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Wednesday, 11 September 2019
The PRESIDENT (Hon. SL Leane) took the chair at 9.35 am and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (09:36): On behalf of the Victorian state Parliament I acknowledge the
Aboriginal peoples, the traditional custodians of this land which has served as a significant meeting
place of the First People of Victoria. I acknowledge and pay respect to the elders of the Aboriginal
nations in Victoria past, present and emerging and welcome any elders and members of the Aboriginal
communities who may visit or participate in the events or proceedings of the Parliament.
Petitions
Following petition presented to house:
DUCK HUNTING
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council the
Bill proposed by the Animal Justice Party to ban duck hunting in Victoria.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council support the continuation of the highly regulated
and historical way of life that is duck hunting and oppose the Animal Justice Party’s Wildlife Amendment
(Protection of Birds) Bill 2019.

By Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (6796 signatures).
Laid on table.
Mr BOURMAN: Can I make a quick statement on the petition?
The PRESIDENT: I think the answer is no, but if you would like to move that we take note of the
petition on the next day of meeting, you can do that.
Mr BOURMAN: I move:
That the Council take note of the petition on the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
Papers
PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Auditor-General’s Report on Enrolment Processes at Technical and Further Education Institutes,
September 2019 (Ordered to be published).
Crimes Act 1958—Chief Commissioner of Police’s forensic sampling authorisations, pursuant to
section 464Z(2) of the Act.
Planning and Environment Act 1987—Notices of Approval of the following amendments to planning schemes—
Casey Planning Scheme—Amendment C192.
Golden Plains Planning Scheme—Amendment C80.
Mitchell Planning Schemes—Amendments C143 and C147.
Yarriambiack Planning Scheme—Amendment C22.
Prevention of Family Violence Act 2018—Respect Victoria Report, 2018–19.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994—Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule No. 69.
Surveyor-General—Report on the administration of the Survey Co-ordination Act 1958, 2018–19.
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Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Notice given.
Members statements
TANYA MCDONALD
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (09:40): I rise to share several inspiring achievements of residents of Western Victoria.
Last Friday I presented the Victorian Training Awards to some fantastic individuals. Outstanding
amongst those is Tanya McDonald. Tanya’s award of Koorie Student of the Year recognises a student
who demonstrates the relevance of lifelong learning for themselves and their community.
The impetus for Tanya’s enrolment, at 38, in a diploma of community services at South West TAFE,
complemented by a graduate certificate in family therapy, was her very personal experience of family
violence. Acknowledging the importance of support from community services and individuals, she is
determined to model the benefits of education, no matter what age it begins. Tanya is pursuing her
passion for Aboriginal advocacy, especially in addressing the health needs of local Aboriginal people
and communities. In her words, the diploma of community services has completely changed her life.
STAYCEE CHARLES AND BIANCA LAURICELLA
Ms TIERNEY: On another note, two constituents were recognised in the Ricci Marks Awards for
outstanding young Victorian Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in a range of fields.
Staycee Charles won one of the top awards, which brings a bursary of $5000, for her work in climate
change advocacy. Her passion for protecting the environment led her to join the Seed Indigenous Youth
Climate Network. Seed is Australia’s first Indigenous youth-led climate action group, and Staycee is
regional coordinator in Hamilton, mobilising young Aboriginal people in support of climate justice.
Bianca Lauricella, a proud Wotjobaluk woman, won a Rising Star award worth $1500. Bianca was
school captain of the Horsham Special School and since then has been commended for her work within
the local community— (Time expired)
PETER SOMERVILLE
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (09:42): I rise today to acknowledge and congratulate
Peter Somerville, OAM, KSJ, and his son, Warwick Somerville, owner and operators of the Blackbird
ferry offering Maribyrnong River cruises in Footscray. The first of September marked 40 years since
the 10-metre long Blackbird cruiser first carried passengers. Those in this place will be no stranger to
hearing me speak about the mighty Maribyrnong River. The surrounding valley has been home to the
Wurundjeri people and the Boon Wurrung peoples of the Kulin nation for the last 40 000 years. As a
child the river was my playground, and whenever I cross it I feel at home.
Peter started his business in 1977 with historical cruises travelling the path of the first European
exploration of the Maribyrnong and Yarra rivers in 1803. A traditional ferry built in the 1920s, the
Blackbird is a local treasure. Nowadays they travel the tidal section of the river along the boundaries
of the cities of Melbourne, Maribyrnong, Moonee Valley and Hobsons Bay. Peter has a deep love for
the mighty Maribyrnong River. It might be tough to find anyone with a greater respect for and
knowledge of its history and significance. I lovingly acknowledge Peter Somerville.
SMALL BUSINESS BUS
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (09:44): The Andrews Labor government is once again helping
make Victoria the best state in which to build a small business. Recently we have seen the Small
Business Bus get around this state. As it has for many in this chamber, on Monday of this week in
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Hastings in my electorate the bus rolled into town. Today the bus is rolling into Mornington, and both
sites were absolutely booked out. We know the importance of taking advice and help to the places
where the small businesses are. It is a travelling office on wheels, providing many of our constituents
right across this chamber with free professional advice from an experienced business mentor.
We know the massive contribution to our economy that small businesses make, and they are often at
the core of providing jobs in our suburbs and smaller towns. They often have to be a jack-of-all-trades,
and that is why we are here to help, with offering advice in areas such as marketing, finance, human
resources and the all-important area of sales. Offering a one-stop shop for those looking to start up
something new or grow what they have, the Small Business Bus can help. So this is great work from
the Minister for Small Business, who is going well beyond just 102 Exhibition Street and taking the
Small Business Bus on the road, helping people right across the state. It is working, with our lowest
unemployment rate in years.
MURRAY-DARLING BASIN PLAN
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (09:45): On Thursday, 5 September, I attended a rally in
Tocumwal. Three thousand irrigators from Northern Victoria and southern New South Wales came to
the border town to protest the Murray-Darling Basin plan on the banks of the full Murray River—full
of so-called environmental water running out to sea. Their signs read: ‘Fix the Basin Plan: Pause,
Review, Revise’, ‘Federal Government—destroying our future’, ‘No water—No food’, ‘Pause the
Basin Plan’ and on Littleproud ‘little to be proud of’. Federal water minister David Littleproud and
environment minister Susan Ley did not bother turning up.
As a group, farmers—country people—endure. They take the blows they are dealt and get on with it.
If you cannot do that, farming is not the job for you. They do not go to protests; they have jobs to get
done. When you see 3000 turning up at a protest, you know something has gone terribly wrong.
Protestors are beyond frustrated. Their livelihoods are on the line and their own governments are
driving them into the dry dirt. An effigy of Littleproud was stuffed into a toilet and thrown into the
river. The federal government needs to sit up and listen. Victorian farmers need water now—this week.
The Liberal Democrats are proud to stand with Victorian irrigators. We will always fight for Victorian
regional communities. To Minister Littleproud, I repeat: pause the plan.
ECONOMY
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (09:47): I rise to applaud the Andrews Labor government
for its management of the Victorian economy. I note that yet again Victoria continues to lead on vital
economic indicators relative to the rest of Australia. In the latest ABS data from the June quarter
Victoria boasts the highest final demand growth out of the mainland states, at a growth rate of 1.9 per
cent. This figure is almost double the 1 per cent growth rate seen nationwide. On a quarterly basis our
growth rate was 0.5 per cent, above the national average of 0.3 per cent.
This economic success can be attributed to this government’s unwavering commitment to vital
investment in infrastructure projects, hospitals and schools. Victorian growth in public demand was a
phenomenal 4.1 per cent during the quarter, the strongest of any state. Victoria has an unprecedented
pipeline of transport project investment across the country, with $13.4 billion set to be pumped into
the sector over the next four years. This is nearly triple the previous long-term average. Projects like
the Melbourne Metro, the West Gate Tunnel, North East Link and the Suburban Rail Loop will not
only stimulate our economy but will transform the lives of many in our state.
This investment has also resulted in a strong Victorian labour market, with 477 000 new jobs created
since the Andrews government was elected, with the majority of these jobs being full-time. This
government inherited a weak economy under the Liberals in 2014, with high unemployment and
sagging growth. Since then it has been dedicated to keeping the Victorian economy strong.
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ALBERT PARK KINDER
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (09:48): I went to a fabulous launch the other day—it was
so exciting—at Albert Park preschool. Now, it was not the launch of the preschool itself. Do you know
what? They are Australia’s first certified carbon-neutral kinder. How exciting is that! Josh Burns,
member for Macnamara, spoke at the event, Robb Gell was MCing the event, and we also had Minister
Martin Foley, the local mayor and councillors on board. I am telling you, it is not just that they have
gone with solar and they have batteries, these guys have gone hard core because they have
disconnected gas. Do you know what? I particularly want to credit Jenny Whelan for the courage and
conviction to not accept ‘no’ for an answer. She said yes. She did not say, ‘Oh, no, the budget won’t
allow it’. She said, ‘We are going to do this’. She is setting a terrific example for the kids and the
parents, and they have inspired Albert Park College and Albert Park Primary School to get on board
as well. I mean, why wouldn’t they want to? And do you know what? There is a bit of the FOMO
factor as well, because who would not want to do away with power bills? So I salute this kinder. It is
the way forward, and that is why our government is backing renewable energy as well.
JOHN WIELADEK AND BERNA DOKSATLI
Mr ERDOGAN (Southern Metropolitan) (09:50): I was honoured to give my first speech in this
place during the last sitting week. As I said in my remarks, nobody makes it to this place without the
support of countless other people, friends, family, colleagues, party members and supporters amongst
them. There are always too many to name individually, but I would like to acknowledge two additional
people who I did not mention in my first speech, two of my oldest friends. John Wieladek and Berna
Doksatli, thank you for your guidance and friendship over so many years. From running breakfast club
at La Trobe University to where we find ourselves today, your support has been so greatly appreciated.
I know that your wise counsel and warm wishes will be treasured now more than ever in my new role
representing the people of Southern Metropolitan Region. It is an honour and privilege to stand here
as a member for Southern Metropolitan Region. I look forward to making contributions on policy and
legislation as well as highlighting achievements in our community.
HALIMA MOHAMED
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (09:51): I have had the pleasure of meeting Victorian
Honour Roll of Women 2008 award recipient Ms Halima Mohamed, who has been a humanitarian
and community activist for nearly 30 years. Halima, a celebrated politician and community leader in
her homeland, has led initiatives such as the African Women’s Social Enterprise in partnership with a
number of organisations before establishing Skilling Employment and Aid Enterprises Australia Inc.
in partnership with Green Collect in Yarraville. Women like Halima have a tremendous support
system and serve as a beacon of light for all women who may be enduring a difficult time. I was
delighted to meet the newest graduates of the African-Australian young women’s leadership program
that Halima organised.
HELEN RODD
Ms VAGHELA: I had the opportunity to meet with Helen Rodd from Hot House Projects, and I
would like to thank Helen for all the hard work that she does to empower women.
PAINT IT PURPLE
Ms VAGHELA: On another note, on Saturday, 20 July, I had the privilege of attending an amazing
event, Paint It Purple, organised by Women of Wyndham. This was their fifth annual event to celebrate
the achievements and success of many women in multicultural communities. I would like to thank the
president, Ms Monica Raizada, and everyone involved in Women of Wyndham’s event for putting
together a fantastic evening and promoting equality. I would like to thank Women of Wyndham for
inviting me to be a part of their special occasion. I look forward to a long-lasting and fruitful
relationship with these wonderful women going forward.
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DEACON JOBRAN ABOU SABA
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) (09:53): On Sunday, 1 September, it was my honour to
witness the ordination of Deacon Jobran Abou Saba at the Sts Peter and Paul Church in Hampton
Park. His Grace Bishop Robert Rabbat of the Melkite Catholic Eparchy of Australia and New Zealand
performed the divine ceremony. Family and close friends of Deacon Jobran were very proud to see
him ordained by Bishop Rabbat. Father Abou Saba through his elevation to the priesthood has
committed his life to spiritually guiding and assisting members of his congregation. Father Abou Saba
will be there to advise families on their path through the rituals of the church. These include the most
enjoyable of ceremonies, baptisms and weddings. It was a sacred and uplifting ceremony, and I wish
Father Abou Saba every success in his new vocation.
METROPOLITAN TRAIN SERVICES
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (09:53): We are still awaiting the
August public transport data for metropolitan Melbourne, but we know that in July, the most recent
full data available, more than 2000 services—in fact, 2037 services—were not delivered as scheduled
due to unscheduled cancellations, short trips, stations skips and bypasses. These numbers are up from
the previous figure and are about twice that of the coalition’s last month in government, so they
represent a poor performance under this government.
They said when they re-signed the contracts with the franchisees—and it was entirely Jacinta Allan’s
and Daniel Andrews’s decision to re-sign—that skips would stop. Well, they have not stopped. In fact
across the whole system there were 770 cancellations, 847 short runs, 377 bypasses and 43 skipped
services in July. This means people do not have the punctuality outcomes that they desire. The
punctuality targets were not met on most lines and were not met across the whole system. This is a
very bad performance that is impacting directly on metropolitan train travellers. They deserve better.
Station skips are a disaster. If you are at the station and the train sails on by, it is a very bad outcome.
Short runs are bad. If the train stops at Mooroolbark and does not go to Lilydale, you are left waiting
at the station literally. This is Daniel Andrews and his minister Melissa Horne. This is their poor
performance, and it is not good enough.
SEPTEMBER 11 COMMEMORATION
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (09:55): On this day 18 years ago, 11 September 2001,
America suffered one of its worst attacks in history. September 11 has become one of those lifealtering moments where, even before the shocking footage of the World Trade Center collapsing came
out of our televisions, we all knew that we were living in a different world. Everybody in this chamber
remembers where they were when this happened. Not many other things in life draw such a memory.
Ten Australians perished in that attack, including two Victorians, and in total 2600 people lost their
lives. On this day I want to remember and pay respect to the victims and pay homage to the Australian
servicemen and women serving overseas and elsewhere in Australia to protect our democracy and our
way of life.
Bills
WILDLIFE AMENDMENT (PROTECTION OF BIRDS) BILL 2019
Statement of compatibility
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (09:56): I lay on the table a statement of compatibility with the
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with Section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 (the Charter) I
make this statement of compatibility with respect to the Wildlife Amendment (Protection of Birds) Bill 2019.
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About Culture
The realisation and expression of culture must be weighed against the harm this expression may cause to other
individuals or to society at large. Therefore culture is not satisfied by hunting, taking and destroying birds.
Culture is established and reinforced through meaningful shared experiences. This Bill does not infringe upon
those rights.
All Victorians, subsequent to this Bill being enacted, will be able to enjoy their cultural rights: appreciating
the beauty of this country, and observing the intelligence and behaviour of birds, enjoying time on the
wetlands and experiencing the outdoors, and celebrating non-violent traditions with friends and family.
Cultural expression is permitted insofar as that expression does not hurt or destroy others as part of that
activity.
Universal Declaration of Animal Rights 1978
Furthermore, this Bill, drafted in order to protect certain birds in Victoria, recognises, and is compatible with,
the Universal Declaration of Animal Rights solemnly proclaimed in Paris on 15 October 1978 at the
UNESCO headquarters and revised in 1990, which states that:
•

All animals are born with an equal claim on life and the same rights to existence.

•

Humans, as a species of animal shall not arrogate to him or herself the right to exterminate or
inhumanely exploit other animals.

•

No animal shall be ill-treated or shall be subject to cruel acts.

•

All wild animals have the right to liberty in their natural environment, whether land air or water.

•

Deprivation of freedom, even for educational purposes, is an infringement of this right.

•

The rights of animals, like human rights, should enjoy the protection of law.

This Bill furthers the recognition that non-human animals are sentient individuals with their own intelligence,
emotion and subjective experience of live that they have a fundamental right of birth to enjoy without the risk
of being hunted, taken and destroyed.
In my opinion, the Wildlife Amendment (Protection of Birds) Bill 2019, as introduced to the Council, is
compatible with the Charter.
Andy Meddick MLC
(Western Victoria)

Second reading
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (09:57): I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

In 1985 a Channel 9 cameraman was alerted to the slaughter of native waterbirds happening on
Victorian wetlands. Intrigued, he visited Lake Connewarre, a Ramsar wetland of international
importance in my own electorate of Western Victoria. And the campaign to ban recreational duck
shooting was born.
At the time there were over 100 000 registered duck shooters in Victoria and just 15 rescuers headed
out to the wetlands to rescue injured birds and provide them with veterinary treatment or humane
euthanasia.
According to a ballistics expert, it’s estimated that at least one in four ducks shot by shooters will not
die instantly, meaning they can suffer for days or even weeks on end, before drowning or succumbing
to infection or predators. Rescuers aimed to alleviate this suffering as much as they could.
Joan Kirner was the conservation minister at the time the campaign started and changed the law
immediately when she was alerted that wildlife officers could legally shoot ducks at the same time
they were regulating shooters. This came about after one wildlife officer stated it was normal for
protected species to be illegally shot and that morning he’d shot eight game species but four had gotten
away while wounded.
It’s interesting reflecting back on events that could totally change the course of where we are today.
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Thirty-one years ago, in 1988, Kirner became prepared to ban duck shooting but only if the New South
Wales government did at the same time. Much negotiation went on at the time, and the then Premier
of New South Wales, Barrie Unsworth, seemed prepared to do it. Campaigners speak of the moment
they waited in Kirner’s office to find out the outcome, when Kirner’s staff came in to apologise that
New South Wales had pulled out at the last minute.
Just seven years later in 1995, under Labor Premier Bob Carr’s leadership, duck shooting was banned
in New South Wales. Carr still speaks proudly of this decision, writing in his blog years later:
I was in a Collins St coffee shop early one morning, dispatching an espresso. A guy at the bar said to me,
“You stopped me shooting ducks.” I was reminded that I did precisely that, banning duck hunting in my first
term.
“Sorry,” I said, “I’m on the side of the ducks.”

And last month Carr spoke out again, calling for a ban on duck shooting in Victoria and telling the
government there will be ‘no negative response’. In a letter penned to Daniel Andrews, he said ‘duck
shooting is not a sport and the slaying of water fowl is not a measure of human skill’.
I agree.
Just like Carr did in New South Wales, other Labor governments have banned duck shooting.
In fact the Labor government in Western Australia in 1990 was the very first to do so. Carmen
Lawrence was Premier at the time, and said:
There is widespread opposition throughout the community to the cruelty and environmental damage caused
by shooters … Evidence from previous seasons shows that injured ducks have been left to die, protected
species have been shot, and fragile wetlands have been polluted by lead and cartridges. Our community has
reached a stage of enlightenment where it can no longer accept the institutionalised killing of native birds for
recreation.

Then in 2005 the Labor government in Queensland went on to do the same. The then Premier, Peter
Beattie, said:
There will be no more duck and quail hunting in Queensland … It’s time to ban the recreational shooting of
ducks and quail. This is not an appropriate activity in contemporary life in the Smart State.’

This initiative was also debated in this chamber in 2011. The Leader of the Opposition in this house
committed to ‘support as many humane outcomes as can occur in this public policy space’.
Yet here we are in 2019, with arguably the most progressive government in the country, and duck
shooting continues.
And in my opinion, we shouldn’t even be having this debate.
In 1990 the Victorian Labor state conference voted overwhelmingly to ban it. In 1991 Victoria’s Labor
country caucus voted to ban it. Dozens of branches have voted to ban it. In 2013 Labor’s conservation,
environment and resources policy committee voted to ban it.
To use an old Labor saying—it’s time.
When duck shooting is banned—and I say when, not if—the shooters will likely say their rights are
being taken away. But what about the rights of our native wildlife to finally live peacefully in their
own homes? What about the rights of all Victorians to enjoy our iconic and tranquil wetlands? The
rights of First Nations people to preserve their culture, history and land?
The reality is traditions change. They always have. And if a tradition is wrong or outdated, it’s time
for it to go.
They’ll probably also claim they are the true conservationists—but it doesn’t pass the pub test.
Although some duck shooters have worked to rehabilitate wetlands, the aim is to attract and breed
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ducks simply so they can kill them. Conservation is done as a selfless act to restore the environment
and to encourage the restoration of life, not as an act of selfishness to ensure you can continue to kill.
Conservation and duck shooting are, without a shadow of a doubt, mutually exclusive terms.
The so-called economic benefits of duck shooting have been roundly criticised by numerous experts
too. An economic analysis by the Australia Institute in 2012 showed that claims of duck shooting
contributing significantly to the economy in Victoria are completely false. In monetary terms, revenue
from non-hunting tourism is far more important, and is actually negatively impacted by hunting. In
associated terms, they estimate the benefit of banning duck hunting at around $60 million per year—
a conservative estimate.
I also hear shooters and authorities defending duck shooting through the supposed benefit of tourism—
a very confusing message when contrasted by the lived experience of regional land and business
owners.
The Sydney-based kayak company responsible for the Murray River paddle has recently stated that
they will avoid further trips to Victorian wetlands despite previously touring Gunbower Island and the
Murray River, down to Cohuna. Their concern? The safety of their clients and their liability for
accidents. When school groups and duck shooters are asked to share waterways, it is the students that
lose out.
Forced to share the peak season with shooters, this group, like many, question the legitimacy of a
recreation which serves the community so little.
Another resident tells us, and I quote, ‘It’s never been lucrative; just ask the local store’.
So that is exactly what I did. In a phone call to a caravan park situated in the heart of one of the most
popular shooting locations, I was informed that no shooters, to the knowledge of the park, had stayed
in over two years of ownership. They did, however, raise a concern for a decline in visitation—from
our rescuers! With that in mind, I make it my promise that we will continue to visit these magnificent
wetlands as they make their transition back to safe areas for tourists and animals.
It is in fact the potential for an increase in nature-based tourism that these local businesses have to look
forward to.
Research by Tourism Research Australia has found 50 per cent of people avoid regional towns during
the duck shooting season. Some councils are taking the frustration of this into their own hands, with
the Mount Alexander shire being one of them. Just this year they passed a motion to condemn duck
shooting on Cairn Curran due to the impact it has on the various recreational activities enjoyed on their
wetlands.
One of the problems with duck shooting is that it is so hard to regulate and police—and shooters know
this. There are literally thousands of sites across Victoria where shooters are allowed to kill ducks,
making the task of being present almost impossible for enforcement agencies like the Game
Management Authority (GMA).
The community’s expectation, and rightly so, is that when you have people on the wetlands using
weapons designed with one purpose, to kill violently, then every single one of those wetlands should
be monitored while shooting is allowed—every single one, every single hour. Clearly, this would
require enormous resources and investment. Consequently, these wetlands are largely ignored.
Throughout the decades, the role of highlighting poor behaviour from shooters has fallen on volunteers
and not-for-profit organisations rather than the regulator.
However, even the Game Management Authority’s presence at a wetlands is not an antidote to the
recklessness that duck shooters engage in. We only have to cast our minds back to 2017 when over
1000 birds were massacred and buried whole at the Koorangie marshes near Kerang. Trigger-happy
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shooters shot well over their bag limits and unleashed mayhem across the wetlands, leaving behind a
trail of destruction at what is an internationally recognised wetland of importance under the Ramsar
convention. One hundred and eighty-three illegally shot and threatened species were recovered by
volunteers, and over 10 000 spent shotgun cartridges were retrieved. However, all of this took place
right in front of officers from the GMA, fisheries and police who were powerless to stop it given the
scale on which it was occurring. The enforcement of duck shooting is even further hampered by the
fact that there are only five compliance officers across the entire state and they are prohibited from
talking to an armed shooter without a police officer present, thereby taking away limited police
resources from small country towns.
As shooters get away with killing protected and threatened species such as the freckled duck—one of
the rarest waterbirds in the world—or they get away with shooting over their bag limit, they simply
become emboldened and it breeds a culture of recklessness and lawlessness, which is what we saw in
2017.
The Koorangie marshes massacre wasn’t the first we saw, and it certainly won’t be the last while duck
shooting continues.
I draw your attention to another mass killing of protected birds known as the Box Flat massacre, which
occurred under the previous Liberal-Nationals government in 2013 when Peter Walsh in the other
place was the minister for agriculture. It was on private land right in the minister’s electorate.
It was aptly described by the Weekly Times’ Chris McLennan as ‘an orgy of killing, one of the worst
wildlife massacres Victoria had seen … Swans, coot, grebe—rare and defenceless birds, game fowl—
between 1000 and 2000 water birds’.
An investigation was launched but the offenders were never identified. Game officers had attended on
the day of the massacre but weren’t witness to the indiscriminate destruction of wildlife taking place.
It was later that the extent of what had just taken place would become apparent.
It was also revealed that there had been forewarning that this was about to happen; the Wednesday
before opening game officers were warned ‘something might happen’ at Box Flat.
So how can we really expect that duck shooting will ever be conducted responsibly or adequately
enforced, after one of the worst massacres of native wildlife—especially protected and threatened
species—didn’t lead to a single prosecution? Where game management had been forewarned, had
attended on the day, had interviewed witnesses following the discovery of masses of birds that had
been deliberately hidden. The cold hard fact is that it can’t. And again, so appropriately summarised
in the above-mentioned opinion piece:
Box Flat is now a sorry part of hunting history. Perhaps there was never anything the Government could do
to ensure it will not happen again.

The minister never released the report.
The only thing the government can do to ensure it won’t happen again is to legislate that the killing of
native water birds for recreational entertainment shall not happen again in any circumstance.
Water birds aren’t just killed outright on the wetlands; it is also unavoidable that a significant number
of them are wounded by shotgun pellets.
It is unavoidable because, no matter how good the shooter—and many of them are not good—the
spread of shot that literally defines this type of gun ensures that the number of pellets hitting a bird is
somewhat random, and they may end up with just a few shots entering their body. These pellets hit
them randomly in their beaks, their head, their wings, body and legs. So often birds are maimed but
survive long enough to escape immediate capture and death at the hands of a shooter, but they die
slowly of their wounds over days and weeks subsequent, their dead bodies sometimes washing up
together in the reeds at the side of lakes.
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Along with wounding so-called ‘game birds’, shooters regularly shoot and kill or wound protected
species such as the freckled duck and blue-winged shoveler, not to mention avocets, swans, ibis and
myriad other Australian bird species that end up shot. It is unacceptable to find that species of birds
known to be endangered are further threatened by shooting, even if both the shooter and the
government shrug their shoulders and say, ‘Whoops, it was an accident’.
It’s time to recognise that the recreational shooting of native water birds is simply no longer acceptable
to the majority of Victorians. Historical polls have shown up to 85 per cent of Victorians support a
ban.
In 2010 a petition was presented to the government in a joint effort by the RSPCA and the Coalition
Against Duck Shooting showcasing 30 000 signatures. This was before the time of e-petitions and
each individual signature from Victorian constituents was collected and checked by hand.
The National Firearms Agreement requires a minimum age of 18 for the use and licensing of guns in
Australia. Despite this, children as young as 12, who are not required to sit a waterfowl identification
test, make up shooter numbers each year. Medics for Gun Control recently stated, and I quote:
Any government that supports or facilitates the use of guns by children is acting against their obligation to
Australia’s national gun safety laws.

Shooters have never been required to sit a shooting accuracy test to legally obtain a firearm licence in
Victoria.
In 2011 a female rescuer was shot by hunters. The nine pellet fragments removed from her face
demonstrate the wounding potential of these weapons.
And then there’s the other intentional harm—sexual harassment, verbal abuse and property damage
are reported to me by constituents, many of whom have complained first to the GMA to no avail.
Shotguns pointed at and poked into the chests of activists, tyres slashed and vehicles rolled over—the
list goes on.
And what about families with homes near waterways—forced to listen to and experience the
consequence of gunfire for two months of the year. Continuously public sentiment has been the same
between the city and the country. The overwhelming majority want a ban.
In fact, in a recent survey regional Victorians were given the chance to speak out—this is just some of
what they said:
Firing across the boundary with shotgun pellets striking the house … one occasion saw a family member
struck
Trespassing on my workplace is common. We re-enforced the fences but they still enter. We have been told
there’s nothing we can do
Outrageous that we as land owners seem to have no rights
I’ve been making complaints for 20 years. Overwhelmingly, authorities don’t respond and—

when they do—
aren’t interested.
Children are horrified, particularly when they come across unclaimed bodies
We are constantly tired during duck shooting and guns scare our granddaughter. Our dog is terrified.

A witness in the recent inquiry into animal activism on Victorian farms has recounted that, while
carrying on their farming, they were never worried about activists, but they were terrified about
trespass by armed duck shooters!
And let this serve as yet another example of our continued disregard for sacred Indigenous land.
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I was taken on a tour of Lake Boort recently by honorary caretaker Paul Haw. Walking through what
was once a tranquil and flourishing wetland, now devastated by drought, it remains home to the largest
population of scar trees in Victoria. All around me was evidence of disturbed burial grounds, cooking
mounds and ancient culturally significant trees, chopped down for firewood, and to my dismay, even
toilets at the campsites of shooters. Ancient cooking beads lying side by side with empty shotgun
pellets and human excrement—an absolute disgrace.
Back in 2009 south-east Australia had been in drought for over 10 years. The so-called millennium
drought saw continuing hot and dry conditions in south-eastern Australia. Its effects were exacerbated
by Australia’s—then—second-hottest year on record in 2009, with record-breaking heatwaves in
January, February and the second half of the year. Melbourne’s water supplies dipped to 27 per cent,
despite tight and damaging stage 3a water restrictions. The government commenced construction on
one of the world’s largest desalination plants. Farmers were walking off the land and there was a
significant spike in mental health problems associated with the drought.
In steps the Field and Game Association. Their Gippsland spokesperson is caught red-handed stealing
water for their private wetland. Perhaps my crossbench colleague should decide whether he supports
farmers growing crops or shooters growing ducks, because they both can’t use the water.
In the dying days of the unstable and dysfunctional Napthine government, legislation was enacted to
create the Game Management Authority, and it has inherited all of the characteristics of that
government—confusion, waste and cruelty.
Because duck shooters continued to behave unlawfully, and the GMA seemed impotent to stop them,
they ended up asking Pegasus Economics to undertake an independent review to evaluate the
authority’s compliance and enforcement regime, the appropriateness of its operating model and its
capacity and capability to deliver its compliance and enforcement obligations.
Unfortunately, the Pegasus Economics report found that:
•

the GMA has not been able to effectively fulfil its compliance and enforcement
responsibilities;

•

non-compliance with the game hunting laws is commonplace and widespread;

•

the GMA is widely perceived by its external stakeholders and its own staff as unable
either to ensure compliance with the game hunting laws or to effectively sanction
offenders when those laws are breached;

•

this has seriously undermined its credibility as an independent and effective regulator
and raises questions about the integrity and sustainability of the regulatory regime; and

•

the game hunting laws are widely perceived by internal and external stakeholders to be
extremely difficult, if not impossible, to effectively enforce in the field.

Perhaps that is why even one of the peak law bodies has written to the Premier and ministers advising
that they are ‘concerned those protections that do exist in the regulations will not be adequately
enforced by GMA, in spite of the commitment to increase funding’ and they call for ‘the government
to commit to banning duck hunting in 2020’.
A law that cannot be effectively policed and enforced is a bad law.
Perhaps that is why their own head of enforcement quit the organisation in disgust and proceeded to
blow the whistle on their impotence and unwillingness to prosecute shooters.
My involvement with this issue does not run for anywhere near as long as so many of those who have
been involved. I ran my election campaign on this issue and it speaks to the very heart of what I and
my party fight against.
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There is something completely brutal, so intrinsically barbaric about blasting innocent and
unsuspecting waterbirds to death for fun.
It is this outrageous injustice, this wholesale festival of blood, that speaks to my sense of standing up
against cruelty wherever I am able. These birds need protection, not destruction, they are worthy of
our admiration, and I will fight for them.
I have played my part for a mere eight years, but it has been one of the most brutal campaigns I have
been involved in. I have witnessed physical harassment and intimidation, not just of rescuers but of
police, tyres slashed and verbal and online abuse.
As I said earlier, there were once 100 000 registered duck shooters in Victoria. This number has
continued to rapidly decline, with less than 0.4 per cent of the population being registered to take part
in duck shooting and even less actually doing so. This year, it was estimated a mere 1300 people took
part in opening weekend.
A well-known rescuer said over 20 years ago:
The defenseless birds who don’t have teeth, much less a voice to defend themselves, have committed allies
interrupting the firing lines. The guns are turning and a media spotlight is exposing the shooters who for two
hundred years have harassed, wounded and maimed small birds away from the public eye.

