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Wednesday, 16 October 2019
The PRESIDENT (Hon. SL Leane) took the chair at 9.34 am and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (09:35): On behalf of the Victorian state Parliament I acknowledge the
Aboriginal peoples, the traditional custodians of this land which has served as a significant meeting
place of the First People of Victoria. I acknowledge and pay respect to the elders of the Aboriginal
nations in Victoria past, 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 petitions presented to house:
LIVESTOCK THEFT AND BIOSECURITY
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council that
the current penalties associated with offences of trespass onto farms have fallen far short of community
expectations. Animal activists are flouting our laws and making a joke of our judicial system by shamelessly
repeat offending with no fear of the lenient consequences. Fines and legal expenses are crowdsourced and
funded so extremists are free to continue their harassment and intimidation campaigns against Australia’s
hardest working families and communities, the lifeblood of our nation, our farmers.
This is an ongoing issue that farmers, businesses and workers have stressed needs to be addressed for years,
and the responses from lawmakers and police leave us feeling frustrated, unprotected and hopeless
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Government to introduce a mandatory
minimum sentence of 6 months as the penalty for trespass onto farms or associated animal businesses.

By Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (261 signatures).
Laid on table.
RESERVOIR LEVEL CROSSING REMOVAL
TO THE LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL OF VICTORIA
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council to the
issue of the closure of the Reservoir Rail Crossing to motorists, and the local shopkeepers who will be
substantially effected by the four-month disruption.
The Petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council condemns the Government for its inadequate
communication with the Reservoir shopkeepers and request that the Government take action so that local
business affected by the road closure will still exist after the works are completed.

By Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (142 signatures).
Laid on table.
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Papers
PARLIAMENTARY DEPARTMENTS
Reports 2018–19
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (09:36): I move, by leave:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the:
(1) Department of the Legislative Council report, 2018–19; and
(2) Department of Parliamentary Services report, 2018–19.

Motion agreed to.
Committees
PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND ESTIMATES COMMITTEE
Recommendation on the Appointment of a Person to Conduct the Performance Audit of the AuditorGeneral and the Victorian Auditor-General’s Office
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (09:37): Pursuant to section 35 of the Parliamentary
Committees Act 2003, I lay on the table the Recommendation on the Appointment of a Person to
Conduct the Performance Audit of the Auditor-General and the Victorian Auditor-General’s Office,
October 2019. I move:
That the report be published.

Motion agreed to.
Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Notices given.
Members statements
BACK TO BACK THEATRE
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (09:40): I rise today to share a recent experience in which I felt privileged to gain an insight
into what it means to live with a disability. I attended the opening in Geelong of Back to Back Theatre’s
production The Shadow Whose Prey the Hunter Becomes. It was incredibly powerful, cleverly acted
by five cast members. In a staged public meeting led by activists with intellectual disabilities, the cast
confronted the audience with the challenge of how to react to their disabilities and deal with the
concept of otherness. The themes included artificial intelligence; the ideas of democracy, identity,
disability and human rights; and the serious issues surrounding disability advocacy.
The Shadow Whose Prey the Hunter Becomes was created by the cast through a series of workshops
and improvisations over a period of two and a half years. After premiering in Sydney and playing in
Geelong, the production moved to Melbourne as part of the Melbourne International Arts Festival.
Early next year it will tour the USA, playing in Boston, at Stanford University in California and in
Ohio. I congratulate Back to Back Theatre not only for this production but for their fine award-winning
history that spans 30 years of, in their words—and I quote—questioning not only:
… what is possible in theatre, but also the assumptions that we hold about ourselves and others.

