed that he
could do that by cold fusion—not confusion but cold fusion—meaning that it could be done cheaply
and safely, bypassing tens of years of research, using magnetic fields and some other less expensive
energy. It was to be an inexpensive way to create fusion. Unfortunately it turned out to be a hoax. It
was disclosed that it is not possible.
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In relation to fusion, I will come back to that later on. The one that we are talking about now is in
technical terms—and I am sure that Mr Limbrick will understand and agree with me—called the
fission process. You have a heavy nucleus, uranium, and then you split the nucleus into smaller
components. In the splitting process a lot of energy is released that can be used to boil water, and the
water can be used to turn a turbine and so on and so forth, and you have electricity delivered to homes.
That is fine. But when the energy nuclei have been split there are a lot of problems. The waste disposal
and the containment of the nuclear waste has been and still is a big problem the world over. As an
example, the best way to contain nuclear waste at the moment is to have a fuel drum, and 80 per cent
of that drum is special concrete and only 20 per cent is the waste. That ratio shows how difficult it is
to contain the nuclear waste, because the half-life time—namely, the radioactive time of the nuclear
waste—is hundreds and hundreds of years. We have not found a way to do that. People are talking
about shooting it into space, but that will contaminate space more than it is at the moment, with debris
from satellites already circling above our heads.
In Australia we only have medical nuclear research and also medical nuclear waste. That by itself is a
very small component, but it is costing us already billions of dollars to deal with. So when we talk
about nuclear there are some statistics and some numbers. I am not quite sure whether I can believe
them or not. It may be cheaper to build a plant, but it may not be because the plant has to be very
stringently—
Mr Finn: Let’s have an inquiry and find out.
Dr KIEU: Yes, I am coming to that. It has to be very stringently built. The plant is one thing. Then
there is the waste. Well, look at the plant. The modern plant of Fukushima is on the fault line of
earthquakes, and in California they are decommissioning nuclear power there because no matter how
good the intention, how good we are at the moment, we cannot fight against a force of nature.
Then what about the mistakes of human beings? Chernobyl played out a sad episode of humankind.
The whole city had to be encapsulated and will not be inhabited for a long, long time to come. In
Fukushima they are now running out of places to store the water that has been contaminated with the
radioactivity, and that water cannot be released into the sea because it will damage all the fisheries,
human health and everything around Japan and then be propagated to the west coast of the US and
even to Australia. Remember, the debris from Fukushima made its way to the west coast. So it is not
cheap.
Mr Limbrick: Is it enough to damage people?
Dr KIEU: Yes, because if not, why spend so much money and so much effort into just storing the
water? There are many ways it can affect humans. If you are exposed for a long enough time, you are
affected of course. If not, then what about the fish you eat? What about the plants? What about the
environment that we have to depend on and we have to live in? Look at the lead in the pipes. In the
past the whole empire crumbled because they were drinking water from lead pipes. So eventually
those are the risks that we cannot take. That is on the one hand.
Now, on the other hand, at the time in the 1940s when the bomb was dropped on Hiroshima and
Nagasaki, it was a very powerful force. I remember some of the stories I read. When they first tested
the bomb at Trinity, in the desert of the US, some people became blind. There was a very famous
physicist. He turned his back, picked up a piece of paper and tore it into small pieces, and the blast
from 10 kilometres away blew the pieces away. Then from where the pieces of paper landed he could
calculate how strong the blast was through some order of magnitude.
At that time people could see it was a source of energy. So then they eventually came to nuclear power
by moderating the force—not making it into an explosion but making it into a more moderate and
controllable energy that we can use to boil water and run turbines. At that time there was no solar
energy and there were no solar cells. We had known about tidal waves, energy and also the wind for
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a long, long time, but solar cells were not a viable alternative at the time. So people then embarked
upon that. And look at what happened on Three Mile Island, what happened at Chernobyl and what
happened at Fukushima most recently.
Now, we talk about small nuclear plants. Sure, those are designed to run nuclear submarines. Those
may be used for interplanetary travel. Last week was National Science Week. They talked about how
the US is aiming to put a permanent station on the moon so that it can be used as a forensic station on
the way to Mars. One of the options for fuel for the rockets to reach Mars may be a nuclear plant. But
those plants are very small-scale, and they are not enough to supply the energy required for earth.
Then we talk about who would be happy to take a nuclear reactor station in their backyard. We now
have a lot of difficulties talking to households just to get a landfill site. A lot of councils will not accept
that. Look at what happened in Footscray with the toxic chemical waste fire, what happened in
Campbellfield and now what is happening with illicit chemical stockpiles. So if we are talking about
a nuclear reactor, there can be accidents sometimes, either man-made mistakes or from a natural force,
or maybe some terrorist act—who knows? Then what about the waste? So those are the difficulties.
Coming back to Mr Limbrick’s motion, I appreciate and understand his intention and that he only
wishes to put this as an inquiry for the committee, but we do not need to put everything to a committee.
Do we need to make a reference to a committee to look into the effects or the viability of brown coal
burning? Once we have enough evidence and once we have enough facts, then I think it is a waste of
time. Considering it altogether, not only do we now know the scientific facts, but we have seen the
accidents and we have seen what the advanced economy nations have been doing—what has happened
in California, in Germany, in Switzerland. Even in the UK it is not a commercially viable option.
Toshiba just last year, in November 2018, had to withdraw from building a nuclear plant in Cumbria
in the UK because it was not viable economically. It does not make sense in terms of economics, in
terms of safety or in terms of energy. It provides some energy, sure, but so do the wind, the tidal waves
and the hydro, and perhaps diffusion will one day if we can find a way to reproduce a diffusion reaction
from the sun. We might do it on earth one day. I do not know how long that will take.
In terms of the regulations, the policies and the laws, it was not until 1953 that Victoria had a law. But
in 1998 the federal Parliament also passed a law that any mining of uranium or radioactive materials
should be reported and should be restricted—let alone having a nuclear reactor plant. We have one in
Lucas Heights, but it is for research purposes and also for medical purposes, producing a small amount
so that we can put it into the body and trace where everything goes in our body or for some machinery
that needs nuclear radioactive material so that we can see through the body.
So all in all, I appreciate your intention, Mr Limbrick, and also that of the opposition, but I do not see
a need once we have the evidence in front of us, once we have the facts in front of us and once we see
the economic unviability in front of us. So there is no need for it. In that case, I myself cannot
recommend this motion to the house.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (16:33): Today we debate the Liberal Democrats’ motion
that this house requires that the Environment and Planning Committee inquire into and consider and
report within 12 months on the potential benefits to Victoria of removing the current prohibitions in
the Nuclear Activities (Prohibitions) Act 1983, and in particular that that committee should identify
any barriers to participation, including limitations caused by federal or local laws and regulations.
Listening to the debate today, I do not know what my community wants in Western Metro, but I do
feel that we should have an inquiry to find that out. I listened to the debate today and some of the
things that the Liberal Democrats have said around BMX Bandits and the like. I grew up in the 1980s
too, and I remember quite distinctly seeing on light poles that this is a nuclear-free city.
I had all those fears drummed into me when I was a young person, but now as a parliamentarian—and
I also took the point from the Liberal Democrats—I consider myself a futurist. I do not believe movies
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like The Terminator—that it is doom and gloom and the future is going to be diabolical. I believe that
we have new technologies and that as human beings we are so smart that we will actually look at new
technologies and have a beautiful, utopian future—if we look at these new technologies and if we
actually take heed of what we know in the year 2019. And what we do know, and what has been
improved over many years, is how nuclear power can benefit a community.
Yes, I have heard the debate. I have heard the debate around Europe and especially Germany. Germany
has made mistakes, and my heritage is German. They have spent a lot of time and money on wind and
on solar and moving away from coal, but they still have to rely on nuclear energy. But we here in
Australia have the benefit of not having the European climate. We do not have snow—
Mr Finn: We did last weekend.
Dr CUMMING: Well, we did on the weekend for the football. You are absolutely correct. And
that might be climate change, Mr Finn.
Mr Finn: It could be global warming too.
Dr CUMMING: It could be global warming, Mr Finn. You are absolutely correct. I am glad we
are starting to agree on that. But also what I heard in the way of debate earlier is that obviously nuclear
energy uses a lot of water. Doesn’t this government have a desal plant? Aren’t Victorians actually
paying for—have paid for—a desal plant? So, respectfully, why can’t we use that desal plant?
I also take the point that I have heard from others: I think the government should listen to their former
leader Bob Hawke. The Liberal Democrats are right in actually saying Mr Hawke was a futurist. I
consider myself a futurist. He had lots of wonderful ideas. There are so many things that Mr Hawke
did, and this was one of his hopes and dreams and aspirations. Why not respect Mr Hawke’s
aspirations, government?
I also feel that there needs to be community agreement. The community has to want this, and there are
lots of mechanisms that a government can use in and around boundaries and planning controls. It is
the same with waste. When you put a waste facility somewhere, there are those measures in place to
protect our community. So why couldn’t we as positive human beings look at all of this in a
constructive way? I have heard before a lot of doom and gloom around it, and I think I have heard
from some of the green camps around this. Why don’t we just have that conversation? Why don’t we
allow the Liberal Democrats to lead this conversation? Why don’t we have this inquiry and have a
proper conversation—a 2019 conversation, not a 1984 conversation or other conversations like the
one we heard about the 1950s from the good doctor. Yes, we have learned. We have learned about
lead; I totally agree. But we are now in 2019, and why don’t we actually look upon the learnings that
we have and look for the best outcomes? Yes, I understand that the community does not want to spend
more of the government’s money, but there is private enterprise, so why aren’t we talking to the
nuclear industry about this? As I have heard from others here, our community wants cheaper energy
and clean energy, so why not look at this?
I wish to speak more. I know there are others on the crossbench that wish to speak and probably others
in the opposition or in the government, so I would like to move, by leave, to suspend the sessional
orders to extend the total time for debate on notice of motion 111, standing in the name of
Mr Limbrick, for 30 more minutes. I can see that there are others here who wish to speak, and I would
also like the Liberal Democrats to have the opportunity to have a right of reply today. And there are
30 extra minutes. I will just repeat that, because I know you did not have your eyes towards me. I
desire to move, by leave:
To suspend sessional orders to extend the total time for debate on notice of motion 111, standing in the name
of Mr Limbrick, for 30 minutes.