And I know that Victoria’s native waterbirds and our beautiful wetlands have more allies in Parliament
than just myself.
It’s time for us to ban duck shooting.
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (10:21): I move:
That the debate be adjourned for two weeks.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for two weeks.
CRIMES AMENDMENT (TRESPASS) BILL 2019
Statement of compatibility
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (10:21): I lay on the table a statement of compatibility with the
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
I lay on the table a statement of compatibility with the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities
Act 2006: In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006
(Charter), I make this Statement of Compatibility with respect to the Crimes Act Amendment (Trespass)
Bill 2019 (the Bill). In my opinion, the Bill, as introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible with
human rights as set out in the Charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this Statement.
Overview, the Bill makes a number of amendments to the Crimes Act 1958, the Sentencing Act 1991 and the
Summary Offences Act 1966 (the Act). The Bill amends the Act to create new powers for police in the Crimes
Act 1958 which provide for tougher sentencing outcomes for offences of trespass with intent to interfere with
animal enterprise or recreational activity, bringing penalties in line with current community expectations; and
introduce new criminal offences and sanctions in the Crimes Act 1958 which differentiate from existing
trespass laws and sanctions, that being, trespass against a lawful animal enterprise or lawful animal
recreational activity with intent to interfere; enhancing sanctions for unauthorised video, audio and drone use
in live broadcasts to social media; and introduce new criminal offences with further enhanced sanctions into
the Crimes Act 1958 that being, aggravated trespass offences. Aggravated trespass offences and parameters
are modelled on section 190 of the Serious Offenders Act 2018; 6-month mandatory custodial sentence is
associated with the new offences of aggravated trespass.
Human Rights issues in my opinion, the Bill does not engage any human rights. However, to the extent that
it may appear to do so, in my view the Bill does not limit any relevant rights.
Human Rights: Property rights (section 20) Section 20 of the Charter provides that a person must not be
deprived of his or her property other than in accordance with law. Which in relevant and recent cases, specific
to circumstances in the farming sector, are the reason this Bill is being brought before Parliament at this time,
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our Victorian farmers are not being afforded this right and offenders are not being justly penalised by the
judiciary due to weak and unsatisfactory existing laws.
Human Rights: Section 8 of the Charter provides that every person has the right to recognition as a person
before the law and the right to enjoy their human rights without discrimination. The Charter defines
discrimination to mean discrimination within the meaning of the Equal Opportunity Act 2010, on the basis of
an attribute set out in that Act. In my opinion the Bill does not engage these rights as it does not preference or
restrict any person on the basis of their religious beliefs or activities.
Human Rights: Protection from cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment (section 10) Section 10 of the Charter
states that a person must not be treated or punished in a cruel, inhuman or degrading way. I do not consider
that section 10 is limited by these sentencing reforms because there are safeguards to prevent the imposition
of a custodial sentence when it is inappropriate or unjust. The requirement to impose a custodial sentence
does not apply to offenders under the age of 18 at the time of offending or that can prove that due to
psychosocial immaturity was unable to regulate his or her behaviour and the offender can prove he or she has
impaired mental functioning.
Human Rights: Freedom of association (section 16) The new offence of ‘persons must not assemble on or
near an animal enterprise or animal recreational activity for the purpose of intimidating or harassing any
person involved in or associated with the specified enterprise or activity’, I consider this to be a reasonable
restriction on these rights, and one that is necessary to protect law aiding farmers, their families, and
employees from threatening and otherwise offensive behaviour. Furthermore, to ensure lawful activities are
not prohibited, the offence contains defences that will allow conduct engaged in for the purposes of lawful
industrial action or otherwise required or authorised by law.
The purpose and effect of the amendments is to enhance existing sanction provisions whilst provide fairer
protection for Victoria’s law abiding outdoor enthusiasts and farmers engaging in lawful business practices.
It is therefore my view that the Bill is compatible with the rights protected by the Charter.
Jeff Bourman
Eastern Victoria Region
Shooters Fishers and Farmers Party

Second reading
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (10:22): I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Let me be clear.
This bill is a message—a message from the people of Victoria, a message from farmers and other
animal-based enterprises, a message from hunters.
We have had enough of the animal activists invading our businesses. We have had enough of the
animal activists invading our farms. We have had enough of the animal activists invading our homes.
We have had enough of the harassment, intimidation and interference tactics of extremist animal
activists.
We have had enough!
I understand this issue is before a committee. Some problems like this are so obvious that we don’t
need a committee to know that we need to fix it. I don’t need an inquiry to tell me that the state of
Victoria needs to change its archaic trespass laws to reflect modern times and modern practices.
The growing trend that is animal activism is a sign of the growing disconnect between the city and the
country, between Disney and reality.
The role of governments at all levels is to govern for the people, the majority of people, as that’s how
democracy is supposed to work. It is also the role of governments to protect us from those who threaten
our way of life through extremist, violent or aggressive means. Inaction from successive governments
has compelled me to take the lead in settling this issue decisively, through a bill that will protect
farmers, business owners and others from extremist animal activism.
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There was hope with the federal government talking about taking action but so far it’s all talk and no
action.
Now don’t get me wrong here. I support allowing people to have their voice being heard in the public
sphere. I will even defend the right of people with opposing views to sit in this chamber, even though
we may disagree on every one of our key issues. We are all here trying to effect change the correct
way—that is, by being in this place.
It is unparliamentary for anyone to be championing those who break the law because they feel it
doesn’t apply to them as, in their minds, their cause is worthy.
I will not defend or support the use of intimidation, confrontation or criminal acts to force people into
submission when it comes to any political issue and nor should anyone else in this place.
While animal activism has only recently become a mainstream issue, we can trace its origins back
decades to—you guessed it—duck hunting. When dealing with anti-duck-hunting activists, the major
political parties have not only chosen the path of least resistance; they have actually gone out of their
way to accommodate these activists. Refusing to change laws or lock away these recidivist law
breakers.
Extremist animal activism is not a peaceful protest movement; it is a hostile and aggressive activist
movement that is invading people’s workplaces, which in many instances is also their homes, as well
as aggressively confronting anyone who engages in any activity they don’t like. They have taken the
movement from the town square and public land onto private land and into people’s homes.
We are all entitled to a safe work environment, which in most farming cases is a home. We are entitled
to be free from unauthorised and illegal surveillance equipment in our workplaces. We are entitled to
go to work without the threat of activists busting in, either covertly or overtly.
Not only do we have people invading businesses, farms and people’s homes; there is also a massive
biosecurity risk that has not been addressed. It is inevitable, should this not be addressed—eventually
there will be an outbreak or infection that is directly related to the extremists. The consequences will
be devastating for farmers and as a result of that, for the cities when the food supply becomes an issue.
Hunters overwhelmingly do everything we can to ensure a clean and humane kill. Hunting is a part of
our way of life, part of who we are. To ignore hunting is to ignore our history. We were all once hunter
gatherers and most people still hunt, but most of them hunt for their meat in supermarkets and butchers,
rather than in their field. To acknowledge hunting is simply being honest about where our meat comes
from and controlling its journey from the paddock to the plate.
To be perfectly clear here, this legislation is not intended to affect industrial action gatherings or
gatherings that have obtained a lawful permit. I support the role of unions as they have become a part
of everyday Australian work life. I support their right to lawfully protest, strike and work towards
bettering their members’ work conditions and pay.
What the bill does
This bill proposes new offences specifically to protect farmers, fishers and hunters and others from
extremist activities. Victoria’s current trespass laws are grossly inadequate, and it is extremely difficult
to enforce them.
It includes a new offence of ‘aggravated’ trespass, which is designed to increase penalties to deal with
the harassment, intimidation and interference tactics of extremist animal activists.
I have also included a mandatory minimum non-parole sentence of six months for ‘aggravated’
trespass offences.
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What the bill hopes to achieve
I reiterate this in no way affects industrial action gatherings or gatherings that have obtained lawful
permits. This is solely to tackle the rising issue of extremist animal activists.
This bill will change the old way of dealing with trespassing as an offence and will give the police
more decisive measures to resolve situations rather than wasting their time.
I hope that the extremist animal activists take note that there will be real consequences for their actions,
and should they feel that the rewards outweigh the risks, then they will be put out of everyone’s way
for a while. I’ve been asked: ‘Why mandatory sentencing?’. Well, look at one example, the Gippy
Goat case. They were dealt a $1 fine and a good behaviour bond. Since this time, the cafe has been
forced to close and the activist, as I am led to believe, is out at it again.
They even have a champion in this place, therefore they have no excuses whatsoever to still be
perpetuating illegal activities and harassing other people’s lives.
I have no doubt the extremist animal activists will continue to go about their normal business, but this
legislation will allow the police and the courts to do something about it.
Finally, who would’ve thought that a couple of goats being stolen from a country cafe would cause an
entire state to wake up to the problem that is extremist animal activism?
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (10:28): I move:
That the debate be adjourned for two weeks.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for two weeks.
RACIAL AND RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Ms PATTEN:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (10:28): I want to thank Ms Patten for bringing forward
this legislation because it actually gives us a terrific opportunity to discuss these issues in the chamber,
and there is no question that these issues are paramount, they are extremely important and they must
be discussed. So thank you, this discussion is most welcome. I just want to preface my discussion with
that because that is a fundamental premise of where I think this debate will probably go today, or I
hope it will go today anyway. You never know.
We know that vilification is unfortunately on the rise in Victoria and beyond our state’s borders.
Obviously it is not limited to Victoria; it is a national issue. The ambition to reduce harassment and
vilification, particularly online, is admirable, and one we absolutely support unequivocally. The issues
canvassed in Ms Patten’s bill are broad-ranging and have significant implications for the operation of
the legislation and beyond.
For this reason the government has proposed that the issues contained within Ms Patten’s bill, but not
the bill itself, should be referred to the Legislative Assembly’s Legal and Social Issues Committee.
That is not in any way to move away from the issue, that is to say, ‘Let’s dive in there; let’s go right
in and let’s take it to that nth degree that it deserves’. I hope that that is landing the way it should
because it is not about in any way dismissing this issue; it is saying let us embrace it and let us allow
the Legislative Assembly’s Legal and Social Issues Committee to explore it to the extent that it
rightfully deserves. I hope that that is conveyed with the conviction that it should be on my part and
on the part of the government.
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I want to talk a little bit about why we think these very important issues should be referred and that it
would be the most appropriate avenue to refer them to a parliamentary committee, noting that some
of the most significant reforms in our Parliament have occurred through the terrific work of
parliamentary committees. I just want to put that on the table as well, and I think we can all
acknowledge that has happened to date.
Let us just unpack this issue, or the many issues that are relevant in this context. The Racial and
Religious Tolerance Act 2001 was passed in 2001 and it represents a significant line in the sand. As
members may be aware, the purpose of the act is to promote racial and religious tolerance by
prohibiting certain conduct involving the vilification of persons on the ground of race or religious
belief or activity, and secondly—there is obviously a lot more to the act than that—to provide a means
of redress for victims of racial or religious vilification.
As I was stating previously and from the outset, there is no question that this legislation sent a message
to the community about what is acceptable and unacceptable conduct, and that was obviously back in
2001. We know that with the advances in technology it is evolving literally by the day and we are
getting more and more social media platforms. I have heard there is a new one called—not to make
any light of this subject at all because it is a very serious topic—TikTok. I mean, there are just more
and more platforms. They are terrific opportunities for getting positive and uplifting and supportive
messages out there, but unfortunately there is the polarity of the very negative, pervasive and damaging
messaging which can be—I think it goes beyond the word of hurtful—very cruel, and it can push
people to suicide. We know that; it is well documented. That is why these issues are so important and
must not be shied away from.
I do want to point out, though, that we have to consider how effectively the legislation works in
protecting people’s rights, balancing various rights, how it holds individuals and others to account—
let us really explore that—and provides means of redress in a contemporary setting. Again, it is not
about in any way diminishing the significance of these issues, it is saying when we are looking at how
these issues are managed, what is the very best way of doing that to ensure the very best and most
effective outcome for the community.
A parliamentary committee of inquiry can facilitate that process. A parliamentary committee can
consider the motivation—which is a very decent and proper and appropriate motivation by Ms Patten
and her bill—in the context of the issues that I have mentioned. It can look at the efficacy of the
legislation because ultimately the words will not have the effect necessarily—they may, they may
not—that we want unless they are considered appropriately and have the, for want of a better word,
effective controls to make sure that they truly do seek to address the issues that we are trying to
overcome and to conquer in our community at large.
We also need to consider how the laws currently interact with commonwealth legislation and how any
changes might do so in the future, because unless anyone here has been living under a cabbage leaf or
whatever, we all know we cannot walk away from the fact that there have been some very interesting
discussions—and I am being incredibly diplomatic in saying that—at the commonwealth level, and
there has been a fervour from the commonwealth for the activity in this space of discrimination and
religious freedom to consider. So when we are looking at these issues and how they are legislated, we
need to have that broader national lens on the issue and how these debates and possible changes to the
laws might interact with any current or future law changes here in Victoria.
Actions around online harassment, which are canvassed within Ms Patten’s bill, are absolutely
important, but they too are matters that will have to be considered in the national context, because as
I was stating before, online harassment does not begin and end in Victoria; it pervades the whole
country, and similarly activities in other states can pervade Victoria and vice versa.
I am no stranger to this either. I am online myself, as obviously as MPs we all are—I should not say
everyone is online, but most of us would be using that platform to try and reach the community—and
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I have even seen that myself, someone I consider quite empowered. I think I have a very good network
of strength behind me—and experience; however, some of the commentary that you see is incredibly
cruel. I was joking about a particular point that was made and trying to make light of it, and a friend
said to me, ‘Yes, but Nina, there’s a point where you won’t be able to joke anymore’. I am not saying
I made light of it, but it was, I suppose, my own way of being able to handle some of the intense
commentary that you get online. She was saying there is a point where it can really go to another level
and cause you to start to question the way that the community, or some members of the community,
think and feel about women generally. That is not to make this a discussion only about how this
impacts on females; it impacts on all people in the community, and I do want to have that broader lens
on this discussion.
To this end, and when we are talking about looking at how we manage these very serious issues within
the national context, the Attorney-General, Jill Hennessy, has been working on the issue of online
harassment and is pursuing action through the Council of Attorneys-General with her commonwealth
and state and territory colleagues. What exactly is she pursuing? She is pursuing clear and consistent
legislation across all Australian jurisdictions to regulate those who post harmful content online and the
regulation of multinational social media companies whose online services can be used to host harmful
and dangerous content. I believe that we would all at one time or another have been witness to that.
There is some extraordinarily cruel and damaging material that is put online, and it does make you
question humanity at times to understand why. It is one thing to be angry about a topic or an issue, but
why do people feel—and I do not want to go too far on this issue because then it becomes a
psychological question—the need to go to the extent that they do and be so vicious? At the end of the
day, what is it that people feel is so necessary to convey online to the extent that they would diminish
all the significance and dignity of another human being? Why do they want to do that? Well, the fact
is there are people who do that—we acknowledge it completely—so we need to have effective
mechanisms in place in order to manage that increasing trend.
Our Attorney-General is also pushing for an Australia-wide cultural change project aimed at building
consensus around what is appropriate behaviour online, and that begs the question. It does require a
cultural change, because there are attitudes which are very, very unbalanced and do result in
unnecessary harm to people of all age groups in the community. It is very disappointing, although
‘disappointing’ is understating just how significant those impacts can be.
Let us look at that legislative framework as it exists here in Victoria. As members would be aware,
Victoria’s hate speech and hate crimes framework consists of the Racial and Religious Tolerance
Act 2001, the Classification (Publications, Films and Computer Games) (Enforcement) Act 1995 and
the Sentencing Act 1991. I am just going to zone in on, for current purposes, the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Act and the Sentencing Act, not to diminish the significance of the other legislation in this
context.
The Sentencing Act requires the courts to determine whether a crime has been motivated by hatred or
prejudice towards a particular group of people. The Racial and Religious Tolerance Act 2001 provides
protection on the grounds of a person’s race and religious identity. I note that the bill before the
chamber seeks to expand those attributes for which a person is protected under the act, and all of these
acts work alongside the Equal Opportunity Act 2010.
Now, on a bigger and broader scale—no, that is probably not the right way to frame it. Looking at the
overall context within Victoria and where we are today—that is probably a better way of stating it—
the Andrews Labor government has been steadfast in its commitment to creating a fairer Victoria for
every Victorian. We know that violence towards women starts with bad attitudes towards women,
because you would not do bad things and say bad things towards women, I imagine, if within yourself
you had a balanced and fair attitude to women—why would you do that?—because that would be
innately unjust and unfair. Our government recognises just how critical it is to invest in the promotion
of equality, which is why it has that cultural shift in the attitudes to the way we see women in society,
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the roles they play, the value that they contribute to society, who they represent, being allowed to
represent other women and other people in the community—not only women, I should say. Obviously
female representatives should be able to represent males and females equally. Why not? The other
way has applied for many centuries; why would the reverse not be true?
I do not think it can be disputed that our government has shown an incredible commitment to shifting
attitudes towards women across all parts of the Victorian community. After all, we established the
first-ever Royal Commission into Family Violence and accepted every single recommendation and
provided funding to make it happen. This is a record investment in funding, and I do not think anyone
can deny that. Our Andrews Labor government has delivered $2.7 billion to implement all
227 recommendations and deliver reforms that will keep women and children safe. I am certainly
extremely proud of our government for not only putting that huge investment into this very critical
element of what is in fact public safety as well but actually going the full length and committing to
every one of those recommendations.
If we are serious about ending violence against women, we of course have to address gender
inequality. As I was referring to before, bad outcomes for women begin with bad attitudes towards
women, and I have experienced this myself, but I do not want it to be about a self-reference; it should
be about everyone in the community. I have been in conversations where—well, actually it was not a
two-way conversation; I was in a group—when I made statements and said things, they were ignored.
Other people were listened to. The males were listened to, and I was just like, ‘Well, should I even be
here? Is there any point to this?’. So I guess the point of me saying that—and that is a very minor
example; I have experienced other more extreme examples, which I will not go into for personal
reasons—is just that even on a personal level I do understand how isolating and demeaning it can be
when you are not valued because you are considered the lesser sex for whatever reason.
But gender inequality of course is not just happening in our homes. It is happening in workplaces, in
the schoolyards, on television screens and on our sporting fields. There have been some very
prominent incidents in recent times, where we have had, and I will not go into it now, a female
footballer patronised for doing something that males have been doing for ages—a fantastic kick—and
with all sorts of commentary. You are like, ‘Where is that coming from, and why do people think
that’s okay?’. I do not know why they think it is okay, but that shows you that there is a lot more work
to be done; that is what that is. At the end of the day we can say, ‘Oh, they shouldn’t do this; they
shouldn’t do that’. We can say that as much as we would like to, but at the end of the day it is
happening, we acknowledge it and that is why there is such significant investment. It is not to in any
way bar future investment, not only in finances but in energy, time and human resources, to deliver
the best possible outcome for the future. But this will be a continually evolving space, and we have to
be vigilant.
Gender inequality fundamentally means, when you are talking about bad outcomes for women, that
Victoria loses out. At the end of the day, if we are not giving those opportunities equally, then it acts
as a drain on the Victorian economy. So fundamentally we need to address the barriers that act as
disincentives to the full participation of women in our economy and our community. I think this is
particularly relevant in the context of the bill that has been proposed. Our government recognises that
gender inequality is even more of a problem; it is compounded—is probably a good way of describing
it—when it intersects with other forms of inequality and disadvantage, such as Aboriginality,
disability, ethnicity, sexual orientation, gender identity, rurality and socio-economic status, and it is
particularly relevant within this context. There is no one-size-fits-all approach to addressing it. If only
there was. The innate complexity of human beings means that we inherently create and build so many
other layers to the way that we interact in all parts of society.
I should point out that we can see that men are suffering from gender inequality as well, from poor
mental health and increased rates of risky and violent behaviour to fewer opportunities for taking on
caring roles and flexible working arrangements. At the union where I used to work there was flexibility

BILLS
Wednesday, 11 September 2019

Legislative Council

3033

allowed with working arrangements, and what a relief that was. When true equality is manifested and
a family can balance out all the various responsibilities they have while also allowing a father to be
able to participate in looking after children and other responsibilities as it works for a particular family,
that is as it should be—it is just and fair. We want that fairness and equality across the board.
What I will say here today is that I do very much welcome the very constructive approach that
Ms Patten is taking on this issue and the fact that she is championing these issues. There is no
disagreement that these issues are critical and that fundamentally we need to dive right in and go
further, and I thank you for that.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (10:51): I am pleased to rise and
make a contribution on this Racial and Religious Tolerance Amendment Bill 2019, a bill that does
many things. It amends the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act 2001 to include protections from
vilification based on gender, disability, sexual orientation, gender identity or sex characteristics. It puts
a new section in which sets out a number of protected attributes: race, religious activity, gender,
disability, sexual orientation, gender identity and sex characteristics. Consequently it also amends the
objects of the act. It changes the name to the ‘Elimination of Vilification Act’. I think that that is
actually indicative of where it is seeking to head. It is actually seeking to insert a whole series of new
powers that will allow actions to be brought. In fact I think that this is quite a dangerous bill.
I think on one level there are legitimate concerns that Ms Patten and others more broadly in the
community do have about the internet. I am not quite sure that Victoria itself can deal with that, but
leaving that big issue aside I note that there are steps being taken at a national and indeed international
level. I want to put on the record my view that some of Scott Morrison’s attempts with international
organisations in recent times have taken some steps on matters around the internet. I do not in any way
pretend that they deal with all of the issues—I think they deal with one subset of issues—but they are
a legitimate step.
I also think that this bill is a concerning bill in the sense that it actually will set up new heads of power
that will lead to the use of this act to shut down free speech, to close free speech down, and I think that
that is a significant concern. All of these things are about striking an appropriate balance. We do want
to protect people from being attacked on illegitimate grounds and for characteristics that they have—
I understand that point. But equally we do have to have a zone, a protected area, for free speech, and
we are increasingly seeing that that is being weakened or eliminated, and I think the community are
becoming increasingly concerned. At a national level we are seeing the debate that is going on about
the place of religious freedom, and that is another challenging and legitimate debate. You may believe
in protecting people’s religious beliefs and actually think that they should be protected in some way,
and I think that the national debate is a significant one. I am not sure that it has landed at its final
conclusion. But equally, as part of that debate, you do need to balance the right of people to speak.
Part of having religious freedom is the right to speak, but this bill would close down certain rights to
speak on a number of key characteristics.
I just make the point here that Ms Patten has brought this bill in in good faith, and I understand that
there are legitimate issues online. I understand that the trolls are out there, and I do think that there are
a series of issues that have got to be dealt with over time, and many of us, male and female and with a
range of different characteristics, have been trolled in quite extraordinary ways over time. We do
actually understand the impact that that can have on people—the pounding that that can give people.
I think that there are really legitimate concerns about how some of these things play out with
individuals. But I do not think that this bill strikes the balance right. I do not think this bill moves
forward in a way that is cognisant sufficiently of the need to protect free speech. I know that there is
that fear, and a number of articles have been written about this. I note the Australian article by Rachel
Baxendale which described the new Victorian anti-discrimination law as ‘section 18C on steroids’. I
note the comments of Mr Limbrick in—
Ms Patten: Yes, it’s an anti-vilification bill, not anti-discrimination.
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Mr DAVIS: Yes. And I note the issues we are facing more broadly, where these matters really put
us in a position where more rights being protected in one area leads to weakened abilities to speak
honestly and openly in terms of people’s views.
I note that Ms Patten said the legislation was intended to extend the protections granted to religious
minorities and communities facing online abuse and cited cases. I understand the specific cases that
Ms Patten cites, the Tayla Harris one and the Adam Goodes one, but you do have to ask whether this
is the right way to go about it, whether this is the right balance to be struck. People have increasingly
become concerned that actually our rights and our ability to speak—the bedrock of our democracy,
which is actually that right to speak and that right to say sometimes difficult things, sometimes
objectionable things—are actually being eroded and weakened step by step, week by week.
Ms Patten interjected.
Mr DAVIS: And you may laugh, Ms Patten, but there is a whole set of matters around this that are
in a broader context and I think have to be seen that way as well. I think that we are very concerned
about that weakening of the position of people who want to speak openly about their views. I think
vilification is one thing but speaking about views is another, and that balance has got to be struck. The
question is, should the balance be struck by lawyers in courts on every occasion? Does anyone think
that many of these lawyers, many of the judges in courts, are a representative sample of the views of
the community? They are there to implement the law. The law is presented to them in a certain way
in cases, and they make decisions that actually weaken the position, time and time again, of those who
wish to speak, and that is I think something that we have got to be extremely careful about.
I have seen the article today by Rita Panahi, and I think this does also add some useful views to this:
Under the guise—

Ms Patten: Again, hasn’t read the bill.
Mr DAVIS: Well, I think she has understood the context of the bill and she has understood the
general impact of the bill. She made the point that:
Under the guise of “anti-trolling” and “anti-hate speech”, the proposed laws will be used by crybullies to
silence those who reject Leftist orthodoxy by banning speech that is “likely to incite hatred” or “severe
ridicule”.

And I think that there is an increasing sense that people are not able to speak and are closed down and
are blocked from the ability to speak. I will come to some of the actual internal machinery of the bill
in a moment, but I think that this context is important. Ms Panahi said:
If these laws are passed, the big winners will be lawyers and vexatious litigants. By expanding the vilification
laws to cover a broader range of “protected attributes” such as gender identity, it will see important debates
and stories stifled. Contentious issues, like giving children who identify as transgender hormone treatment or
allowing biological males into female-only spaces including bathrooms, shelters and prisons, will be harder
to navigate, with those who oppose PC groupthink in danger of breaching the law.

She talks about Ms Patten and gives her a significant measure of respect, as I do, but I do not think the
context or the balance is right in this bill. Ms Panahi describes this as a:
… ham-fisted amendment that will do nothing to make the internet safer or more civilised. It only panders to
hypocrites and haters who try to have their political foes sacked and silenced.

And we have seen case after case within our universities, case after case across our polity, where
people who speak in a certain way are silenced, are shut down and are afraid to speak. And I am just
saying that that is what the context is for this. We even saw it in this Parliament very recently when
groups toured from a university and views were expressed and those views were sought to be closed
down by authorities at the university. I think that these things are deeply concerning. So I understand
Ms Patten and where she wants to go in terms of some of the trolls. I think there are real issues there.
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I am deeply concerned about the contribution by Ms Taylor, who is not here, I note, at the moment.
She said that the government will seek to move this bill in effect through some side deal to the Legal
and Social Issues Committee of the Legislative Assembly. There are, she says—not the bill itself, she
says—issues contained within the bill to be looked at there. And I say that that committee is not in any
way sufficiently representative of the community. I say that that committee in the Assembly is a tame
cat committee. It is a committee that will purr for the government, and I say that what will occur here
is that this committee will come back with a report that advances Ms Hennessy’s agenda in this area
and Ms Patten’s agenda in this area.
I do not think the committee is going to find it easy to push across the community in the way that you
would think, and I think that that is because the government desperately wants to avoid a vote on this
bill today. We are quite happy to have a vote on this bill today, but the government is now going to
shunt it off over there in a side deal with Ms Patten because they do not want to vote against the bill
today and they do not want to vote for the bill today. The government’s increasingly radical left-wing
agenda is an agenda that will be furthered by these changes here. As I say, the balance is tilted too
far—
Members interjecting.
Mr DAVIS: And let me just say, free speech, I think, must mean free speech.
I note the removal of protections on proselytising. We have all been doorknocked by people early on
a Sunday morning as we are sitting in our pyjamas having tea and do not necessarily want that
proselytising. We all understand that, but equally people’s religious expression, even if it is different
to ours, is actually—
Mr Jennings: Who is ‘ours’ in that sense?
Mr DAVIS: Well, yours or someone else’s. Whoever’s.
We all have different sensibilities in this regard. I am talking in the general and I am saying that there
are different sensibilities here, but the right of someone to proselytise is actually a free speech
characteristic. It may be inconvenient on the Sunday morning when you get the doorknock, but leaving
that aside—
Ms Patten interjected.
Mr DAVIS: Let me just say the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee report is indicative
too, and I want to just note the 10 September SARC report that points to a number of issues that are
extant in the bill. It makes some points:
The Committee observes that the effect of clauses 10(2)(a), 18(2)(c) & 18(3)(b) may be to prohibit or
criminalise conduct that is likely to incite hatred, even where no hatred was incited or the offender did not
know that incitement was likely.

The committee went on to say:
The Committee will write to the Member seeking further information as to whether or not clauses 10(2)(a),
18(2)(c) and 18(3)(a), to the extent that they may prohibit or criminalise conduct that is likely to incite hatred,
but where no‐one was incited or the offender did not know incitement was likely, is compatible with the
Charter’s right to freedom of expression.

That is about as tight and tough as SARC gets these days, but the point is that SARC has made some
legitimate points here. I think it is just worth putting those sections on the record so that people see
them. Clause 10(2)(a) provides:
for “race” substitute “protected attribute” …
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Clause 18(2)(c) provides:
for “the offender knows is likely” substitute “is likely to” …

Clause 18(3)(a) provides:
for “race” substitute “protected attribute” …

They are the clauses in question. But the point here is that those issues have not been addressed in this
bill properly. I think that this is a classic example of how by tilting the balance you can actually lead
to perverse outcomes, outcomes that are not necessarily intended by the mover or the framer of the
legislation. By tilting that balance lawyers in the future will use some of these sections to actually close
down debate, to target people, to actually lead to outcomes that are unreasonable. SARC stated:
The Committee observes that the Statement of Compatibility does not address clauses 10(2)(a), 18(2)(c) and
18(3)(b).

That is what SARC says, and they are writing to the member to seek clarification from the member as
to what is intended in terms of the right to freedom of expression under the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities. The bill does bring up freedom of expression issues. Whatever the member might
say, it does directly land on freedom of expression issues. That is the balance that has got to be struck.
I do not think this bill strikes the right—
Ms Patten: It addresses freedom to abuse and incite violence.
Mr DAVIS: You have not addressed this issue, Ms Patten. You have not, and that is what SARC
says. Now, you know, look—
Ms Patten: I believe I have addressed it, and I have written to SARC to say it.
Mr DAVIS: Well, I am reading what SARC said, so it is not just me saying it. It said:
The Committee observes that the Statement of Compatibility does not address clauses 10(2)(a), 18(2)(c) and
18(3)(b).

That is what SARC said. So I am quite blunt and direct on that, and I think SARC is correct. Where
no-one was incited or the offender did not know incitement was likely is compatible with the charter’s
right to freedom of expression—that is part of the central core of this. There is a broad context where
again and again and again the right to freedom of speech is being limited by sometimes legitimate
cases but very often by cases that are not so legitimate. There is a growing preciousness and a growing
sense that legitimate debate is being stifled by these processes. And we have got to—
Ms Patten: Give me an example.
Mr DAVIS: I am not going to go through every case study. I think we have got to a sufficient point.
I think many of the cases that you raised are not the ones that would be adequately addressed by this.
I make that point quite clearly. I also think that many of the issues that are claimed to be addressed in
terms of the internet are actually not truly addressed by this bill.
But leaving that aside, I understand the intent, and we are all concerned about many of the things out
on the internet. None of this is going to be dealt with easily. We have got the Prime Minister out
dealing with one wedge of it nationally and internationally over here. It is only one wedge, but there
are many other parts that we are going to have to deal with with the internet over time. But we have
also got to do that in a way that actually protects the zone where people can speak, protects religious
freedom and protects people’s capacity to engage in legitimate political and other debates. So this is a
difficult area, I agree, and I think people of goodwill can have different views. I think people will draw
the balance differently, I think that is true. We think on this bill that Ms Patten has not drawn the
balance right.
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I make the point that I am concerned that it appears there is not going to be a vote on this bill today. I
would prefer there was. I think that many of us who have strong views about it would prefer to be able
to state our views through a vote very clearly. I am concerned about the side deal with the government
where it is now slinking off to a committee, a tame cat committee in the lower house, where the
government will now work with this agenda to bring forward another one of these attacks on freedom
of speech. I accept fully that the balance is hard to strike and I accept that there are legitimate points
that people want to make and legitimate protections, but at the same time the truth is that increasingly
these steps are moving in a way—
Ms Patten: Liberty Victoria supports it.
Mr DAVIS: Well, liberty is important too, Ms Patten, and I take up your point. Liberty—and I
think liberty in the general sense is what I am saying—is very important, and part of that is free speech.
The charter goes straight to that, and whatever my feelings about the strengths and weaknesses of the
charter, it does address one of those points. I think SARC’s points are actually sage on this matter.
We will be opposing the bill strongly. We do not think that this should be opened up in a wide frame
in the lower house committee, which we note is a committee that the government controls—a tamecat committee. This will just enable the government to further its hard left agenda in this context.
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (11:12): I rise to speak on this important bill, which I am very
much in support of. So many of our laws were designed at a time before the rise of social media as a
main form of communication and interaction with friends, family and peers. It is certainly time our
laws were modernised to consider this, when we consider the ability to vilify and abuse people, using
the argument of freedom of speech as a defence for reprehensible comments and behaviour.
A few weeks ago I shared in this chamber, during the birth certificate reform debate, the barrage of
abuse and hatred that has come as a result of my transgender son, Eden, coming out. What I did not
mention was that a large part of that abuse came from social media. Social media trolling has created
a sense of fear in people’s own homes, including my own. Vulnerable and marginalised people are
unable to escape the hatred and intolerance cast towards them, with barely any repercussions for those
perpetrators of this behaviour. It impacts their mental health and hinders their ability to feel
comfortable going about in their own communities and places of work, constantly paranoid that their
colleague, schoolmate or even family member may be their own online troll silently destroying their
life and taking away their sense of worth.
This is an ongoing trend seen by animal activists too, and it is most often female activists, of which
there are many, who suffer the worst backlash. The sexism and misogyny they face for being brave
enough to have an opinion different from the norm is reprehensible. Threats of rape and sexist insults
have become the weapon of choice for many men on the internet, with little to no thought given to the
repercussions of their words. I am sure I do not need to convince the women in this chamber who have
been through an election campaign about the impact words can have. The men responsible for it know
exactly what they are doing. They are threatened by women who are emboldened to speak about what
they believe in, and instead of focusing on the issue, they take the easy shot of criticising everything
else about them.
I refer to a post made on a duck shooting public Facebook page only weeks ago, with a photo of a
woman named Helen, who is a dedicated duck rescuer and wildlife carer:
I was going through some photo’s and found one of the unfortunately too common red headed swamp
terrorist.
…
Fortunately for it’s natural enemy the Noble Duck Hunter the red headed swamp terrorist isn’t really that
smart and is quite often described by most who know it or have encountered it in the wild as dumber than dog
sh#*t and a brainless waste of space.
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… We … have received a few messages asking can we unblur the image. I can tell you we have not blurred
the image she really is THAT UGLY.