Bruce Gladwin has been Back to Back’s artistic director for 20 years, driving the theatre’s goals to
promote social inclusion and form a career path for actors with disabilities. Congratulations to all.
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MARCUS OLDHAM COLLEGE
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (09:42): I rise today to recognise in this house the
exceptional, internationally recognised efforts of Marcus Oldham College for providing first-class
agricultural and equine education to students from all over Australia and overseas. Founded in 1962,
Marcus Oldham is an entirely privately funded and independent college with graduate and
postgraduate degrees in agriculture, agribusiness and equine management.
I had the pleasure of visiting Marcus Oldham two weeks ago, where along with shadow ministers
David Davis and Tim Smith we met with principal Simon Livingstone and deputy principal Tony
McMeel, who showed us around their campus, including their soon-to-be-opened state-of-the-art
learning centre. Marcus Oldham is well-known as one of the best agricultural education institutions in
the world. Ninety-seven per cent of graduates of the college gain employment immediately after
graduation, many in senior positions in banking and agribusiness as well as farming enterprises.
I thank Marcus Oldham for their contribution to my electorate of Western Victoria Region, the
agricultural sector and rural communities across Australia, and I certainly congratulate them on the
construction of their new learning centre—built at around $11 million, which is a fraction of what I
am sure it would have cost if it was built in the public sector.
COMMONWEALTH WOMEN PARLIAMENTARIANS AUSTRALIA REGION
CONFERENCE
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (09:43): It was an honour to attend the third
Commonwealth Women Parliamentarians Australia Region Conference in Adelaide recently. The
CWP conference is a non-partisan event for women parliamentarians and this year celebrated
125 years of women’s suffrage in South Australia. Unsurprisingly the conference had a key focus on
gender equality in Australian parliaments. There should be equal representation of men and women
leading our communities in our legislature, and a great deal more work on this still needs to be done.
NATIONAL PRESS CLUB DEBATE
Ms PATTEN: I also had the great pleasure of addressing the National Press Club of Australia last
week in my capacity as ambassador for the National Secular Lobby. It was a lively televised debate
with Martyn Iles, managing director of the Australian Christian Lobby. We sparred on religious
freedoms and the federal government’s proposed new legislation—and why we actually do not need
it. I would like to thank Maurice Reilly from the National Press Club, Peter Monk of the National
Secular Lobby, debate moderator Sabra Lane and of course Mr Iles for a spirited and, most
importantly, respectful debate. And let us be honest, I won hands down. It was not even a contest.
BRYAN DAWE
Ms PATTEN: Finally, I would like to congratulate my friend, satirist and artist Bryan Dawe, who
many will know from his work with the late great John Clarke. Bryan is an accomplished artist, and I
had the great pleasure of attending the opening of his 14th exhibition, Interlude, at Montsalvat in
Eltham recently. Curated by Krista McClelland, the exhibition runs until 10 November, and I would
encourage all members to get along.
DROUGHT ASSISTANCE
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (09:45): Earlier this month I joined the Premier and Minister
Symes when they visited Bairnsdale in East Gippsland to announce the new support package for our
farming communities who are so devastatingly affected by the ongoing drought. I would like to thank
Trevor Caithness, chair of Gippsland Agricultural Group, who provided us with a very insightful and
informative overview of the workings of the farming demonstration site. This package includes more
than $31 million in targeted support for areas hit hardest by the dry conditions, including East and
Central Gippsland, the Millewa region and the Goulburn-Murray irrigation district. This funding will
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provide farming families who need it most with access to up-front grants to take care of immediate
bills and household costs while also looking at new farming infrastructure, equipment and technology.
It will also help farmers prepare for future conditions with business planning.
The drought employment program, which is being administered by the Catchment Management
Authority, has been extended. This is a great service, and I am glad to see it continue as it gives farmers
and their employees access to off-farm employment and training. As we have said many times before
in this chamber, a job is more than just a job. We are also making sure people get the mental health
support they need, as $2 million of the package is being set aside for mental health services. That is
just another example of how seriously the Andrews Labor government is taking mental health,
particularly as it affects our outstanding men and women on the land.
TREVOR EDDY
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (09:46): I rise to acknowledge Trevor Eddy, who has
made an outstanding contribution to our community over many years. Recently Trevor was announced
as a Westfield Local Hero for 2019. This was a result of Trevor leading a media and face-to-face
campaign to save Clota Cottage Neighbourhood House. Clota Cottage is a much-valued sanctuary in
Box Hill where elderly, disabled and lonely people can socialise and learn new skills. Trevor was
rewarded with $10 000, and the funds will go towards replacing ageing computers and setting up a
hub to teach technology. This returns Clota Cottage to a firm financial footing and has brought the
community back together.