Leave refused.
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Dr CUMMING: I am required to put the question as the total time allocated for this notice of
motion has lapsed.
The PRESIDENT: Dr Cumming, leave has been refused; therefore we cannot debate your motion.
I ask you to just continue debate on the original motion, as you have got 2 minutes and 30 seconds.
We are not able to debate your motion.
Dr CUMMING: There are other speakers. I will allow other speakers to speak, or to start.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem): Ms Garrett—2 minutes and 10 seconds.
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (16:41): It will be an outstanding 2 minutes because I want to
carry on the theme. I have only got 2 minutes, but I did want to carry on the theme because I thought
Mr Limbrick’s contribution was outstanding—the use of movies and what we are all watching. And I
follow on from Dr Kieu, who I think, if he was not happily married, would be on The Bachelor next
year. He is the only rocket scientist in the chamber. I wanted to take people on a small journey back
to what we were all watching and listening to in 2009. Beyoncé was singing, ‘If you like it, then you
shoulda put a ring on it’. The Black Eyed Peas still had Fergie, and their big song was Boom Boom
Pow, which I do not believe has stood the test of time. We were watching Twilight, and of course our
good friend Bob Brown was playing politics with energy. Ten years marks the time that the Greens
again voted with the Liberal Party to smash the emissions trading scheme to the ground, and of course
if we had had the ETS 10 years ago, my goodness, how far advanced we would be in energy policy.
So let us then fast-forward in the time machine to 2013. We had Tony Abbott walk in, and the first
thing he did was abolish the carbon tax. In terms of pop-style references I, like many other mothers of
young daughters, had ‘Let it go, let it go’ seared into my brain, and Wrecking Ball by Miley Cyrus
was top of the charts. I think she may be re-releasing that this year after her 7-minute marriage.
I will complete the journey to March 2019. We were listening to ‘I was getting kinda used to being
someone you loved’, which I think Bob Brown took to heart. He went on a trip of great narcissism
from the forests of Tasmania right up to Far North Queensland, where he told the locals to shove their
jobs where the sun don’t shine. So we have had plenty of colour and movement around energy. What
we need to do is get on and deliver a safe, reliable, secure supply that looks after jobs—I should move
my own extension of time here—and protects the environment.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem): That concludes the debate on this motion.
Motion agreed to.
Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION AND ORDERS OF THE DAY
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (16:44): I move:
That the consideration of the remaining notices of motion and orders of the day, general business, be
postponed until the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
Statements on reports, papers and petitions
DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY AND FINANCE
Budget papers 2019–20
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (16:45): I want to make a
contribution to the state budget, which has been put on the list for reports today. I want to particularly
draw attention to a number of key aspects of the state budget that relate to the state’s transport
infrastructure program. That transport infrastructure program is a very important one. We understand
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the population growth that we are seeing in our city at the moment is massive. We are seeing huge
growth, with more than 120 000 people a year coming into Melbourne and more than 145 000 a year
coming into the state overall.
We see from the Infrastructure Australia report this week the massive impact that this is having and
we see also the impact that this is having on congestion in particular. We see the estimates and the
calculations that Infrastructure Australia has done which show that transit times within cities—other
cities in Australia but particularly Melbourne—will increase massively by 2031, by 65 per cent in
some cases, with massive impacts on small businesses, on families and on people trying to get home
to their family and massive impacts also on costs. The estimated cost of the congestion increases in
metropolitan Melbourne is $10.1 billion by 2031.
So we need to make sure that we have got the right road and rail infrastructure. There are costs to not
having the right rail infrastructure, and we know that we need to bring as many people as possible off
road and onto rail. That is why it is so important to drive good cost outcomes in terms of our major
projects. We have seen the huge escalation in project costs with level crossing removals. The state
government makes the point that 29 of its crossings are completed, but it will not tell us the cost of
each of those crossings. The government has refused point blank. Mr Jennings has refused in this
chamber. The Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Jacinta Allan, has refused in the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee forum to provide a list of the amounts expended on each of those 29 level
crossings.
We know that the costs have blown out substantially. We know the original cost estimate for the Level
Crossing Removal Project in its original form was $5 billion. It is now well up over $8.5 billion and
growing. That kind of surge in cost—that kind of cost blowout—reflects a lack of cost control and a
lack of focus on project scoping and management. We have seen that with the Metro Tunnel in the
recent period. The early works projects which were part of the early works package are 30 per cent
over budget and soaking up the vast bulk of the contingency of the $11 billion metro project.
Then you ask the question, ‘What have we got for some of these projects that have been completed?’.
On the CD9, the Caulfield to Dandenong elevated rail and the crossing removals there, what we have
actually seen is a fall in performance on the Cranbourne and Pakenham lines. The government has
likely spent more than $2 billion. They will not tell us the exact number, but we know that the
performance has actually fallen quite severely in that time.
Then you start to ask the question about the high-capacity trains that are to run on those lines and that
have got such a critical role to play. The high-capacity trains are now more than 18 months late, and
those trains are facing a series of serious problems—we know this from the information that is starting
to come to light. The state government has not been clear or honest about this, but we know the highcapacity trains are having a very difficult time in meeting the time lines that have been set for them
and the cost constraints.
I also hear widely about the issue that is facing the high-capacity trains in terms of coming in at the
right cost and with the right financial outcomes. It now seems that more and more of that work is to
be done in China and not here, and that will strip jobs out of the rail construction sector, the
componentry sector and the supplier industries that are so important for metropolitan Melbourne and
cities like Ballarat. We have seen Alstom face challenges in Ballarat because the government has
refused point blank to give them clear orders into the future or to give them clear orders that enable
that outcome to occur. That is a very, very important point for those in that big regional city to be