I have chosen one of the less offensive posts to share in this chamber, but the comments under it
continue and are much, much worse.
I refer to another incident earlier this year when a duck rescuer aged in her 50s was allegedly
intentionally hit by a car on the wetlands. As soon as her story hit the press, it of course became a
gendered attack rather than one of differing ideology. While she recovered in the hospital from the
physical injuries she sustained, the mental impact took the real toll. She became a victim of what is
known as a ‘pile-on’. Her name was released, and she received hundreds of vilifying direct messages,
inciting hate and even violence. The comments section on a post about her reached thousands of
comments, filled with gender-based slurs and calls for her to end her own life. She hit one of the lowest
points she has ever experienced because of the words of others online.
The thing is: trolls might often be fake accounts, but their words have real impact and people are
suffering, even dying, because of them. It is time that we as parliamentarians took this seriously,
particularly when it comes to our most vulnerable people. I commend Ms Patten for her important
work in this area, and I commend the bill to the house.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (11:17): The Greens are supporting Ms Patten’s bill today.
We strongly believe that hate speech has no place in Victoria and that those who spread hate and abuse
must take responsibility for their actions. We agree that Victoria’s existing anti-vilification laws should
extend to include groups who frequently experience vilification and who are most likely to suffer
prolonged harm as a result. Vilification is conduct that incites hatred or violence against, serious
contempt for, or revulsion or severe ridicule of, a person or class of persons. It is public hate speech—
abuse targeted at someone because of who they are, not because of their actions or conduct.
Currently in the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act 2001, as the name suggests, vilification is
prohibited on the grounds of race or religion. This bill expands the provisions in the act to also prohibit
vilification based on gender, disability, sexual orientation, gender identity and sex characteristics.
These attributes have been protected in other jurisdictions—in New South Wales, Queensland,
Tasmania and the ACT—and they are attributes that should be protected from vilification here in
Victoria as well, particularly as these communities are the ones frequently targeted by hate speech and
who undergo particularly vicious abuse, particularly online.
Our LGBTIQ community has all too frequently been subjected to public hate and violence. Women
too are frequently subjected to public vilification, and I expect that most of the women in this chamber
have experienced abuse of some kind on the basis of their gender.
As Ms Patten alluded in her second-reading speech to an ever-increasing amount of vilification is
conducted online. The internet has amplified all kinds of public speech, including hate speech, abuse
and vilification. It is all too easy to vilify or abuse someone from the comfort of your own home,
behind the anonymity of your computer screen, which is why the Greens support the provisions in this
bill to require the production of information in order to identify a respondent to a complaint. Hate is
hate, and abuse is abuse, and regardless of how it is conducted, those responsible should be identified
and held accountable for it.
This bill also renames the principal act from the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act to the Elimination
of Vilification Act. I am sure that nobody in this place would disagree that the elimination of
vilification is something that we should all be striving for. For those who have raised concerns about
the implications for freedom of speech, we believe that this bill gets the balance right between freedom
of speech and freedom from hate. The test for vilification remains. Hate speech has no place in our
society. Nobody should be subject to targeted abuse and hatred purely because of who they are. This
bill is extending the vilification protections afforded to race and religion to gender identity, sexual
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orientation and disability, and it is sending a message that, just like racist and anti-religious behaviour,
homophobic, transphobic, ableist and gendered hate speech is not acceptable in Victoria.
I think, importantly, this bill recognises that we are in a new era of communication with social media.
We cannot pretend that the laws we had when writing a letter to the editor was one of the only forms
of public commentary are adequate for contemporary times. And that is why we need to modernise
the protections we have in place for the times we are in. Vitriolic trolling online does impact on people,
and that in turn impacts on our public life, because without some protections and limits in place, the
haters sitting behind their screens get to dominate, because people subject to relentless and constant
harassment will retreat. The protections afforded to us through racial vilification laws help with
creating a culture where there are some lines that we as a society say are lines that you should not
cross. Without those lines, those who have been subject to historic vilification, racism, sexism and
exclusion will continue to be pushed out of our public life. The Greens support this bill.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (11:22): Those of you who support this legislation
do not get libertarians and probably never will, so I will not bother misquoting Voltaire or giving you
a political lecture. There is little point trying to explain my philosophy to someone who thinks Animal
Farm is an agricultural textbook. Let us just say it is astonishing that while hundreds of thousands of
people are risking their lives to fight authoritarianism in Hong Kong, we are even considering
legislation of a kind that would get a big thumbs up from an authoritarian state. For the record, I do
not understand authoritarians either, and I doubt I ever will. I do not understand how you can expect
people to tolerate diversity and the life choices and opinions of minorities but you will not tolerate
theirs. As Orwell put it, it is like you believe some animals are more equal than others.
I understand that those who support this legislation see themselves as the good guys in some sort of
culture war. But I am reminded of that comedy sketch by Mitchell and Webb where there are two
Nazis that come to the realisation suddenly that they are the bad guys. I do not mean to call anyone
here a Nazi—far from it—but the dictionary definition of a bigot is a person who shows intolerance
towards those who hold different opinions to themselves. Racism, bigotry, misogyny, sexism and any
other isms that you can think of are all about a fear of otherness. As far as I can see, those that support
this legislation fit the definition, so, I am sorry to say, you are the bad guys.
The great problem with those who want to curb free speech is always: who decides? What offends
people is subjective. For example, every year in Melbourne there is a conference on Marxism, where
people talk about the virtues of an ideology that led to the deaths of tens of millions of people. Many
of the surviving victims have fled to my electorate—Vietnamese, Cambodians, Ethiopians, Chinese
and people from Eastern Europe, to name a few. The fact that these great people and their descendants
are now my neighbours may be the only worthwhile legacy of this abhorrent ideology. Suggesting
Marxism is good to someone whose family was slaughtered by Pol Pot is one of the most offensive
things I can imagine, but I do not expect the state to clamp down on it. That is because that is exactly
the kind of thing that former refugees in my electorate were fleeing from.
I know former senator George Brandis upset people when he said people have a right to be a bigot. I
think he expressed that quite poorly. Bigotry is not a right in any statement that I have seen, but free
speech definitely is. In fact free speech is enshrined in the United Nations Universal Declaration of
Human Rights—that great statement that was guided by Labor luminary Doc Evatt. For any young
people who might be watching, perhaps I can explain. This was back in the days when the Labor Party
stood for people other than urban elites and at a time when the Liberal Party were more liberal. For
the record, I hold bigots in just as much contempt as Marxists, but the best way to expose them is to
let them talk and allow them to be criticised just as freely. They condemn themselves. By making them
victims, we give them far more importance than they deserve, and we are ultimately better off knowing
who the idiots are. As pathetic as some neckbeard posting sexist remarks on the internet is, in my eyes
they are far less dangerous than those of you who would turn Victoria into a police state.
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But let us put aside our ideological differences and look purely at the practicalities of whether this
legislation will work. Will it actually prevent vilification? I will use an example held up as a reason
for the legislation. This is the case of the female athlete who was subjected to disgusting comments
online. I will not name her, because it is not about her. So that you can fully understand this, you will
have to forgive me, but I will need to repeat the comment that caused the controversy. I do not condone
the language, but I need to repeat it so that you can understand it fully. I do this knowing full well that
some people will think that even talking about it is outrageous, when supporting this legislation is
worse by several magnitudes. It is sad to say this is how outrage culture works these days. The specific
online abuse that this woman received reportedly came from a teenage Collingwood supporter from
the outer suburbs. In reference to a photograph of her playing sport, the man commented, ‘About an
inch away from the full ham sandwich’.
Allow me to pause here and say that if that made you feel uncomfortable—repeating this comment
here—imagine how much worse it would be over months of public discussion if this legislation ever
passed. The athlete was rightly disgusted by it because it was a disgusting comment. Personally I doubt
anyone thinks any less of her. However, the man who said it vilified himself, and you can still find his
name online. It remains to be seen if this would actually qualify as vilification in law. Did it denigrate
her personally, or was it just a crude description of a body part? If it does not qualify under the law,
then this legislation is useless.
I am told the intention of this legislation is that people would not be locked up for their beliefs because
cases would most likely be resolved through mediation with VCAT. I do not pretend to know about
the inner workings of VCAT, but let me speculate for a moment on how this is likely to play out. I am
willing to bet that whoever mediates on this would likely not be from the same world as the young
Collingwood supporter who posted the abuse. I would speculate that their name might be Jacinta, Ellen
or Annabel, they would have attended a private school and gone to a university where they studied
law and gender studies, they would enjoy hot yoga and warm chai lattes and they would not know
very much about football.
The young man might not be the sharpest tool in the shed, but he would know pretty quickly that the
fix was in, and he would recognise class warfare when he saw it. Now, stop me whenever you think
that this is making the situation better rather than worse. He or his mates might send anonymous notes
to Jacinta or Ellen about anything they liked, and she would have no immediate recourse other than to
take stress leave. Maybe she would then sue VCAT for a mental breakdown.
But let us assume that rather than going on stress leave and suing VCAT, Jacinta, Ellen or Annabel
bravely battles through their first-ever encounter with a working-class person and manages to send the
case to the Magistrates Court. Now it is a case of lawyers at 20 paces and media everywhere. The
police might use their powers to obtain personal information and search through the defendant’s
internet history. He would suddenly look like the victim. This would cause another round of reporting.
How will our defendant afford a lawyer? He may require crowdfunding, and in order to get
crowdfunded he will need publicity. News Limited papers, Sky News and some talkback will say he
is being bullied, as they are already speculating on now, and will support his right to free speech. The
Age and the ABC will be horrified on behalf of the upper middle class. This would be a classic culture
war of the modern kind. Meanwhile, lawyers will claim that this is in the wrong jurisdiction and it will
be left to existing federal legislation, which can be used to prosecute people using a carriage service
to cause offence, or existing state law prohibiting conduct which causes mental harm. This is exactly
the kind of mess that occurs when you make something triple illegal.
Since there are no precedents, this would then be tied up in lawfare for some time while everyone else
debates it. And if anyone were wondering why it is that it is wholeheartedly supported by the Law
Institute of Victoria, you can stop wondering now. Lawyers recommending this legislation is like
vampires recommending rusty razor blades.
Ms Patten interjected.
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Mr LIMBRICK: Liberty Victoria did not respond to my query, I might add. Now let us assume
that this case does wind up before a court of law for determination. This will take much more time. In
Victoria the Magistrates Court has a huge backlog of cases, many involving extremely serious cases
of violent offences that are delayed for years. But let us imagine this man is declared guilty. Maybe he
will be fined, and he will once again crowdsource it. Maybe he will refuse to pay and even be jailed
or become a minor celebrity. Rather than suppressing this kind of language, it is more likely to become
part of our parlance.
As a fellow campaigner on the decriminalisation of drugs I take my hat off to Ms Patten, but she should
know that drug laws make little difference to the availability of drugs, because getting around the laws
is easy. This law will make little difference to vilification of people in exactly the same way. Rather
than stopping online abuse, the invective is more likely to just become anonymous and more
personal—like notes slipped under doors. Far from stopping suicide, it will make public discourse
cruder and will divide people. It will create exactly the kind of debates that people said would cause
suicides during the lead-up to the same-sex marriage plebiscite.
Meanwhile, the offence industries will grow fat on the culture wars. Perhaps the feminist Clementine
Ford could find herself before court explaining her tweets that ‘all men must die’. Fiona Patten herself
could be held to account for calling Malcolm Roberts ‘a dick’, as she did in a press release a while
ago, or for a video that the Sex Party released which implied Catholic priests were paedophiles.
Probably, more likely, none of these people will ever be charged and people will wonder why the
urban elites are exempt, or why some animals are more equal than others, and all of it will be a colossal
waste of time and resources.
Looking at the bigger picture, this is the kind of law that caused a remarkable backlash in the Western
world against the political class. It led to the election of Donald Trump in the United States, Brexit in
the UK and Scott Morrison winning an unwinnable election. During my first speech I said, and I quote:
I reject identity politics. I have been saddened by the recent rise of authoritarians on both the left and the right
attempting to declare certain sections of society as good or bad … Pitting man against woman, black against
white and Christian against Muslim is a recipe for social chaos.

This legislation is the recipe I was talking about. The Liberal Democrats reject identity politics. We
support free speech, and we condemn this draconian legislation.
The PRESIDENT: Before I call on the next speaker, can I just counsel the chamber. The word
that you used in the quote, Mr Limbrick, is unparliamentary. I know it was in a quote. One of our
friends in the Assembly said some really fruity language in a quote, which was ruled out as well.
Mr LIMBRICK: I checked it first in Hansard. Other people have said it before me.
The PRESIDENT: Have they? I still think we should try and shy away from it.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (11:33): In rising to speak on this bill this morning I am very
tempted to move an amendment to begin with to rename this bill the ‘Racial and Religious Intolerance
Amendment Bill 2019’, because that is surely what it will bring, a great deal of intolerance to our state.
I begin by making an admission—a confession if you will, if I can use that term—and offering an
apology to this house. When Ms Patten came into this Parliament, when she first came in, I thought
she was a libertarian. I thought she was a believer in civil rights. I thought she was a believer in people’s
freedom. In fact I thought she might have believed in freedom a little too much in certain instances.
But I was wrong. God, was I wrong. I was very wrong, and you will probably not hear me say that
often. But on this occasion I was very wrong, and it is Ms Patten that has proved me wrong. What
Ms Patten’s form has shown us over the last few years is that she is a great believer in shutting down
debate. If indeed somebody has a view that she disagrees with, she is more than happy to support
legislation—propose legislation, in fact—which will shut them down.
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Now, I believe in free speech, but if it is only for those I agree with, it is not free speech at all. If you
believe in free speech, you have to accept that people who you disagree with or people who have a
different view have a right to put that view. It is a simple as that. If you do not accept that, then you do
not believe in free speech. Clearly, by putting forward this bill today, Ms Patten puts doubt in all our
minds whether she believes in free speech. In fact there are a good number—I think Mr Limbrick
might be one of them—who would join me in doubting Ms Patten’s belief in free speech.
If this bill was adopted, my comments in this house two weeks ago on the Births, Deaths and Marriages
Registration Amendment Bill 2019 would be illegal outside that door. Thankfully we still have
parliamentary privilege in here, but under this legislation if I went outside and I said that I am strongly
of the view—and I am strongly of the view—that there are only two genders, male and female, that
could very easily be construed by a good number of people as offensive, as vilification, as all the sorts
of things that Ms Patten is describing. Indeed under this legislation if I expressed the view as
subscribed to by I reckon 99.9 per cent of Victorians that there are only two genders, I could be, under
this legislation, picked up and taken away.
One man’s opinion is another man or woman’s hate crime, and that is what Ms Patten is doing. She is
making a judgement that those who disagree with her are guilty of hate speech. That is something that
all of us should be very, very concerned about because once we set ourselves up as judge, jury and
executioner then we are all in a great deal of trouble.
I do not support the adjournment of this debate. I do not support this bill going off to a committee
because I think this matter of free speech is something that each and every one of us should have a say
on. This is far too important to be shuffled off to a back room, to some committee of lower house MPs
that perhaps none of us have actually heard of. It is far too important for that. We should be debating
it. It is our responsibility as members of Parliament to be debating and to be voting on legislation of
this nature, particularly when you consider what will happen. You can see the deal is already in. The
die is cast. Attorney-General Hennessy will take Ms Patten’s bill, shunt it off to a committee, and it
will come back to us next year as government legislation. This happens all too often in this house.
Quite frankly, I believe we as members of this house have to draw the line. We have to defeat this bill.
We should vote on this bill today, and we should defeat it. If members believe in free speech, they will
vote against this bill. I do believe in free speech. I do believe that people who have a different view to
me have the right to express that view. That is my fundamental belief: that people who do have a
different view to me have the right to express that view. For that reason I vigorously oppose this bill,
and I sincerely hope that each and every member of this house will do likewise.
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (11:39): I will just make a very short contribution to this debate,
and I would also like to commend Ms Patten on introducing this bill and this important debate into the
Parliament. It will come as no surprise to members that I do not share Mr Finn’s views.
Mr Finn: About freedom of speech?
Ms STITT: I believe in free speech, Mr Finn, but I also believe in responsible debate. There is no
question that there is a need to address the increase in vilification and harassment, particularly online.
I think it is abundantly clear that the law has not kept up with technology in regard to the explosion of
online bullying, vilification and harassment.
My colleague Ms Taylor spent quite a bit of time outlining the government’s position in relation to
Ms Patten’s bill, and I do not want to repeat that, because I know there are others who want to make
contributions here today. But the government has a different view to those opposite in relation to the
benefit of referring Ms Patten’s issues to a Legislative Assembly committee. The government has also
shown a very strong commitment to the inclusion and support of LGBTQI people in Victoria who,
there is no question, have been subject to some of the behaviour that this bill seeks to address.
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The support that the government has already shown in relation to significant legislative reform
includes the historic apology to people who were convicted of the crime of being gay; adoption
equality for same-sex couples; prior to marriage equality, amending the discriminatory elements of
our relationship registry laws; and finally, passing birth certificate reform through this Parliament just
the other week to allow trans and gender-diverse Victorians to live as they are. In addition to that we
are getting on with tackling the abhorrent and insidious conversion practices of some institutions in
our community, and the government will continue to prosecute these reforms that actually address
inequality in our community.
I think that at the heart of Ms Patten’s bill she is seeking to address some of the serious cases of
vilification and harassment and, in many cases, gendered violence that can occur, particularly through
social media. I have never really understood why being respectful and conducting a debate in a
civilised manner is somehow anti free speech. I have just never been able to understand that reasoning.
Online or otherwise, how does it impede your free speech to be a decent human being and to treat
people with respect? There should be consequences for hate speech. I do not see it as an amusing
intellectual debate. I do not see it that way at all.
As a union official I represented many, many people over the years who were subject to terrible
bullying and vilification, and I know firsthand the damage that that can do to people. So this is not
some amusing intellectual debate for us to have in here about what constitutes free speech in
someone’s mind depending on what political angle they come from. This is actually about addressing
the damage that this kind of vilification and harassment and bullying can have on individuals—our
family members, our friends and members of our community.
I note also that the New South Wales coalition government introduced the very same reform last year,
including moving this kind of behaviour into the Crimes Act 1900 with increased penalties. The sky
has not fallen in in New South Wales. There has been a reasonable debate and response to the kinds
of issues that Ms Patten’s bill is seeking to address. So the government, as my colleague Ms Taylor
has already outlined in some detail, does support the issues arising from this bill going to the Assembly
committee.
Members interjecting.
Ms STITT: I do not think that it is fair to say that this is somehow a tame cat committee. I think
that people who have been around this Parliament for some time have seen the power and the
possibility of committee inquiries over the years, so I am actually very optimistic that this committee
will acquit its duties in relation to these matters and these important questions and the potential answers
and recommendations. I very much look forward to the committee’s report and their findings and hope
that this debate continues in the way in which it should.
We have a responsibility to actually delve deeply into these issues. We have a mental health crisis in
Australia. This government recognises that. To just treat this as an issue about free speech is avoiding
our responsibility to deal properly with the damage that this kind of behaviour can cause to people in
our community.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (11:45): I rise today to support the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Amendment Bill 2019. We hear more and more about people who have experienced online
bullying and stalking. These people who have suffered from online bullying say it is a devastating
experience and it is very difficult to recover from.
Bullying and stalking take many forms and can range from verbal, vile, nasty, threatening and
degrading written threats and taunts to using images. These images are often doctored to add
someone’s face to unpleasant and pornographic pictures, and it can be impossible to tell if these
pictures are real or not. These words and images are often seen by family and friends and colleagues,
and the images are almost impossible to remove from the internet.
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In the past we have been told to just switch it off, ignore it and carry on regardless. However, the reality
is that we cannot do that anymore. Our lives are more and more connected to the internet. From online
banking and shopping through to sharing your personal life on social media channels, it is impossible
to just switch off; you just cannot. If you do run into trouble on websites such as Facebook, they have
shown themselves highly ineffective at removing negative comments and imagery and deleting the
accounts of online stalkers and bullies.
It has been 10 years since Allem Halkic took his own life by jumping from the West Gate Bridge. He
was just 17. Allem had endured hundreds of threatening text messages for many months before he felt
that he could take it no more. The perpetrators were ordered to do community service. Allem’s family
were outraged by the lenient ruling and campaigned to have his suicide recognised as the result of an
act of violence. They were successful and they were compensated accordingly.
They were right: these acts are pure violence. The Halkic family have campaigned ever since to make
the community more aware of cyberbullying and the actions families do take. However, Allem’s
father, Ali, says that online bullying is now worse than ever and that much more needs to be done. He
spends his days talking to schools and conducting other activities to drive awareness.
There is a big difference between robust, healthy debate—like we sometimes have in this place—and
the dark, nasty, degrading and violent comments and images that can literally destroy a person’s life.
Sadly for Allem and many others like him, there was not enough recourse or support available and he
took his own life.
I want to share another personal account, that of a colleague that I actually worked with, Amy Cleland.
She was a massage therapist with me at the Western Health Collective in West Footscray, and Amy’s
and my rooms were right next to each other. When I first started there, for whatever reason I
continually wanted to call Amy ‘Jessica’. Interestingly, Amy said to me, ‘It’s funny that you
continually want to call me ‘Jessica’, because that was my sister’s name’. Amy then explained to me
that her sister took her own life at the age of 18. In April this year it would have been five years since
her death. What it did to Jessica, a beautiful young woman, and what it did to her family is a pain and
a loss that I have not—well, I have experienced close loved ones committing suicide, but what Amy
told me about poor Jessica’s online bullying and how she felt at that time will always sit with me.
More than 3150 people died from intentional self-harm last year, and over 65 000 Australians
attempted it. Yesterday was suicide awareness day. Suicide is the leading cause of death for
Australians between the ages of 15 and 44. Young Australians are more likely to take their own life
than die in a motor car accident, and 75 per cent of those suicides are of males.
We all know of these high rates of suicide and the issues that young people are experiencing, and we
also know that they are often fuelled by activity on social media. To young people the online world is
very real and part of life. If they are trolled, they say they simply cannot switch off the internet. The
impact on their personal lives is huge. You have to understand that all schoolwork these days is done
via the internet and via a computer, not like it was for me, with books and going to a library. So, yes,
young people are particularly vulnerable to online bullying and stalking, but the problem applies across
the board and all people of all ages can experience these vile acts.
It amazes me that in 2019 we still have to make laws to tell people that this kind of behaviour is
unacceptable. There is no doubt that there needs to be more education around it for students and their
parents and for others in our community. It is also very difficult to find out who the trolls are, as they
can hide behind anonymity. I welcome an extension of powers to investigate who these trolls are.
Before the bill today, the legislation did not recognise gender, and these amendments will certainly go
some way to helping the women and men who are victims of trolling. I hope in turn that the bill will
act as a strong deterrent to the people who carry out these disgusting crimes. I commend the bill to this
house.
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Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (11:53): I will be brief. The Liberal Democrats support free
speech. We follow in the tradition of the Enlightenment—the revolution of reason and liberty over
superstition and authority. It is disappointing to see a party that claims to champion reason, and a
person whom I respect, bringing censorship legislation to our Parliament. We cannot support this bill.
The act already allows censorship of speech regarding race and religion. This bill would expand the
act to allow the censorship of speech regarding sex, gender, gender identity, disability, sexual
orientation and sex characteristics. This is a broad range of sensitive topics, many of which are not
clearly defined or widely agreed on.
We saw this disagreement throughout the debate on allowing the alteration of sex on birth certificates.
The Liberal Democrats supported that bill because it allows people to make a personal decision that
only affects themselves. In contrast, this bill enforces the state view of sex and gender identity on
others through censorship.
The bill also removes a number of significant conditions that reduce the scope of censorship. Under
the current act, incitement must be done intentionally; this bill will allow unintentional incitement to
be prosecuted. Under the current act the perpetrator must know that their speech will incite; this bill
removes that requirement. Under the current act the speech must actually incite hatred; this bill would
allow speech that does not incite hatred to also be censored. The sum of these changes will mean that
a person could be prosecuted for saying something that they do not intend to be offensive, that they do
not believe is offensive and that does not actually incite hatred or contempt. To be clear, if this bill
passes and you do not agree with the government’s belief that identity determines sex, you can be sued
for merely stating your beliefs.
Defenders of this bill will claim that the bill does not censor speech; in fact this is the sole function of
this bill. They will claim that only wrong speech will be censored, but I do not trust this government
or any government to decide what speech is wrong speech on my behalf. They will claim that the bill
will only affect those who engage in wrong speech, but it will affect everyone’s right to hear speech.
This bill is an authoritarian mistake, and I will not support it.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (11:56): I move:
That debate on this item be adjourned until later this day.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned until later this day.
Motions
MURRAY-DARLING BASIN PLAN
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (11:57): I move:
That this house calls on the government to withdraw from the Murray-Darling Basin plan, noting that the:
(1) Murray-Darling Basin plan diverts water away from Victorian irrigators and towards the Lower Lakes
in South Australia;
(2) Lower Lakes are naturally estuarine but the incorrect science of the Murray-Darling Basin plan requires
that they be maintained as freshwater lakes; and
(3) federal government has refused to establish a royal commission to investigate the failure of the MurrayDarling Basin plan.

I have to draw this out a little bit longer until question time. I understand—
The PRESIDENT: You are getting the gist.
Mr Gepp: But now that you have, you’ve blown the Chair’s cover.
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Mr QUILTY: I feel that is kind of important. I understand the opposition will be moving an
amendment to my motion at some point. It is possible that we will accept that, although I feel it does
weaken some of the strength and power of my original motion.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Questions without notice and ministers statements
AUSTIN HOSPITAL
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:00): My question is to the Minister for Health.
Minister, so severe is the Andrews Labor government’s cuts to the health portfolio that it has now been
reported today that all elective surgery at the Austin Hospital has been cancelled indefinitely due to
ageing equipment and maintenance failures. Minister, what urgent action have you undertaken in the
past 48 hours to address yet another Andrews government health crisis?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:01): Can I say at the outset that what has happened at the Austin in recent days is just not good
enough. I am concerned for patients facing surgery, who are already stressed enough without having
to face delays, and that is why we are carefully considering what can be done to assist these patients
and their families. Patient safety has to be everyone’s priority, and this is why Austin Health removed
these washers from service. I am advised that this was a precautionary measure to ensure the highest
standard of quality and safety for patients and will be rectified as soon as possible. The current issue
is with medical washers and not with sterilising machines. Technicians have been on site checking
each washer to resolve the issue, and Austin Health are currently testing the machines prior to returning
them to service. I am advised that five of seven washers are functioning and Austin Health are
progressively bringing the others up to full capacity.
This is why as a precautionary measure Austin Health have temporarily cancelled all non-essential
elective surgery. Austin Health are working with other hospitals, such as the Northern, to ensure
patients get the medical treatment that they require. This also includes a local private hospital such as
Warringal, which will provide services at no cost to patients. Orders have been placed with vendors
for replacement surgical equipment, and I am advised that Austin Health are continuing to perform
emergency and essential surgery. Austin Health apologised to patients and their families for any
inconvenience caused. I am also advised that all urgent patients will be treated within the established
time lines. I have been asking for regular updates in relation to this matter. We have been taking action
to ensure that we can assist these patients and their families.
Now, the suggestion that the member is making—that this has happened as a result of funding cuts—
is absolute rubbish, and I categorically reject that. As I have explained in this house on numerous
occasions, we have provided our hospitals in Victoria with record funding: $2.5 billion in our budget
this year. Austin Health are receiving $727.2 million over the next year, $31.4 million more than last
year. In fact it is $170.4 million more than when the coalition were last in government. We have
increased funding to Austin Health by 30.6 per cent since the last coalition budget. We have also
provided $60 million in this year’s budget for medical equipment and engineering upgrades.
The PRESIDENT: Before I call Ms Crozier for a supplementary, I acknowledge a previous
member of the Victorian Parliament, Sharon Knight, who is in the gallery.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:04): Minister, isn’t it a fact that hundreds and
hundreds of vulnerable Victorian patients, who are mothers, fathers, grandparents and loved ones of
family members, have been impacted by this latest crisis due to the clapped-out equipment that is at
the Austin Hospital?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:04): I have explained the circumstances in which this has occurred, and I am regretful of the fact
that this is impacting on many patients and families in the northern suburbs. This is why we have been
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working closely, and I have directed my department to work very closely, with Austin Health, together
with Safer Care Victoria, who are also involved in this work, to ensure that these matters can be
addressed as quickly as possible. This is why, as I have already explained, we are carefully considering
what can be done to assist patients and their families. It is important that patient safety is prioritised,
and this is why Austin Health have taken the precautionary measures that they have taken. As I have
explained to the house already, patients who are needing emergency and essential surgery are
continuing to get access to that at the Austin, and other arrangements are being put in place at other
hospitals. (Time expired)
BOROONDARA PLANNING SCHEME
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:05): My question without notice is to the minister
representing the Minister for Planning. I refer to the latest heritage home demolition, a 130-year-old
home at 368 Auburn Road, Hawthorn, and ask: will the minister now approve amendments C285,
C293, C307 and C309 to the Boroondara planning scheme to introduce heritage controls to heritage
properties identified in the Hawthorn, Kew, Kew East, Mont Albert and Hawthorn East heritage gap
studies so that in Boroondara Victorian-era homes do not have less heritage protection than the Eastern
Freeway?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:06): I thank Mr Hayes for his question in relation to heritage homes in
Hawthorn, and I will pass that on to Minister Wynne in the other place.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:06): Thanks for that, Minister. My supplementary
question is: how many heritage houses being demolished will it take before the minister removes the
Boroondara-specific amendment C299, which makes Boroondara the only municipality in the state
where homes with an interim heritage order can be demolished while the heritage assessment is in the
middle of being carried out, described as a ‘bizarre’ loophole, in the words of the National Trust?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:07): As with the previous question, I will pass it on to Minister Wynne.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: VICTORIAN TRAINING AWARDS
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:07): I rise to update the chamber on the outstanding success of regional Victoria at this
year’s Victorian Training Awards last Friday night. Now in its 65th year, the Victorian Training
Awards recognise the achievements of Victoria’s VET sector.
Regional Victoria won big-time this year. The Large Training Provider of the Year is Sunraysia
Institute of TAFE. SuniTAFE has been recognised for its leadership in responding to local needs in
north-west Victoria. The Community Training Provider of the Year is Cire Services in the Yarra
Ranges. They have been recognised for the range of innovative programs and partnerships they have
developed to support disadvantaged groups in the region to re-engage in education and achieve
employment. As I noted earlier today, Victoria’s Koorie Student of the Year is Tanya McDonald.
Tanya came through a background of family violence to complete a diploma of community services
at South West TAFE and obtain full employment.
The Trainer of the Year is Jodi Rechsteiner-Sanders from GOTAFE. Jodi is a qualified chef teaching
in the hospitality and Victorian certificate of applied learning departments. She came to teaching in
her mid-30s and has an unwavering passion for achieving outcomes for all of her students, adapting
courses to the individual needs of students. The Employer Award for Apprenticeship Development
went to Seymour Health. Seymour Health designed its school-based apprenticeship and traineeship
program in 2018 to instil confidence and self-belief in marginalised local youth. This program is
changing the lives of so many locals in the community.
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Regional Victoria is at the forefront of outstanding education and training that responds to local needs.
All winners at the Victorian Training Awards will represent this state at the National Training Awards
in November, and I am sure all of them will do us proud.
AUSTIN HOSPITAL
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:09): My question is to the Minister for Health.
Minister, it is reported that the medical equipment in question at the Austin Hospital is up to 12 years
old and now well overdue to be replaced. Isn’t this latest crisis indicative of the failure of a government
that has wasted money, cannot manage budgets and has not invested in replacing vital equipment in
our hospitals?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:10): In her previous question we saw Ms Crozier claim that there were cuts, which she knows are
a figment of her imagination or have only been a product of cuts from Canberra. Now in this question
she is claiming that we are wasting money. So she cannot decide. Which is it?
Ms Crozier: On a point of order, President, this is an extremely serious situation we have at the
Austin Hospital that is affecting Victorian patients. I would ask the minister to stop debating this very
important issue and get back to answering the question.
The PRESIDENT: The minister has been responding for 20 seconds. I do appreciate that the
preamble mentioned cuts, so I think the minister is being responsive to that part of the preamble.
Ms Crozier: I didn’t. I’m sorry. Do you want me to repeat the question?
The PRESIDENT: You can hand it over to me in a minute, but I ask the minister in the next
2 minutes and 40 seconds to return to the question.
Ms MIKAKOS: The point that I am making is that I reject the premise of the member’s question,
as I rejected the premise of the member’s previous question. The point that I make is that we are taking
this matter extremely seriously. I have expressed my disappointment with what has occurred. It is not
acceptable. This is why both the Department of Health and Human Services and Safer Care Victoria
are working closely with Austin Health to address these issues as quickly as possible. As part of the
process of course it is important that Austin Health are able to get their elective surgery up and running
as quickly as possible so that patients are not inconvenienced further. That is the focus. This is why
orders for new equipment have been placed. This is why patients will now get their surgery at other
hospitals, both public and private hospitals, at no cost to them, to make sure that their particular needs
can be attended to as quickly as possible.
As part of this process of course there will be a proper review of these matters, and I have asked Safer
Care Victoria to look at the safety issues. We will be able to look at exactly what has happened as part
of that review and at that point be able to examine issues such as the state of any of the equipment
involved. As I have already explained in my earlier answer, there is a pool of funds in the budget this
year, as we have had in previous Labor budgets, dedicated to medical equipment and engineering
infrastructure. There is $60 million in this year’s budget for medical equipment and engineering
upgrades alone, in addition to the record $2.5 billion of funding to run our hospitals. We are taking the
action that is necessary in supporting Austin Health to address their operational issues. That is the
focus at the moment to ensure patients get access to the care that they need, and there will be a proper
review of these matters by the hospital and Safer Care Victoria once these immediate issues around
elective surgery are resolved.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:13): There was no response there to a very serious
situation. Minister, you are running Victorian hospitals into the ground, and now mothers, fathers,
grandparents and other vulnerable Victorians are at risk. What responsibility will you take if any
patient is harmed, either through contamination or as a result of the delay in getting vital surgery?
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Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:14): The member knows full well that we have a devolved health system here in Victoria. These
are operational matters. I am very disappointed by the inconvenience caused to patients at the Austin
Hospital. This is why we are supporting Austin Health to get their elective surgery back online as
quickly as possible. We are providing them with the financial support that they require, with a record
budget—$2.5 billion in the budget this year—and a funding increase of more than 30 per cent since
we have been in office, as well as dedicated funding for medical equipment upgrades. But we are
working with Austin Health to ensure that patients can get access to the surgery that they need at other
hospitals, including at Warringal Private Hospital, which is very close by. I understand that some
patients have already received that surgery at these alternative health services. We will continue to
support them in the days— (Time expired)
WODONGA TRAIN SERVICES
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:15): My question is to Minister Pulford, representing
the Minister for Public Transport. I recently received an email from a retired member of the taxi
community who regularly uses the V/Line from Wodonga to Melbourne to attend medical
appointments in Melbourne with her seriously ill and disabled husband. She complains that despite
years of upgrades and repairs on the line there are still constant delays, regularly cancelled services
diverted to buses, grubby toilets, unreliable buffet services and disinterested staff unwilling to provide
assistance at stations in Wodonga or at Southern Cross. Many minor things add up to a very poor
experience. V/Line reported just 48.3 per cent of trains arriving on time in July this year. This is quite
an extreme variation on the 90 per cent target, so I ask the minister: what will be done to fix the very
poor V/Line train services to Wodonga?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:16): I thank Mr Barton for his question. I also take the
opportunity to wish the member of the taxi community and her husband the very best in managing
their health issues, which are adding additional difficulty to what sounds like a very difficult travel
experience. This is, I think, for many people in north-eastern Victoria a matter of great frustration, and
our government did have to wait much longer than we would have liked to to finalise the funding
arrangements with the federal government for the planned upgrade.
If I could just provide some context, the north-east line is a little different to most of the other regional
rail lines in Victoria in that it is not maintained and managed by the Australian Rail Track Corporation
(ARTC). The track is not currently maintained to a condition and a standard that enables trains to
travel at high speeds on all sections between Albury and Melbourne, as no doubt the people that the
member is representing today with his question know very well. We do continue to work closely with
the ARTC to support improvements to the track. The Australian government, with the Victorian
government, is upgrading the north-east rail corridor; this is a matter that Minister Symes has been
very involved in advocacy for for quite some years. This upgrade will enable more frequent and,
importantly, more reliable services for people from this part of regional Victoria. The $235 million
north-east line upgrade will improve the condition of the Albury line and enable V/Line trains to run
on the line for the first time.
Mr Davis interjected.
Ms PULFORD: This is an important and serious matter, but, Mr Davis, seriously, your mates close
regional rail lines at every opportunity and never provide upgrades. So you could just give us the
courtesy of an opportunity to respond to Mr Barton. You know you have got a shameful record on
regional rail. You know you do.
But on the sections of this track that are under V/Line’s control we are undertaking essential
maintenance and renewal, including $9 million of works to replace more than 31 000 sleepers between
Seymour and Donnybrook. I think we share the frustration of the communities in the north-east, but
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the work is underway, the partnership with the federal government is underway and we all look
forward to some improvement at the earliest opportunity.
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:19): Thank you very much for your response, Minister.
Just last week this particular traveller experienced two disruptions on consecutive days. The Monday
evening train to Albury was delayed, spending an hour in Wangaratta before arriving in Albury after
midnight, an hour and a half behind schedule. The following morning, after boarding a train,
passengers were told to transfer to buses because of track issues. Can the minister detail the cost of
these replacement bus services on the Melbourne to Albury line over the last 12 months?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:20): On the specific question about the cost for replacement
services, I will take that on notice and seek a detailed response from Minister Horne, but we do
understand that there were some significant delays experienced by people on the evening of
2 September, which I gather is what you are referring to. I am advised that this was due to a delay in
handover after the ARTC completed some signalling and track upgrades near Violet Town between
31 August and 2 September as part of the upgrade that I referred to in my answer to the substantive
question. The trains were scheduled to return after 6.00 pm on Monday night. There was a delay to
the works being completed, and the trains were not able to resume normal operation until close to
9.00 pm, so that was obviously a very late night and very inconvenient for people who were caught
up in that. I am also advised that alternative travel options were provided where possible to minimise
delay, including coaches and taxis. Food and drinks were provided as well.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: ANIMAL WELFARE REGULATIONS
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:21): I wish to inform the house about the proposed new regulations under
the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986. The current regulations expire in December, and that
means that we must remake them. Animal Welfare Victoria have been consulting with industry and
stakeholders on what they want to see included in a new modern set of regulations, and these are now
out for broader public consultation. The regulations will make important improvements on animal
welfare issues, such as mandating the use of pain relief for mulesing of sheep, the sale and use of
electronic shock collars, the use and regulation of traps, operational and administrative processes for
rodeos and other regulatory changes.
One proposed change that will have a profound impact is the regulation of fruit netting on household
fruit trees. The availability and use of unsuitable types of tree netting is causing serious injury, pain
and death to small marsupials such as sugar gliders and fruit bats, and the proposed regulations aim to
restrict the use of fruit tree netting to varieties where the mesh size is 5 millimetres or less. Several
wildlife rescue groups, animal welfare organisations and conservation groups have long campaigned
for regulation of household fruit netting, and these changes will indeed make a big difference to fruitloving furry critters. Another proposal is to create an offence of leaving an animal in a car for more
than 10 minutes when the temperature is above 28 degrees. The Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF)
went further and suggested a new offence of placing an animal on a metal tray when it is hotter than
28 degrees without a layer of protective material such as a rubber mat.
Overwhelmingly Victorians treat their animals and our precious wildlife well, but it is important to
have modern, responsive regulations that reflect the expectations of the public when it comes to animal
welfare. I appreciate the input from the VFF, animal welfare groups and all others regarding their
advocacy for changes, and I invite further feedback from the broader community, with the ability for
people to have their say until 26 September via the Engage Victoria website.
SUBURBAN RAIL LOOP
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:23): My question is to the
Minister for Priority Precincts, who is also the Special Minister of State. Minister, noting Labor’s 2014
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election commitment that Infrastructure Victoria will assist in identifying infrastructure needs, consult
on proposals and consider funding and financing models, why does your government refuse to refer
the Suburban Rail Loop to Infrastructure Victoria?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:23): I thank Mr Davis for
his question and really his ignorance of certain matters; I am very grateful for that on a daily basis.
The reason I refer to that today is that the Victorian government has asked—I have asked—
Infrastructure Victoria to provide advice on what will be the growth patterns that are associated with
population growth and service needs that will happen as a consequence of the Suburban Rail Loop
and the demand for services that would be required to meet the standard of community amenity and
the level of support services that our communities will require in the future when the Suburban Rail
Loop has been considered and developed. So I can say to you, Mr Davis, that the Victorian
government does appreciate the important role that Infrastructure Victoria have played and will play
in terms of their ability to assess the infrastructure needs, the service delivery needs, the amenity needs
and the environmental consequences of development in this state. That is exactly the basket of issues
that the Victorian government has asked Infrastructure Victoria to consider.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:25): It sounds to me like
Infrastructure Victoria is not actually considering the Suburban Rail Loop as to whether it should go
ahead or not. You said in the committee stage on the Infrastructure Victoria bill that the government
is determined to take short-term politics out of infrastructure. You said:
Infrastructure Victoria will end this. It will elevate the role of independent and expert infrastructure advice to
guide … decision-making, hold government decision-makers to account—