This house is just one of the many causes Trevor supports. He volunteers, consults and advocates for
10 other organisations and was named Chisholm Volunteer of the Year in 2017 and Whitehorse
Citizen of the Year in 2019. Trevor’s volunteer contributions include his role as president of Burke &
Beyond, a disability services organisation in the eastern suburbs with its main office next to mine in
Blackburn.
Since 2012 Trevor has supported Greenlink Box Hill. His work has seen the organisation win a major
and highly complex tender for the supply of up to 8000 plants to Melbourne Water for regeneration
projects for each of the next three years. Trevor also gives his time to many individuals within Eastern
Metropolitan Region, including assisting elderly neighbours and their families to receive correct
pension payments and concessions, preparing wills, arranging prepaid funerals and caring for two
elderly neighbours for many years.
Trevor has shared his knowledge, time and skills with individuals, organisations and communities that
he supports. He has worked hard and been honest, dedicated and passionate, and he has made a
difference in the lives of so many, particularly disadvantaged Victorians.
PLANNING POLICY
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (09:48): Recently I have been attending meetings with many
resident action groups from the southern metropolitan area. With Melbourne’s population growing
now by 130 000 people per year, residents are experiencing increasing adverse impacts on their quality
of life—traffic congestion, housing unaffordability and loss of vegetation and open space. Streets are
facing never-ending problems, and there are big arguments over height controls and loss of privacy,
amenity and sunlight. Residents have become angry with many of the proposals, such as that for the
twin towers 14-storey development proposed in Elsternwick.
A fortnight ago I attended a protest meeting in Glen Huntly Road with the opposition planning
spokesperson, Tim Smith. This development will have huge impacts on the area in terms of traffic,
parking, noise, pollution, overshadowing and loss of privacy, and if passed by VCAT it will set a
precedent. Residents feel like they have lost the right to a say in the character of their neighbourhood
and community, with many council decisions being overridden in VCAT.
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I believe there is a real mood for change in the community to fix a planning scheme which is biased
against local residents. I am now preparing amendments to the Planning and Environment Act 1987,
which would give legislative effect to my motion previously passed in this chamber. I believe these
amendments will help give local residents and councils a genuine say in planning decisions.
KOREAN NATIONAL FOUNDATION DAY
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (09:50): In the month of October I had the honour and the
pleasure to participate in the celebrations of two member groups of our multicultural society. Firstly,
I attended National Foundation Day, or Gaecheonjeol, to commemorate the founding of the first
Korean state in the year 2333 BC. October 3 has traditionally been regarded as the date for the
founding of the Korean people and is a public holiday in the Republic of Korea. This also coincided
with the farewell ceremony for Mr Kim Sunghyo, current Korean Consul General in Melbourne. I
joined other parliamentary colleagues in bidding Mr Kim and his wife farewell. I wish Mr Kim’s
successor and the consulate the best of luck in forging closer relations with our state, which
25 000 people of Korean heritage call home.
CHINA NATIONAL DAY
Dr KIEU: I then also participated in the 108th National Day of the Republic of China, together
with other parliamentary colleagues, hosted by the Taipei Economic and Cultural Office in Melbourne.
That followed my trip to Taiwan with two other Victorian parliamentarians in the Legislative Assembly.
From the trip we learned much about the technological advancement and economical achievement as
well as the democratic, social and cultural development of Taiwan. I am particularly impressed with
the progress Taiwan has made in the areas of human rights, including their legalisation of same-sex
marriage and their efforts to recognise and preserve many Indigenous cultures and languages.
ANTI-COMMUNIST PROTEST
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (09:52): Joseph Stalin is reputed to have said that
the death of one person is a tragedy and the death of 1 million is a statistic. On the 70th anniversary of
the founding of the People’s Republic of China, it is worth remembering some statistics. Up to
45 million people died unnecessarily during the Great Leap Forward from 1958 to 1962, including
2.5 million who were tortured or executed. That is nearly twice the population of Australia dead,
including a population equivalent to Brisbane tortured or executed over just four years. On Saturday,
5 October, I was honoured to join a few hundred anti-communist protesters from many nations outside
the State Library Victoria. These people are not statistics; they are real people with real stories. I
commend the organiser, Bon Nguyen, who is tireless in his work reminding us about the evils of
communism. Also I commend my colleague Mr Finn, who also attended. The Liberal Democrats will
always stand with those who support freedom and oppose authoritarianism throughout the world.
ARDMONA PRIMARY SCHOOL
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (09:53): I want to congratulate the wonderful school community at
Ardmona Primary School, led by the fantastic principal, Jean Varty, and the firm 1:1 Architects, on
being announced as finalists in the 2019 Victorian School Design Awards. I was delighted to join the
Deputy Premier and Minister for Education, James Merlino, in July to officially open the school’s
$593 000 upgrade, which includes new facilities and significant upgrades to the original 1880s