thinking about. Why won’t Daniel Andrews and Jacinta Allan provide that certainty and predictability
to a long-established firm in Victoria like Alstom, which has made trains well over many years? Why
won’t the government tell us the costs of those level crossing removals?
Mr Ondarchie: Because it’s blown out.
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Mr DAVIS: Well, that is exactly right, it has blown out massively. They are trying to cover up and
trying to hide. All of the indications are that the metro is now behind time and facing some serious
financial challenge. We need to actually see the true costs of these projects made transparent. The
government have not been honest or open with these costs, and they need to be. I say the Infrastructure
Australia report this week was a wake-up call. Congestion has a very bad impact on our city already
in terms of quality of life and the impact on businesses and the economy, and it is going to get much
worse by 2031.
FISHERMANS BEND PUBLIC TRANSPORT
Petition
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (16:51): I want to support the e-petition organised by Keith
Sutherland, chairman of the Yarra Residents Action Group, and commend him on his work to ensure
we get a public transport link into Fishermans Bend that is actually fit for purpose.
The petitioners have asked the Legislative Council to appoint an independent panel to review public
transport alternatives at Fishermans Bend, including an immersed tube under the Yarra and trackless
trams. They point out that trackless trams are the latest in transport technology and innovation. They
run on roads with rubber wheels, can carry up to 500 passengers, can recharge batteries at stops in
30 seconds and are estimated to cost as little as 10 per cent of the cost of light rail construction.
I would encourage the government to carefully consider this more economic proposal rather than
potentially blow over $1 billion of scarce infrastructure money on a tram crossing from Collins Street
to Lorimer Street. This proposal would be a disaster for boat owners at Marina YE and would
adversely affect the concrete industry and trucking at the port of Melbourne. It is not just expensive
and disruptive. It is likely to be ineffectual. It proposes to use tram routes 11 and 48 along Collins
Street. These routes are already at full capacity in peak periods. How will they cope with the extra
80 000 employees and residents being planned, if that is the correct word, for Fishermans Bend? I urge
the government to listen to the petitioners.
DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY AND FINANCE
Budget papers 2019–20
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (16:53): I rise to speak on the budget 2019–20, which raises the
education budget in this state. In particular I would like to talk about the Shepparton Education Plan,
for which there is $21.5 million in the budget to largely build an early childhood centre and to demolish
a high school in Shepparton. Whilst we all welcome any investment in education, this plan is not the
right plan for Shepparton. There was a great deal of excitement around the Shepparton Education Plan
when it was announced, but what we need to have is the right plan for education—and this is not it.
This is an ill-conceived plan to merge four secondary colleges in Shepparton into one. It is the closure
of three schools by stealth. There will be 2700 students on one site, and that will create a school larger
than the next biggest secondary college in the state by around 600 students. Parents in Shepparton are
angry; there is white-hot anger about this particular program. Shepparton parents have a right to ask
why their children are being used as guinea pigs in an education experiment the size of which has
never been attempted in this state before.
Last Thursday there was a public meeting held in Shepparton, and I congratulate Robyn Boschetti, the
organiser of that meeting, who brought parents together and invited education officials and local
members of Parliament to answer the parents’ concerns. There had been a number of meetings recently
held by the department where parents were not allowed to ask questions. They had to write their
questions on a post-it note and stick it on the wall, and it might be answered later. Well, this meeting
at least allowed parents to ask their questions—not that they got many answers from the education
officials who were present.
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Parents do not feel that they have been consulted on this plan, and actually the department admitted
that at the meeting last week. They admitted two things: that the consultation could have been done
better around the education plan, and that there had been no consultation whatsoever over the site. We
know that only 334 people actually engaged in the original consultation that the department undertook.
Parents were treated appallingly at the education department meetings, where they were not allowed
to ask questions. They are white-hot with anger. They do want to have answers to their questions. If
James Merlino believed this was the best plan for Shepparton, he would have come to Shepparton last
Thursday night and presented his plan to the parents and the students.
The consultation last year consisted of a couple of meetings that were very poorly attended. I attended
two of them on 31 May. In Mooroopna there were about 30 people, mainly education department
people and the two local MPs—Suzanna and me—and also the candidates for the last election. There
were only about three parents at that meeting. In the evening there were a few more at Shepparton,
about 70, but largely they were departmental people and teachers, including primary school teachers
and kindergarten teachers. Again, not many parents were engaged in that. So parents are furious that
their choice of education is being taken away.
One of the few things that parents do have a choice in is which school they send their children to and
the education that they give their children. This has been taken away from families in Shepparton by
creating one so-called super-school. Families that can walk away are walking away. We know that
Notre Dame and St Anne’s—the two local Catholic colleges—and the grammar school and Numurkah
Secondary College have been inundated with requests for people to enrol at those schools. One of the
reasons the government says we have to do this is that people have been abandoning public education
in Shepparton.
I just had a phone call from the Shepparton News. They sent me some data that they wanted me to
comment on, and this is data over roughly the last five years. For Shepparton High School they say
enrolments fell by 38 per cent. At McGuire College, a public school, enrolments actually grew by
24 per cent. At Wanganui Park Secondary College, which is the most popular of the public schools,
they fell by 8 per cent, and at Mooroopna Secondary College they fell by 36 per cent. So it seems that
a large amount of those people who walked away from Shepparton high and Mooroopna have actually
enrolled at McGuire College, where they have a select-entry accelerated learning program—a very
progressive program for students. Also, they have enrolled at Wanganui Park. But the Goulburn Valley
Grammar School and Notre Dame College have not been the recipients of these students. Goulburn
Valley Grammar over that time only grew by 3 per cent and Notre Dame fell by 1 per cent.
Adjournment
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (16:59): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