Mr Jennings: How does this supplementary build on my substantive answer to your question?
Mr DAVIS: Well, let me ask the question. The question is: is the Suburban Rail Loop’s future
contingent on the report of Infrastructure Victoria?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:26): Clearly the answer is
no. In relation to the structure of your first question and the structure of your supplementary question,
you did not take into account the facts in the first question, and the second question was made
redundant because I had already spoken of the terms and the consideration that Infrastructure Victoria
will bring to the project. By the time you asked your supplementary question, it was redundant.
RABBIT FARMING
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (12:26): My question is for the Minister for Agriculture. In
2002 there were 52 rabbit meat farms and six farmed rabbit slaughterhouses in Victoria. Today there
are three commercially intensive rabbit farms in Victoria, and their growth prospect is considered
negative due to poor welfare and disease. I am not talking about the rabbits that are considered a pest
in Victoria; I am talking about the breeds of domesticated rabbits traditionally perceived as companion
animals bred as food in conditions of extreme confinement with serious welfare concerns. The
recommended practice on farms is to confine rabbits to wire cages the size of an A4 piece of paper,
violating the five freedoms which underpin animal welfare as defined by the RSPCA, denying them
natural movement. The RSPCA’s view on rabbit farming is that it results in several welfare concerns,
preventing rabbits from satisfying their behavioural, social and physiological needs. Rabbit meat
farming is a small industry causing great harm. Will the minister remove factory-farmed rabbits as
consumable animals from the Meat Industry Act 1993?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:28): I thank Mr Meddick for his question and his ongoing advocacy in
relation to animal welfare matters. Protecting animal welfare is obviously also something that the
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Andrews Labor government is particularly focused on, but in relation to the Meat Industry Act 1993
its purpose is to ensure food safety practices are complied with during the production and processing
of meat, so we do not have any plans at this time to remove factory-farmed rabbits from the Meat
Industry Act. The welfare of animals farmed for their meat is managed through Victoria’s animal
welfare regulatory framework, and the welfare of rabbits, including pet, farmed and pest rabbits, is
protected under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986 (POCTA act).
The Victorian code of practice for the intensive husbandry of rabbits, better known as the rabbit code,
sets out the basic requirements for the welfare of rabbits in intensive systems, including housing,
environment, food and water, handling, health, transport, euthanasia and slaughter. The rabbit code
comes under the POCTA act, and we have got an election commitment to review that act, so we can
use the opportunity to look at the status of the code as part of that review. Of course the RSPCA
advocate for rabbits to be housed in systems that properly cater for their health, welfare and
behavioural needs, which we support. If members of the public have reason to believe that animal
welfare requirements are not being met in relation to farmed rabbits, I would encourage those reports
to be made to Agriculture Victoria.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: CANCER TREATMENT SERVICES
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:29): I rise to update the house about a revolutionary new cancer treatment service now being
provided in Victoria to children and young adults. The cutting-edge CAR T-cell treatment has
commenced at the Royal Children’s Hospital and the Peter MacCallum Cancer Centre for Victorian
patients and for interstate patients who travel here to receive Victoria’s world-class care. CAR T-cell
therapy is a new frontier in cancer treatment that allows the body’s own immune system to fight cancer.
It involves removing a patient’s T cells—a type of immune system cell—re-engineering them in a lab
and reinserting them back into the patient’s body to attack and kill the cancer cells. In 2017 there were
105 new diagnoses for acute lymphoblastic leukaemia (ALL), and 60 were in children or young adults.
We expect about half of these young people to now be treated here in Victoria.
Until recently families have had to take their children overseas to access what is very expensive CAR
T-cell treatment, incurring costs of approximately $500 000 per person plus hospital costs—costs that
families have had to pay out of pocket. Victoria has been working with the commonwealth to bring
this treatment to our state, and we are proud to be the first state that will be able to help kids and young
adults with ALL to get access to this treatment. These are children who would otherwise be palliative.
This is typically a last-resort treatment. This treatment will now be available for children and young
people in our world-class hospitals, and I am grateful for the incredible work that they do every day.
This is just another example of Victoria punching above its weight when it comes to our world-class
health and medical research, which is giving Victorian patients direct clinical benefits. I take this
opportunity to congratulate Professor Jacques Miller from the Walter and Eliza Hall Institute, who
was awarded the prestigious Lasker Award overnight in the United States. Professor Miller’s
discovery of T and B cells paved the way for a generation of vaccines, organ transplants and
immunotherapies that are now used for cancer treatment. I think we should all be very proud as
Victorians that Professor Miller has been such a trailblazer in health and medical research in our state.
We are very grateful for the work that he has performed.
REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT AUSTRALIA COMMITTEES
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:31): My question is to the Minister for Regional Development.
Victoria’s six Regional Development Australia (RDA) committees have all been left languishing
because you continue to refuse to appoint deputies and committee members to support the chairs of
each committee. Minister, why won’t you reveal what the Andrews government has planned for these
community representative committees, which provide that vital link between our regional
communities and state and federal governments?
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Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:32): I thank Ms Bath for her question. I am actually awaiting a response
from the Deputy Prime Minister on this exact issue.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:32): I thank the minister for her response. Minister, is your tacit
dismantling of the RDA committees linked to the Andrews government’s $130 million cut to Regional
Development Victoria (RDV) in this year’s budget and the abandonment of the dedicated regional
development funds?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:33): I thank Ms Bath for her question. There is so much wrong with that
question that you just asked me. There are no cuts to Regional Development Victoria. It is business as
usual. We are open to supporting all job creation in regional Victoria.
Ms Bath interjected.
Ms SYMES: Have a look at the budget papers. There is $124 million to support the operation of
RDV, so you are fundamentally wrong in that regard. Your question actually does not make any sense,
because the federal government funds the administration of the RDAs, not RDV, which is why I am
actually waiting for a response back from the Deputy Prime Minister.
TRANSPORT ACCIDENT COMMISSION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:34): My question is for the Minister for Road Safety and the
TAC. The government treats road users as just another source of revenue. Why haven’t TAC charges
been reduced following the government’s admission that they were overcharging Victorians? As part
of this year’s budget, the government took $800 million from the TAC. The Transport Accident
Commission ultimately got this money by charging Victorians a fee when they paid their rego. The
next time you pay your rego, look at the receipt; you will notice that the registration itself costs around
$300 and the TAC charge is around $500. The money is supposed to be used to pay for insurance for
those injured on our roads. However, this year the government told us via their actions—by taking
$800 million—that the TAC has overcharged Victorians.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:35): I thank Mr Quilty for his question and his interest in how
the TAC operates and how we all contribute to providing an insurance scheme that ensures care and
support for people who are injured on our roads. This is a treasure, the Transport Accident
Commission. It is a Victorian treasure. It is almost unique in that it provides lifetime cover and support.
Just to illustrate the scale of the work that the TAC does—and this is the compensation part of the
organisation, not the prevention part—there is a whole lot of activity, including many hundreds of
millions of dollars of investment into infrastructure and programs and additional support for
campaigns and drug testing, which is something we have talked about on previous occasions in the
house, and the many, many aspects of our Towards Zero strategy. The Transport Accident
Commission has 51 000 active clients. There are 20 000 new clients typically in each year.
Now, Mr Quilty’s question fundamentally is about: why should we be paying to make the investments
in our road safety system and road safety support for people? I think that most people in the Victorian
community, in fact almost all people in the Victorian community, would be very keen to know that
that money that they are contributing is investing in a continual decline in the incidence of road trauma.
We have reduced this by 80 per cent over 50 years. I would be the first to recognise that 2019 has been
incredibly challenging for a number of different reasons, but the support that claim recipients have is
an incredible peace of mind that we all enjoy in Victoria. For some people that is income support, and
for other people it is very high levels of medical support and intervention. For other people—hopefully
for a greater proportion—their experience with the scheme is reasonably short lived, where they get
the support they need and then move on with the rest of their lives. But many of our clients do have a
long-time experience with the fund, and the financial sustainability of the Transport Accident
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Commission is absolutely essential to ensuring that we continue to provide high levels of support for
those people for the rest of their lives. So the approach that the government— (Time expired)
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:38): I thank the minister for her answer, even though it did
not completely address the question. Unfortunately registration and TAC fees are not the only revenueraising tactics used on our roads. Traffic fines are also used to prop up government spending. My
question is: what is the government doing to remove the incentive to make road laws and road rules
and to issue fines for revenue-raising purposes? Perhaps the government could take a leaf out of the
Liberal Democrats’ book: instead of treating motorists like ATMs, we should be reducing costs for
them. So how about this? Whenever anyone pays a traffic fine, we use that money to reduce the cost
of registration and TAC fees for all drivers. An honest and transparent government seeks to eliminate
conflicts of interest. If this government were honest and transparent, it would be working towards a
solution that ensures fines and laws are not motivated by revenue raising. What is the solution that this
government is working towards?
The PRESIDENT: I found that the majority of the supplementary question was not supplementary
to the original question, but Mr Quilty did mention momentarily the TAC, so I call the minister on that
part of it.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:39): The government rejects absolutely the suggestion that
revenues that are derived from fines and from the TAC charge as part of people’s registration are about
revenue raising. If the people who are supported by the TAC were not being supported by the TAC,
they would still need support to manage their disability. They would still need support to manage their
income replacement. They would still need support to cover the costs of their hospital admission. We
think—and there has been a bipartisan, indeed a multipartisan, approach to this issue really since the
mid-1980s, and probably its predecessors for many years before that—that in Victoria we have a
commitment to a social insurance scheme and that we share a commitment to its financial
sustainability so that it can be there for all time for all people. And just a final note on fines: if you do
not want to pay them, you do not have to, because you can just abide by the rules.
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:40): As far as today’s questions go, I thank Minister Symes, who will get
Mr Hayes written responses as per the standing orders from the Minister for Planning, and also
Minister Pulford, who will get a response to the supplementary question from Mr Barton from the
Minister for Public Transport.
Constituency questions
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:41): My constituency question is to the Minister for Health.
I have received representations from the practice manager of the Durham Road Clinic in Sunshine.
This practice is the longest running practice in Sunshine—some 46 years—but it is currently turning
away 50 to 70 people each day as a result of its inability to attract doctors. So serious is the situation
that there is a very real fear that the practice may close, adding to the problems already faced by many
locals attempting to access proper health care. Minister, are you doing anything to alleviate the
shortage of doctors in Melbourne’s west, and if so, what?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:42): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Agriculture. A recent dairy supply chain study conducted in Barwon South identified a number of
factors that are preventing productivity growth across the dairy industry in regional Victoria.
Fluctuating milk prices, dry spells, limited rain and ageing road and rail networks were identified as
factors that are eating into the profitability of Victoria’s struggling dairy industry. In light of recent
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comments in this place, I want to make it apparent that I absolutely support our farmers, who supply
us with the food we eat and who keep our regional towns alive. Whilst the Andrews government
cannot control the weather, they do control Victoria’s road and rail network. The dairy supply chain
in my electorate is predominantly road based, and deteriorating road conditions deter efficient driver
movement between farms, depots and processing plants. My question is: can the minister provide any
insight into whether the state government is considering additional investments in Western Victoria’s
road and rail networks in order to reduce the cost and time it takes for farmers to export their product?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:43): My constituency question is for the Minister for Public
Transport. If the minister wants an appraisal of the standard of public rail transport in regional Victoria,
all she needs to do is listen to my constituents who travel by train between Shepparton and Melbourne.
On Thursday, 5 September, one of my constituents boarded the 12.52 pm train at Southern Cross to
Shepparton. Once her train departed Melbourne, the constituent became aware that no food or drinks
were available for purchase by passengers throughout the 2-hour, 33-minute journey. This is despite
the V/Line timetable clearly indicating to customers that a buffet was available. My constituent
reasonably asks the question, ‘Why can’t passengers be advised of the lack of a buffet car on the train
prior to the departure, so passengers have the opportunity to purchase food beforehand?’. Minister,
will you provide my constituents travelling by train between Shepparton and Melbourne with a
guarantee that, considering the journey takes at least 2½ hours, all rail services on the Shepparton line
will have an open buffet service, with food and drinks available for purchase by commuters?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (12:44): My constituency question is directed to the
Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC and Minister for Fishing and Boating, the
Honourable Jaala Pulford. My question to the minister relates to her portfolio responsibilities of fishing
and boating. The Andrews Labor government is making it cheaper and easier for more Victorian
families to get out on the water by abolishing parking and launching fees at public boat ramps. The
abolition of fees at the Warmies boat ramp is the first step in delivering on this major commitment in
my electorate and will save families up to $315 a year on an annual parking permit. My question to
the minister is: can the minister give me an update on the expected time line for the rollout of this
initiative to the remaining boating ramps in my electorate of Western Metropolitan Region, which
includes the Altona boat ramp, Werribee South boat ramp and Williamstown boat ramp?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:45): My question is to the Minister for Health, and it
concerns the unfortunate financial situation of Ballarat Community Health (BCH). I recently met with
the CEO of Ballarat Community Health and was impressed with the extraordinary range and extent of
services provided across its four sites. Impressive stats include 6500 immunisations a year,
1000 clients each day across all services and 30 different available services. However, I was shocked
to learn that, while BCH is operating a very lean operation, with a growing demand for services, it is
in deficit, having received zero additional dollars in the last budget—the last budget that was allegedly
delivering for all Victorians. I ask the minister: if she does not just favour primary health care, what is
she doing to ensure that the funding shortfall in community health care is redressed so that preventative
health care at a community level can flourish free of debt?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:46): My constituency question is for the Minister for Road
Safety and the TAC. Last Tuesday I attended a road safety forum in Bendigo. At the forum I found
many people who supported a trial for higher speed limits along regional freeways. On my way back
to Melbourne I noticed that the limit on the M2 was 100 kilometres an hour instead of the usual 80.
My heart leapt with joy, and for possibly the first time in my life I had warm feelings towards
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VicRoads. It was great. This government has spruiked the speed limit increase trial on the M2, an
increase that saves Melbourne drivers a couple of minutes, yet the government condemns a similar
increased speed limit trial on the Hume, a change that would save Wodongans 25 minutes on their trip
to Melbourne. Why does this government value 60 seconds of a Melbournian’s time more than
25 minutes of a Wodongan’s time?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (12:47): My constituency question today is for the
Minister for Public Transport and concerns the Upfield line that runs through my electorate of
Northern Metropolitan Region. There has been a massive population boom that extends around that
line. I asked this question in the last Parliament but never got a response. It is in relation to the short
shunting on the Upfield line. Commuters in the northern metropolitan area are getting more and more
frustrated because trains are stopped at Coburg and turned around and sent back into the city. There is
a wait of sometimes up to 20 extra minutes for people to get beyond Coburg station, and it is no wonder
our commuters in Melbourne’s north are getting more and more frustrated. The question I have for the
minister is: why are the trains on the Upfield line being short shunted at Coburg station, disadvantaging
commuters beyond Coburg?
Motions
MURRAY-DARLING BASIN PLAN
Debate resumed.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:48): The Murray-Darling Basin plan has been a disaster for
Victorians. Farmers have had a zero allocation in the Murray system for two years in a row, but the
river is far from dry. Irrigators are watching water flow straight past them and on to South Australia,
where every year nearly two Sydney Harbours worth of fresh water evaporate from the Lower Lakes.
These lakes are naturally estuarine, and in a dry year this evaporating water should be salt water instead
of precious fresh water.
Peer-reviewed research from the CSIRO’s journal Pacific Conservation Biology confirms that the lake
was an estuary until the construction of the artificial barrages at the mouth of the Murray. Furthermore,
it demonstrates that the assumptions behind the basin plan were based on faulty studies that were not
peer reviewed. Senator Leyonhjelm always used to say the plan was 1 per cent science and 99 per cent
politics. Now we are not even sure about that 1 per cent. Now it looks more like a mix of vote-buying
and corruption. Victorian farmers are killing their livestock, and themselves, so that sailing clubs in
South Australia can keep their yachts floating in fresh water. The governments involved in
perpetuating this plan should hang their collective heads in shame—if governments were capable of
feeling shame. Maybe if the farmers of northern Victoria were animals, action would have been taken
to protect them.
Another purported benefit of the plan is to scour the mouth of the river and to reduce salinity levels in
the Coorong. Despite sending hundreds of gigalitres downstream, the mouth of the Murray
consistently requires dredging. It closes over within days of high-pulse flows. Scouring is not working.
And what about the Coorong? You will notice that the mouth of a river is a low point on the land. That
is why water flows toward it. The Coorong is hypersaline because the eastern end, which is higher up,
has been drained into the ocean. Instead of fixing that by reverting the drains back away from the
ocean and down the Coorong, the wisdom of the Murray-Darling plan is to add fresh water at the low
end of the lagoon near the mouth of the river and hope that it flows uphill. The plan requires a
suspension of the theory of gravity to work efficiently. Even with the artificially raised lake, the water
will not flow far. That is not the only scientific hole in the plan. The Murray-Darling Basin plan
commissioner, Bret Walker, noted that, and I quote:
Science, as that term should be understood, was not used.
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The plan requires that wetlands are constantly kept wet, meaning that following heavy rain water will
not soak into the soil and floods are likely to devastate any towns that have not already been devastated
by this plan. Environmental flows are flooding the Barmah National Park summer after summer,
destroying endangered grasslands. Banks of the river are being eroded. Up and down the river the plan
is causing massive environmental damage. Black water flows from environmental flooding cause fish
kills.
To explain the absurdity of this whole thing, let me put it into a Melbourne context. It would be like
Victoria deciding to turn Port Philip Bay into one big freshwater lake by building a massive wall at
the ocean’s entrance and elevating the freshwater source by 0.75 metres to keep the salt water out. It
would mean relying on the Yarra River to deliver the fresh water required, which of course it could
not do for a lake that size so we would divert water from the Gippsland and the Murray-Darling
systems and take water allocations from those communities to fill our giant man-made freshwater lake.
The solution at this end of the river is to build a lock zero at Wellington to protect the fresh water
supply for Adelaide and to open the barrages to restore the natural system.
To add insult to injury, the latest news is of the water barons from Queensland and northern New
South Wales hoarding billions of litres of water, causing artificial price spikes. Criminal actions, with
excess and illegal floodplain harvesting in Queensland and northern New South Wales, have turned
off the taps, leaving Victoria to supply all the environmental flows. And there seems to be a strange
reluctance on the part of the governments of Queensland, New South Wales and the commonwealth
to investigate and punish.
In my maiden speech I joked that it was time for a regional exit, a Rexit, because Melbourne politicians
could not care less about the regions. It turns out city-based politicians across the country do not care
about any of the regions. Every time our government reaffirms their commitment to the MurrayDarling Basin scheme a Rexit begins to look less like a joke and more like genuine policy. This motion
is not an academic exercise. It is not an issue that we have months to discuss. The crops along both
sides of the Murray have maybe a week left before they are lost again. There is water that could be
allocated to save the crops.
One of my constituents, Stephen Black from Katandra West, described a situation where family
farmers on 100-acre blocks face bills of $20 000 a year to maintain their irrigation infrastructure. But
they cannot use any water, so they cannot even sell their farms if they want to. He says his community
is unrecognisable from the one he grew up in. He knows 10 schools in his area that have closed. He
predicts Victoria’s inland dairy farming industry, formerly the powerhouse of dairy production in
Australia, will be on its knees by Christmas.
We should point out that the Victorian government is not the worst culprit in this disaster. They have
done more to protect irrigators than the other four governments involved in the scheme. They have
taken positive steps against the plan in the past. They oppose the 450 additional gigalitres the federal
government is requesting, and they have worked to ensure that Victorians are on firm legal ground to
keep the water here. I would like to acknowledge that and thank the minister for that, but there are
more steps to take.
We call on the government to withdraw from the plan—to end the plan—if the federal government
refuses to hold a royal commission into what has gone wrong and how to fix it. Let me be clear:
regionally based MPs who continue to support the plan are going to be replaced. As we saw in New
South Wales at the state election, the National Party felt the wrath of irrigators and now the west of
the state is held by our friends in the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party. The same will be repeated
on our side of the river and at the federal level if something does not change. Voters will be watching
how you vote today, and they will hold you to account. Back in April more than a thousand irrigators
flocked to Albury to call on the government to pause the plan. On Thursday many thousands more
rallied together in Tocumwal to vent their frustration, to be heard and to call on the government to
withdraw from the plan. I have heard them. The Liberal Democrats call upon this government to listen
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to the science, listen to people suffering in northern Victoria and withdraw from the Murray-Darling
Basin plan.
Sitting suspended 12.56 pm until 2.03 pm.
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (14:03): I rise to speak on Mr Quilty’s motion about the MurrayDarling Basin. I am not sure if this has been communicated to Mr Quilty or not, but I am authorised
to tell him that we will not be supporting his motion today. Perhaps Mr Limbrick could tell him that.
Before I deal with the substance of the motion before us, I might also thank Mr Quilty for his career
counselling in his contribution just before he finished. Of course it would have been churlish of me to
go back over the lunchbreak and have a look at the numbers from the last election in Northern Victoria
Region, and whilst I did that, I certainly will not repeat those numbers.
Ms Symes interjected.
Mr GEPP: Ms Symes, you are trying to entice me to respond to that interjection, but I will not be
lured in. I will not be lured into naming myself as number one in Northern Victoria. I will resist all
attempts that you or anybody else makes in this chamber to point to the 140 000-odd first votes.
Anyway, I digress.
In all seriousness, the government does not support the motion from Mr Quilty. Victoria remains
committed to delivering the basin plan in a way that balances the social, economic and environmental
outcomes as agreed. Victoria does not support starting again or renegotiating the water recovery
targets. Victoria’s position remains unchanged, and it is important that the house is aware of the
position of the government. We do not support further buybacks in Victoria and we will not
intentionally flood private land without prior agreement, nor will we compulsorily acquire land or
easements. Any additional water recovery above the 2750-gigalitre target must only occur with neutral
or positive socio-economic outcomes for communities. That criteria was agreed at the ministerial
council in December 2018 and it will be used to assess any further attempts at additional water
recovery.
I am glad that Mr Quilty actually did acknowledge in his contribution the work of the Victorian
government, because everywhere I go in northern Victoria Minister Lisa Neville, the Minister for
Water, is held in the highest regard for the way that she has managed this portfolio. She has done it
openly, transparently and in consultation with irrigators and farmers right throughout northern
Victoria, and she has done a mighty job in representing this state. If you do not believe me, you only
have to ask organisation such as the VFF, the Victorian Farmers Federation, who are lauding the
praises of Ms Neville and the work that she has done and the leadership that she has displayed.
I quote from a media release that they put out only a few short weeks ago, just around the time of the
water ministerial council:
Minister Neville’s leadership will improve protections for Victoria’s irrigators and the health of the Murray
River … we urgently need New South Wales … and South Australia … to also limit the expansion of water
licences so we can collectively reduce delivery risks for irrigators across New South Wales, Victorian and
South Australia …

Going back to the comments of Mr Quilty, I could well appreciate that if by moving to withdraw from
this plan there was a criticism of this government in relation to this plan, you could well imagine why
he has come forward. But in fact Victoria has done the heavy lifting in relation to the Murray-Darling
Basin plan, and I think that is well acknowledged throughout the country—probably not conceded by
those in Canberra, I dare say—and most of the problems that we see in the system today are problems
that farmers and irrigators are screaming about in places like South Australia and New South Wales.
The two gatherings that Mr Quilty referred to—Tocumwal and Albury—were both in New South
Wales. I would suggest that farmers and irrigators in New South Wales have very good reason to be
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concerned with what the New South Wales government is doing and not doing in relation to the
Murray-Darling Basin plan.
I think it is also important to understand that we here in Victoria, through Minister Neville, have
consistently stood up for communities as the plan has been rolled out. As I say, we have been doing
the heavy lifting when it comes to delivering water back to the environment. Over 800 gigalitres of
water have been returned to the environment, and we are well on track to meet what is our legal
commitment of 1075 gigalitres. We do not have the problem on our side of the border. But
renegotiating the basin plan targets would put those Victorian communities who rely on the basin—
as well as the environment—at risk. If a much larger recovery target was implemented, many towns
in Victoria would be under grave threat. Renegotiating the basin plan targets would put Victorian
communities who rely on that basin—as well as the environment, as I said—at very grave risk.
The plan is the result of lengthy negotiations between the states and the commonwealth for many
years. So this just has not materialised overnight. I think the origins of the plan go back to 2007, I
think—some 12 to 13 years ago—and through various iterations over the journey, even to the extent
that the recent ministerial council adopted further agreements in relation to some criteria in relation to
future projects. I will deal with that in a minute.
As I say, it has been around for a long, long time, and the commonwealth has passed legislation to
give effect to those negotiations that everybody committed to. If everybody had committed to the
Murray-Darling Basin plan as they did when they sat around the negotiating table, we may not be here
having this conversation, because everybody would be doing the heavy lifting that they agreed to
during that process. But withdrawing from it, as has been suggested, would have dire consequences
for farmers and irrigators here in Victoria. The cost of walking away would be very, very high for our
communities, not to mention the environment, and walking away from the plan does not guarantee
that there will not be more buybacks from the commonwealth. In fact, without the offset projects that
I referred to earlier under the basin plan, Victorian communities face a risk of a further 266 gigalitres
of commonwealth buybacks. We remain opposed to any further buybacks, and withdrawing from the
plan would expose us to further buybacks, but we would not have a seat at the table. It would jeopardise
the health of important environmental sites in our regional communities when we are facing a dryer
future under climate change.
So for us just to pack up and withdraw from this plan—however attractive it might be on the surface—
would have significant environmental and economic consequences throughout Mr Quilty’s electorate
and my electorate of Northern Victoria. It certainly would not pay homage to the tremendous work
that our farming communities have already undertaken as part of the projects to put water back into
the system. I am going to mention a few of the projects that we have been engaged in—the heavy
lifting here in Victoria that I keep referring to, the things that we have already done as part of this plan.
As I say, this plan would be working a heck of a lot better if everybody who committed to the plan
delivered on the things that they said they would commit to under the plan. As I say, we also have
significant concern about what effect this withdrawal would have on the health of our important
environmental sites in regional communities. It would have a devastating effect and one that would
see some of those environmental sites not recover for many, many years to come, if at all.
We do understand that there is in some quarters a lack of confidence in the Murray-Darling Basin
Authority to hold states to account. We understand that, and of course we all remember the Four
Corners program around water theft and misuse of water.
Victoria has an extremely high rate of compliance with our water rules, and we take serious action
when people are not complying with those rules. I have travelled throughout northern Victoria with
the minister from when I first started in this place—I think my first visit was to a farm with the minister
up in the Goulburn Valley region—and I can tell you she takes no prisoners in relation to people who
do not abide by the rules. That is where the respect from the community here in Victoria for Minister
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Neville and her approach to the Murray-Darling Basin plan and water in general comes from. Her
bona fides are there for all to see, and she has led us well.
Of course when people turn on the TV and see programs such as Four Corners and the things that are
going on in other parts of the country, they are right to have concerns about them. But again we say
everybody who has signed up to this plan and has made commitments under the plan should keep
those commitments—should act upon them—and if they did, we would be in a much better place.
There was a national inquiry after those media reports on Four Corners about water misappropriation,
particularly in the northern basin, in 2017. It supported my assertions here today that here in Victoria
there is a strong culture of compliance with the regulatory framework that exists in this state. So I
would suggest to Mr Quilty and to others in this debate that the problem does not lie here with Victoria.
Now, I understand the point that if the commonwealth are not going to be vigilant in the application
of the agreement, that may well have future dire consequences for Victoria. But I do not believe that
simply withdrawing from this plan—a plan that we have committed to, and to which we are fulfilling
our obligations well ahead of everybody else—will not have significant and dire consequences for us.
It will actually achieve a worse outcome, I would suggest, for the farmers and the communities that
have done the heavy lifting, that have returned the high-reliability water for the environment. We do
want the inspector-general to provide confidence that this water is being used as it was intended both
here and in other parts of the basin, and we do expect the inspector-general to ensure that the plan is
delivered as it was intended and that water recovery projects are providing positive socio-economic
outcomes for communities as agreed.
I talked a little bit a little while ago about some of the projects and the fact that we do not support
further recovery of an additional 450 gigalitres of water unless those projects pass our strict socioeconomic tests, backed by the broad criteria that were agreed at the ministerial meeting back in
December 2018. The criteria were informed by socio-economic analysis and basin-wide community
engagement, and they address the cumulative and region-wide impacts that water recovery projects
may have on water prices, regional communities and economies and the future viability of irrigation
districts. I want to outline a few of those criteria to the house so that they are on the record. As I said,
the criteria address social, environmental and cultural impacts of projects.
The criteria include that projects must be made public—they cannot be hidden, there cannot be a lack
of transparency, they have got to be out there for all to see; that projects do not negatively impact on
social and environmental outcomes; and that the project assessment for funding must be clear, timely,
simple and transparent, and must not unduly increase red tape. Projects need to demonstrate how they
contribute to the current and future viability of proponent businesses and irrigation districts, and they
must support regional communities. Programs or projects must not have negative third-party impacts
on the irrigation system, water market or regional communities. Projects need to be assessed for their
potential to impact on the price of water. And, importantly, any cultural impacts must be identified,
protected or improved. Program design should include close engagement with community and
industry leaders. Where practical they should seek to develop and implement integrated
implementation of efficiency measures to maximise benefits to the irrigation network and local
enterprises. Monitoring and evaluation, including of socio-economic outcomes, should be built into
the programs and used to regularly revise and adapt programs as required. And projects must deliver—
this is important—real water savings and not result in profiteering and rorting. Those things were led
by this government. We take this very, very seriously. We are committed to making this plan work,
and it has to work.
The Murray-Darling Basin is an enormous part of the landscape. I think some 2.5 million Australians
live in and around the Murray-Darling Basin and are affected in some way, shape or form by this plan,
so to simply withdraw, some would argue, would be reckless. I would be on that side, I have got to
say, because there are some things that we are doing now that will have an enormous impact.
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For example, if we were to withdraw, what would happen to the Victorian Murray floodplain
restoration project? That project is about achieving some tangible, on-the-ground outcomes, such as
watering 14 000 hectares of high-value Murray River flood plain; achieving environmental benefits to
wetlands and forests, such as protecting and improving habitat for birds, plants, frogs and native fish;
supporting tourism and recreational opportunities for the community; achieving environmental
benefits with less water than required for over-bank flooding; building drought and climate change
resilience by enabling critical refuge habitat for fish, birds, frogs and plants to be maintained when the
river would have very low flows—and it goes on. The project also would allow the basin plan
objectives to be met without further water purchases—a very important aspect of what we are talking
about today. The project sites are part of the package of sustainable diversion limit adjustment
measures agreed by basin water ministers in 2017, and they contribute to meeting Victoria’s water
recovery obligations under the basin plan and are of significant strategic importance. So to pull out
would put those things at risk.
Consider the cost of just that project alone, which is going to be delivered by Lower Murray Water in
partnership with Goulburn Murray Water, Mallee Catchment Management Authority, the North
Central CMA and Parks Victoria. It is going to be delivered in two stages. Stage 1, at $29 million,
includes preconstruction activities, including detailed designs, cost refinements, statutory approvals,
risk mitigation and stakeholder engagement. Stage 2, at $291 million—which would be flushed down
the toilet—is earmarked to cover construction activities subject to satisfying a gateway assurance once
stage 1 has been completed and other commonwealth requirements. There are 36 agreed projects that
in total will deliver outcomes equivalent to 605 gigalitres of water. Why we would place that at risk is
beyond me. It is one thing to come in here and raise issues in relation to a plan and whether or not it is
working, and I accept that, but there has got to be a degree of responsibility that also comes with
putting these things on the agenda and having them debated. Simply proposing that we withdraw from
this plan but not do the research about the impacts of that withdrawal would be, as I said earlier,
reckless.
I know that there are a couple more speakers still to come, so I want to perhaps leave my contribution
there. In doing so I do want to just ensure that this is on the record in Hansard. As I started my
contribution with the respect and the recognition that Minister Neville has received for the work that
she has done in this important area, I want to end on that note. As I said, you do not need to take my
word for it, but perhaps we can take the word of orchardist Mr Peter Hall:
Our communities have never felt so abandoned by those who traditionally should see us as their heartland.
Ironically Lisa Neville, a state Labor Minister, seems to be a lone voice standing up for Victorian irrigators.
Ms Neville appreciates the heavy lifting Victorian irrigators have done on environmental flows.