building. I wish them well on awards night.
WODONGA SENIOR SECONDARY COLLEGE
Mr GEPP: On another matter, it was my pleasure to visit Wodonga Senior Secondary College last
week to meet with Sue Bell and Koori students to talk all things treaty. The depth of understanding
and excitement over the possibilities that treaty will provide was very impressive. My thanks to Sue
for facilitating the meeting and my congratulations to the Koori kids of Wodonga Senior Secondary
College for their active engagement in treaty.
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MOOROOPNA TRAIN STATION
Mr GEPP: On another matter, I was pleased to join representatives of the Historical Society of
Mooroopna, including president Barry Campbell, to unveil a plaque commemorating the Mooroopna
railway station’s journey from original construction in 1881 to now. After a fire destroyed the more
than 100-year-old station building last year and following extensive community consultation, heritagestyle shelters have been installed to better cater for passengers travelling on Shepparton line services
to and from the station. Well done to all concerned.
RICHMOND FOOTBALL CLUB
Mr GEPP: Finally, this is my first members statement since the mighty Tigers won the flag.
The PRESIDENT: The worst part was the anticipation.
WESTJUSTICE
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (09:54): I rise today to highlight the essential work of
Westjustice, a community legal service in the western suburbs of Melbourne with offices in Footscray,
Werribee and Sunshine and a number of outreach services. Their team provides my community with
free legal help in regard to consumer disputes, credit and debt, family law and family violence, fines,
motor vehicle accidents, tenancy et cetera. Westjustice also drives important community development,
law reform and education projects. These projects are responsive and pre-emptive to the needs of the
vulnerable members of my community.
A few of the many projects include free Myki cards for students experiencing homelessness or family
violence, allowing travel to and from school and increasing school engagement and improving mental
health and wellbeing; restoring financial safety for clients experiencing family violence, preventing
the escalation of costs through early intervention; and community education regarding employment
rights, family violence and powers of police. I understand that privately a lawyer costs upward of $300
an hour, requiring an income of about $150 000 should a case go to court. This service, which provides
advice and support as well as responsive and preventative education, is essential for my community.
SANDRINGHAM EAST PRIMARY SCHOOL
Mr ERDOGAN (Southern Metropolitan) (09:56): I had the pleasure of visiting Sandringham East
Primary School last Thursday to officially open their new learning centre and games building, dubbed
‘the Stadium’. The Stadium was built with funding provided by the Andrews Labor government and
has provided the school with a competition-size sporting facility, which will also be available to the
broader community outside school hours. I know how important sports are to this school. I heard at
the recent working bee that no less than 40 balls were retrieved from the school roof, so that is a lot of
footy being played. The facility also provides upgraded learning facilities for the students at Sandy
east, and I was generously given a tour by some of the student leaders.
New and better buildings, although beautiful and exciting, are primarily about making it easier for our
kids to learn. The upgrades at Sandringham East Primary School are part of the Victorian
government’s work building 100 new schools and upgrading more than 1400 existing schools across
the state. This record funding in school infrastructure is all part of our commitment to ensuring Victoria
remains the Education State.
I would like to congratulate school principal Laureen Walton, school council president Alida Williams
as well as former school council president Belinda Wilson on their hard work, advocacy and planning
over so many years, which has led to this fantastic outcome. I also acknowledge my predecessor,
former Labor member for Southern Metropolitan Region Philip Dalidakis, for the work he did
advocating for this project. I also congratulate the school captains, Kate, Hugo, Patrick and Eliza, for
representing their school so well. I look forward to seeing and hearing about all the achievements in
these new facilities.
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LATROBE VALLEY AUTHORITY BUSINESS SUPPORT SERVICE
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (09:58): On 17 September it was a joy to join the Latrobe Valley
Authority (LVA) and the Wellington Shire Council, Baw Baw Shire Council and Latrobe City Council
to launch the pilot for the business support service concierge program. This is a program which is
intended to link up local businesses with the best possible means of having decisions, processes and
red tape cut and facilitated wherever possible. I would like to congratulate the four business support
service concierges who have hit the ground running across these shires. Sarah from the LVA is
working alongside Alana from Baw Baw Shire Council, Teresa in the Wellington shire and Erin at
Latrobe City Council to make sure that red tape and information is facilitated, cut and improved
wherever possible.
LABERTOUCHE AND DISTRICT MEN’S SHED
Ms SHING: On another matter, on 19 September it was an absolute joy to meet with the
Labertouche men’s shed cluster at an enormous event involving many men’s sheds from all across
Gippsland and to discuss the work associated with mental health and wellbeing, access to support
programs and services, community participation and the best ways for people in their communities to
get involved with their men’s shed and the wonderful work that they do. My congratulations to