BELL STREET, PASCOE VALE SOUTH
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (16:59): My adjournment matter is for the Minister
for Roads. It concerns the intersections of Bell Street and Melville Road and Bell Street and Sussex
Street in Pascoe Vale. Recently my office has done a survey of residents of Pascoe Vale about what is
important to them around traffic flow, and the answers that came back concerned Bell Street–Melville
Road and Bell Street–Sussex Street. So I thank all the residents who went to a lot of trouble—many,
many of them—to fill out the traffic survey and return it to my office. They are concerned about the
congestion, particularly around peak times but also on weekends. The action I seek from the Minister
for Roads is to ask VicRoads to investigate the lights sequencing at the Bell Street–Melville Road
intersection and at Bell Street–Sussex Street to assist the traffic flow but also to provide opportunities
for residents to get parking in the area so they can support the small businesses.
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SUBURBAN RAIL LOOP
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (17:00): My adjournment matter is directed to the
Minister for Transport Infrastructure, the Honourable Jacinta Allan, MP. The action I seek from the
minister is to provide an update on how the Andrews Labor government will make sure that the
Suburban Rail Loop caters to the demands of the growing population of the Western Metropolitan
Region. The Suburban Rail Loop is a remarkable project which will completely change the Victorian
public transport system. The Suburban Rail Loop will connect Melbourne’s middle suburbs to priority
growth precincts and link all Victorians to major health, education and employment centres. The 90kilometre rail link will connect every major railway line from the Frankston line to the Werribee line
via Melbourne Airport, easing demand on existing lines and shifting more Melburnians out of their
cars. Infrastructure is near and dear to my heart, and I believe that well-designed infrastructure projects
like the Suburban Rail Loop will bring prosperity not only to Western Metropolitan Region but to the
whole city of Melbourne. When it is finished the people living in Western Metropolitan Region will
not need to travel through the centre of Melbourne to access jobs. High-growth economic precincts
outside the CBD will have access to talent all over Melbourne thanks to the Suburban Rail Loop. I
want to encourage all Victorians to have their say on all elements of the project through a community
survey and the local pop-ups that have begun along stage 1 of the Suburban Rail Loop.
WOMBAT MANGE
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (17:01): My adjournment matter this evening is for the
Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, and I ask that she join Mange Management
in the field to see the plight of wombats suffering with mange. Over the winter break I was delighted
to tour Wildlife Victoria with the minister to formally announce their budget funding and learn more
about their great work. We were also lucky enough to meet a healthy rescued wombat named Bok
Choy, who was saved as an orphan joey.
Another meeting I had over the winter break was with Mange Management Victoria, the only group
in the state doing something to help wombats with mange. When a wombat becomes infected with
mange, the infestation will progress until the wombat is so compromised they die. Mange Management
give out free kits to landowners to treat wombats with mange. Each kit costs $20 to make, but they
hand them out for free to encourage kindness over culling, giving more wombats a chance. Each year
over 500 kits are handed out and there are 55 pick-up points around Victoria, but more needs to be
done and they need assistance from the government to fix the problem at its core. By doing nothing to
fix the problem of wombat mange, we allow healthy wombats to die and let it continue to spread
among all wombats.
I hope the minister will accept the offer to come out into the field to observe a wombat with mange
and learn more about how mange can be managed and what we can do to eradicate it from Victoria
altogether.
COUNTRY FIRE AUTHORITY MOOROOPNA BRIGADE
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (17:03): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services, and it concerns the lack of security for the wonderful volunteers at the
Mooroopna fire brigade. The action that I seek from the minister is a commitment to provide funding
for the construction of a secure fence around the car park of the Mooroopna fire brigade, consisting of
a single pedestrian gate and a sliding automated vehicle access gate, constructed to the same standard
as the security fence at the entrance of the Shepparton station, to combat concerns for the safety of
brigade members.
The Mooroopna fire station on Echuca Road is currently devoid of adequate security measures for
brigade members, and there is no secure parking for members’ vehicles or fence around the perimeter.
There is ongoing concern for members’ safety, particularly when members respond to a call-out at
night. The Mooroopna fire station has been subjected to a number of concerning incidents requiring