That was in the Weekly Times on 7 February 2018. Then Mr Richard Anderson from the Victorian
Farmers Federation Water Council, on 13 February 2018, was quoted in a VFF press release as saying:
… Lisa Neville, understands the need to continue with the Basin Plan as intended, and we applaud her on her
strong stance on this issue.

So all of the people who have genuine skin in the game on this very important piece of public policy
are supporting the approach of the Victorian government, absolutely backing in the minister for the
fantastic amount of work that she is doing in this area: supporting our farmers, supporting our
irrigators, supporting our communities. I would urge the house to think carefully, when considering
Mr Quilty’s motion, about some of the impacts that I have outlined—and I am sure other speakers will
go further in their contributions. But let us think very, very carefully about the impacts should we
withdraw from this plan as per Mr Quilty’s suggestion and what that would do to our environment, to
our communities, to our farmers and to our irrigators who are relying so heavily on this plan working.
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Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (14:27): I thank Mr Quilty for bringing this motion to the house
to give us the opportunity to actually debate the Murray-Darling Basin plan. It is not often that I will
agree with Mr Gepp—and there is a lot that he said in his contribution that I do not agree with—but
on one of his points I do agree, and that is that we simply cannot withdraw from this plan. There has
to be a plan for the management of the Murray-Darling Basin, and it is imperative that we have a voice
at the table around the plan. We certainly acknowledge that Mr Quilty in bringing this motion to the
chamber is very well intentioned, but if it was to pass in the format that it is—to withdraw from the
Murray-Darling plan—it would have dire ramifications for Victorian irrigators. It would allow the
commonwealth to come in and purchase further water out of Victoria, and we need to avoid that at all
costs. So for that reason I will be moving amendments to Mr Quilty’s motion. I move:
1.

In line 1, omit the words ‘withdraw from’ and insert in their place ‘redraft’.

2.

After paragraph (2), insert the following:
‘(3) 450GL of up-water cannot be delivered without doing irreparable social and economic
damage to Victorian communities or without flooding private property;’.

Now that my amendments have been circulated, I will talk to the reason why we would like to amend
this motion. Of course on water recovery, to date the Murray-Darling Basin has recovered more than
2100 gigalitres of the 2750 gigalitres, the target that has been set for the basin plan. That water to be
returned to the environment has been committed. Victoria has done the heavy lifting in returning this
water to the environment, because 22 per cent of the water that Victoria has committed is actually
high-reliability water. There have been 517 829 megalitres of high-reliability water taken out of
Victoria to go towards the environment, and 12 per cent of our low-reliability water, or
71 012 megalitres, have also been returned to the environment.
In comparison, New South Wales has returned just 4 per cent of its high-reliability water, and that is
only 22 522 megalitres. So there are, you see, 517 829 megalitres of high-reliability water from
Victoria compared to only 22 522 megalitres from New South Wales. New South Wales has also
committed 13 per cent of its general security, which is 471 351 megalitres, and 21 per cent of lowreliability water at 49 899 megalitres. But the real difference there is the high-reliability water that is
available to be returned to the environment between the two states. This demonstrates how Victoria
has borne most of the load of the basin plan to date. It also shows that the commonwealth buybacks
have targeted Victoria because of the amount of high-reliability water that has gone out of here. In fact
75 per cent of all water purchases across the basin have actually occurred in the southern basin.
To withdraw from the plan now would mean there would be no cap on surface water purchases. The
cap under the basin plan is that no more than 1500 gigalitres of water can actually be purchased from
basin communities to ensure that the government is prioritising infrastructure investment over water
purchasing. This cap expires in 2026, two years after the basin plan is supposed to be implemented,
and the commonwealth has so far purchased 1224 gigalitres, which means there are a further
276 gigalitres that can be purchased. If Victoria was to withdraw from the plan now, at a time when
we have largely met our targets, this protection would no longer be in place, and unfortunately the
outcome of Mr Quilty’s motion, if it was to pass without amendment, would not be to protect irrigators;
it would actually be to the detriment of irrigators because it would open up our water market to the
commonwealth to come in and purchase more water out of the Victorian high-reliability water pool.
So we do not support any further buybacks of water, and northern Victoria’s irrigators certainly cannot
afford to lose any more water from the consumptive pool. As that pool has reduced, the prices of
temporary water have certainly increased, and that has put a strain on irrigators in Victoria. Temporary
water is currently trading at around $800 a megalitre; just a couple of years ago it was only $40 a
megalitre. This morning we heard from Mr Quilty about a farmer in Katandra West who cannot afford
to buy water. He has debt on his farm because he has to pay his delivery shares but he cannot afford
to buy water. There are so many farmers, particularly in the dairy industry, that are in the same
circumstances. They bought farms with delivery shares thinking they would be able to buy relatively
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cheap water in the temporary water market. Now they have been priced out of that water market yet
they still have that debt. This is why we do not support withdrawing from the plan and why we have
moved our amendment to say, ‘Let’s redraft the plan’, because certainly the plan is not delivering. It
is not delivering for irrigators or the environment in the format that it is in now.
We know that the irrigators are hurting. New South Wales irrigators are on zero allocations, and the
price of temporary water in Victoria has gone through the roof. But we also see damage being done to
the environment. We see the gouging of the banks as they try to push more and more water down the
river in unnaturally high flows at the wrong time of the year and the damage that that is actually doing
to the banks. It is a pity that no-one from the Labor Party actually comes into northern Victoria very
much—certainly we did not see any of them at the rally—because if they were to come up our way,
we could actually show them the impact that this is having both on our environment and more
importantly on our irrigation communities.
We do support scientifically reviewing the Lower Lakes where around 800 gigalitres of fresh water
evaporates each year. There has been new evidence that has emerged that the lakes are not
predominantly an estuarine environment as South Australia claims. They were of course an estuarine
environment naturally, but the barrages that are in there are causing them to be largely freshwater lakes
at the moment. We should revisit the management aims of the Lower Lakes in light of this new
evidence and the new research that has come to light that says that they should be an estuarine
environment and that perhaps there needs to be some work done around the barrages to ensure that the
lakes at the mouth of the Murray can be opened and are returned to their natural estuarine environment.
There has been a lot of talk about a royal commission, and we know that both the Greens and Labor
are pushing for more water buybacks. That would decimate northern Victorian communities. So we
do need to be very careful about opening up further debate for the Greens and for Labor to actually
have a platform where they may be able to do even more damage to our irrigation communities than
they are currently doing. Mr Gepp talked about Ms Neville and all the wonderful things that she is
doing with water. In fact Mr Gepp was rather glowing about Ms Neville. Well, Mr Gepp, you should
have been at the rally last Friday together with Mr Quilty, me and Mr McCurdy, because the irrigators
did not speak glowingly of Ms Neville. In fact when the organisers tried to read out her message there
were a number of people in the audience who were saying, ‘No, no, no’—they did not want to hear
from her. But there was no-one—no-one—from the Victorian government and no-one from the federal
opposition there to hear the plight of the irrigators.
Mr Gepp: Where was the rally?
Ms LOVELL: The rally was a cross-border rally.
Members interjecting.
Ms LOVELL: Yes, it was held on the New South Wales side, but the vast majority of people that
I saw at that rally were people from northern Victoria. Had Mr Gepp been at the rally, he would have
seen that probably three-quarters of all the people who attended the rally were his constituents from
Northern Victoria. But of course he probably would not recognise them, because he never comes up
our way to actually know who they are. Our irrigators are hurting, and Mr Gepp is ignoring them. He
is just there to protect his mate Ms Neville.
Now, Ms Neville, we know, yes, she says the right things. She says she is sticking up for irrigators,
but she does not deliver. The ministerial council who makes decisions around this Murray-Darling
Basin plan is made up of nine ministers. Five of those nine ministers are actually Labor ministers, so
if Ms Neville actually was such a strong voice for Victorian irrigators, she could carry the decisions
and carry the votes at that ministerial council, but no. She has a licence from her mates to go and say
what she wants in Victoria, but when you come here to the ministerial council, ‘We’re not going to
support Victoria. We’re going to vote the Labor way’. And we know that Labor in the federal election
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wanted to take more water away from our irrigators, wanted to give more water and assurances to
South Australia. They do not care about northern Victoria and our irrigators.
And this rally last week—we had Ms Sheed stand up in the Parliament yesterday and say there was
not one person from a major party who spoke on the day to the 2000 farmers who were there. Well, I
requested to speak and was told I could not. It was only going to be the Independents and minor parties
speaking. And let me say, the Independents went for the lowest common denominator in their
speeches. They were appalling in actually instilling more fear and doubt in the minds of our irrigators
about their future. They were calling on MPs to shift to the crossbench and to vote with them. Why
would people remove their voices from a major party room where they actually have some influence
and sit on the crossbench? We can see from Ms Sheed—she has been carping from the crossbenches
for five years on the Murray-Darling Basin plan and she has achieved nothing, because just carping
from the crossbenches will not achieve anything. It is much better to have a strong voice in a major
party room than to have an independent voice carping from the sideline.
In saying all of that, I do congratulate Mr Quilty for bringing this motion today, because it has caused
a debate about the Murray-Darling Basin plan here in the Victorian Parliament. I hope that people will
see the sense in actually supporting the coalition’s amendments to say that we should not withdraw
from the plan because we need to be at the table and that they will support our amendments to redraft
the plan.
I also want to talk just briefly on the 450 gigalitres of up-water and the reason that we have added that
into the motion. The 450 gigalitres of up-water was a commitment from Julia Gillard, a commitment
after the Murray-Darling Basin plan had been adopted, to give another 450 gigalitres to South
Australia. Well, at least the Abbott government had written into that that it cannot be given if there is
a negative social and economic impact on the other states, and we can tell you that there is going to be
irreparable social and economic damage to Victorian communities if this extra water is taken out of
the irrigation district. We cannot afford to lose one more megalitre of water from the irrigators pool in
northern Victoria.
Certainly there has been already an economic impact study done that shows that it is having a negative
impact. I do not think that socio-economic impact study actually went far enough. It really just
scratched the surface of the impact of taking water from the immediate horticultural and agricultural
activities and the secondary manufacturing that spins off from them, but if you dig down further, there
is a socio-economic impact of the loss of schools. Mr Quilty mentioned this morning that 10 schools
have closed. That is at least 10 less teachers, and probably more, as it is very rare that we have a singleteacher school now. It is families having to travel vast distances to get their children to school. There
is an economic impact whenever we have some downturn in our community, and we certainly cannot
afford to lose one further megalitre of water from northern Victoria. We need to make sure that the
Murray-Darling Basin plan is reviewed and is redrafted so that it does support irrigators and does not
continue to deliver the environmental damage that we are seeing it deliver at the moment.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (14:45): I am going to carp from the crossbench. As we go on
I am going to just address that for a moment. About one-third of the people of the state of Victoria—
and mostly Australia—have left major parties and gone to minor parties. That is why we carp from
the crossbench. Anyway, down to the business at hand—the motion.
A member: Carp away!
Mr BOURMAN: Yes, I shall carp away. I will address the issue as a whole, and then we will get
down to some details. I have been carping on about the Murray-Darling Basin plan—that is a hell of
a thing to get out—for quite a while now after watching the success of my party up in New South
Wales, where we took three lower house seats, which is a pretty historic thing, because of water. That
was basically it—the mismanagement of water by, in their case, the New South Wales government. It
was pretty historic in a lot of ways, because I think it has shown that our party is seen as more than
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just a shooters party, that it also shows the effect that water and the mismanagement of water is having
in this country, let alone in this state.
So as part of that, as a member for Eastern Victoria, I have spent probably an inordinate amount of
time in the northern part of Victoria, and a little bit in South Australia, having a look around and seeing
what is actually going on. It is one thing to be able to talk to something and read figures and stats and
all that; it is another thing to see it. The Murray-Darling Basin water plan is not working. The MurrayDarling Basin plan only delivers for South Australia as far as I can tell. Far be it from me to say
something nice about this government, but I think we are the only state that is really delivering as we
are supposed to, but that puts us at a disadvantage in a way. I find it hard to criticise someone for doing
the right thing, so I kind of have to leave it there, but it also shows that we need to do something about
this plan. I will agree with one thing which is a little bit at odds with the motion—although I do support
it—that is, that we cannot withdraw from the plan. I agree with a lot of people on that. We cannot just
walk away. It would be chaos.
Section 100 of the Australian constitution says that the commonwealth cannot restrict reasonable
water to the states. It will always get down to that little chestnut: ‘What is reasonable?’. I personally
believe that all the states need to get in a room together, thrash this out and then tell the commonwealth
government what we are doing. I do not care whether they are Liberal or Labor. I do not care who they
are. We need to do something. This plan is sending people to the wall. I mean, I do not know how we
can have a drought situation with the water so close to the top, with bank erosion, with all sorts of
things. I hesitate to use the word ‘droughtproofed’, but we have done a fair bit to the whole Murray to
ensure that there is sufficient water for pretty well everyone, but at this stage all we are doing is sending
it downstream to South Australia to keep a man-made lake fresh. I did not actually make it to Lake
Alexandrina, but I got pretty close.
It blows my mind that the environmentalists are not all over this. It blows my mind that everyone is
not all over this, because at this stage no-one is happy except for the irrigators in South Australia. I am
sure they probably do not like me saying all these things, but it is true. We need to pause the plan, not
withdraw. We need to pause it, we need to review it and we need to make it fair, because as it is, all
we are going to do is have a lot of farmers in New South Wales and Victoria go to the wall whilst a
nearly full river goes past. I was actually at that rally in Tocumwal. I was not invited to speak either.
Mr Gepp: In New South Wales.
Mr BOURMAN: Yes, it was, Mr Gepp. I got my passport stamped. I did not see you there, though.
Mr Gepp: I don’t go across the border, brother. I stay in my electorate.
Mr BOURMAN: Anyway, I was there too, and the feeling was that they have had enough,
obviously. The feeling was that they have been let down by the major parties, and the finger can be
pointed at both because we have got a Labor government at state level and a federal Liberal
government. No-one cares about that. They just want their fair share of water, and that is the bottom
line to this whole issue. Until it is fair, no-one is going to be happy. Until it is fair, it is just going to be
more and more people going to the wall. It is hard enough being a primary producer these days, without
these sorts of things added on top.
The complete and utter lack of transparency in water trading gives rise to some reasonable and I guess
some unreasonable questions about who is profiting from this. I think there is one company in
particular that does most of the water trading. They will profit from it because that is how they make
their money, but who are they working with? Who is making the money out of this? It is not the
farmers—they are the ones that are getting the short end of the stick. In fact the last royal commission
I heard of might have been in South Australia—someone can correct me if I am wrong—and all I
believe we got out of it was a call for more environmental water. I fail to see how they got to that, but
they did. When we are starting to look at man-made lakes and barrages to make this thing happen, it
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blows my mind that anyone could not come to the conclusion that there is something drastically,
drastically wrong.
Part (1) of Mr Quilty’s motion is correct. The Murray-Darling Basin plan:
… diverts water away from Victorian irrigators and towards the Lower Lakes in South Australia …

I think the mismanagement of water in New South Wales is what helped my party along—when they
basically drained Lake Menindee and I think a couple of other smaller lakes to fulfil New South
Wales’s obligations under the Murray-Darling Basin plan. The fish just got hot and died. It was a
simple as that. Millions of fish. Some of them were Murray cod, which were getting towards being
rare. Just dead. No-one caught them; there was no use for them. They were just rotting. It was insane.
Part (2) of the motion is about the Lower Lakes being estuarine and the incorrect science. This is
another reason why, as soon as I hear things like ‘The science is in’, my eyes glaze over. The science
was in when they made this plan. The science was definitive. No-one could say anything about the
science until one of the scientists later said, ‘No, I was wrong’, or, ‘I was quoted wrongly’. I cannot
remember exactly. Then we look at this and we look at the history of it all, and I do not know how
anyone got to the conclusion that they did—that making an estuarine area, a mouth of a river, into a
fresh lake was actually going to work.
I understand there are quite a few more members who want to speak after me, so I am going to button
it up. But I will just finish with this: pause the plan, review the plan and make the plan fair for everyone.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (14:52): The Greens are no fans of the Murray-Darling
Basin plan. We opposed it from the outset as it was clear that it would put profit and special interests
ahead of science and the environment. There is no question a royal commission into the management
of the Murray-Darling Basin is needed. It is my federal colleague Senator Sarah Hanson-Young who
is leading the charge in Canberra and most recently introduced a bill into the federal Parliament to
establish such a royal commission. Senator Hanson-Young summed up the issue well. She said:
We know that after decades and decades of infighting and blame-shifting between the different states,
upstream and downstream, and the federal government, the Murray-Darling Basin Plan was meant to deal
with the real issue that confronts us all, which is that the system has been overallocated. Too much water is
being taken out and not enough is being left there to keep the river alive …

But the plan is manifestly failing. It is failing river communities who need a living river to survive. It
is failing farming families because they cannot access water at an affordable price. It is failing First
Nations people, who are being locked out of decision-making over their sovereign lands and water.
And it is failing the environment, as evidenced by the mass fish kills. The only people it is not failing
are the small number of businesses who have made significant profits from an artificial water market,
buying water licences for their offshore trusts, or those who have been paid to implement irrigation or
efficiency works that they were going to do themselves anyway.
Let us be clear: at the heart of the problem with the Murray-Darling Basin plan is corporate interests.
This is about corporate vested interests against everybody else—the environment, the scientists, the
economists and our farming communities. Any suggestion that farmers and environmentalists are
pitted against each other in this debate is nothing more than a smokescreen to hide the reality.
Environmentalists and farmers want the same thing: a healthy river. However, while we agree on the
fact that the plan is not working, we will not be supporting this motion. The reason is that the rationale
of the motion is that Victoria should unilaterally leave the plan and Victorian irrigators should then
just take as much water as they want and the rest of the system be damned. This is a competitive
approach to the Murray-Darling Basin and it is the one that got us into the current state of affairs where
the river system is dying. The reality is we need a cooperative way of managing the Murray-Darling
Basin water for the whole river system to survive. What happens in part of the system affects another
part of the system—it is one river system on one land mass. Continuing a state-versus-state approach
in the interests of big irrigators will just kill the entire river system more quickly.
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We will not be supporting the motion or the amendments proposed by the opposition. Four hundred
and fifty gigalitres of environmental water is a fraction of what is needed to bring the river system
back to health. With the threat of climate change we do not have long to save the Murray-Darling
Basin river system and ensure a living environment along the length of the rivers and the ability to
continue to have sustainable farming and river communities that do not just survive but thrive.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (14:56): I am really pleased to rise to speak to Mr Quilty’s motion
this afternoon. I note, similar to my colleague Ms Lovell, that the Liberals and Nationals certainly
support the spirit in which this motion has been brought to the house. It is important that we have the
opportunity to debate such a serious subject that takes up a considerable amount of energy, time,
thought and concern for our irrigation communities. We also recognise that there is a very great
concern in terms of the economic and social havoc that is being played out in the northern area of our
fabulous state through the loss of water. A healthy basin is one that balances a whole raft of issues,
economic and social, and also environmental objectives.
The Murray-Darling Basin plan started out in 2012 and was supposed to be implemented over a 12year period. It has two sections, the northern basin and the southern basin, and the idea is to recover
over 2750 gigalitres of water for the environment. It does that through a variety of mechanisms—
through water being bought back from irrigators, through on-farm and off-farm water-saving
infrastructure upgrades and through environmental offsets as well. It is also to do with 450 gigalitres
of up-water, which I will speak to shortly.
In terms of Mr Quilty’s motion and giving some context around the amount of water recovered to date,
more than 2100 gigalitres of the target set out in the basin plan has been committed to be returned to
the environment. A further 544 gigalitres, which is often referred to as down-water, is being achieved
through the sustainable diversion limit adjustment mechanism, which is made up of various projects,
including environmental works and measures. Essentially it aims to achieve the same environmental
outcomes through smarter and more strategic use of water, which is important. Nine offset projects
have been identified in Victoria alone that will provide 266 gigalitres of offset water. This mechanism
was a key demand of Victoria. The sustainable diversion limit adjustment mechanism was very
important before Peter Walsh agreed to the basin plan in 2012. From that it can be seen that Victoria
has certainly done most of the heavy lifting in terms of the basin plan, with 810 gigalitres of water
already recovered from Victorian irrigators.
What would it mean for Victorian irrigators to withdraw from the basin plan? In fact it would really
give the commonwealth some freedom to re-enter the water market in Victoria and create more
buybacks of water. The Liberals and Nationals have been clear in our position that Victoria certainly
cannot afford to lose any more water from the collective pool. We need more security, not less security.
The Goulburn-Murray irrigation district, the largest irrigation district in Australia, is in crisis, and we
know that having those buybacks could create more uncertainty and make it unviable.
As water is traded out of a district, fewer people are left in that district. The cost of running those
systems is quite high, the burden is going onto fewer and fewer shoulders and irrigators are having to
cope with that system. We have been calling on the Andrews government to meet the fixed water
charges, for many months, for those people who are on low water allocations. Similarly, we have been
calling on the Andrews government to create some support for our farmers through rate relief, but at
the moment that is falling on deaf ears.
Further buybacks also reduce the amount of water available to produce our food—for our farmers to
make our food, which is so very important. We recognise that this is not the intention of Mr Quilty’s
motion, but unfortunately withdrawing from the plan could create that outcome. So for this reason we
are seeking that the plan be redrafted rather than withdrawn, and that is contained in the amendments
that Ms Lovell has put on the table today.
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In terms of the 450 gigalitres of up-water, we have also recommended that the motion include this
discussion, because it is a vital part of the perspective of the plan. It cannot be delivered without doing
irreparable damage to the social and economic fabric of our communities. Individual farmers may
benefit, but globally in terms of our farmers and communities across that region there will be great
economic pressure and pain, and we do not want to see that. We certainly argue that the recovery of
further water will have an impact that is detrimental to those communities.
In 2016 the Victorian government, through a study, found that irrigators who sold their water
entitlements to the commonwealth are now more reliant on allocation purchases—on the temporary
water market—and that is having the effect of really pushing current trading through the roof. On the
Victorian Murray system we are now looking at $800 a megalitre, which is just huge. It makes so
many farming operations absolutely unviable. It is therefore impossible not to conclude that recovery
of further water will result in less production, more adverse effects and greater reliance on the
temporary water market, exposing farmers to greater fluctuations in price. It is not something that any
of us in this house wants to see, and we need to unite on that front.
In terms of the Lower Lakes, and I thank Mr Quilty for raising this issue, the issue needs to be looked
at and we need to have a rethink about the Lower Lakes. In terms of water quantity we know that each
year between 700 and 800 gigalitres is evaporating from the Lower Lakes, which is almost the
equivalent of the entitlement that is now held in the Goulburn-Murray irrigation district. We need to
look at the Lower Lakes system, and that should be part of a review of the basin plan.
Professor Peter Gell, a palaeoecologist based at Federation University, has done a lot of tests and
studies of the Lower Lakes. He is challenging the issue that it is actually a freshwater lake system. His
peer-reviewed report was published in the CSIRO journal Pacific Conservation Biology. It found that
the lakes, over thousands of years, have predominantly been estuarine, so predominantly salt water,
and only occasionally have they been fresh water when there have been large flooding events.
However, that changed when South Australia installed its network of barrages. They artificially
changed the environment within the lake system. So the narrative that the Lower Lakes are a
freshwater ecosystem is one which South Australia has used, but it is something that is seriously
affecting our farmers and bleeding them dry. So that needs to be revisited and the science needs to be
revisited as part of a review.
In terms of a royal commission I note that Mr Quilty’s motion echoes calls that have been made
throughout the basin for a royal commission. There is no doubt that a greater level of transparency is
required from the authority. However, we have seen from the South Australian royal commission how
a royal commission can be hijacked for political gain. We have seen through the South Australian
royal commission how certain environmental groups can be an overwhelming voice within a farming
community and can distort reality. We know that both the Greens and federal Labor have been pushing
for more water buybacks, which would decimate our northern Victorian communities.
We will certainly support an investigation of these issues within the basin and a redrafting of the plan.
We must be careful not to give those who would seek to do more damage a platform. I hope the house
will support the amendments put up by my colleague Ms Lovell.
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (15:06): I am pleased to contribute to this debate on a very, very
important issue that has huge impacts on many, many Victorians, not just in the location of the basin
but throughout our state. I want to commence my contribution, perhaps unusually, by posing some
pop quizzes. I do not think we do enough of those in the house, so I am going to do some pop quizzes.
The first pop quiz I am going to do is: name the MP who said this. If I could hand out Minties for
anyone who gets it right, I would, or a vaping device for our friends on the crossbench. But the first
pop quiz is who said this? It is a Nationals MP:
To be fair to Lisa Neville, she has made her position very clear—which I agree with …
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It was said on the Jon Faine program. He responded with:
Can I just clarify, did you have a kind word to say about the Andrews State Government?

And this person said:
I did.

Who said that? It is a pop quiz. Mr Gepp?
Mr Gepp: It was the Leader of The Nationals.
Ms GARRETT: It was the Leader of The Nationals. A bag of Minties for Mr Gepp. That was said
last year on ABC radio. Another pop quiz: who said on radio that the opposition is ‘on a unity ticket’
with the Andrews government when it comes to the basin plan? Who said that? It is a pop quiz.
Mr Gepp interjected.
Ms GARRETT: I will tell you, because Mr Gepp is too excited about being at the top of the class.
You have already won the sticker, mate. That was said by the Deputy Leader of the National Party,
Steph Ryan. That was said this year. I could go on. We could hear quotes that my colleague Mr Gepp
referred to. Who were those quotes from? That would be the Victorian Farmers Federation, who said
they were very supportive of Ms Neville’s leadership on this issue and Victoria’s approach. And I
could go on. In looking at that pop quiz, what we see is it is the National Party itself, the ones who
entered into this agreement to start with when they were then in power, who are absolutely supportive
of the approach. Now they are obviously in another place, and maybe their attitude has not filtered up
to these esteemed red velvet couches, but certainly it has been on the airwaves.
My second pop quiz now is—and this time I will hand out some Fantales, which are my favourite:
who is in power in the jurisdictions that relate to this agreement? We are talking Victoria, we are
talking South Australia and we are talking New South Wales and the federal government. Who is in
power? Who is it, for the Fantales? Well, I can tell you we have one Labor government amongst those
jurisdictions. We have a Liberal government in South Australia, we have a re-elected Liberal
government in New South Wales and we have a re-elected coalition government federally, which is
in its sixth to seventh year of power. That was my second pop quiz.
My third pop quiz is: what do you do when you do not know what to do with a notice of motion? What
does one do in the brains trust over there? You circulate an amendment that says:
… omit the words ‘withdraw from’ and insert in their place ‘redraft’.

A less comprehensive amendment I have yet to see anywhere in either house. This is not a wellthought-through amendment. This is not an amendment where people have had sweating brows,
looking up the various, myriad agreements underpinning this particular cross-party, crossjurisdictional approach. They have not rung their friends in Canberra or their friends in South Australia
or their friends in New South Wales to come up with something other than ‘omit the words “withdraw
from” and insert in their place “redraft”’. This is not a serious amendment, members of this house.
This is not a serious approach to deal with what is a serious issue.
I am more than happy to say to Mr Quilty that there is an intellectual and policy purity about his
position. He is just, ‘We’re out’, right? We do not agree with that position, but we respect his right to
put it, and we understand the passion from which it comes. I will come to that in a moment. But the
amendment to the motion has no intellectual or policy purity, it has no rigour about it whatsoever and
it is at odds with the leaders in our place who have said ‘unity ticket’ and that they agree with the
minister. They were the three pop quizzes, and we have got the substantive agenda, which we could
all be talking about for a very long time.
This is an incredibly serious issue—an incredibly, incredibly serious issue. The basin plan, as we in
this chamber all know, is the result of many lengthy negotiations between the states and the
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commonwealth over many years—years and years of work. The commonwealth has now passed
legislation to give effect to the plan. Underneath it is a series of agreements, contracts and funding
arrangements which relate to a huge range of issues, including infrastructure projects, salinity
management and trade.
We know we have got three states at the table. We then have the commonwealth. We have a huge
body of water that passes through these various jurisdictions. We have private landholders doing
incredible work for the food bowls, the agriculture and the livestock. We have communities who want
to see rivers flow and want to have access for their lifestyle and their basic needs. We have all of the
tourists coming from right across Australia and indeed right across the world to enjoy this beautiful
part of the world. One thing I am sure we in this chamber can all agree on is that this is an incredibly
complicated, difficult thing to navigate, and of course we have changing governments in all of those
jurisdictions at any given time. We saw that with the South Australian changing of the guard. We now
have the federal government, although, as I said, that has been in now for many, many years. So we
have huge complexity, plus we have the sheer complexity of water, weather, water basins, how it
works and many experts far, far greater than I who spend their lives on this area of public policy.
To pay tribute where it is due, the minister is one of those people. Anyone who has been at meetings—
not in New South Wales, but in Victoria—with Minister Neville and heard her speak about water knows
she is incredibly knowledgeable, very hardworking and deeply, deeply passionate about this issue, as
we on this side of the house are, not just for the sake of it all being fascinating and interesting but
because water is the essence of life, it is the essence of our lives and it is the lifeblood of communities
and of the farming community. And she puts that absolutely front and centre; she takes that with her.
She puts on her wonder suit—her water wonder suit—and walks into those tough, tough negotiations,
every time, with the interests of Victorians at heart. She has delivered an incredible, incredible
outcome, and that is why those core stakeholders, who you would not necessarily expect to be lining
up to praise her work, are doing so on an almost daily basis—including the Leader of The Nationals.
This, as I said, is an incredibly complex issue. To withdraw suddenly, after all of these years of work,
would actually be very detrimental to Victoria in our view—to agree to an amendment which really
does not say anything at all, except in trying to stir the pot. I think the most sensible thing those opposite
have said is that we should not withdraw from the basin plan, and I think we would all have a lot more
interest and respect if there was an alternative that had been put forward other than just ‘redraft’.
I want to finish, because I know it has been a long debate and everybody wants to go home and study
for the next pop quiz that I give—and I will bring Minties and Fantales, because I think this is really
working. I do want to touch on, at the end, some of the achievements: we say achievements and we
throw that word around, but at the end of the day it is the hard work, often behind the scenes, that the
government, those associated and indeed the communities, the farmers and the environmentalists do
day in and day out to deal with this complex issue of water. We have done a huge amount in water,
not just in the basin. Most importantly we have taken a strong stand against any further buybacks. That
is really significant. We have improved water market transparency. We have reviewed inter-valley
trade rules for the Goulburn. We are on track to deliver on our basin plan target. We have proposed
9 gigalitres of improved water system efficiency through infrastructure projects outside of the
consumptive pool. We have secured funding for offset projects to improve the health of Victoria’s
Murray flood plains instead of just recovering more water. We have led the program to address
delivery shortfall risks. We have modernised irrigation systems, like the $2 billion Connections
Project. We are listening to communities, we are responding to communities and we have introduced
the strongest compliance systems the state has had. We have got new legislation to improve the water
theft penalties. On and on and on it goes.
That is not to say the work is done. My God, the work is there every day, and the work changes because
of the nature of the environment, what we are dealing with and the fact that we are in a complex
multijurisdictional environment. So do not get us wrong. There is plenty more work to do, but to
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suddenly withdraw, to throw it all up in the air or to say, ‘Hey, you know, this is all the Labor Party’s
fault’, when we are dealing with three conservative jurisdictions and still managing to come up with
outcomes—
Members interjecting.
Ms GARRETT: Yes. We are proud of the achievements that we have made in this area. We
acknowledge there is plenty more to go, but we cannot support the motion or the amendment for the
reasons I have outlined.
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:18): I will do the edited version of this. I agree with
Mr Quilty that the Murray-Darling Basin plan has been a lot of disappointment. I may be one of the
few people in this place, and I am aware of some others, who has actually held water entitlements; for
me it was in a scheme during my years on the farm at Stanhope. I did my best to understand the very
complex system of water markets that allows users to buy and sell water, balancing those needs with
the environmental flows to maintain the health of the system. It is a monster. It is complex and has
been inefficient. Water has been wasted. Water has been stolen. There are issues of evaporation. It has
not always been managed well. But we are at the table now. We cannot take the bat and ball and go
home. Water is a valuable, increasingly scarce commodity. It needs to be managed, and managed well.
We cannot just point fingers and walk away. This is a national issue, and Victoria must be part of the
solution no matter how difficult finding that solution is.
Managing a water system that is so diverse and has so many competing needs is an incredible
challenge, but it is not one we can walk away from. We need to work together with the other states,
with federal government and with the local communities to understand and manage the complex and
connected system that is the Murray-Darling Basin. I agree with Mr Quilty that the current plan leaks
like a sieve, but we cannot dump it and walk away, therefore I will not be supporting this motion or
the amendments.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (15:19): I would like to just briefly reflect on the
situation that we have got in the Murray-Darling Basin and put it in context for a Melbourne audience.
One of the things that Mr Quilty brought up was this idea that the water is flowing down into a
freshwater lake that used to be estuarine. It seems crazy that we have people that call themselves
environmentalists who support this idea of maintaining an artificial system. As has been said here, it
means that at the end of the system, in the lakes, we end up with the equivalent of around two Sydney
Harbours worth of fresh water that evaporates each year. This is water that could be used for other
purposes; it could be used for irrigation—any of these other purposes.
If this water was not evaporating, if the barrages were open and it was sent to an estuarine system
again, we could use some of that water for irrigation, for farmers, and there would be no net loss to the
environment. It would reinvigorate communities and make the Murray-Darling Basin a food basket
for Asia. As Mr Quilty pointed out, the social cost is very considerable and is getting worse. I know
that from time to time the members talk here with great sincerity about their concern for people with
mental health problems and suicide, but what is happening up north in Victoria and in other areas, the
financial hardship and social disintegration that is resulting from this, explains why self-harm is much
more prevalent in regional Victoria. So this motion is a chance for us to do something to help people
who are struggling in some of our poorest communities.
I would like to underline the fact that the Murray-Darling Basin plan is a national plan and the motion
is not meant to be critical of the Victorian government in particular. Victoria is a signatory to the plan,
and the plan is not working for Victorians. People are suffering, so the plan needs an urgent and total
overhaul. To acknowledge this and make this happen we should rethink the plan from the ground up.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (15:22): I am going to be very quick because we have got
about a minute left. I am just going to say that I am not going to support the motion nor the amendment.
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I think that to withdraw unilaterally from the plan would be a big mistake. We have got to stay at the
table. The system is not working, and unfortunately all that has been done is a lot of argy-bargy and
kneejerk reactions, and I think we are proposing more of those when really we have got a long-term
problem on our hands that really needs a thoughtful, long-term solution.
It is not just all about irrigators or corporate people taking too much or small farmers taking too much
or the environment taking too much. It seems like we are facing long-term changes in the MurrayDarling Basin that might—I thought Mr Finn might have been out of the chamber and I could safely
say it has to do with climate change or a series of very, very long and severe droughts. We have got to
really think about the long-term interests of this whole area and consider what sorts of crops we can
grow there in the future.
House divided on amendments:

Ayes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr

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

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

Noes, 23
Barton, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr

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

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

Amendments negatived.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 4
Bourman, Mr (Teller)
Cumming, Dr

Limbrick, Mr (Teller)

Quilty, Mr

Noes, 35
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr (Teller)

Motion negatived.
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Meddick, Mr
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Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Patten, Ms

Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
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Bills
PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Mr O’DONOHUE:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (15:34): I rise to speak to the Public Administration
Amendment Bill 2019. This is a bill designed to clarify the standards that apply to public sector bodies
in relation to the publication of public sector communications. Effectively this is designed to look at
the types of advertising that the state government may run during election periods and whether it meets
the existing regulations and whether those regulations are fit for purpose or whether they need to be
tightened.
I listened to Mr O’Donohue’s second-reading speech the other week, and it is very plain that this bill
is very directed at the Victorian government’s ‘fair share’ advertising campaign during the last federal
election. I am not surprised, but the government obviously made the defence that they did not breach
any guidelines here. I will not involve myself in a tit for tat over who did what or the ongoing struggle
of how we do not use public funds for political campaigning, whether that is red shirts or advertising
such as this. Certainly I appreciate that I am not the opposition, I am not the government and I probably
will never have an opportunity to use public funding to influence how a constituent may consider
anything.
As a principle I would support any reform that enhances the integrity of the Victorian electoral system
and any reform that enhances the transparency around electoral advertising. I think that is certainly
why in 2018 I negotiated a cap on campaign expenditure, which will be implemented via an
independent panel review following the 2022 election. I would have liked this to happen earlier, but
we will in this state finally be looking at caps on expenditure during elections, which I know will be
welcomed by the Victorian community.
People have lost trust in politicians, and they have lost trust in our government. This has been put to
us numerous times, whether it is just you and me speaking at market gardens or farmers markets or
out there at train stations. We hear people say, ‘I don’t trust you’, ‘Governments, well, they’re just pigs
in the trough’ or whatever. Those are the sorts of comments I am sure all of us have heard. This is a
very worrying thing. We have seen with the Edelman Trust Barometer, which was brought out earlier
this year, that over 50 per cent of Victorians frankly do not trust us—they do not think that we are
doing what we should be for our community.
Now, I know all of us in this chamber are here for the right reasons—we are in the right place, we are
here because we want to represent our constituents, we want to do the right thing—so any extended
or greater transparency around the way that governments operate should be endorsed and embraced.
So in principle I support Mr O’Donohue’s thesis that there should be an objective legal test as to
whether advertising done by the government is intended to influence the public sentiment or is just
intended to send out a public service message.
I appreciate that the wording is somewhat difficult. I think IBAC raised this. In their review of the
advertising that was undertaken during the last federal election by this government they did question
that ‘fair share’ advertising and they actually noted that it probably sat outside and that it was there to
indirectly influence public sentiment.
Mr O’Donohue’s very simple amendment is to remove the words ‘is not designed or intended to’
directly or indirectly influence public sentiment to say ‘does not’ directly or indirectly influence public
sentiment. I am somewhat undecided as to whether that wording actually achieves the purpose or
whether that sets a greater test of trying to decide whether the public was influenced and whether this
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sets ourselves up with a bigger question to be asked. However, I do agree that we should have a fair
and objective test.
I am supportive of the notion of greater transparency. I am supportive of the notion that we should not
be using public money for election campaigning in this way. I will be interested to listen to the rest of
the debate today to understand the effects of the very simple amendment that Mr O’Donohue has put
forward. I am somewhat concerned that it relies on the perceptions of individual members of the public
and it may actually be harder for investigative agencies like IBAC, the Auditor-General and the
Ombudsman to assess this benchmark or enforce it.
At this stage I reserve my position, but I am very supportive of the notion of greater transparency.
Certainly I acknowledge the comments by IBAC and the Ombudsman on this that obviously the ‘fair
share’ advertising campaign did not meet the current standards of the legislation. As to whether
Mr O’Donohue’s amendment makes that clearer, clarifies that and makes that easier, I think it
probably is the case, and I would be supportive if that was the case. I will be interested to hear from
the government and from my fellow crossbenchers their thoughts on that.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (15:42): I rise to speak to the Public Administration
Amendment Bill 2019. The bill is an attempt to strengthen the standards for a public sector
communication in the public interest, and on that basis we welcome the bill and debate today. The
intent of the standards is to ensure government advertising is not partisan—that public sector
advertisements are not used to influence elections.
Elections are not fought between governments and oppositions. They are fought between political
parties, and political parties should pay for election advertising. Both Labor and Liberal governments
use government advertising to promote themselves shamelessly, excessively and expensively, and
maybe we too would be tempted to if we were in the same position, but no government should be
allowed to. Government advertising should be limited to only that which is necessary for departments
to function—for example, advertising jobs, total fire bans, disruptions to transport routes, product
recalls et cetera—or to tell citizens what they need to know about their state, not to tell voters what
political parties want them to think. An independent arbiter could be appointed to decide what is
necessary and ensure it is not partisan.
The bill has come about in the context of the ‘our fair share’ ad campaign the state government ran in
the lead-up to the federal election. The government points to the fact that IBAC and the Ombudsman
declined to investigate the ads in question. However, Ombudsman Deborah Glass and IBAC
Commissioner Robert Redlich, QC, in their joint letter did say that they ‘consider that the timing and
content of the campaign advertisements would have had the effect of influencing public sentiment
against the government of the commonwealth’ and called for ‘prompt amendment’ to existing laws
‘to reinforce the importance of an apolitical public sector’.
The fact that the government got away with the ad campaign demonstrates that the law is flawed, not
that the ads were okay. It is a nonsense for the government to pretend the ads were not part of the
federal election campaign. I want to be clear: we do not disagree that the federal Liberal government
has shortcomings when it comes to the necessary funding for public services in Victoria. We are no
fans of the current federal government. But as the Ombudsman and the IBAC Commissioner found,
the ads would have influenced the public in an election, and the public sector should not be used for
those purposes. If Labor wants to make those arguments, the Labor Party can pay for them.
The bill before us is an attempt to fix the loophole this example has demonstrated exists. The
government has a technical critique of the amendments contained in the bill, but what it does not have
is an alternative, and from what I have heard so far, it is prepared to ignore the advice of the
Ombudsman and IBAC Commissioner and deny there is even a problem to be fixed. So we will be
supporting this bill because it strengthens, even if only in a small way, the existing provisions to ensure
that public sector communications are in the interests of the citizens of the state, not the political party
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who happens to be in government. If the government does not like this amendment, we look forward
to them producing their own changes in the near future.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (15:45): I unsurprisingly, on
behalf of the government, will not be supporting Mr O’Donohue’s amendment, and the reason why I
will not do it is that it is an extraordinary suggestion that the legislative amendment that he is describing
will in any shape or form give effect to anything that can be measured by any agency, whether it be
IBAC, whether it be the Ombudsman or whether it be the court of public opinion. What it suggests is
that a piece of communication cannot be transmitted on behalf of the state of Victoria if it potentially
has the effect of influencing any citizen in relation to a number of attitudes towards political parties or
tiers of government. If that is the case, then that would be a literal interpretation of the way in which
this piece of legislation would work under Mr O’Donohue’s terms—that the only way to guarantee
that outcome is not to communicate anything, because it is impossible for anyone to say that the effect
of any form of communication cannot have a particular effect. I, for instance, as a consumer of media,
totally disregard any advertising that implores me to watch Survivor or Married at First Sight or a
proliferation of other content that I cannot describe but I do know is subjected to a lot of advertising
to influence me to do so. It has absolutely no effect because I am completely disinterested in the subject
matter of those programs.
I have to actually say to you, going back to first principles about why this piece of legislation was
introduced in the first place, this piece of legislation was introduced by the incoming Andrews
government to address what was a concern in the community about false advertising by governments,
or advertising that had nothing to do with the real infrastructure agenda of a government but purported
to deal with the infrastructure program of the outgoing Napthine government. That was a commitment
that we made going to the 2014 election. We said, ‘We don’t want this sort of advertising anymore to
perpetuate myths about what the state is doing unless it can be backed up by facts’.
It also was consistent with a commitment that we made to try and restore some public confidence in
the material that was going to be provided by providing for the first time a piece of legislation that
outlined what the requirements were. The requirements are to talk about facts, to talk about real
delivery, to talk about real impact, to talk about the community benefit, to talk about what effects
government policy may have on the community and to support the community, whether it be to take
action in relation to making an alternative plan for getting around the city whilst there are major
infrastructure programs going on or to provide them with opportunities and advice about how they can
access government programs and opportunities that may provide a benefit to them or how they can
receive a public benefit from the types of programs that the government supports. All of those issues
are useful to the citizenry if they are backed up with real programs—if they are dealing with real effects
on the communities, not fanciful ones. So our commitment in establishing our legislation was to try to
restore some confidence in the community: that they believed in the product of public service, that
they believed in the product of good government and in fact they could identify in a legitimate way
with the material that was provided to them.
Ultimately, beyond that, the incoming Andrews government did realise that there had been an
unfettered escalation in the amount of money that was spent on communication, and we took some
action to reduce expenditure. We took some action to keep a lid on the quantum of advertising that
was funded by the taxpayer and place limits on it. We also placed an obligation on ourselves to issue
an annual plan about campaigns that the government was going to be supportive of and then come
back and measure how much money was spent and the impact of those advertising campaigns on the
community. So we did recognise that there needed to be some restored confidence in communities’
understanding and appreciation of these issues, for them to know that there was a discipline. We
wanted to be held accountable in relation to how much money was spent and the way in which money
was spent in terms of advertising, to meet community expectations. So those people who actually now
choose to give lectures to the government, they do not need to give lectures to the government in
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relation to the appreciation of that discipline, because we applied the discipline. We applied it to
ourselves.
One of the key issues that has led to the matter before the chamber today is that there was consideration
by agencies—IBAC and the Ombudsman—in relation to whether advertising that took place earlier
this year had some effect on political considerations of Victorian citizenry in relation to the federal
election. That is asserted by Mr O’Donohue. It is asserted by Dr Ratnam. I did not hear Ms Patten’s
contribution, but it may have been asserted by her. There is no tangible demonstration of the truth of
that assertion. There is no demonstration of the truth of that assertion. In fact there is no measure
anywhere by anyone in relation to the assertion that has been made. In fact people have actually drawn
attention to the fact that the Ombudsman and the IBAC Commissioner did say in their correspondence
that in fact they considered that the campaign to advocate on behalf of the people of Victoria to receive
better resource allocations from the commonwealth government falls within the scope of the
legislation. Whilst they said that there was no case to answer for in this regard, they did form a
subjective view that in fact some influence may have been brought to bear. There is no evidence by
them, by any member of this chamber, in relation to demonstrating that that is an objective truth.
Ultimately, at the end of the day, you cannot make pieces of legislation based upon subjective
assessment. So what is happening is you are making the assumption that we amend the government’s
legislation to say, ‘You use your best endeavours to make sure, and you can demonstrate your best
endeavours by the nature of the advertising campaign material and the way in which it is delivered’.
There may be an argument about its timing in this instance, but you can objectively measure whether
actions were taken to try to qualify and demonstrate the proof of the campaign material.
Have no doubt about it, not one person in this debate has argued with the truth of the campaign in
relation to the return to Victorian citizens of commonwealth revenues. Not one person has contested
the truth of those facts that were contained in the advertising material. Those are the facts. They are
the measures. If in fact this was a subjective campaign, if it was a capricious campaign that was not
based on fact, if it did not advocate on behalf of the state, if it did refer to political parties, then in fact
the subjective analysis of a number of people may have been demonstrated to be objectively true. But
that is not what has happened in this case. It is not what has happened because in fact the campaign
was based upon facts. It was based upon, without identifying the political make-up of the
commonwealth governments, identifying the commonwealth money that had not come to Victoria,
and that has occurred under successive governments.
There is one objective truth in relation to this, because no-one can say it affected the federal election
outcome at all. You may have noticed the federal coalition government was returned to office. But
there is one indisputable fact, and that is that the position of the commonwealth government after the
election was to see the value of responding to that campaign. I am sure that is much to the chagrin of
the opposition in the state of Victoria because their political ally the Prime Minister of Australia comes
to Victoria on a more regular basis than any coalition Prime Minister has ever come to the state of
Victoria and, blow me down, has provided money more often than we have seen from other coalition
prime ministers. Malcolm Turnbull came and travelled on trams twice in his political career. I have to
tell you that the current Prime Minister, Mr Morrison, has been to Victoria more often with more
dollars and with more focus on the needs of Victorian citizen, who comprise more than 25 per cent of
this nation’s population. For the first time in decades we have a Prime Minister who is actually
recognising that maybe Victoria has been short-changed. So if that is the objective effect of the
advertising campaign, then there is nothing—nothing—that anyone has identified to say that the
assertion that is made that this affected the election outcome is not a spurious connection. It is totally
based on a subjective analysis that it may have, and what is suggested in Mr O’Donohue’s change is
in no way, shape or form measurable.
The form of the act as it stands is that you can demonstrate what measures you have taken because
your intention is not to affect political parties’ fortunes or contaminate elections. There are objective
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measures by which you can demonstrate that. The structure of the campaign, the content of the
campaign, the absence of references to the political affiliations of different tiers of government—all
of those things were complied with. If you take that out with this piece of legislation, the act becomes
inoperable because there are no criteria by which you could assess what impact you have on the
citizenry. You are actually saying that you cannot have an impact on the citizenry but that in fact you
are not required to take action or demonstrate actions where you are minimising the impact on the
citizenry, that it is all guesswork and that the only way you can overcome guesswork is by not doing
it at all. That is a monumental failure in the proposition that Mr O’Donohue has put and a number of
people in this chamber are attracted to.
When people enter into these debates about the expenditure of public money they are very, very good
at giving lectures. I get a lot of lectures in relation to this. I just ask people to reflect on what is any
taxpayer-funded money used for as collateral that has been used by any member of this chamber in
any context in the lead-up to an election? What material was distributed on railway stations in the state
election that was paid for from electorate office budgets? Ask yourself that. Riddle yourself that. Is it
an appropriate use of taxpayers money for political purposes when material is distributed on railway
stations that attributes policy settings and the priorities of certain political parties and that is handed
out using the electorate office budget? Do not be hypocritical when you come into this place. If you
have got standards, live by those standards. Do not come and give lectures to people about the use of
taxpayers money when taxpayers money has been used by every single political party and every single
member of this chamber for their own purposes.
This piece of legislation is designed to wind that back. Other changes in relation to the use of electorate
office budgets are designed to wind that back. If you are actually taking some action to do that beyond
the actions that have already been taken, come and talk to me about that. But the lectures that we are
receiving today do not take this legislation forward; they take it backwards, because there is no way
of measuring the effect of actions that you take to tell the truth and not to actually see it as a political
contest. You are prohibited under the legislation as it is from using the names of political parties or
political persuasions of government, and you can be measured on whether you have done that or not.
If you take those provisions out, that you have to act in accordance with the intention to stop that from
happening, then you are gutting the effect of that provision in this act and you are taking it backwards.
I am happy to be measured by the standard in the legislation now in the annual communications plan
of the government and the expenditure on communications items and to discuss the relative merits of
the types of campaigns we run. I am not shirking from that, but what I do think is that this bill will be
a retrograde step in achieving the outcome that a number of people who were advocates for this
position today are trying to assert. It is their subjective belief in things that is driving their
recommendation and the opportunity that has been provided to them from which they think that they
are going to have short-term political gain. That is not a good enough reason to vote for
Mr O’Donohue’s piece of legislation in the chamber today.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (16:01): Well, well, well. I do not know if Mr Jennings believes
in reincarnation, but I suspect that if indeed he does believe in reincarnation, in a previous life he was
a snake oil salesman, because what we have heard this afternoon is the greatest lot of gobbledygook
and total arrant nonsense I think I have heard for a very long time. Not only have they abused the trust
and the money of the taxpayers of Victoria but Mr Jennings comes in here and insults their intelligence
as well. He says that the electorate does not know who is in government in Canberra. He says, ‘How
would they know?’. Just extraordinary stuff. The people of Victoria knew exactly what the Andrews
government was doing, just as the Andrews government knew exactly what it was doing in the leadup to the 2019 election. They were campaigning for Bill Shorten. They were campaigning for the
ALP. That is what the Andrews government was doing. They were campaigning for the ALP, and
they were using taxpayers money to do it.
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There is a crisis in trust for the public in many of our institutions, government and Parliament among
them. Does anybody think that this abuse of power, this abuse of taxpayers money, is going to improve
our standing in the eyes of the community? I would not think so, no more so than the red shirts rorts,
where the government ripped off the taxpayer once again in order to gain political favour. And then
its refusal to cooperate with the police, and we well remember that a number of members opposite
refused to speak to the police when they came calling to investigate this particular rort. We could talk
about dogs in the back of limousines. We could talk about all sorts of things, but we do have to keep
it very short, I am told, so I will not be going down that track. But what we have seen and what
Mr O’Donohue is attempting to crack down on with this legislation—and I think he will succeed—is
a disgraceful abuse of taxpayers money.
Mr Jennings tried to tell us that the fact that the campaign failed somehow makes it all fine—
everything is fine. Well, yes, the campaign did fail. Perhaps the government needs to get a better
advertising agency. But I well remember the first time I saw those ads on the television one night. I
nearly had a meltdown on the spot. I could not believe that any government would be so outrageous
as to rip off the taxpayers in that way. Of course we are talking about the Andrews government. The
Andrews government is a corrupt government. We accept that. We all know that, and the public knows
that as well. Hopefully this legislation will go some way towards lowering that level of corruption
within the Andrews government.
I certainly support the legislation moved by Mr O’Donohue. I believe it is necessary—sadly, but it is
necessary. Quite frankly, if you had put it up 12 months ago I would have said, ‘Don’t be stupid’. But
then we had what happened in May of this year when the Andrews government spent nearly $2 million
of taxpayers money campaigning for the federal ALP, the most appalling thing that I have seen in an
election campaign for quite some time. So I congratulate Mr O’Donohue for bringing this legislation
to the house. I urge members to support the legislation. This is not just about making sure that such
abuse never happens again. It is also about restoring faith with the community, and that is something
I am really, really red-hot about. We really have to work hard to put some faith back into the
community about people, about members of Parliament and our community leaders. So I am hopeful
that members will support this bill, I am hoping the bill will pass and I am hoping it will succeed in
ensuring that this government does not exceed its power and does not abuse the taxpayers of Victoria
in such an appalling way ever again.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (16:06): I thank Mr O’Donohue for bringing this to the
attention of Parliament, and I also thank Mr O’Donohue for taking the time to actually brief me on
this matter. It is only September, but finally the opposition has come to me to talk to me about a topic
in depth so that I can actually have an opinion, a formed opinion, when I take a decision on one of
their motions, so I do appreciate the time that he has made to speak to me and to brief me on this
particular amendment that he is proposing. Proposing to change this from ‘designed or intended’ to
‘does not’—does this solve the problem as identified by the proposed amendment? And in part of the
act is it directly related to political parties, candidates, members of Parliament or current government—
the current state government or the commonwealth?
My thinking is that the way we perceive something influences our behaviours and our beliefs, and
these are subjective and based on what we already know. It therefore requires a level of subjectivity
in the ruling of whether the intent was to change people’s views of the current government. As the
parties operate in opposition, it would be fair to say that people would be expected to think that the
state government is against the commonwealth government, whatever the state government puts out
and however it is intended. In this context if we were talking about an advert advocating for the ‘fair
share’, we have asked for our fair share. So in speaking to this, are we as a Parliament—or is this
government—requesting that we get our fair share? Can asking for something be seen as a put-down
or trying to influence people not to vote for the coalition?
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On the other hand, what if the Andrews government had said, ‘The commonwealth government is
giving us money’—in other words, putting the shoe on the other foot? Would we be having this debate
today? If the government was actually, through their Fair Share campaign, saying that—
Members interjecting.
Dr CUMMING: If it had been a positive campaign—all right? I am hearing the interjections. I am
speaking on my feet, but I am happy to have those interjections and to have that conversation at the
same time if we need. If you are going to continue to stop my train of thought, that is fine. It is your
bill and your prerogative to continue to have your conversations while I am on my feet.
I am trying to get my head around this: if this was a positive campaign, would we be having the same
conversation and discussion in the chamber, and would there have been a complaint, under the
principles of trying, which we are meant to do as a Parliament? From reading the Ombudsman’s and
the Commissioner’s letter—I am going to continue to refer to this as his and her letter—apparently
regulation 4 of the Public Administration (Public Sector Communication) Regulations 2018 of
Victoria prescribes a number of public interests, including to advocate on behalf of Victoria to advance
Victoria’s position or its interest. Accordingly the complaint will be dismissed and the complaint to
the Ombudsman will be finalised. This is what is within the letter that I have received. It also says
within this letter that I have received—and this is a letter to the Premier around fighting for Victoria’s
Fair Share campaign—that when they did do the investigation they felt that that had been achieved.
The departments felt and the Ombudsman felt that to advocate on behalf of Victoria, to advance
Victoria’s position or interest, was subjective.
But also, when I am looking at this amendment and reading the actual act, I think you cannot take this
part of the actual act out of context with the other sections, which are under ‘Part 5A—
Communications and advertising by public sector bodies’. Then you have got section 97A, ‘Objects
of this part’, and you have got section 97B. We are talking about section 97C, but it also has obviously
section 97D and section 97E. This bill just takes out one section and the proposal is that you can amend
one section without it influencing the other sections, which was the intent. It would seem that from
what I can understand from the Ombudsman and the Commissioner the intent is that we must ensure
that the communication is apolitical.
But when I look at the act it talks about ‘not party political’. It is not ‘apolitical’, as in the wording that
the Ombudsman uses or the Commissioner uses in this letter to the Premier. It uses the word ‘apolitical’,
and it is saying here within this communication that we have to be clear. That is what the community
wants. The community wants anything that this government is putting out to the broader community
to be apolitical. It needs to be from what I can understand—and I am totally in agreement with the
Ombudsman and the Commissioner—that any time the government uses its purse, taxpayers money,
to advocate on behalf of Victoria, to advance Victoria’s position or interest, it should be apolitical. It
should be broad-reaching, it should be educational and it should be apolitical, in the Ombudsman’s
words. But when I look at the act the act actually says, ‘is not party political’. It uses the word ‘party’.
I do find section 97C of the act to be a bit like this, and I am going to do a little dance while I say it:
(a) is not designed or intended to directly or indirectly influence public sentiment for or against—
(i)

a political party; or

(ii) a candidate for election; or
(iii) a member of Parliament; or
(iv) the current Government of the State; or
(v) the current Government of the Commonwealth …

The Ombudsman only picks out one point of the whole section, and, like I was saying at the very start,
there are sections 97A, 97B, 97C, 97D and 97E. One thing the Commissioner and the Ombudsman
pick out is 97C(a) and (b). By changing the words at the very start to ‘does not’ in effect changes one,
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two, three and four, not just five. But the Ombudsman is saying specifically that if we need to make
some changes, it should be around five. What Mr O’Donohue has not picked up on and what obviously
needs more work is the intent of what the Ombudsman wants to achieve and the Commissioner wants
to achieve, which is they must ensure that communications are apolitical. Apart from saying ‘not party
political’, this does not say ‘apolitical’. There is a little difference between non-party political and
apolitical. I believe the community wishes for all communication that comes out of the government at
any particular time around education or advertising or anything that they are advocating for and on
behalf of all Victorians to be apolitical. I am totally on board with what the Ombudsman and the
Commissioner want to achieve in the way of it being apolitical.
I have heard some of the other speakers prior to me in the debate talking about how they feel that that
campaign was apparently political. I struggle with that because, as I said earlier, it is quite subjective.
It is extremely subjective when you are actually talking about directly or indirectly influencing public
sentiment for or against. If anything, this section as well as this particular part of the act need to be
strengthened in a way. I do believe the government—seeing as they have received a letter from the
Ombudsman and the Commissioner, and it is directed to the Premier—definitely do need to work on
this section of the act. I believe they need to do work that is specific and stated in black and white with
no if or buts around being apolitical. All communications that come from government should be
apolitical when you are dealing with the public purse.
I believe that the government needs to do work on this. They need to ensure that any public sector
body that publishes or causes to be published any communication must ensure that it is apolitical. But
changing these two words is really so subjective. I do not think this bill goes far enough. The
government must take the wider community view that everything should be apolitical. Any
communication that comes out of this government should be to advocate on behalf of Victoria and to
advance Victoria’s positions or interests.
In the time I have been here I have said many times that I wish that we would stop what is currently
occurring, where we have 79 councils doing 79 different education campaigns around animal
registration or 79 councils doing 79 different things around disability permits or 79 councils doing
79 different community campaigns or education campaigns around organic waste. We need a
statewide approach to communications with our communities, and they definitely need to be apolitical.
But does just changing these two words achieve what I believe the Ombudsman and the community
want in the way of making sure that all communications are apolitical? I am not quite sure.
Mr Hayes interjected.
Dr CUMMING: No. I hope the government is listening and understands. I feel that if there is a
letter to the Premier, then the government must act. They must look at this section of the act. They
must look at what community expectations are, which is that any communications that come from the
government are apolitical. What I have heard in the debate is talk about parties and elections. I totally
agree. When it comes to elections, parties should pay for their own election campaigns—amen—but
when it comes to communication between the government and the wider community, it must be clear
that it is all apolitical. Do I feel this bill will change that? I am not quite sure that two little words will
get the public what it really wants. I will leave it at that.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (16:23): I will be brief. The Liberal Democrats believe in small
government and low taxes. We usually do not like regulations, but if regulations make government
smaller, then we can make an exception. This particular amendment arises from the government
wasting $1 million on the Our Fair Share campaign. The government tells us this campaign was fine,
and indeed IBAC found there was technically no breach. But the campaign does not pass the pub test.
I think the only people in all of Victoria who think it was just fine are sitting on the government
benches. It is funny, isn’t it, how the government want to regulate everybody else but are not so keen
when even the tiniest regulation is directed towards them, even if it is recommended by an anti-
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corruption body. And they are usually so keen to enact proposals given to them by independent
authorities!
But it is a mistake to make this a finger-pointing exercise. This campaign was just a drop in an ocean
of government waste. It has been suggested this legislation will impact on all government advertising,
making departments scared to advertise at all. Wouldn’t that be a win for the long-suffering taxpayers?
Whether it is Labor or Liberal, Victorian governments of all kinds waste about $100 million a year on
advertising, depending on where we are in the electoral cycle. This represents $60 that a family of four
could otherwise spend on food, education, their mortgage or whatever they want. Everybody knows
that the opposition are just as addicted to other people’s money and just as wasteful when they are in
government. The Liberal Democrats are the only real low-tax, small-government party in this house.
We support this bill but regret that this tiny amendment will not change Victoria’s status as Australia’s
highest taxing state, as measured as a share of the state’s economy, or do anything to cure the major
parties of their addiction to other people’s money.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (16:25): I thank the members of the chamber who have
spoken, and I thank the Greens and the Liberal Democrats for their support of this bill, and for the
conditional support of Ms Patten and Dr Cumming. Before I address the comments made by the
Leader of the Government, I will respond to the points made by Dr Cumming, and to a lesser degree
by Ms Patten, about whether this bill will achieve the intended outcome. The IBAC Commissioner
and the Ombudsman are very clear in their four-page letter, particularly on the last page, about the
changes that are required to change the test ‘to be in the public interest’. That is the instruction I gave
to parliamentary counsel—to do nothing more than implement the recommendation of this letter. The
bill before us does exactly that.
Some other members asked why I did not do other things around transparency and accountability and
make other changes to the act. It is because I wanted this bill to do nothing more and nothing less than
implement the recommendations of the unprecedented joint correspondence from the IBAC
Commissioner and the Ombudsman. And despite the concerns raised by Dr Cumming, I am very
confident that this bill does exactly as the IBAC Commissioner and the Ombudsman requested. Before
I brought the bill to this place I checked with Stephen Charles, AO, QC, a former Court of Appeal
judge, to make sure that my reading of those changes was correct. I am grateful that he agreed with
my reading and is happy for me to reflect that to the chamber in a public way.
I have taken steps to make sure that this recommendation is implemented by this legislation. I am very
confident that it does so. The changes are short and precise for that exact reason. So with the greatest
respect to Dr Cumming, I think the concerns she has are not well-founded at this stage. I say to
Dr Cumming that if she wishes for the changes recommended in the letter to be implemented, as she
said just a minute ago, then the only choice for her is to vote for the bill.
Let me move to the comments made by the Leader of the Government. I have seen the Leader of the
Government in operation in this chamber for my 13 years in this place, and I have a great deal of
regard and respect for his intelligence and acumen and the way he can make a cogent argument. I must
say that I do not have such respect for his contribution just now. He was grasping at straws. He was
using a fig leaf to try to justify the government’s decision to be voted down. He is the minister, as
Special Minister of State, responsible for IBAC and the Ombudsman and Victoria’s integrity regime.
He dismisses this unprecedented correspondence pleading for change from Robert Redlich and
Deborah Glass, the IBAC Commissioner and the Ombudsman. They do not get any clearer in their
language or their intent than what has been described in this letter. We never see, or rarely see, joint
correspondence calling for legislative change in this way.
What does the Leader of the Government in this place, the minister with responsibility for these two
very important integrity agencies, say? He dismisses their view—their considered, measured and
precise recommendation—as nothing more than an assertion. How disrespectful. It shows you what a
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weak, pathetic argument the Leader of the Government and the government in general, who are going
to vote against this legislation, have when it comes to the recommendations of IBAC and the
Ombudsman. Mr Jennings said later in his contribution that he is happy to be measured by the
communications the government has run. He has been measured. Mr Jennings, you have been
measured in this plea for legislative change that is before the house today. But you are going to vote
against it. You are going to vote against what is an incredibly modest change.
The whole contention of the government is that somehow this change will be impossible to implement.
On the contrary to Mr Jennings and to those who are uncertain about this bill, what this bill will do is
empower the public service to say no to partisan political campaigns, because now if there is any doubt
in the minds of those public servants or if there is any doubt in the mind of the secretary of the relevant
department about whether this proposed government advertising carries the risk that it will be party
political in nature, then the bureaucracy will be empowered to say no. They will be empowered to say
no because of this change. Rather than creating confusion and making it difficult for the public service
to assess whether a communication meets the revised test, it will make it easier, because where there
is doubt the answer will be no. And isn’t that in the interest of all of us?
Ms Patten spoke about the regard in which all of us are held, and there is no doubt all of us are regarded
with contempt by so many members of the community. Part of that is due to partisan, taxpayer-funded
advertising under the guise of education. We need to change that. The government should support this
change, because this bill is implementing the recommendation of two of the independent integrity
agencies that Victorians respect so much and hold with such high regard. So the notion that this will
make it just unworkable is a nonsense. If there is doubt, the public service can say no.
Yes, more rigour, more assessment will be required around assessing the likely implications of a
government advertising campaign, but isn’t that a good thing? Isn’t that something we should all in
this house support and endorse? The argument put by Mr Jennings, as I said, from someone who has
such experience in this chamber and who understands the processes of government so intimately, is
quite frankly pathetic and does him and the Labor Party very little service in advancing their decision
to dismiss the recommendation—the very clear and simple recommendation—of Deborah Glass, the
Victorian Ombudsman, and Robert Redlich, the IBAC Commissioner, as nothing more than their
subjective view and an assertion. How dismissive. How arrogant. How pathetic, frankly. This
recommendation and this legislation are very simple, but we also cannot forget the context in which
this is being debated when listening to Mr Jennings talk about the supposed changes that have been
made to improve the way advertising and integrity operates under this government.
I will just mention a few words to conclude: red shirts, Telmo and Don, dogs in cars. We have a long
way to go as a Parliament, and the government has a long way to go to restore the community’s faith
in the way the Parliament and the government spend precious, scarce taxpayer dollars. When they are
spent, every rigour should be put around to make sure that that money is being spent in an apolitical
way for genuine, non-partisan community education communications. This bill will help achieve that
important goal, and those who vote against this bill are thumbing their noses at the IBAC
Commissioner and the Ombudsman and completely disregarding what is a very simple and clear
legislative change. I commend the bill to the house.
House divided on motion:

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

Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs

O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr (Teller)
Patten, Ms
Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
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Noes, 20
Cumming, Dr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr (Teller)
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr

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

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

Motion negatived.
Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (16:43): I move:
That the consideration of notices of motion, general business, 147, 114 and 162, be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
Motions
SHEPPARTON EDUCATION PLAN
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (16:43): I move:
That this house expresses concern at the Andrews Labor government’s proposal to close all four public
secondary schools in Greater Shepparton and create a large single-campus secondary college in their place
and calls on the government to:
(1) immediately pause the Shepparton Education Plan;
(2) halt the transition phase; and
(3) conduct genuine consultation with the Greater Shepparton community regarding the future provision of
secondary education in Greater Shepparton.