everyone involved in this work. It was a joy to speak and to join Lindsay Oates from the Victorian
Men’s Shed Association along with Warwick Potts from Lifeline, Kellie Bertrand from the
Department of Health and Human Services and Lisa Giblin from Gippsland Rhythm & Wings, which
is supporting children with heart disease.
ECONOMY
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (09:59): I have said it before and I will say it again:
Victoria is the place to be. Under the Andrews Labor government Victoria has become the economic
powerhouse of the nation, with the fastest gross state product growth of any state. Victoria is bucking
the national trend of low employment growth and rising unemployment. Here in Victoria we are seeing
thousands of new jobs created: 117 600 in the last year and a further 20 300 created in the last month
alone. With infrastructure investment booming to the tune of $14 billion in the 2019–20 budget, we
are creating more than 115 000 new jobs in the most ambitious infrastructure agenda the state has ever
seen.
Work is being done by Victorians for Victorians, and many of these projects are being completed in
the west. The Andrews government has committed to revolutionising education, health care and
transport infrastructure in Melbourne’s western suburbs. In doing so we are securing a future for some
of the state’s fastest growing communities. Victoria is leading the nation in terms of population growth.
The west has accounted for 73 000 new people entering the workforce since 2014, a figure that will
continue to expand under the Andrews Labor government’s infrastructure projects. If we look at the
IMF expectations this morning, they announced that our GDP will go from 2.7 per cent last year to
1.7 per cent. But certainly that is not the case in Victoria, and I applaud the Andrews Labor government
for its outstanding economic progress and for choosing to invest in the west.
SAKURA PICNIC DAY
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (10:01): I rise to make a contribution in regard to having
had the privilege of attending over the weekend the cherry blossom festival that was held in Bulleen.
It was a very well attended event, attended by approximately 1000 people. Cherry blossom time is of
course something that is of great significance to the Japanese people and culture. The significance of
the cherry blossom tree in Japanese culture goes back hundreds of years. In their country the cherry
blossom represents the fragility and beauty of life. It is a reminder that life is almost overwhelmingly
beautiful but also that it is tragically short.
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The festival was well attended by not only people of Japanese heritage who have made Victoria their
home but also by people of many other cultures who also participated in the celebration of the cherry
blossom time. It was a fantastic event and was, as I said, well attended by many people. But tragically
we also need to acknowledge the events that have been unfolding in Japan since Typhoon Hagibis. I
would like to pass on my condolences to the people from Japan who reside here in Victoria and also
further afield. We know that more than 200 people have been injured in the tragic storm, about
138 000 households are without water and 24 000 lack electricity. The storm was the most severe
Japan has experienced since at least 1966. It is a severe tragedy, and I pass on my condolences to the
people of Japan and wish them well.
SCHOOL STRIKE 4 CLIMATE
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (10:03): I attended the School Strike 4 Climate on
20 September. Obviously it is a personal decision to attend a rally at any point—I have attended a fair
few in my life—but I decided I wanted to because I think the students have a pretty good cause. Across
the globe they are concerned about their future. But I also attended because I saw the stakeholders
involved, including unions, so I knew it would be well-organised. What I really loved about the rally
was that the students were able to take the community with them, and that is the most important thing,
I think, about any rally: if you can take most of the community with you—you are never going to get
everyone—then you have achieved a fabulous outcome.
One thing I would like to address, though, which I hear a lot, is, ‘Well, China and India really need to
step it up before we take action’. I do not agree with that. I think every individual across the globe can
do their bit. So if there is one thing on my soapbox today—and it is a soapbox, isn’t it—
Ms Shing: It’s a stage.
Ms TAYLOR: It is a stage; that is right—it is to say we can all do our bit. We know that in Australia
we are still producing pollution. We are not exactly excluded on that issue. So if we all act together
collectively I think we can make a difference, and we are certainly working hard to do so in Victoria.
Let us see it nationally, let us see it globally and we can go ahead.
Bills
ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AMENDMENT (REFUND ON BOTTLES AND CANS)
BILL 2019
Statement of compatibility
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (10:05): 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 Environment Protection Amendment (Refund on
Bottles and Cans) Bill 2019. In my opinion, the Environment Protection Amendment (Refund on Bottles and
Cans) Bill 2019 (the Bill), as introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible with human rights protected
by the Charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview of the Bill
The Bill amends the Environment Protection Act 2017 to establish a container deposit scheme for Victoria in
order to promote the recovery, reuse and recycling of empty beverage containers by establishing a cost
effective, state-wide container deposit scheme.
Human rights issues
The human rights protected by the Charter that are relevant to the Bill are:
a)