ADJOURNMENT
Wednesday, 14 August 2019

Legislative Council

2469

police attendance in the last 18 months. These include a driver deliberately ramming the fire station,
various episodes of suspicious loitering and theft from and damage to members’ vehicles. The most
frightening incident involved a man armed with a knife, who threatened a brigade member whilst he
was walking to his vehicle after an early morning call-out.
The Mooroopna fire brigade members serve their community with dedication and honour and have a
right to be safe whilst accessing their station to carry out their duties. Security at the Mooroopna station
is particularly concerning, as the three members who reside closest to the station and are therefore
likely to be the first to arrive in response to a call-out are all females aged 21 and under. Officers and
volunteers are seeking funding to construct a security fence with a single pedestrian gate and a sliding
automated vehicle access gate, constructed to the same standard as the security fence at the entrance
to the Shepparton station, which is home to volunteers and career firefighters. For the planned fence
and gate to meet CFA health and safety obligations, the estimated cost of the project is approximately
$50 000. As this is a safety and security issue for CFA members, the project should not be subject to
a grant application, nor should the brigade be expected to fund the construction themselves.
Therefore the action that I seek from the minister is a commitment to provide funding for the
construction of a secure fence around the car park of the Mooroopna fire brigade with a single
pedestrian gate and a sliding automated vehicle access gate, constructed to the same standard as the
security fence at the entrance of the Shepparton station, to combat concerns for the safety of brigade
members.
COMMERCIAL PASSENGER VEHICLE LICENCES
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:06): The matter I raise tonight is for Minister for Public
Transport, Melissa Horne. In early June I raised industry concerns over the different standards between
the service RedBook Inspect, which is approved by Commercial Passenger Vehicles Victoria, and the
roadworthiness certificate issued by a VicRoads-licensed vehicle tester. At the time, I was assured by
her office that there are not two standards. However, the industry does not agree, nor do I. During the
winter break a little covert operation was done, and a vehicle was taken to both RedBook and a licensed
vehicle inspector.
RedBook went first. The vehicle obtained a fail from RedBook inspectors. The reason: the front
numberplate was not visible because of the position of the middle driving light. We were invited to
return within 14 days with the problem rectified to receive a certificate. The same vehicle was then
sent to a VicRoads-licensed vehicle tester in Mount Waverley. The vehicle failed because of faulty
front brakes, needing new brake pads and also needing someone to remove and replace the disc rotors,
replace the wiper blades and fix the driving light obstructing the front numberplate.
RedBook could not have detected any of these issues with the brakes. Its visual inspection did not
involve putting the car on a hoist to have a look or removing any wheels, nor did it include taking the
vehicle for a road test. The commercial passenger vehicle industry knows that the RedBook inspection
makes a mockery of VicRoads’s roadworthy standards. So I ask the minister to take immediate action
and stop the regulator undermining the government’s road safety initiatives and VicRoads’ standards
on licensed roadworthiness certificates.
WASTE AND RECYCLING MANAGEMENT
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (17:08): My adjournment matter is directed to the Minister
for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, and it concerns the urgent but longstanding issue of
waste. Nothing demonstrates an asleep-at-the-wheel mentality better than the current waste issue
confronting this state and this hapless minister. The rubbish crisis has suddenly come to our attention
because a recycler has gone broke and a foreign power has quite rightly pulled the pin on solving our
rubbish problems. Why should we export our problems offshore, not only to China but to less
developed economies? The majority of the 24 municipalities in my electorate of Western Victoria
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Region are rightly outraged that the tax levied on ratepayers for years has not been used to prepare for
the waste pile we currently confront.
Not only have councils been forced to pay levies to the state government and huge compliance costs
on their own landfill sites as well as increasing charges to waste collectors, but they now have to find
storage and put recyclables, that their communities have carefully separated, into landfill and waste
sites. Waste should be seen as an opportunity, not a problem, and this government should have shown
leadership, not an unsatisfactory catch-up reaction.
Waste to energy is not new and is used to great effect overseas, along with many forms of recycling.
Circular economies utilising waste are in operation outside this country as we speak. We are years
behind the game here. We have happily buried or exported our problem while not ensuring proper and
productive use of waste. I therefore ask the minister: what use is being made of the half billion dollars
in the Sustainability Fund to quickly move to utilising waste in collaboration with the private sector
through recycling and conversion of household recyclable waste to energy?
TOWONG SHIRE COUNCIL
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (17:10): My adjournment item is for the Minister for Local
Government. Recently I met with Towong Shire Council. As the minister would know, Towong is
one of the most cash-strapped of Victoria’s councils. As a consequence of their small population, small
rates base and large area, they are also amongst the leanest of Victorian councils. I often rail against
fat councils wasting money; Towong has no money to waste—in some ways it is a model. Despite
rate hikes that have been double the state cap for the last few years, they have not a dollar to spare.
Thanks to Ian and Karen Hillas, who are dairy farmers seeking to diversify their business, Tallangatta
was set to be home to a new paintball facility that would support a unique sport and attract visitors
who would spend their time and money in northern Victoria. The local economy would benefit the
most. Tourism would boost the economy. Towong Shire Council would get new revenue streams to
build up their anaemic rate base and develop their community. There is just one problem: Towong
council rejected the application. The grounds for the rejection rest on road access. The road leading to
the venue was not built to support the traffic that paintball would hopefully attract, and the council do
not have the money to upgrade the road—they do not have extra money for anything.
I do not want to attack Towong council, but I do feel that this rejection is a loss for Towong. We should
embrace entrepreneurs like the Hillases. New developments are a way for the council to claw their
way out of the hole. Paintball is an attraction. It attracts people. Entrepreneurs are the backbone of our
communities, and the Hillases have put considerable thought into their proposal. Upgrading the road
is one possible solution; there may be others. This rejection comes on top of Towong council recently
rejecting the creation of a hunting tourism action plan to hunt deer. In light of the growing deer
population in their shire, that might also seem like a puzzling decision. Hunting would boost the shire’s
income and assist in managing their rising deer population. I will say this to Towong council: those
who help themselves stand a better chance of getting help from other sources.
I call upon the minister to confer with Towong council and to come up with a solution, be it additional
road funding or something else, that will allow the Hillases to move forward with their business and
Towong to grow its economy and sustainability.
MANSFIELD AUTISM STATEWIDE SERVICES
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (17:12): This afternoon I wish to raise an adjournment matter
for the attention of the Minister for Disability, Ageing and Carers. During the course of the extended
break that we had over winter this year, it was my very great pleasure to visit Mansfield. One of the
places I visited in Mansfield was the Mansfield Autism Statewide Services group—a very, very
impressive centre indeed that does some miraculous work for not just kids with autism but indeed
families with autism. I was swept away by not just their enthusiasm and their keenness to get the job
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done but the actual results, and that is what we are after. We are after outcomes, we are after results,
and that is what these people at Mansfield Autism Statewide Services were delivering.