I would just like to state at the outset that everyone supports investment in education in Shepparton,
and when it was announced that there was to be a Shepparton Education Plan there was a great deal of
excitement. People wanted to see investment in education. They wanted to be engaged in that process
and to see an improvement in the educational outcomes for their children. Why would we want to
pause this plan? There has not been adequate consultation with the community on this plan, and there
is a lack of support for the current plan. If we are going to have investment and going to have a plan,
we need to have the right plan. We need to have a plan that parents and students are happy with and
that they will support. The parents and students have not been consulted, and they must be consulted.
There is no evidence that creating one extremely large school will produce any better educational
outcomes in Greater Shepparton than what we already have. The current plan will close all four
secondary colleges and build one extremely large school to house between 2700 and 3000 students.
The transition phase to get to this school will completely disrupt students and families by separating
siblings across three campuses. What is planned is that next year Shepparton High School will
completely close and be demolished to make way for the new school to be built on that site, and the
students will be distributed amongst the three other campuses. But they will not just be redistributing
the Shepparton High students; they are going to disrupt the entire three schools and send people off to
different schools. As I said, many parents are really concerned, and the students are concerned, about
siblings being across three campuses.
The government is pushing ahead with this plan despite having no funding to actually build the school.
They have committed $20.5 million, but that money is to build an early education centre in
Mooroopna—around $7 million of it—and the rest of it is just to do the planning and to demolish
Shepparton High. There is not one dollar to put the foundations in the ground for the new school.
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Families are being asked to commit to this school from the beginning of next year, but there is no firm
commitment from the government. Families are being asked to enrol students in a new school, to buy
new uniforms and to have their children transported all over town to different campuses, yet there is
still no commitment from the government to build a school.
Shepparton is a regional city, so our next closest secondary schools are quite some distance away.
They are in Numurkah, Nathalia and Kyabram, and as of next year, because of the government’s new
zoning, most of the students in Shepparton will actually be zoned out of attending one of those schools
even if they could. But even if they can go to one of those schools, it is going to be a 1-hour round trip
twice a day, in the morning and in the afternoon, to drop off and pick up for parents if they want to
send their children to these other schools, because we do not have public transport. It might be okay
in Dandenong to do this, to have kids who do not fit in get on a public bus and go to Cranbourne or
Doveton, but there is no public bus that kids can get on to go to Numurkah, Nathalia or Kyabram. It
will mean parents driving these kids to those schools.
The parents believe that this is an ill-conceived plan, and they are very upset about it. In fact they had
a public meeting just a couple of weeks ago in August. If Minister Merlino had actually believed this
was the best plan for students and families in Shepparton, he should have shown up to that public
meeting and expressed why it was the best plan. But no, he stayed away despite having been given a
whole month’s notice of the public meeting being called and the parents wanting to speak to him. In
fact he has avoided speaking to parents at every opportunity. He sneaks into town very quietly. Parents
have on a couple of occasions found out he was going to be there and fronted him at the school, but it
has been a very brief conversation. There has been no real engagement with the parents, and the parents
are furious. They are furious that they have not been consulted adequately. In fact the consultation on
this was almost non-existent. Even the department’s own website shows that a maximum of
685 people were consulted on this plan. That is less than 1 per cent of the population of Greater
Shepparton.
There were a couple of public meetings held around May last year. I actually attended two of those,
and I have to say that of the people who attended those public meetings, there were more people there
that were teachers and department staff, MPs or candidates than the very, very few parents who were
actually engaged in that consultation. The Nationals recently conducted a poll across Greater
Shepparton around support for this school, and the result was that only 18.6 per cent of people who
responded to the poll supported the school. Seventy-six per cent of people who responded thought the
community had been only partially consulted or not consulted at all. That shows you that there was
very little consultation. In fact at the public meeting that the parents held, Terry Bennett, who is the
regional director in the Department of Education and Training, actually admitted that the consultation
had been very poor and that it could have been done better. They also admitted that—I think it was
Cord Sadler that made the admission of this one—there had been no consultation at all over the site of
the new school. Parents are not happy about that site because they feel that it is too small for the
number of students who are going to be there.
So parents are concerned around a whole lot of things, but particularly they are concerned about choice
in education for their children being taken away from them. They are concerned about all of the bullies
in town being on one site and the impact that that will have on their children. Many of them have
actually moved children between schools to get them away from bullies, and now these students are
going to be forced back into an environment where the people who bullied them before are back in the
same classrooms and on the same school grounds as the students who had previously been bullied.
Parents are also concerned about the lack of empathy that the executive principal has shown towards
families and her perceived arrogance. I have had complaints from parents who believe that their child
has been bullied by the executive principal who has been appointed. I have had complaints about her
attitude to the parents, and at the public meeting it was quite evident that she did not even know what
the curriculum included. When a parent stood up and said, ‘My daughter is doing year 11 specialist
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maths this year, and she has been told by her teacher that specialist maths will not be offered in year 12
next year, so how is this going to be better for my child?’, the executive principal, instead of saying,
‘We’ll do everything to make sure your child has access to a specialist maths class; we’ll get her
correspondence and tutoring or something like that’, actually argued with the parent that the student
could not be doing year 11 specialist maths because it was not offered in year 11.
Well, I have got news for the executive principal. You have to do specialist maths 1 and 2 in year 11
in order to be able to do specialist maths 3 and 4 in year 12. In fact if she looks at the Wanganui Park
book list for this year, which is still on their website, the parent had to pay almost $90 for a specialist
maths 1 and 2 textbook for her child to do specialist maths this year, despite this new executive
principal saying that you cannot do it in year 11. So the performance of the new executive principal
has been hardly inspiring confidence in parents and students in Shepparton about this new school.
Parents are particularly concerned about the disruption to the students during the transition phase, both
to their education and also of separating siblings as of 2020. We all know that transitions in education,
whether that be between kindergarten and primary school or between primary and secondary school,
are where students suffer the stumbling blocks, but many of the students at the schools in Greater
Shepparton will now be at three different campuses between 2019 and 2021. This is going to create
more transitions for these students, and it is going to disrupt their education.
This year all four schools operate as years 7 to 12. Next year we will have all year 7 students at the
McGuire campus, year 8 students will be across three schools, year 9 students will all be at
Mooroopna, year 10 will be across three schools and years 11 and 12 across two schools, Wanganui
and McGuire. In 2021 that changes again: year 7s will all be at McGuire, year 8s will all be at
McGuire, year 9s will all be at Mooroopna, year 10s will all be at Wanganui and year 11s and 12s will
be across two schools, Wanganui and McGuire. Parents are very concerned about this. They are also
very concerned not just that this is going to be for the next two years but that it could be well and truly
ongoing because of there being no funding to actually build this school.
Families are confused and they are angry at this disruption, and they are also, as I said, concerned that
it will go on for quite a substantial amount of time because of the lack of funding for the schools. We
have talked about the funding that has been committed; $20.5 million will build an early childhood
centre in Mooroopna and demolish Shepparton High, but it will not even put one cent towards putting
the foundations in the ground for the new school.
It has been said that this plan is needed because families are walking away from public education in
Shepparton. ABC radio actually did some work on the movement of students between the public
schools over the past five years, and that work that they did showed that Wanganui had declined by
about 8 per cent in its numbers, Shepparton High had declined by 38 per cent and Mooroopna by
36 per cent but McGuire had grown by 24 per cent. But who were the recipients of those students?
Where had they gone? Well, they had not gone to the private schools, because over that five years
Goulburn Valley Grammar School only grew by 3 per cent and Notre Dame—the Catholic college—
was actually down by 1 per cent. So that begs the question of where those students had gone. Had they
completely dropped out of education, or had there actually been a decline in student numbers over
those five years? Certainly we can see that a big percentage of them actually left, perhaps, Shepparton
High and Mooroopna and went to McGuire, and that could possibly be because McGuire have a select
entry accelerated learning program and people are wanting to participate in that.
What we do know now is that families are walking away from public education in Shepparton because
of this plan—this plan to create one so-called super-school of up to 3000 students. Notre Dame,
Goulburn Valley Grammar and a new school that has just started in Shepparton, St Anne’s Catholic
college, which has very limited year levels available, have been inundated with requests from parents
to transfer their students there, out of the public education system. Numurkah Secondary College has
also been inundated with requests for transfer, and many of the students that will fall just within their
boundaries, from Tallygaroopna, will go that way next year rather than go to the so-called super-
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school. But some students have already transferred, because as of next year they will be zoned out of
transferring to Numurkah, so they have done that already.
Many students in Shepparton come into secondary school from very small schools in surrounding
areas—schools of less than 100, sometimes schools of less than 50—and to put them into one very
large school of nearly 3000 students is going to be very daunting for those kids. I know I saw, when I
was at school in Shepparton, how some of the students who came from some of those very small
schools struggled—and in those days there were actually five secondary schools in Shepparton, but of
course Joan Kirner closed the North Tech secondary school and we went back to four—to settle in to
such a big student environment.
I know when my own nephew Rodney went off to college—had been at Goulburn Valley Grammar
School, a school of around 694 students at the moment—we went down to look at Melbourne Uni.
Rod had done particularly well. He had a 99.1 for his ATAR, so he had a walk-up start to any course
he wanted and any college he wanted. We took him around and showed him all of the colleges at
Melbourne Uni, and I thought that he would choose Ormond, but he chose Queens. When I said to
him, ‘Why did you choose Queens?’, expecting him to say, ‘Well, that’s been the family college’, he
said, ‘I chose Queens because it was a smaller community, because I felt at home there. I’m a country
kid and Queens has around 300 students, whereas somewhere like Ormond has over 600 students’.
He felt that environment was just a little bit overwhelming for him. He went on to do very well at
Queens. I am very proud of him. He went on to be the president at Queens and has done extremely
well. He not only completed his bachelor’s degree but has now done two masters degrees as well, and
I have to say I am extremely proud of my Rodney.
Mr Finn: Who does he barrack for?
Ms LOVELL: Mr Finn asked who Rodney barracks for. He does have a lot of brains; he barracks
for Richmond.
Uniforms have been another big issue for this new school. The announcement that all students must
wear a full new school uniform as of the beginning of next year has ignored the financial status of
many families in Shepparton and their ability to reclothe students. It has particularly enraged parents
who bought new uniforms this year thinking they would last three years. A phase-in period would
have been a sensible process for bringing in the new uniform. We are having transitions for the school,
so why wouldn’t we have a transition for the uniform as well?
The government have said that they will give a $200 voucher, but that is a joke and the story keeps
changing. First of all they told parents that everyone would receive the voucher and they would be
redeemable at the two school uniform shops, that there would be a package that included two summer
uniforms and a sports uniform. Now, in the last day or so, it appears that parents have to actually apply
for the voucher, and a third player has entered the market as a supplier of uniforms, which seems unfair
to the two traditional stores who have supplied uniforms in Shepparton for many years and who have
hundreds of thousands of dollars worth of useless stock of current school uniforms. The government
have brought in a new, third, player, and now the government seem to have gone away from the
package deal of two summer uniforms and a sports uniform, so you now have to go around the uniform
shops, price them up and see where you can get the best deal.
I have submitted several FOIs over this super-school. The government keep saying, ‘We’re open;
we’re transparent’, but what have they done? They have rejected and frustrated my FOIs at every
opportunity. The first of those FOIs is now with the FOI commissioner, and even the commissioner
has asked for an extension. He has asked for an extension until late in November because he is
swamped with requests to review FOIs, because this government is so secretive and just refuses
everyone’s FOIs. Today we actually received back information that two further FOI requests have
also been rejected by the government.
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I would like to start to tell some of the stories of families who have been affected by this school, but I
realise I am going to run out of time in about a minute. The first story, which I would like to leave you
with, is the story of Leanne Baldi. Leanne has seven children, and they will be across six different
campuses next year. She has four children at secondary school. Three of them will be across the three
campuses at the super-school—one at McGuire, one at Wanganui Park and one at Mooroopna; the
other one is refusing to go to the super-school, and Leanne has managed to get her into Notre Dame
College—so there are four secondary schools. She has two children at primary school—both at the
same primary school, fortunately—and one at kindergarten. Drop-offs and pick-ups are going to be a
nightmare for Leanne. So much for making it easier for parents to get their children to school and
home again.
I am going to leave my contribution there because we have used up the opposition’s time at this point.
I will continue, when we come back to this motion, to tell the rest of the stories of parents and students
who have been affected by this school and also to sum up why I do not think this school plan should
go ahead.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (17:03): I move:
That the debate on this motion be adjourned until later this day.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned until later this day.
DJAB WURRUNG SACRED TREES
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (17:03): I move:
That this house:
(1) acknowledges the cultural and spiritual significance for the Djab Wurrung people of the trees and
landscapes proposed for destruction by the Western Highway duplication project;
(2) notes the trees and landscapes are part of an ancient songline from the Dreamtime, that some of the trees
are hundreds of years old and have seen generations of Djab Wurrung people born;
(3) commends the Djab Wurrung people for their ongoing resistance to the proposed destruction of their
cultural heritage;
(4) calls on the government to:
(a) rescind the eviction notice for the Djab Wurrung Heritage Protection Embassy and ensure the
police do not attempt to move Djab Wurrung people from their land;
(b) enter into a dialogue with the Djab Wurrung people about protecting their spiritual lands; and
(c) go back to the drawing board in regard to this project and any proposed routes.

My motion is regarding the Western Highway upgrade and the calls and pleas from our Djab Wurrung
First Nations people. I cannot actually believe that we have got to this point, where I have to move a
motion pleading with the government not to destroy our First Nations cultural heritage, a landscape
that is so sacred and so powerful to them and therefore to us.
This motion asks this house to acknowledge the cultural and spiritual significance to the Djab Wurrung
people of the trees and landscapes proposed for destruction by the Western Highway duplication
project and to note that the trees and landscapes are part of an ancient songline from the Dreamtime
and that some of the trees are hundreds of years old and have seen generations of Djab Wurrung people
born. It asks the house to commend the Djab Wurrung people for their ongoing resistance to the
proposed destruction of their cultural heritage, and it calls on the government to immediately rescind
the eviction notice for the Djab Wurrung Heritage Protection Embassy and ensure police do not attempt
to move Djab Wurrung people from their land, to enter into a dialogue with the Djab Wurrung people
about protecting their spiritual lands and to go back to the drawing board in regard to this project.
But instead of heeding these pleas and these demands, as we speak now, instead of stopping even for
a day to listen to our First Nations, to the hundreds of people—allies and First Nations—gathered on
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the steps of Parliament just yesterday, not for one moment stopping to rethink it, while we speak this
so-called progressive government has sent in contractors with police to destroy cultural heritage today.
That is the response of this so-called progressive government.
To all those at the Djab Wurrung embassy, all those who are making their way to the embassy to
protect that beautiful and sacred cultural heritage, we stand with you, we are with you and we will not
stop fighting until we protect that land. I am not alone in calling for these actions. There are others in
this place—some of my fellow crossbench colleagues—who are equally dismayed that we have got
to this point where the government has given us no other option.
We bring this motion to this house on behalf of thousands of people across Victoria who are absolutely
aghast at the plan to destroy precious Djab Wurrung country. There were hundreds of people yesterday
gathered on the steps of Parliament, calling for the government to save this cultural heritage. They
were brought together by elders and women of the Djab Wurrung who have for months on end stayed
on their country as the government seeks to destroy it. They are pleading for this plan to be abandoned
immediately.
We have got to this point today where we have to plead with this government in this chamber because
the government have been doggedly determined to push ahead with this controversial expansion of
the Western Highway despite serious concerns being raised about the process it embarked upon to
gain apparent consent from the First Nations that the land belongs to. We have heard from the First
Nations—the Djab Wurrung, the elders and the women—who this land belongs to that they have not
consented to this project. They have not consented to their land being destroyed before their eyes.
The disrespect the government is showing to the Djab Wurrung women and elders is, frankly,
shocking. Just yesterday I asked a genuine question concerning the consensus that was sought and
apparently received for this project, and I too was met with the same disrespect in this chamber. We
are debating this motion today as police and contractors have moved in to start destroying Djab
Wurrung country, at a time when we are entering and attempting to reach our first treaty with our First
Nations people ever in Australia. At this historic moment in Victoria’s history, at the same time we
are saying we want a treaty with our First Nations people, we are riding roughshod over their wishes
and we are destroying their country. That is the opposite of a treaty process.
We heard from women and elders yesterday, with hundreds of people outside the steps of Parliament,
that they have not been consulted and they have not given consent to this project. We heard about the
significance of these trees that are hundreds of years old, with significance that those in the chamber,
we in the chamber, cannot even begin to grasp. We heard about how this land is part of our First
Nations. We heard from them about how the land is part of them, and when we destroy their land we
destroy them. How can we stand by and let this happen? How can this so-called progressive
government stand by and let this happen? This is happening right now, and thousands of people are
being mobilised to head up there to help protect and fight for this country. Visiting the site, seeing the
trees, hearing the stories of this amazing landscape, is so very powerful, and I too got to feel that power
when I visited the embassy.
It is so disappointing that no government minister has bothered to even go up and see or hear for
themselves firsthand before digging into that ground and continuing with this project. Haven’t we
done enough after 200 years of colonisation, ripping our First Nations children from families, now
ripping the land away from them before our eyes? Haven’t we done enough? We are entering a treaty
with our First Nations for the first time in Victoria’s history, for the first time in Australia’s history.
This is the wrong way to set upon a treaty process. The government must go back to the drawing board
on this project. It must abandon its plans for the expansion of the Western Highway into Djab Wurrung
country. To all those of the Djab Wurrung, the elders, the women and all the allies, we stand with you
and we will not stop fighting.
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Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (17:09): I urge the government to rethink and stop this action.
It involves the demolition of 3000 trees, 250 of which have been deemed sacred, of cultural
significance—all set for demolition to build a highway that we are told will save drivers 3 minutes in
travelling time. That makes a 1000 trees per minute of car time. These trees are 800-year-old sacred
trees, which have overseen 50 generations of Djab Wurrung people.
It is hard to overstate how integral this landscape is to the identity of Aboriginal Australians, one of
the oldest continuous populations in the world. This is another example of the government trying to
accommodate its rapid population growth agenda. The government wants to bulldoze sacred land for
a highway in order to unsuccessfully accommodate its rapid population growth. They talk about road
trauma risks. There are other ways to alleviate the risks involved on roads without bulldozing sacred
land. The trees have a high social and spiritual significance for Djab Wurrung people. They are rare
examples that have been modified through cultural practices of their ancestors hundreds of years ago.
For countless generations Aboriginal ancestors have had deep relationships with these trees, which
have played a critical role in looking after their people and country. The health and safety of these
trees is directly related to the wellbeing of Aboriginal people and country, who believe their safety and
protection is for the wellbeing of all people.
Trees are important. They cool the land, they provide food and shelter for wildlife and they ease
stormwater flows into our waterways. Contact with nature has been shown to improve mood and lower
stress levels, anxiety and depression. Tree-lined areas have great health benefits: they encourage
physical activity, improve mental health and make people feel younger, richer and healthier.
It is time heritage and environment take priority over growth. We need to value our natural heritage
and our Indigenous heritage far more than we are doing at present. Now, at the beginning of our sittings
and at all public events we commence our proceedings with an acknowledgement of the Aboriginal
people and pay our respect to the elders, signalling our acknowledgement of prior ownership and our
intention to recognise and respect this prior ownership. Well, here is our chance to do just that;
otherwise what do the words intend? I recall this old school motto in Latin: Facta non verba—actions
not words. Sites of genuine heritage are being ignored and overlooked, while we have things such as
the Eastern Freeway receiving special treatment. This joins the narrative of the government’s war on
trees. The Mordialloc Freeway and the North East Link will fell tens of thousands of trees. We need
to value our natural heritage and our Indigenous heritage far more than we are doing at present. At the
moment we pay lip-service to these things while allowing our heritage to disappear into the sunset.
Make no mistake, this is not just Indigenous heritage; this is our heritage, your heritage, for we are one
people here in Victoria and in Australia. Indigenous history is our history, the history of our country.
So let us not heed the government’s arguments about who has given permission and who has not.
Something else from the Romans, a strategy they devised for defeating their enemies: divide and
conquer. So let us not be divided. Let us stand together and halt this desecration of our heritage.
Business interrupted pursuant to order of Council.
Statements on reports, papers and petitions
VICTORIAN BUILDING AUTHORITY
Report 2017–18
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (17:14): I rise to speak on the 2017–18 annual report of the
Victorian Building Authority. Back in March I was approached by constituents seeking my support
for a decision which Bayside City Council had made concerning proposed alterations and additions to
6 Cole Street, Brighton, which subsequently ended up at the Building Appeals Board. Now, the
residence in question is on the Brighton foreshore. I am sure members will be aware that the foreshore
is a beautiful place with striking views back to the city skyline, and that the council and local residents
have done a first-class job in protecting its amenity. Members will probably also be aware that this
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beauty and amenity is a fragile thing. Once one inappropriate development is allowed, the door is
opened for others, with council and residents having little grounds in opposing others.
The proposed alterations and additions to 6 Cole Street did not meet the minister’s guidelines with
respect to side and rear setbacks, in particular the side setbacks to the west which abut the foreshore
reserve. Local residents were concerned that the proposal to vary the building regulations had no
respect for the existing character and severely impacted the amenity of existing dwellings. Bayside
council agreed. They said the proposal would have a significant impact on the amenity of the adjoining
property at 2 Cole Street. Council also concluded that a number of aspects of the proposal were not
consistent with the design objectives of the Bayside planning scheme.
The property owner appealed against the council’s decision to the Building Appeals Board. Now, why
can owners appeal council decisions to this appeals board? I have seen the council report and
consideration of the issue. They took their job very seriously. Their decision was in no way capricious.
Indeed it was a compromise between the resident’s position and the owners. The residents accepted it
as a compromise. Once the owner appealed to the Building Appeals Board, the residents sought my
assistance. I wrote a letter on their behalf to both the Minister for Planning and the chairperson of the
Building Appeals Board, Mr Eric Riegler. The response of the appeals board chair, Mr Riegler, was
truly remarkable and I will read it to the house as it goes to the ability of us as elected representatives
to properly and effectively represent our constituents. It says:
Having regard to the contents of the letter and the fact the covering email appears to emanate from
Parliamentary Office, I have taken the view that the panel convened to hear the application should not be
given a copy of that correspondence prior to determining the application. In my view, a determination
favourable to the flavour of that letter may give rise to a perception that the determination was affected by
actual or apprehended bias.
Accordingly, steps have been taken to remove the letter from the Board’s file and for it to be placed in a sealed
envelope, only to be opened at the discretion of the presiding chairperson of the panel hearing the application.
If a panel member has inadvertently read the letter, that fact will need to be disclosed to the parties, at which
time a copy of the letter will be given to the parties before hearing any application for recusal. If such an
application is made and granted, the proceeding may have to be adjourned.

Now, when I read this I had visions of the chairperson eating my letter to make sure nobody saw it. It
could be funny—older listeners might be reminded of Maxwell Smart’s cone of silence and younger
ones of the ABC comedy Utopia—except that this is serious. This unelected, unaccountable body has
upheld the developer’s appeal. Once again local residents trying to protect their neighbourhood
character have been done over. You can only appeal a decision of the Building Appeals Board in the
Supreme Court on a point of law, and this body apparently thinks it can simply shred representations
it receives from elected members of Parliament. It is something you might come across in Vladimir
Putin’s Russia.
I invite my colleagues to reflect on whether this is okay, and I further suggest that they reflect on
whether we really need a Building Appeals Board—this undemocratic, unaccountable secret society—
or whether we would be better served taking our chances with the local democracy and political
accountability that comes with leaving these decisions to elected councils.
DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY AND FINANCE
Budget papers 2019–20
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (17:19): My matter in statements
on reports, papers and petitions today relates to the state budget and particularly the outputs around
transport and major transport infrastructure projects. I want to particularly follow some of the projects
that are significant at the moment and draw the attention of the house to a number of key points.
The announcement made a week ago, almost, by the Prime Minister and the Premier about a more
than $1 billion contribution to the M1 is an important announcement. I made the point at the time that

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS, PAPERS AND PETITIONS
Wednesday, 11 September 2019

Legislative Council

3091

there has been a very significant increase in that project, a more than $370 million blowout to the cost,
and I do drive that home to the state government. I note nonetheless that the Monash widening, given
the enormous capacity that is needed there, the enormous movements down that corridor, is a very
important project, and I welcome the fact that that is going to be built and is going to have significant
federal funding. But the truth of the matter is that that Monash corridor is not able to carry the load
that is required and there are a number of key risks for the state, key redundancy issues that have not
been dealt with.
We know the state government is also doing a major project in the North East Link, and that is a
project that in concept is supported by the opposition. We support the idea of building that North East
Link, but we do have some quibbles with some of the ways the project is being pushed forward by the
state government and the lack of engagement with a number of councils, including Boroondara,
Whitehorse, Banyule and Manningham, many local communities and businesses and so forth. What
we do know is that that project will bring enormous pressure, and we have heard this from the
submissions as part of the environment effects statement process from the engineers, Andrew O’Brien
in particular, who have been retained by three of those councils, Boroondara, Whitehorse and Banyule.
It is clear from the information provided by Mr O’Brien and from common sense that you cannot
funnel hundreds of thousands more cars down that road and have them come to a screeching halt. It
will need the east–west link road built. One of the key initial purposes—and I think people have
forgotten this—of building the east–west link was not only the capacity and the commuter movements
and the regular freight movements but also to provide redundancy. When the Monash corridor goes
down, when there is a truck crash, when there is a load that is spread across one side of that freeway
or on the bridge or out on the western side of the city, the whole state, the whole metropolitan area,
grinds to a halt. There are huge risks for the state in that long term. If something happened to a tunnel,
if something happened to key pieces of infrastructure, the east–west link would then come into its
own.
The government is building the West Gate Tunnel. This was of course not a project that we supported
in its concept. We think there are deep flaws, and one of the deep flaws that has not been dealt with is
the fact that that section between the interchange with the M80 and just before Williamstown Road,
where the West Gate Tunnel will dive down and go up under the built-up sections to come out
ultimately near the Bolte Bridge, is an important piece of road. The tunnel will provide some additional
capacity, there is no question. We have never had a problem with a toll on that, but we do have a
problem with the tolls that are applied to the existing CityLink roads, as we have said many times in
this chamber.
But my point today is to say that the east–west component is also about building redundancy. It is a
risk mitigation strategy that is actually important long term because if that corridor, the road coming
in from the M80 over the West Gate Bridge and down through the CityLink tunnels and the M1, goes
down, the state is still at tremendous risk. Even with the expansion that the federal and state
governments are building, that risk is not fundamentally mitigated because there is no alternative route.
If something happens east of Warrigal Road, you can move around EastLink and down the Eastern
Freeway, but you will still hit the same problem at the other end. So until that redundancy is there, the
state is exposed, and the state needs to think about that long term.
DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY AND FINANCE
Budget papers 2019–20
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (17:24): I rise to speak on the budget papers and to continue my
contributions of the last two sitting weeks talking about education. Of course we know that the budget
is raised for the provision of education and also that there is $20.5 million in there for the Shepparton
Education Plan. Last week I did say that I would go on to speak about uniforms this week, but I just
spoke about uniforms about 15 minutes ago in my contribution on my motion, so I thought that I would
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use this time to talk about what alternatives we could look at. Certainly what we know is that we need
to go back to the drawing board. We need further consultation with families in Shepparton. They also
need to be told exactly what this new school can deliver, and they are not being told that. It might be,
if the government went back and did proper consultation, that the parents would agree with the plan.
We do not know, but they may come up with another plan.
What we do know is that delivering good education is not actually about buildings; it is about what
actually goes on inside the classroom. Part of the education plan, yes, is to have a new curriculum and
a new way that education is delivered in Shepparton, but surely we could actually trial that before we
demolish the four schools, before it is too late. Before the schools are demolished, why not develop
that new curriculum and give it a go? Let us see if that works within the four schools that we have or
perhaps even within three of the four schools or something, still allowing parents choice and students
choice, the opportunity to transfer to another school if they are being bullied or do not fit in at their
current school.
One of the models that I think we should look at is what has been going on at Kambrya College.
Kambrya College is a college down in the south-eastern suburbs of Melbourne, and certainly it has
just recently been the subject of an ABC four-part series called Revolution School. I would encourage
all of you—it is no longer on iView, but it is on YouTube; you can purchase for about $12 the four
episodes of Revolution School—to just have a look at the great work that is being done there by
principal Michael Muscat and the difference that he has actually made. He has been working with
Professor John Hattie from Melbourne University around engaging students in their education and
producing better outcomes. When they started—and it is the reason they started—Kambrya was
actually in the bottom 10 per cent of schools in the state. Through their transformation of the way
education is delivered at Kambrya they have actually managed to take that school from the bottom
10 per cent of schools on results to the top 25 per cent, so things can be done to improve education
without there being a need to actually completely disrupt school communities, to disrupt students, to
upset parents and to have this whole revolution of a grand super-school in Shepparton.
We all want investment in education. We would love to see that money. It is going to be about
$120 million to build that school. We want to see that money invested in Shepparton, but we want to
see it used to deliver the right plan, a plan that will deliver for students, that will cater for families in
Shepparton, that will not see children driven away from education in their own home town to seek it
in another town and that will not see parents having to do that hour-round trip in the morning and hourround trip in the afternoon because their students cannot fit in at the super-school. That $120 million
would go a long way to doing a lot of good work at the four schools that we have or, as I said, perhaps
at three of those schools. Or it may be that if the minister actually did proper consultation, parents
might support a single-school plan, but we will not know that until proper consultation is done, and at
the moment the horse has bolted.
The parents do not support the plan that is on the table, and the students do not support the plan that is
on the table. Many parents and many students do not support it. There are a few, a handful, that have
contacted me to say they think this would be good. Most people who are saying this would be good
are saying, ‘Well, it’s got to be better than what we have, because what we have is not working’. There
are ways that we can make other plans work that might deliver better for our children than the superschool, but certainly we need that further consultation so that parents and students are confident that
whatever plan is put before them is going to deliver better educational outcomes in Shepparton into
the future.
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Adjournment
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(17:29): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

HORSHAM GAS PIPELINE
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (17:29): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change in the other place, and the action that I seek is that she extend the
gas pipeline in Horsham to the nearby industrial park in Carine Street, Horsham. I recently met with
Phil McFarlane from Australian Plant Proteins in Horsham. He is leading a consortium of companies
investing $20 million and bringing new technology to food production in my electorate. They will be
processing locally grown faba bean crops into protein-rich powder for use by other food manufacturers
who want to produce healthy and delicious plant-based foods. This initiative could eventually bring
as many as 80 new jobs to the town. This will be going ahead despite the fact that the pipeline for
natural gas does not extend to the industrial park just 1.5 kilometres from the main road of Horsham.
This leaves them and potentially others in the industrial park with the expense of regularly trucking
liquid petroleum gas to their facility to power their ovens and other machinery. I hope the minister will
extend this gas pipeline to create more jobs in the region in an emerging industry that is good for
human health, animals and the environment.
PRIMARY CARE PARTNERSHIPS
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (17:31): My adjournment matter tonight is for the
Minister for Health, and it is concerning primary care partnerships (PCPs), specifically the ones in my
electorate of Northern Metropolitan Region, being the Hume Whittlesea primary care partnership
based in Epping and the Inner North West primary care partnership based in Brunswick. These
primary care partnerships bring together local health and human services providers to improve access
to services and provide continuity of care for people in a community. We are talking about things like
hospitals, community health services, primary health networks, local governments, mental health
services, drug treatment services and disability services.
Primary care partnerships have played a very important role in Victoria’s health system for over two
decades, yet there are some concerns that the latest round of cuts by the Andrews government is going
to affect them. Since the 2018 election Victorians have endured Labor’s funding cuts to dental and
community health, shortfalls for hospital upgrades and zero dollars for community hospitals like the
Craigieburn Community Hospital, which was promised some money that was announced, but there is
zero money in the budget and the forward estimates. Regarding state government funding, there is
some uncertainty for flu shots for kids. There are cuts to—
Ms Mikakos: On a point of order, President, the member said right at the outset he is directing this
matter to me in relation to primary care partnerships, yet he is using the adjournment matter as a broadranging debate about health funding generally. If he wants to make a contribution on that, he can do
so during opposition business, which is a motion that Ms Crozier is yet to bring on, I note, because it
is full of complete rubbish.
Mr ONDARCHIE: On the point of order, President, when I look up the word ‘irony’ in the
dictionary, there is a picture of Jenny Mikakos. This is the same minister during question time—
The PRESIDENT: I was going to rule against the minister’s point of order.
Ms Mikakos interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order! The member is just giving some background and some context as far
as his point of view goes, and that is not unique at all to an adjournment matter.
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Mr ONDARCHIE: Thank you, President. So there is some uncertainty for people in my electorate
of Northern Metropolitan Region, particularly around things, as I was saying, like the community
hospital that was promised in Craigieburn that there is no money for in the budget or the forward
estimates. There are some concerns around acute care for our hospital networks, some cuts to women’s
health, cuts to some palliative care services, cuts to health protection and cuts to cancer treatment as
well.
Ms Mikakos: That is just rubbish. It is total rubbish.
Mr ONDARCHIE: So the action I seek from the interjecting, defensive minister is that she
confirm for me the specific amount of funding for the PCP in Epping and the PCP in Brunswick or,
better still, that she confirm whether it will have the same amount of funding in 2020 or a greater
amount of funding in 2020 and across the forward estimates.
SHADE GRANTS
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (17:34): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Health and Minister for Ambulance Services, the Honourable Jenny Mikakos. My question relates to
the minister’s portfolio responsibilities relating to health. Skin cancer is a significant health and
economic burden in Victoria. Skin cancer is one of the most preventable forms of cancer yet remains
highly prevalent, with two in three Australians diagnosed by the age of 70. The provision of wellplanned and designed shade as a sun protection measure can reduce overall exposure to UV radiation.
Shade used in combination with other sun protection measures, including protective clothing, broadbrimmed hats, sunglasses and SPF30+ or higher sunscreen, provides the best protection from harmful
UV radiation exposure when spending time outdoors.
The Andrews Labor government is committed to delivering on the election commitment to provide
$15.1 million in funding for shade grants and community education campaigns over 2019–23. The
shade grants program provides funding for new permanent shade, natural shade, portable shade and
sun protection items. The aim of the program is to reduce Victorians’ exposure to UV radiation by
increasing shade in public places across the state and by promoting the uptake of sun protective
practices. Grants provide up to $25 000 for shade development in schools and $50 000 for community
groups and can include up to $700 for sun protection items excluding GST. The action I seek is for
the minister to provide an update to my office on what schools and community groups in my electorate
of Western Metropolitan Region need to do in order to apply for these grants.
WASTE AND RECYCLING MANAGEMENT
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (17:36): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change, and the action I seek is for the minister to put in place
measures to ensure that the remaining councils who have been affected by the SKM collapse are able
to secure new recycling contracts as soon as possible. When recycling provider SKM collapsed, over
30 councils were left in the lurch with no option other than to send their recycling to landfill. This
happened because successive governments did not see it as part of their role to make sure that
Victorians had a stable statewide system for recycling. Instead what we have observed is that this state
government continuously shifts the blame to individual businesses and local councils instead of
embracing and investing in the transformations we need in how we deal with waste and create a
circular economy across the state.
One such affected council in my electorate, Darebin City Council, was left without any option when
SKM collapsed. Since then they have worked hard and worked expediently to be one of the few
councils statewide to secure a new contractor to process their recycling. I am sure I speak for many in
the Darebin community who are pleased that they have a council that is taking action and advocating
strongly for their community and their environment.
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This is the same council that helped launch the global climate emergency movement, being the first
municipality in the world to declare a climate emergency and backing that up with meaningful action.
Now more than 990 jurisdictions across the world in 18 countries have declared a climate emergency.
Populations in those jurisdictions number over 212 million citizens, and we look set to hit
1000 jurisdictions very soon. What an incredible achievement and what a formidable global
movement.
Darebin has also led the development of the groundbreaking local government power purchasing
agreement, which includes over 45 councils in Victoria who will collectively fund new job-creating
renewable energy projects. Some councils have committed 100 per cent of their electricity
consumption to this project, making the rapid shift to zero emissions through collective action.
We need the same forward-thinking collective action when it comes to our waste and recycling and
the state government must play a leading role in facilitating and funding that. I commend the
community campaigners and councillors in Darebin for their vision and courage in tackling the big
issues of our time and for representing their generous and visionary community. This is the type of
leadership we need to tackle the other environmental issues that threaten our planet, and mounting
loads of recyclables ending up in landfill are a threat to our environment and something that Victorians
are demanding action to prevent.
With weeks now turning to months since SKM collapsed, while some councils like Darebin been have
able to secure alternatives, many other councils have not been able to secure new contracts because of
the limited number of recycling operators in Victoria, and they are reaching capacity. The longer the
delay, the more of our recycling that is ending up in landfill.
I acknowledge that the minister has offered some assistance to councils that are trying to negotiate
new contracts by changing contract tendering processes, and this help is appreciated. However, more
help is needed because the issues are not just with the administrative process. The problem is there is
just not enough recycling capacity in the system. We need an urgent expansion of domestic recycling
capacity, container refund schemes, procurement targets and recycled content in packaging. We need
to start using the Sustainability Fund to invest in these solutions, and I urge the government to take
much faster and stronger action to address Victoria’s waste crisis.
PRIMARY CARE PARTNERSHIPS
The PRESIDENT: Before I call Mr Finn, I remind members that I will be chairing a joint sitting
in the Assembly at 6.15 pm to vote on a new senator. I am just indicating we have got time sensitivity.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (17:39): Thank you, President. I cannot tell you how much I am
looking forward to that.
I wish to raise a matter this evening for the attention of the Minister for Health. It concerns a number
of people who have approached me with their worries about possible cuts by the Andrews government
to the HealthWest primary care partnership in Footscray. While this is based in Footscray, it covers
the municipalities of Brimbank, Melton and Wyndham, and it does a great job. It should not be cut.
Some of the areas that it has covered just over recent times have been young refugee mental health;
community leadership; family violence, which is a huge issue in most places but particularly in the
western suburbs; and health literacy, which again is a huge issue. In the municipality of Brimbank, for
example, I think there are more people with diabetes than anywhere else in Australia. That is
something that the HealthWest primary care partnership has been addressing at a very real level.
It also has been dealing with pathways for children with developmental delays, and that of course is
something that is very close to my heart as well and very, very important for families. It is very, very
important for families because when you have children with developmental delays, even children on
the autism spectrum, it is so important that we have these agencies to provide support not just for the
kids but for the families, so it is very important indeed.
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The other area that they have been looking at or working on in recent times is preventing violence by
working with men and workforce mutuality, and I think that is really important as well, because if you
can get some of the men who are inclined to be involved with or to indulge in domestic violence and
if you can teach them that that is not the way to go, then that is obviously going to be a huge help.
I am sure the minister can see that HealthWest primary care partnership does a tremendous job for a
very large community in the western suburbs. As I said, there are a lot of people out my way who are
very concerned that they will be victims of the government’s cuts. They have seen a number of cuts
across the board, and what I am asking the minister to do tonight is to assure the house and to assure
HealthWest primary care partnership that their funding will not be cut and that they can continue to
do the work that they have been doing for quite some years.
SUBURBAN RAIL LOOP
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:32): The matter I raise tonight is for the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure, Jacinta Allan. I ask the minister to review the proposed stage 1 of the
Suburban Rail Loop and extend stage 1 to include Doncaster. Since 1890 rail to Doncaster has been
considered and proposed by state governments in numerous state transport plans. In 2011 a
government study on Doncaster rail deemed the project necessary and viable. Yet after 128 years
Doncaster is still waiting. Of all the metropolitan municipalities, the City of Manningham is the only
one that functions on bus services alone, and its student and worker populations are desperately underserviced. For students who attend or seek to attend Monash, Latrobe or Swinburne universities, public
transport is a frustrating experience. They are forced to take multiple public transport services, which
take double the average drive time to reach their destinations. This is unacceptable and is letting
Victorian students down.
I understand that the Suburban Rail Loop will be an extensive and long-running project, but I feel that
extending stage 1 to include Doncaster is not an unreasonable request. I believe finishing stage 1 of
the project at Box Hill should be re-evaluated. Box Hill station does not have the infrastructure for the
influx of patrons from the north-east suburbs who will require parking and satisfactory drop-off and
pick-up areas when stage 1 opens to the public. And, if initial reports are true and the geography from
Box Hill to Doncaster is the most challenging part of the project, I would suggest putting priority on
completing this part of the Suburban Rail Loop first. As Mark Twain once said:
If it’s your job to eat a frog, it’s best to do it first thing in the morning. And if it’s your job to eat two frogs,
it’s best to eat the biggest one first.