the right to privacy and reputation (section 13);

b)

freedom of expression (section 15); and

c)

the right to be presumed innocent (section 25).
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Right to privacy and reputation (section 13)
Section 13(a) of the Charter provides that a person has the right not to have their privacy, family, home or
correspondence unlawfully or arbitrarily interfered with. Section 13(b) provides that a person has the right
not to have their reputation unlawfully attacked. An interference will be lawful if it is permitted by a law
which is precise and appropriately circumscribed. An interference will be arbitrary only if it is capricious,
unpredictable, unjust or unreasonable (for example, if it is disproportionate to the legitimate aim sought).
Obtaining personal information from applicants
Section 132V establishes that a person may be required to provide proof of identity in order to claim a refund
at a collection point, and that a collection point operator may refuse to pay to a person a refund amount if the
operator is not satisfied as to the identity of the person. Section 132V also requires a collection point operator
to keep such records relating to refunds paid by, and proof of identity documentation provided to, the operator
as are prescribed for at least three years.
Provision of identification is designed to guard against fraudulent claims and to potentially assist in
investigation of fraudulent activity. The requirement to provide identification on request aims to act as a
deterrent to those seeking to defraud the scheme, and is a standard component of container deposit schemes
in other Australian jurisdictions. Furthermore, the information that will be sought by the Authority is only
information that is necessary for, or relevant to, the payments of refunds. As such, these provisions do not
limit the right to privacy.
Right to freedom of expression (section 15)
Section 15 of the Charter protects the right to freedom of expression. Proposed section 132Y creates an
offence to provide, without reasonable excuse, information relating to the scheme that is false or misleading.
The offence applies to any person who makes, sells, imports, supplies or distributes beverages.
In my view this does not infringe section 15 of the charter. Section 15 recognises that special duties and
responsibilities are attached to the right of freedom of expression and that the right may be subject to lawful
restrictions reasonably necessary to respect the rights of other persons, or for the protection of public health.
Section 132Y restricts a person’s freedom to express false or misleading factual information in relation to
payments or compliance with the scheme, in circumstances when that person knows or should know that the
information is factually false or misleading, and allows the person the defence of reasonable excuse.
In my view the requirement that a person be restricted from making a factually false or misleading statement
in these circumstances—which is such a common restriction in Victorian and commonwealth law that it is
hardly thought of as a restriction—is the minimum restriction necessary to give effect to the operation of this
Bill more broadly.
Proposed section 132Z may—subject to regulations—create an obligation on retailers to display signage that
explains to customers the scheme and the location of local collection points. The right that is protected by
section 15 of the charter—the right to freedom of expression—includes a right against forced expression. It
could be argued that section 132Z is a section that forces retailers to use certain expressions.
However, any forced expression is limited to the provision of public signage to provide information about a
new law, in my view the requirement is justified in order to assist retailers and customers to adjust to and
benefit from the scheme.
Right to a presumption of innocence (section 25)
Section 25(1) of the Charter provides that a person has the right to be presumed innocent until proved guilty
according to law. This right requires the prosecution to prove all elements of a criminal offence, which
generally includes the intention of the person to have committed the offence.
Strict liability offences
The proposed law creates the following strict liability offences and accompanying penalties:
1.