I was delighted to meet with the director, Simone Reeves, at the centre, and she was able to lead me
through some of the great successes that the centre has had over recent years. Indeed I have been aware
of Mansfield Autism Statewide Services for a number of years. I have visited there a couple of times
before. I have always been impressed with the work that they do, and I am delighted to say that
Ms Reeves is continuing that tradition.
She was also telling me that they have got some plans which I found very, very exciting indeed. They
have recently placed a deposit on 100 hectares of land just outside Mansfield in which they will reestablish the Mansfield Autism Statewide Services, but it will also be a holiday camp. It will provide
accommodation for families so that they can all holiday together, and that, as some of you may be
aware, is somewhat of a rarity for families who have one member or more on the spectrum. So that
holiday camp will be very, very exciting news for a good number of people. It will also provide support
for siblings. This is something that is often overlooked, but the brothers and sisters of children on the
spectrum live a very different life. They need every bit of support that they can get, and I am delighted
to say that this new 100-hectare centre will provide that. Of course they need money to do that, so I
am asking the minister to find the resources to assist Mansfield Autism Statewide Services with a view
to getting behind these wonderful people with the plans that they have ahead.
HURSTBRIDGE RAIL LINE
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:16): My matter on the adjournment is for the Minister
for Transport Infrastructure. I do note that in August of last year the government announced that it
would undertake a $530 million investment in expanding the Hurstbridge line through a number of
marginal seats, some of which are in Eastern Metropolitan Region. That project involves certainly the
rebuild of the Greensborough railway station and the duplication of railway tracks out to Hurstbridge
through a number of areas—not the whole way, but indeed through a number of sections. The
$530 million project was to be commenced in 2020 and finished by 2022. Obviously people were very
excited about this project because the public transport facilities in that area are not very strong.
However, when I look at the forward estimates in the budget I note that no money has been provided
for this project until 2022–23, and at that stage it is only $17.5 million, which is a fair way short of
what was promised in August of last year ahead of the state election. So I am keen to hear from the
Minister for Transport Infrastructure an update on this project and what the time lines are now for the
completion of the duplication of sections of the Hurstbridge line and indeed the Greensborough
railway station project, which was part of this, and I am keen to understand from the minister whether
or not it will be completed still by 2022.
AMBULANCE VICTORIA
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (17:18): My adjournment matter this evening is to the
Minister for Health. I am reluctantly standing to raise this adjournment matter this evening, but I feel
I have no option. It is in relation to the multiple requests I have made to be able to meet with
Ambulance Victoria, a stakeholder that I regard as being particularly important in my capacity as
Shadow Minister for Health and Shadow Minister for Ambulance Services. It is a request which I have
been continually denied or refused by the minister’s office or which has not been acted upon. I do not
know what it is, but I think it is completely unacceptable, and quite frankly I would expect better from
the minister by being able to grant me a meeting with Ambulance Victoria, given my role.
I have got a time line here of the times that I have requested. I met Mr Walker earlier in the year at a
function, and I followed up on 11 February following that meeting to say that I was pleased to be
coming out to see him in my capacity as the shadow minister. Mr Walker correctly responded and
outlined that a formal request needed to be made via the minister’s office, which I did on 12 February.
I sent it to the minister’s chief of staff. I had to follow up a month later. In following up on that request
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I rang the minister’s office asking if I could please go and meet with Ambulance Victoria. This has
been going on through March and through April. People have been away, but it is now August and we
have got an issue with Ambulance Victoria in relation to the pressures that Ambulance Victoria are
under. We have seen in recent weeks ramping at Dandenong Hospital and at over a dozen hospitals.
Danny Hill, the union representative, has been tweeting about him texting the staff at the Premier’s
office at 2.00 am because of ambulance ramping. Of course he was referring to the industrial action
by the staff at the Premier’s office in relation to them not working a minute before 9.00 am or a minute
past 5.00 pm, which is completely extraordinary in itself. Nevertheless he did tweet that there was an
issue with ambulance ramping and he needed to contact the Premier’s office in the middle of the night,
which again highlights the concerns. The action I seek is for the minister to stop ignoring my requests
and please enable me to go and meet with this important stakeholder, Ambulance Victoria.
FEDERATION SQUARE
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (17:20): My adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister
for Tourism, Sport and Major Events. After a successful campaign led by the community I was very
pleased that the government retreated from its plans to privatise our public space at Federation Square
and build a giant Apple store. Following Heritage Victoria’s decision to refuse an application to
demolish the Yarra building to make way for the Apple store the government announced a review of
Federation Square to ‘re-think the future vision of the iconic precinct’.
However, it is very concerning that the consultation and review that have begun seem to have a strong
emphasis on focusing Federation Square’s activity on commercial activity instead of a focus on civic
and cultural use, which the community clearly said they wanted the square for. Engage Victoria’s
website says one of the things that a review will consider is ways to create more commercial space,
while the terms of reference refers to the square as a commercial hub. But Federation Square is not a
commercial centre; it is first and foremost a public space for Melbourne, a meeting place, a cultural
precinct and a place for community participation and events. Melburnians love our public square, and
as the strong response to the proposed demolition of the Yarra building shows, they do not want to see
it taken over by commercial interests and international corporations. When it was proposing the Apple
store the government heard from over 3500 Victorians, who called for Federation Square to remain a
public space for public and community use, but by shoehorning the word ‘commercial’ into the review
documents it appears that the government has lost sight of the purpose of Federation Square and of
what 3500 Melburnians want for its future. Instead it is once again seeing the square as a potential
shopping mall. I ask the minister to reframe this review and engage in a genuine process of consultation
about the future of Federation Square that does not seek to pre-empt and coerce the outcome.
KOO WEE RUP ROAD
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (17:22): My adjournment matter this evening is for the
Minister for Roads. I have had representations from a constituent who drives most workdays on the
Koo Wee Rup Road. As I am sure the minister is aware, it is a very busy road, particularly as the
Pakenham end has grown in population more and more and people are commuting through that area
down to Koo Wee Rup, Lang Lang, the Bass Coast, Wonthaggi and beyond. My constituent advises
me—these are his words—that he has destroyed six tyres in the last month and four in the last three
months on the Koo Wee Rup Road when travelling north towards Pakenham between Manks Road
and Ballarto Road, with the worst section being immediately after the Manks Road roundabout. The
damage to his tyres is caused by potholes which he believes are up to 4 inches deep. He says that he
can no longer afford to use the road, and he emphasises that he drives a standard 2011 vehicle, with
standard wheels and tyres, that is not modified in any way that would contribute to perhaps more
damage.
I can, as a regular user of that road as well, attest that there are often potholes and maintenance issues
associated with that road, particularly given the volumes that that road now carries. The action I seek
is for the minister to work with her department to conduct an audit of the maintenance needs along