So I ask the minister to re-evaluate stage 1 and extend the first stage of the Suburban Rail Loop to
include Doncaster and ensure that Victorians are better connected as quickly and as effectively as
possible.
GENESISCARE SHEPPARTON
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (17:45): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Health
and relates to the public funding of the GenesisCare radiotherapy facility under construction in
Shepparton, and I am pleased to see that the minister is in the house and may be able to give me a
response. The action that I seek from the minister is to provide me with an update on the status of
negotiations between the government and private health provider GenesisCare to establish a
partnership and provide funding to ensure that public patients will be able to access radiotherapy
services at the facility currently under construction in Corio Street, Shepparton.
As the minister knows, for many years I have advocated for radiotherapy services to be established in
Shepparton to service the needs of Goulburn Valley cancer patients requiring this life-saving
treatment. In fact in the Parliament I have raised the importance of radiotherapy being made available
locally on over 50 occasions so as to prevent patients having to travel long distances to receive their
treatment. I last raised the issue with the minister in March, seeking a commitment from the Andrews
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Labor government to provide recurrent funding to any private health provider who established a
private radiotherapy clinic in Shepparton. The commitment I sought was predicated on private care
provider GenesisCare securing a federal government health program grant in 2017 to establish a
radiotherapy facility in Shepparton.
On 21 March GenesisCare announced plans to establish a radiotherapy facility on the corner of Corio
and Edwards streets in the Shepparton CBD. The minister responded to my question in March by
saying that the Department of Health and Human Services was in negotiations with GenesisCare to
support public patient access to radiotherapy treatment at this facility. Since the minister’s response I
have taken part in a sod-turning ceremony at the site of the new facility with GenesisCare general
manager Shane Ryan and other dignitaries including Greater Shepparton mayor Kim O’Keeffe.
I am happy to inform members that construction of the facility continues unabated. We now have an
out-of-ground project on track to be completed and operational by the end of 2019. It is time the
minister provided a commitment that the government will enter a partnership with GenesisCare and
provide funding that ensures radiotherapy treatment at GenesisCare’s wonderful new facility will be
available without cost to all who need it, both private and public patients. Therefore the action I seek
from the minister is for her to provide an update on the status of negotiations between the government
and private health provider GenesisCare to establish a partnership and provide government funding to
ensure that public patients will be able to access radiotherapy services at the facility currently under
construction in Corio Street, Shepparton.
ENERGY SUPPLY
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (17:47): My adjournment item is for the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change. The action I seek is for the minister to tell us how this government
intends to ensure the reliability of the energy supply and to prevent load-shedding in Victoria. The
Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO) has identified a reliability gap as early as next summer.
The experts are telling us that blackouts are on the way. As we know, wind and solar energy are
unreliable because the sun goes down and the wind stops blowing. Wind and solar generators need to
be backed up by enough coal, hydro, gas, nuclear or battery power to supply all of Victoria for an
extended period. Due to government action coal is on the way out; gas exploration is illegal in Victoria,
as is nuclear; hydro-electricity and geothermal electricity sites are rare; and lithium batteries are not
able to supply enough power for long enough. Without coal, hydro, gas or batteries there is nothing
left to back up the wind and solar. AEMO has recommend increased investment in dispatchable power
to increase reliability. Wind and solar are not dispatchable.
To make things worse, renewable energy targets get exponentially harder to achieve the larger they
get. This is because the increased renewable generation requires increased backup generation. A
100 per cent renewable target would almost certainly require the construction of new dams at hydro
sites like the Franklin River. Perhaps if the Tasmanian government would build a new dam on the
Franklin, we could build a new Bass Strait connecter to hook it up. Environmentalists cut their political
teeth in opposing these projects, but there is no renewable alternative.
Currently, the government is pushing for 25 per cent renewable generation by 2020, and we are already
anticipating blackouts. Despite these reliability concerns, the government has already announced a
50 per cent renewable target by 2030. There is a reliable alternative, but the government refuses to
consider it. Nuclear energy is clean, plentiful, efficient and reliable. Nuclear is the only energy source
available to us that matches all four of those criteria.
KINSHIP CARERS
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (17:50): My adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Child Protection in the other place, the Honourable Luke Donnellan. It comes on the back of foster
care and kinship carers week. These are truly the unsung heroes and the quiet achievers within our
community. They look after children. Often after they have looked after their own children they end
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up looking after their grandchildren or indeed their great grandchildren. Sometimes the connection is
actually quite tenuous, but they take these children to their hearts. They are the most vulnerable
children in our community, and carers do a wonderful job. But they are not without their burdens, and
there is a requirement to support them across the board.
The action I seek from the minister is for him to write to one particular lady, who is a champion of
kinship carers. Her name is Heather Baird, from A Better Life for Foster Kids. What I would like the
minister to do is to confirm which and how many of the seven recommendations from the report titled
Investigation into the Financial Support Provided to Kinship Carers have been implemented by the
Andrews Labor government. This report, which is a Victorian Ombudsman’s report, was presented to
Parliament back in 2017. It looked into the financial support received by kinship carers.
Specifically the report has seven recommendations. I will read them into Hansard because I think it is
quite important the government know where they need to head, if they have not already headed there:
1.

Review the administration of financial support to kinship carers …
…

2.

Improve the kinship care assessment process to ensure it adequately identifies the needs of each carer,
as well as those of each child …

3.

Ensure kinship care assessments inform the application process for a higher care allowance.

4.

Create a quality assurance system that checks for the completion of kinship care assessments.

5.

Update the department’s … policy …

6.

Enhance the capacity of the kinship care sector to participate in policy development and promote
awareness …

within the department and:
7.

Update the materials provided by the department, including the Child Protection Manual …

As I said, often these wonderful people end up being the last stop. The Department of Health and
Human Services comes to the person and says, ‘These children will end up in foster care if you do not
take them’. Quite often they are more than willing to open their hearts, but it comes with a burden.
They often have to give up their work. Many of them use their own superannuation in order to be able
to stay at home and look after little children. This government needs to support them. I believe that
Heather Baird is very, very concerned about the recommendations and their implementation, as per
the Ombudsman’s report, and so she wishes to understand how many of the recommendations have
been adopted and in what capacity. I would also ask the minister to cc me in.
VEGANISM
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (17:53): My adjournment debate matter tonight is for the
Minister for Health and relates to my concern for the health of vegans in my electorate of Western
Victoria Region. A study by Deakin University recently found that women who reduce lamb and beef
in their diets are more likely to suffer depression, likely due to the important omega-3 fatty acids that
meat contains. Research published in the British Medical Journal, based on the EPIC-Oxford study, a
major long-term research project looking at diet and health which studied 48 000 people over 18 years,
recently found that people on plant-based diets have a 20 per cent higher risk of stroke. Researchers
concluded this is likely due to low vitamin B12 levels.
The British Medical Journal also published work by nutritionist Emma Derbyshire which suggested
that vegans not eating dairy foods and meat may be deficient in the nutrient choline. Choline is
essential to brain health, through the transfer of signals between nerve cells and the brain. It is
obviously very important that the brain health of vegans is ensured. Diet experts say it is important for
people to eat a wide range of foods to maintain the best possible health. Now, these would include five
portions of fruit and vegetables a day; high-fibre starchy foods, such as potatoes, bread, rice and pasta;
high-protein meat, including lean meat, fish and seafood; pulses, tofu and nuts; and of course dairy.
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However, since we are all being encouraged to end all food consumption involving animal products
and move to a plant-based diet, manufactured supplements will have to be found to maintain the health
of our population. The action I seek from the minister is for her to ask the federal Minister for Health
to add omega-3, vitamin B12 and choline supplements to the pharmaceutical benefits scheme to
ensure that vegans in my constituency are kept happy, healthy and rational.
MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (17:56): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Mental Health. It relates to the release in March 2019 of the Victorian Auditor-General’s Office
(VAGO) report Access to Mental Health Services. More specifically, it is about the section in that
report on workforce strategy, starting on page 35. It would simply be an understatement to say that
that section of the report is, as indeed a number of other sections are too, critical of the direction and
effectiveness of the actions being pursued by the government through, in particular, the Department
of Health and Human Services (DHHS). Multiple observations about current failings were made, and
multiple priorities for reform were identified. These included the need for targets on the specific types
and numbers of workers required in the sector, as well as the lack of integration between mental health
workforce strategies and broader service and infrastructure planning. There was also a very clear call
for urgent action on addressing the particularly serious staffing challenges that exist in regional and
rural areas. Just as worryingly, the report observed in the area of workforce strategy—and indeed this
was a common refrain throughout almost the entire document—that well-targeted evaluation measures
and mechanisms are also sorely lacking.
That the criticism of the state of play is so wideranging is even more concerning when it is borne in
mind that DHHS had specifically released a new, 10-year mental health plan in late 2015. That strategy
was actually introduced, in part, as a means of trying to decisively address some of these very
problems. Yet it appears that, at least at the time the report was written, there had been little to discern
in the way of such improvements. I do understand and acknowledge that the government is taking
various steps to try to improve mental health services in the state and improve their quality and
availability for what is, unfortunately, a significantly growing number of people, including through
the current royal commission process.
Given all of that background, the action I seek from the minister is for the provision of a statement to
me about whether the government, six months on, accepts the findings made on workforce strategy
that are detailed in the VAGO report. If the government has indeed accepted those findings, then I
would also appreciate from the minister an update on any progress towards implementation of
VAGO’s suggested changes. Alternatively, if the government has not accepted the findings, then I
would ask if the minister could explain why not.
PRIMARY CARE PARTNERSHIPS
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (17:58): My adjournment matter
tonight is for the attention of the Minister for Health and concerns primary care partnerships (PCPs)
and the comments she made in this chamber in response to a question from Ms Crozier yesterday. I
for one was not filled with any confidence about the future of primary care partnerships. She pointedly
failed to guarantee future funding. I noticed the media release put out on 11 September this year titled
‘Primary care partnerships lead community change and should not be cut’ from Victorian Primary
Care Partnerships.
The statewide chair said that the Victorian health minister should categorically rule out defunding the
state’s 28 healthcare partnerships, and I agree with him. I think he is right on the money. My local
primary care partnerships, and specifically the Southern Melbourne primary care partnership and the
Inner East primary care partnership, are partnerships in my area that play an important role
coordinating with health services. So the Inner East one works through Boroondara, Manningham,
Monash and Whitehorse, and the Southern Melbourne PCP works through Bayside City Council, the
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Caulfield Community Health Service, Central Bayside Community Health Services, the City of Port
Phillip, Connect Health & Community—that is, the old Bayside—Glen Eira council and the Inner
South Community Health Service.
They provide very significant services: mental health services, tobacco-free living support, violence
and injury prevention services and healthy eating advice as well. The news release goes on to point
out that primary care partnerships are unique to the Australian healthcare landscape. Established in
2000, more than 850 organisations are connected and coordinated by these bodies. Kevin Feeney said:
These are … priority issues for government; our work saves the taxpayer significant healthcare dollars …
making communities healthier, happier and safer.

He made the point:
The current threat to our funding is more direct than we have experienced in the past. We stand ready to
deliver the governments objectives of the recently released Victorian Health and Wellbeing Plan …
We call on Minister Mikakos to commit to continuing Primary Care Partnerships’ modest funding for the
benefit of all Victorians.

I will make the point that as health minister I protected the primary care partnerships because they
provide a very cost-effective way of coordinating care and—
Ms Mikakos: You slashed and burnt.
Mr DAVIS: I did not, indeed. And they are unique to Victoria. I am specifically seeking that the
minister make a public announcement on the Southern Melbourne PCP and the Inner East primary
care partnership to ensure that their funding—
Members interjecting.
Mr DAVIS: The action I seek is that she announce that that funding is safe.
PRIMARY CARE PARTNERSHIPS
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (18:02): My adjournment matter this evening is also to
the Minister for Health. As other members on this side of the chamber have raised with the minister
their local primary care partnerships (PCPs), I also want to get some assurance from the minister after
the response I received from her to the question I asked yesterday, which was not adequately answered
yesterday—and, President, you asked her to reinstate that.
In that response there are still does remain a whole lot of ambiguity around where this important
funding is actually going to be. The minister well knows that she is putting enormous pressure on our
health system generally. We have seen disaster after disaster occurring over the last few weeks in
relation to various issues, not to mention what has happened at the Austin Hospital today. But the
primary care partnerships—
Mr Finn: It’s a debacle.
Ms CROZIER: Well, it is a debacle, Mr Finn; you are quite right. The primary care partnerships
are providing very essential services to so many organisations around the state, particularly in country
areas—areas that she would probably not even understand exist, and refuses to even acknowledge
because she is too busy staying in Lonsdale Street and not getting out of the tram tracks. These
partnerships are providing significant services around family violence, mental health and other very
important educative areas around primary care. It is absolutely extraordinary that the minister has said,
in her response to me—after a longwinded waffle about everything else but not addressing the actual
question—‘No decisions have been made about primary care partnerships’.
The chair, Mr Feeney, who I spoke with yesterday, was very concerned and is due to be meeting with
the minister’s department, I understand—in fact next week. So the action I seek is that the minister
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makes it very clear to the chair of the PCPs, and to every PCP across Victoria, what her intentions are,
whether that decision has been made or whether she has just given a falsehood on this piece of paper,
and makes it very clear that the PCPs will have that funding, in full, to continue as of 1 January 2020.
RESPONSES
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(18:04): It is very clear that those opposite really hate Sarah Henderson, because on Monday members
of this house became aware that there is a joint sitting at 6.15 pm today, and yet they have wanted me
to respond to a number of adjournment items, which I am very willing to do in considerable detail,
and if we need to come back after the joint sitting, so be it, to enable me to do that. But I will try and
acquit these matters in the time that I have available to me.
Ms Crozier: On a point of order, President—
Ms MIKAKOS: You really do want to come back, don’t you? I know you hate Sarah Henderson.
The PRESIDENT: Minister! On a point of order, Ms Crozier?
Ms Crozier: On a point of order, President, is Ms Mikakos threatening that our chamber will not
be able to attend the joint sitting for the new senator?
The PRESIDENT: There is no point of order, but just to clarify to the house, at 6.15 pm I will
have to interrupt business. If we are still continuing with the adjournment debate the house would not
have adjourned, so we would have to come back after the joint sitting.
Ms MIKAKOS: I received a number of adjournment items this evening: from Mr Meddick,
directed to the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change; from Dr Ratnam, directed to
the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change; from Mr Barton, directed to the Minister
for Transport Infrastructure; from Mr Quilty, directed to the Minister for Energy, Environment and
Climate Change; and from Ms Bath, directed to Minister for Child Protection. I note also, in that
respect, that during the election campaign last year the coalition made a number of claims that they
were going to increase payments to carers, but when they released their costings document they had
actually cut child protection programs, so it really speaks volumes for their commitment to these
issues. There was also one from Ms Maxwell, directed to the Minister for Mental Health. I will refer
all those matters to the relevant ministers for a response.
In relation to the other matters that I have received this evening, I will try and acquit those in the time
that I have available to me. I did have a number of adjournment items, from Mr Ondarchie, Mr Finn,
Mr Davis and Ms Crozier, regarding the primary care partnerships (PCPs), and I think I can acquit all
of those together.
Mr Ondarchie, in his preamble, made a number of claims about alleged, so-called cuts. He was
essentially rehashing claims that Ms Crozier has been peddling both in a motion she has not brought
on for debate and in a number of media statements that she has made, and Mr Davis has similarly
peddled these claims as well. I absolutely, categorically reject every aspect of those claims. There are
no cuts. In fact what we are seeing from those opposite is they are claiming white is black, peddling
fake news and somehow thinking that they can hoodwink the Victorian public into believing the utter
garbage that they are putting out into the community. Our track record speaks for itself: a record
$2.5 billion in funding for the operational costs of running our hospitals.
Mr Ondarchie: On a point of order, President, my adjournment matter was very specific. It was
around the funding—
Ms MIKAKOS: No, you had a very broad-ranging adjournment. You don’t want a response now.
Ms Crozier interjected.
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Mr Ondarchie: My adjournment matter was very specific. The action I sought was some funding
advice on the primary care partnerships in Brunswick and Epping, whether that will stay the same or
increase in 2020—a very specific question.
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Order! Can I call the minister to continue, please.
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you, President. Mr Ondarchie, in his preamble to his adjournment, was
very wideranging, and I am going to respond to each of the matters that he has claimed, okay? The
issue here is that he made a number of claims. I am pointing to the budget papers because if you look
at the budget papers, there is a record $2.5 billion to cover the operational costs of our hospitals. We
have got $3.8 billion of infrastructure in the pipeline.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS: That is utter rubbish, Mr Ondarchie. Go and look at the budget papers. There is
funding. There is funding for community hospitals in the budget papers, Mr Ondarchie. We have
planning money in the budget papers. We are providing funding to get these important hospitals
underway. The Craigieburn community is going to get a brand-new community hospital. In fact we
are kicking off the consultation process just this weekend. They will have a range of services from
general medical to specialist appointments, allied health services, pharmacy services, women’s health,
health screening, anti-smoking programs, diagnostics, public dental services, chronic disease
management, community mental health assessment, alcohol and drug services, day surgery, complex
renal dialysis, day chemotherapy and rehabilitation support, just to name a few. There is a broad range
of services that will benefit the people in the Craigieburn community, and I encourage Mr Ondarchie
to go and have a look at the budget papers.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS: Go and have a look at the budget papers. We are getting the process underway.
It is important that those opposite make some attempt to stick to the facts here, but we know that they
will continue, Pinocchio style, to claim that white is black.
In terms of the PCPs, I did provide a very lengthy response to Ms Crozier in relation to this matter.
Clearly she has not circulated this to her colleagues. I did respond in writing to her around these issues.
I referred to our record investment in operating our hospitals: nearly 40 per cent more than the previous
Liberal government’s last budget. We recall quite well your track record, Ms Crozier, and Mr Davis’s
track record when you extended the privatisation of the Mildura Base Hospital, you slashed and burnt,
you went to war with nurses and you went to war with the paramedics. You had absolutely no interest
in Victorian patients, and Victorians bore the consequences of that. I went on in this written response
to Ms Crozier to talk about how primary health care is a federal responsibility.
Mr Ondarchie: On a point of order, President, it is no wonder the house is a little confused, because
the minister has been responding to my adjournment matter and now she is responding to Mr Davis
and Ms Crozier. My question was very specific around the funding for Epping and the funding for
Brunswick.
The PRESIDENT: There is no point of order.
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you, President. The point that I made very clearly at the outset is that those
four adjournment matters all related to primary care partnerships and I am acquitting all of them
together. Mr Ondarchie, you made some additional preamble comments that I have responded to.
The point that I am making is that I provided a written response to Ms Crozier. I pointed out in this
written response that primary health care is a federal responsibility. We know that we are losing
regional GPs as a result of inadequate Medicare payments. This is impacting on our regional
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communities. Stand up for those communities and call for Minister Hunt to address the regional GP
shortage. If you care about primary care, then call him to take some action. Whether it is in
metropolitan areas or regional areas in particular, we have a shortage of bulk-billing GPs. That is a
federal responsibility. If you care about that, then call for action on that rather than on veganism, as
we heard from Mrs McArthur tonight. Of all things, you think that is the priority for Mr Hunt to
address. Wow, that is just breathtaking.
So we have stepped in; we are providing training for general practitioners in rural areas. I referred to
that in my written response. I made it clear that we as a government have:
… always said that we’re looking across the board to ensure every tax payer dollar is invested in priority areas
including delivering high quality clinical care services for Victorians.
We’re providing record funding to our hospitals across the state, so now is the time to have a good look at
what we could do better.

I went on to say:
No decisions have been made about primary care partnerships.

I reiterate that this evening for the benefit of those members who raised these issues and made
particular claims about these matters.
In relation to Ms Lovell’s matter, I can assure her that negotiations are ongoing. We are absolutely
committed to providing quality health care to the people of the Goulburn Valley. This is why we are
investing in more funding for the hospital there. They have received a 45.7 per cent funding increase
since we have been in office, and we continue to work with GenesisCare around these particular issues.
In relation to Mrs McArthur, I refer her to a very detailed fact sheet that is available on the Better
Health Channel which provides advice to people who are either vegetarian or vegan. I can advise her
that I stopped eating meat two years ago, and I feel all the better for it. I feel all the better for it,
Mrs McArthur, but this Better Health Channel advice provides considerable detail for people about
the benefits of a vegetarian or vegan diet and also ways that they can get the protein they need in their
diets. If you have any concerns about this, I am very happy to provide you with a copy of that fact
sheet, which is available to all Victorians.
Finally to Ms Vaghela in relation to her matter regarding skin cancer, I can advise her that those
applications are currently open for schools and close on 18 September. I am very happy to provide her
with additional information for the benefit of her schools about making sure we can reduce the rate of
skin cancer in our community.
I also have four written responses to adjournments to circulate.
Mr Finn: On a point of order, President, the minister has failed to address my adjournment matter
that I raised with her.
Ms MIKAKOS: On the point of order, President, I said at the outset that I was acquitting all four
matters that relate to primary care partnerships.
Mr Finn: Further to the point of order, President, I am not sure how she could acquit my matter
when she has not actually referred to it.
The PRESIDENT: Mr Finn, I am happy to review the tape—not tonight, but maybe in the
morning—but I think I did hear the minister say she was acquitting a number of adjournment matters
at the same time.
The house now stands adjourned.
House adjourned 6.16 pm.
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SENATE VACANCY
Members of both houses met in Assembly chamber at 6.18 pm.
The CHAIR (Hon. SL Leane): Order! I now invite proposals from members for the appointment
of a person to hold the place in the Senate rendered vacant by the resignation of Senator the Honourable
Mitch Fifield.
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave—Premier): I propose:
That the Honourable Sarah Henderson hold the place in the Senate rendered vacant by the resignation of
Senator the Honourable Mitch Fifield.

The Honourable Sarah Henderson is willing to hold the vacant place if chosen. In order to satisfy the
joint sitting as to the requirements of section 15 of the commonwealth constitution, I also declare that
I am in possession of advice from the acting state director of the Liberal Party of Australia that the
nominee is the selection of the Liberal Party of Australia, the party previously represented in the Senate
by Senator Fifield.
Mr M O’BRIEN (Malvern—Leader of the Opposition): I am delighted to second the proposal.
The CHAIR: Are there any further proposals?
As there is only one person who has been proposed, I declare that the Honourable Sarah Henderson
has been chosen to hold the place in the Senate rendered vacant by the resignation of Senator the
Honourable Mitch Fifield. I will advise the Governor accordingly.
I now declare the joint sitting closed.
Proceedings terminated 6.19 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, 11 September 2019
MURRAY-DARLING BASIN PLAN
In reply to Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (13 August 2019)
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine—Minister for Water, Minister for Police and Emergency Services):
I thank Mr Bourman for his adjournment question about the Murray-Darling Basin and concerns for Victorian
irrigators.
As at 15 August 2019, the Murray system was 26 per cent of high-reliability water shares (HRWS). If dry
conditions continue in 2019-20, allocations are expected to increase to 52 per cent against HRWS for the
Murray system and 48 per cent against HRWS for the Goulburn system by February 2020. If we receive
average inflows, the Murray could reach 100 per cent against HRWS by February 2020 while the Goulburn
could reach 95 per cent.
Victorian seasonal determinations increase over the season as reservoirs receive inflows, particularly during
late winter and spring. The next seasonal determination update will be released on 2 September 2019.
In some parts of New South Wales general security allocations are at zero for the second year running. Last
season the Murray and Goulburn system allocations reached 100 per cent. South Australian irrigation water
allocations are sitting on 68 per cent as at 15 August 2019.
There is no doubt our irrigators—particularly those exposed to the temporary market—are doing it tough with
high water prices caused by the drought and zero allocations in New South Wales. Water recovery under the
basin plan has also had an impact.
The Victorian Government has made more water available where possible. The water allocation held by
Melbourne’s water corporations (42 GL this year) was required to remain in northern Victoria and be made
available for purchase through the temporary water market. On top of this, up to 14 GL was also made
available through the Connections project.
The Victorian Government has recently announced changes to improve northern Victorian trading rules, as
well as the government’s new process for works licences to extract water in the lower Murray region. Further
at the recent Murray-Darling Basin Ministerial Council, Victoria secured an independent panel to peer-review
the Murray River Capacity Risk Project to learn from this season’s deliverability shortfalls, and to better
understand risks to future water delivery.
Victoria’s allocation policies have been developed in consultation with Victorian water entitlement holders
and are intended to make sure there is enough water set aside in all years to operate the river system. The
Northern Victoria Resource Manager assesses inflows monthly and shares this information and any trends
with water users, including through the Northern Victoria Resource Manager website (www.nvrm.net.au).
Victoria is delivering on Victoria’s commitments under the Basin Plan, and we are committed to doing so in
ways that support our communities and ensure a viable future for our irrigation districts. Key actions include
the following:
•

A $2 billion investment to modernise irrigation infrastructure in the Goulburn-Murray Irrigation District
through the Connections project, providing a modern service and significantly reducing water losses.
This project is on track to deliver 279 GL toward Victoria’s Basin Plan commitments without removing
water from consumptive use.

•

Transforming Goulburn Murray Water to ensure Australia’s largest irrigation district remains
productive, profitable and affordable for the long term.

•

Insisting on the need for a fair socio-economic test on further water recovery under the Basin Plan. All
Basin States have agreed to clear criteria and will administer the socio-economic test. This means that
additional water recovery above the Basin Plan’s 2,750 GL target only occurs if it can be proven that
projects provide neutral or positive socio-economic outcomes for Victorian communities.

•

Standing up for our communities against further water buy-backs from the Commonwealth.
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COMMERCIAL PASSENGER VEHICLE LICENCES
In reply to Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (14 August 2019)
Ms HORNE (Williamstown—Minister for Ports and Freight, Minister for Public Transport):
I can confirm, as per my previous response in June, that there is requirement for commercial passenger
vehicles to undergo an annual safety inspection. There are two ways this requirement can currently be met by
vehicle owners:
•

by having an annual roadworthy vehicle inspection known as a VSI26 inspection, or

•

by having a CPVV-approved commercial passenger vehicle inspection. Redbook is currently
approved under this policy.

Both inspection types are consistent and cover:
•

Wheels and tyres

•

Steering and suspension

•

Brakes

•

Seats and seatbelts

•

Lamps, signals and reflectors

•

Windscreen and windows

•

Exhaust and emission control

•

Windscreen wipers and washers

•

Body and chassis

•

Engine and driveline

•

Other items including batteries, mirrors and driver controls

CPVV may revoke approval under its policy at any time, for any reason. If Mr Barton has evidence of
Redbook failing to adequately conduct vehicle inspections then I would encourage him to submit full details
of the vehicles and inspection results to CPVV for further investigation.

STABLE ONE
In reply to Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (27 August 2019)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Housing, Minister for Multicultural Affairs, Minister for
Planning):
The Victorian Government takes the issues of homelessness very seriously. This is why the government has
invested over $800 million to help fight homelessness over the past four years.
As part of this investment, in January 2018, the Andrews Labor Government announced more than
$45 million in initiatives as part of the new Homelessness and Rough Sleeping Action Plan. The action plan
is underpinned by Housing First principles and is informed by extensive research.
The action plan’s initiatives include:
•

assertive outreach teams in areas of greatest need across the state to actively seek out people
sleeping rough and connect them with emergency accommodation, health services and ongoing
support;

•

supportive housing teams to tackle chronic homelessness and deliver individual support to
vulnerable people once they are housed;

•

therapeutic services in major inner-city crisis accommodation centres to improve health, wellbeing
and housing outcomes; and

•

allocating over 100 properties to action plan initiatives to house people sleeping rough along with
onsite support to address long term housing options and support needs.

It is important to note that a primary objective of building legislation is to protect the safety and health of
people who occupy the buildings. As such, any organisation wishing to offer accommodation—temporary or
permanent—needs to hold the relevant occupancy permits indicating that the building is fit for occupation
and use as accommodation.
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For buildings that do not ordinarily provide accommodation services the owner will need to apply to a relevant
building surveyor for a change to the occupancy permit before the building can be used for accommodation
purposes. A change of use will only be permitted if the building complies with relevant requirements for that
use. The building may need modifications—such as the installation of essential safety measures or hygiene
facilities—to make it suitable and safe for overnight accommodation before a new occupancy permit is
granted.
A municipal building surveyor may exempt an owner of a building from complying with certain requirements
applicable to the new use. This may reduce or avoid the need for modifications to the building. In considering
whether such an exemption may apply, the municipal building surveyor must consider the structural adequacy
of the building, requirements necessary to make reasonable provision for the amenity, safety and health of
people using the building and avoiding the spread of fire.
As an alternative, a relevant building surveyor may approve occupation on a temporary basis of a building
where an occupancy permit appropriate to the use of that building could not be issued. An application for
approval can be made to a relevant building surveyor under section 64 of the Building Act 1993.
I have asked the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning to review the legislation regarding
temporary occupation of buildings to determine whether further amendments are necessary as part of any
future legislative amendments.

MUNRO STREET, COBURG, SIGNAL BOX
In reply to Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (28 August 2019)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Housing, Minister for Multicultural Affairs, Minister for
Planning):
The Heritage Act 2017 provides for public input in relation to the nomination of places and objects to the
Victorian Heritage Register and permit applications for works and activities impacting heritage places.
In July 2019 Heritage Victoria received a nomination from a member of the public seeking to amend the
existing Victorian Heritage Register extent for the Upfield Railway Line Precinct. This included the Munro
Street signal box.
Heritage Victoria accepted the nomination and issued an Interim Protection Order to allow for the assessment
of works related to the Bell-Moreland Level Crossing Removal Project. An Interim Protection Order allows
for a permit application to be lodged with Heritage Victoria prior to a determination to amend or not amend
the registration.
In August 2019 Heritage Victoria received an application from the Level Crossing Removal Project to
demolish the signal box. This has been publicly advertised for 14 days, and Heritage Victoria is currently
undertaking their assessment of the permit application.
The Heritage Act 2017 requires the Executive Director of Heritage Victoria to consider various matters in
determining a permit application including the extent that the application, if approved, would affect the
cultural heritage significance of the place; the extent that refusal would affect the reasonable or economic use
of the place; and any submissions received in response to public advertisement of the permit application.
Questions regarding the consultation process for the Bell-Moreland Level Crossing Program should be
directed to the Minister for Transport Infrastructure.