Supplying a beverage without a supply arrangement and container approval in force, with a penalty of
700 penalty units for a natural person and 2500 penalty units for a body corporate (new section 132Q);

2.

Supplying or offering to supply a beverage in a container without a refund marking to any person, with
a penalty of 700 penalty units for a natural person and 2500 penalty units for a body corporate (new
section 132R); and

3.

Claiming a refund for containers not subject to Scheme, with a penalty of 40 penalty units for a natural
person and 160 penalty units for a body corporate (new section 132W).

These offences engage the presumption of innocence as they are all strict liability offences, with no
requirement to prove the state of mind of the accused. The defence of reasonable mistake is, however, still
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available. The requirement to prove the intention of a person to do a particular act is an important safeguard
for the rights of an accused person. Strict liability offences may be appropriate where the offences are of a
regulatory nature (rather than serious criminal offences), don’t attract a penalty that includes imprisonment;
and don’t require a person to rely on information from, or actions by, third parties to ensure compliance. This
is the case in relation to each of the offences above.
Conclusion
I consider that the bill is compatible with the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities, because there is
no unreasonable limit to the rights contained therein.

Second reading
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (10:05): I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

I am very pleased to rise to speak on the Greens’ Environment Protection Amendment (Refund on
Bottles and Cans) Bill 2019. This bill amends the Environment Protection Act 2017 to promote the
recovery, re-use and recycling of empty beverage containers by establishing a cost-effective statewide
container deposit scheme.
This is the fourth time the Greens have moved a bill for a refund on bottles and cans scheme in this
place, and I am hopeful that it will be the last time. I am hopeful that this Parliament and this
government will finally embrace what the rest of the country and the world knows—that container
refund schemes work, that they reduce plastic pollution and that the people of Victoria want to finally
have their own scheme in place.
Every other state and territory in Australia either has a container refund scheme in place or is in the
process of developing one. From South Australia in 1977 to Tasmania most recently, all of Australia
either has or is working towards implementing their own cash for containers scheme—except Victoria.
Our reluctance flies in the face of popular and industry opinion. Eighty-four per cent of Victorians
support a container deposit scheme. The Australian Beverages Council has expressed support for
schemes across the country. Even Coca-Cola Australia is on board, acknowledging that effective
container deposit schemes reduce litter and encourage recycling.
A container deposit scheme has broad support across the sector because they work. There are more
than 40 schemes worldwide, all but two of which are still running. The schemes both reduce litter, by
providing a financial incentive to encourage recycling, and reduce contamination within recycling, by
separating bottles and cans from general household recycling, which then means they can be easily
recycled into new bottles and cans.
And they are proven to work in Australia too.
In May this year, Queensland’s environment minister said their scheme ‘continues to go from strength
to strength, providing financial incentives for recycling cans and bottles’. The Queensland scheme has
also helped create more than 640 new jobs and led to a 35 per cent reduction of containers ending up
as litter.
The New South Wales scheme has reduced the number of containers reaching landfill by 57 per cent,
increased recycling and generated 500 jobs, which the environment minister described as a
‘phenomenal success’. Two billion bottles and cans were collected in the first 19 months of the
scheme.
In the Northern Territory, their scheme has halved the number of small bottles and cans being littered.
The CDL in SA has helped to instil positive behavioural change when it comes to recycling. Beverage
containers now only make up 2.9 per of litter items. In comparison, Clean Up Australia’s 2017
Rubbish Report found that in Victoria, Tasmania and Western Australia the percentage of beverage
containers ranged from 14 to 26 per cent.
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In Victoria, though, with no scheme, we still have a plastic pollution problem. Single-use plastics
continue to litter our streets and choke our creeks and rivers. Victorians dump over 14 500 tonnes of
litter a year in our environment. About 1.4 billion bits of rubbish flow into Port Phillip Bay each year,
most from the Yarra and the Maribyrnong rivers. And 80 per cent of this—1.1 billion pieces—is
plastic.
Cans and glass bottles last more than a million years, and a plastic bottle lasts 450 years in our