ADJOURNMENT
Wednesday, 14 August 2019

Legislative Council

2473

Koo Wee Rup Road between Pakenham and Koo Wee Rup and for her to address any issues that are
identified in that audit as a matter of urgency so that the large potholes, such as those that my
constituent has identified, can be rectified and fixed and so that this busy arterial road can be safe for
all to use.
METRO TUNNEL
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (17:24): My adjournment matter
tonight is for the attention of the Minister for Transport Infrastructure, and it concerns the Metro
Tunnel project and the impact on businesses in and around Flinders Street. I note the minister’s news
release and public announcement of 21 July that completely and utterly took affected traders in this
precinct by surprise, and the change is that from 2 December both eastbound lanes of Flinders Street
will be closed between Elizabeth Street and Swanston Street for up to three years.
I am aware of one business in that area that had just recently signed a five-year lease. I am also aware
of a recycling business; I went and saw them recently and actually had a very good discussion with
them, but they are going to be very deeply impacted. Out of the Closet is the name of that business.
There is a small Indian restaurant in this pocket too, Flora, that is also going to be deeply impacted.
So what in fact will happen is that the lanes on the north side of Flinders Street will be closed off, and
no-one will be able to drive or move through there. There will be a very narrow pavement section.
Much of it will be covered in and not visible to the world except this narrow pavement section where
people will be able to move up. But no-one will go there because there is nowhere to go. There are
only a small number of shops which will be in this covered, blocked-in area. These are small
businesses that have put their life, their soul, their money and their resources into this process. They
have been told by the relevant authorities, the metro people, that they will not be getting any
compensation—they will not be getting any assistance of any substantial nature at all—and that is, I
think, a very serious point.
This significant point adds to the issues with metro—the massive cost blowout of the early works
package and the use of most of the contingency funds in that process. So why did the government not
advise earlier? Why did they not engage with the community? Why did they not engage with these
genuine small traders who are trying to do the right thing? So what I am asking the minister to do is to
personally go and meet some of those traders in that pocket—the Out of the Closet recycled clothing
store and the Flora restaurant. There is a small convenience store that has just recently completely
refurbished all of its fridges and merchandising capacity. They must have spent an absolute bomb on
refurbishment, and yet they are to be denied any compensation. So I ask the minister: will you visit
these businesses personally and will you ensure that they are paid proper compensation that ensures
that these people do not have their lives ruined?
WASTE AND RECYCLING MANAGEMENT
The PRESIDENT: I call on Mrs McArthur to rephrase her action.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (17:27): The action I seek from the minister is to use the
half a billion dollars in the Sustainability Fund to work in collaboration with the private sector to turn
recyclables into viable product and convert household non-recyclable waste into energy.
RESPONSES
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (17:28): I have adjournment matters this evening from 13 members:
Ms Vaghela to the Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Mr Meddick to the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change, Ms Lovell to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services,
Mr Barton to the Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Mrs McArthur to the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change, Mr Quilty to the Minister for Local Government, Mr Finn to the
Minister for Disability, Ageing and Carers, Mr Atkinson to the Minister for Transport Infrastructure,
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Ms Crozier to the Minister for Ambulance Services, Dr Ratnam to the Minister for Tourism, Sport and
Major Events and Mr Davis to the Minister for Transport Infrastructure. I will seek a written response
to those matters from each of those ministers as appropriate.
Mr Ondarchie requested that I ask VicRoads to have a look at the light sequencing at the corners of
Bell Street and Melville Road and Bell Street and Sussex Street, and I am happy to do that. There are
some infrastructure projects in advanced stages of development there, an election commitment that I
know is very dear to the heart of the local member, Ms Blandthorn, but light sequencing is an
important tool available to us and I will ask for that to be considered by VicRoads.
The other matter that was raised for my attention relates to some concerns raised with Mr O’Donohue
about the deterioration of the Pakenham–Koo Wee Rup road and some vehicle damage. If
Mr O’Donohue would be so kind as to forward the details of that, I can see whether or not the policy
around damage to vehicles applies. It applies in some limited circumstances. I think it is probably not
necessary to have an audit of road condition because road condition is really well known and
understood and constantly monitored, but what I will do is I will come back to you with whatever
advice is available to me, Mr O’Donohue, on plans to remediate this particular area. Right at the
moment is obviously not the best time of year to be doing such works, but I know that there are lots
of people in lots of communities across the state who are waiting for the weather to turn and for the
roadworks season to begin in earnest in the spring. I will provide Mr O’Donohue with some further
details on that, but I would not mind if he would share that with me so we can appropriately respond
to that matter.
I also have written responses to adjournment debate matters raised by Ms Bath on 2 May, Ms Lovell
on 29 May and Ms Vaghela on 18 June, and they are being circulated now.
The PRESIDENT: The house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 5.31 pm.
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Joint sitting of Parliament
LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL VACANCY
VICTORIAN HEALTH PROMOTION FOUNDATION
VICTORIAN RESPONSIBLE GAMBLING FOUNDATION
Members of both houses met in Assembly chamber at 6.17 pm.
The Clerk: Before proceeding with the business of this joint sitting, it is necessary to appoint a
Chair.
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave—Premier): I propose:
That the Honourable Colin Brooks, Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, be appointed Chair of this joint
sitting.

He is willing to accept the nomination.
Mr M O’BRIEN (Malvern—Leader of the Opposition): I second the nomination.
The Clerk: Are there any other proposals? There being no other proposals, the Honourable Colin
Brooks, Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, will take the chair.
The CHAIR: Order! We will begin proceedings with the vacancy in the Legislative Council.
Under the Constitution Act 1975 this part of the joint sitting must be conducted in accordance with the
rules adopted for the purpose by members present at the sitting. The first procedure therefore will be
the adoption of rules.
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave—Premier): I move:
That the rules of procedure which are available on the table be the rules of procedure for this part of the joint
sitting.

Mr M O’BRIEN (Malvern—Leader of the Opposition): I second the motion.
Motion agreed to.
The CHAIR: The rules having been adopted, I remind everyone, including visitors in the gallery,
that you may not take photos. I now invite proposals from members for a person to occupy the vacant
seat in the Legislative Council.
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave—Premier): It gives me great pleasure to propose:
That Mr Enver Erdogan be chosen to occupy the vacant seat in the Legislative Council.

He is willing to accept the appointment if chosen. In order to satisfy the joint sitting as to the
requirements of section 27A(4) of the Constitution Act 1975, I also advise that Mr Erdogan is the
selection of the Australian Labor Party, the party previously represented in the Legislative Council by
Mr Dalidakis.
Mr M O’BRIEN (Malvern—Leader of the Opposition): I second the proposal.
The CHAIR: Are there any further proposals? As there are no further nominations, I declare that
nominations are closed. I declare that Mr Enver Erdogan has been chosen to occupy the vacant seat in
the Legislative Council. I will advise the Governor accordingly.
We will now proceed to the election of members to the Victorian Health Promotion Foundation. I
advise members that the rules set out in joint standing orders 19 to 22 and 24 now apply. I invite
proposals from members with regard to three members to be elected to the Victorian Health Promotion
Foundation.
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Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave—Premier): I propose:
That Sarah Connolly, Bridget Vallence and Andy Meddick be elected to the Victorian Health Promotion
Foundation.

I am assured reliably that they are willing to accept the nomination.
Mr M O’BRIEN (Malvern—Leader of the Opposition): I second the proposal.
The CHAIR: Are there any further proposals? As there are only three members proposed, I declare
that Sarah Connolly, Bridget Vallence and Andy Meddick are elected to the Victorian Health
Promotion Foundation.
Our last agenda item for this evening’s joint sitting is to elect members to the board of the Victorian
Responsible Gambling Foundation. While joint standing orders 19 to 22 also apply to this joint sitting,
there is no joint standing order to cover the nomination of members to the board. Therefore the first
matter is to consider the adoption of rules.
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave—Premier): I move:
That the rules for nominations which are available on the table be adopted.

Motion agreed to.
The CHAIR: I now invite proposals from members with regard to three members to be elected to
the board of the Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation.
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave—Premier): I propose:
That Maree Edwards, Tim McCurdy and James Newbury be elected to the board of the Victorian Responsible
Gambling Foundation.

They are again willing and able—very keen, in fact—to accept the nomination.
Mr M O’BRIEN (Malvern—Leader of the Opposition): I bet they are willing to accept the
nomination, and I second the proposal.
The CHAIR: Are there any further proposals? As there are only three members proposed, I declare
that Maree Edwards, Tim McCurdy and James Newbury are elected to the board of the Victorian
Responsible Gambling Foundation.
I now declare the joint sitting closed.
Proceedings terminated 6.22 pm.
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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, 14 August 2019
LATROBE SPECIAL DEVELOPMENTAL SCHOOL
In reply to Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (2 May 2019)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education):
I am informed as follows:
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to the provision of quality learning environments. This has
been demonstrated with an overall allocation of more than $5.6 billion through the last five State Budgets to
build, upgrade and maintain school infrastructure. This funding represents an additional boost in building the
‘Education State’. We will continue to invest in school infrastructure throughout this term of government.
The 2019/20 State Budget alone included $1.8 billion for school infrastructure upgrades. This compares to a
mere $1.25 billion in total over four Coalition budgets.
It is important to note, that not one cent was allocated to upgrade schools across the City of Latrobe over four
years under the Coalition. This compares to more than $60 million to upgrade schools across the area over
our last five budgets.
In the 2018/19 State Budget $6 million was allocated for planning and the first stage of the Traralgon College
and Latrobe Special Developmental School Regeneration.
The VSBA has engaged architects, and through the next phase of planning with the schools and their
communities, are developing more detailed outlines of what will be possible for both Traralgon College and
Latrobe Special Developmental School.
We announced in February this year that Latrobe Special Developmental School and Traralgon Secondary
College will not be merged.
That decision followed formal consultation with both school communities and the broader community.
I trust this information is of assistance.

SEXUAL AND REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (29 May 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
I am informed that:
The Andrews Labor Government’s Women’s Sexual and Reproductive Health Plan: Key priorities 20172020 is the first of its kind in Victoria.
Key initiatives under this Plan are intended to strengthen a range of existing sexual health promotion and
clinical prevention and treatment services funded by government. For example, the Victorian 1800 My
Options statewide phone line builds on associated statewide and regional services delivered by women’s
health, sexual health and community health organisations, as well as new initiatives in universal settings such
as pharmacies and schools.
1800 My options, established in March 2018 and run by Women’s Health Victoria, operates five days a week.
A phone line is free and confidential and also includes an associated website related to evidence-based
women’s sexual and reproductive health information.
Over the last year, 1800 My options has assisted more than 5,000 callers by providing information and
location of a range of clinical services, including contraception, counselling and termination providers.
A key focus of the Andrews Labor Government’s Women’s Sexual and Reproductive Health Plan is
strengthening the capacity of the primary health care sector to facilitate women’s access to sexual and
reproductive health information and services. This is because we know that better sexual health relies on a
strong focus on promotion and prevention through universal service settings.
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Between 2017 and 2019, our Labor Government has progressively provided funding to establish women’s
sexual and reproductive health hubs. To ensure women’s anonymity and reduce any stigma associated with
accessing sexual and reproductive health services, hubs have been established in community-health services.
The Labor Government committed to eight hubs, half of which are located in regional Victoria at Bendigo
Health, Ballarat Community Health, Gateway Health and Gippsland Lakes Community Health.
Under the Plan, medical, nursing and allied health professionals have benefited from training workshops,
including staff from the Victorian Refugee Health Program, Multi-Disciplinary Centres for Sexual Assault
and the Victorian Family and Reproductive Rights Education Program.
The Plan has also provided funding for the Pharmaceutical Society of Australia to develop a comprehensive
resource on women’s sexual and reproductive health for pharmacists, which has since been distributed to
Victorian pharmacists statewide.
Supercare pharmacies, another innovative Victorian Government initiative, are open 24 hours a day, seven
days a week, with a private consulting room and free registered nursing services on site from 6 pm to 10 pm,
every day. Residents in Shepparton have benefited from this initiative.
Young people can receive health support, advice and treatment through the Victorian Government’s Doctors
in Secondary Schools program. Adolescent health-trained general practitioners are available to students and
since 2017 Shepparton High School has participated in this program.
The award-winning Better Health Channel, funded by the Victorian Government, has been updated to include
consumer fact sheets on women’s sexual and reproductive health, which are also available in a range of
community languages on the Translations Directory, also funded by the Victorian Government.
Further improving access to sexual and reproductive health information and services for Victorians requires
greater involvement of local general practices. This must be part of a multidisciplinary service delivery model
where nurses and pharmacists can and should play a significant role across the system.

EARLY CHILDHOOD LANGUAGE PROGRAM
In reply to Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (18 June 2019)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education):
The Andrews Labor Government congratulates the kindergartens of the Western Metropolitan Region on
being part of a Victorian first: the Early Childhood Language Program.
The $17.9 million program will see around 5,000 children per year in kindergartens across the state having
the opportunity to learn in another language.
As the Member for the Western Metropolitan Region has noted, learning languages at a young age has many
benefits including helping children develop literacy skills, strengthened brain development, improved
problem-solving ability and cognitive flexibility.
By encouraging diverse language skills in our kindergartens, Victorians can build stronger local communities
and prepare children for a more globalised and connected world.
The following eight kindergartens in the Western Metropolitan Region were selected to deliver the Early
Childhood Language Program:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Featherbrook Kindergarten (Spanish)
Acacia Children’s Centre—St Albans (Japanese)
St Andrews Sunbury Kindergarten (Japanese)
Welwyn Kindergarten (Japanese)
Ave Maria Kindergarten (Mandarin)
Tarneit North Kindergarten (French)
Jigsaw Child Care (Auslan)
Tarneit Central Kindergarten (Punjabi).

Five of these services have begun delivering the language program, with the remaining three currently
finalising the recruitment of a suitably qualified language teacher.
I have been lucky enough to visit a number of kindergartens participating in the language program to see firsthand how much early childhood educators and children are enjoying the program. Feedback from children,
families and staff about the program has been very positive.
I am sure the children of the Western Metropolitan Region will also enjoy and greatly benefit from the Early
Childhood Language Program.