environment. It’s crucial we reduce our use of single-use containers, reduce litter rates and increase
recycling to stop these building up in our rivers and waterways.
Our plastic pollution problem is compounded by the fact that the recycling system in our state is in
crisis. Since China stopped accepting the contaminated recyclables we exported, our recycling
industry has been under significant pressure. With recycling centres at capacity since early this year,
recyclable material in Victoria has increasingly been sent to landfill or left in storage in warehouses—
a trend which has only increased since major recycler SKM collapsed. Since July, over 50 000 tonnes
of recycling in Victoria has been sent to landfill. And thousands more tonnes remain stuck in
warehouses with nowhere to go.
In the face of this crisis, we can no longer pretend that Victoria’s existing recycling industry is capable
of processing the waste we generate. It’s time to change the way our industry operates, and invest in
new waste management solutions to curb this crisis.
This is why it is finally time to introduce a container refund scheme right here in Victoria.
To turn now to the details of the bill:
The bill establishes the legislative framework to create a refund scheme for bottles and cans.
The container deposit scheme will place a price on eligible containers that can be redeemed as a refund
when the container is returned for the recycling.
What is an eligible container will be determined by regulation. The intention is that the Victorian
regulations will follow most other states’ schemes, where the eligible containers are all small soft
drink, beer, water and flavoured milk containers—those that are usually consumed away from home.
The refund amount will also be prescribed by legislation, but again we expect it will be in line with
that used in other states, which is 10 cents per container.
Containers can be redeemed at a collection point, where the refund will be given. Collection points are
any facility or premises for the collection and handling of containers delivered to the facility or
premises in consideration of the payment of refund amounts; or a reverse vending machine; or any
other similar facility as prescribed by regulations.
The regulations can also set minimum distances between collection points and major retailers, to
ensure people in rural Victoria also benefit from the scheme. Other jurisdictions have reverse vending
machines at supermarkets, so people don’t need to make a special trip to return their containers. We
would strongly encourage the government to introduce both reverse vending machines as part of the
scheme, and minimum distances in the regulation, so that everyone in Victoria is able to use the
scheme.
Any unclaimed deposits would go into a fund managed by the Environment Protection Authority. This
could generate up to $250 million over the next four years, which should be reinvested back into
initiatives and reforms that improve our recycling and reduce waste and litter.
The bill provides that the scheme will be administered by a scheme coordinator, who has signed a
contract with the minister. The scheme coordinator must report quarterly on the rates of collection and
amount of refunds paid out, and report annually on performance against targets contained in the
agreement.
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The provisions of the bill will commence on 1 March 2021, giving Victoria more than 12 months to
enter into contractual arrangements and develop the infrastructure for the scheme. This provides more
lead time than the New South Wales scheme had, where legislation passed in October 2016 and the
original July 2017 start date had to be pushed back to December that year.
And I would stress while this bill is modelled on the New South Wales scheme, we are flexible on the
particular model adopted in Victoria—as long as we start getting bottles and cans out of our rivers and
oceans, and that we do it soon. The Greens are more than willing to come to the table and engage with
the government on the particular model and structure used here. We are ready to work with the
government to ensure we have the best scheme possible to reduce plastic litter and encourage recycling
in Victoria. Our bill has given the government the power to design the scheme through regulations,
and provides more lead time for us to get it right the first time.
Given that we are the last state or territory to implement a scheme, we have the opportunity for the
Victorian scheme to be effective and workable from the start, and I extend an open offer from the
Greens to work with the government in creating an effective Victorian container deposit scheme.
In a crisis, it’s time for us to step up. We need to create a local recycling industry and a market for
recycled materials so we no longer need to rely on shipping our waste and recyclables overseas. We
need to think seriously about single-use plastic pollution and ban single-use plastic items that are
unnecessary, like polystyrene and plastic cutlery. We need to improve our kerbside recycling so that
Victorians can separate out food waste and glass and keep them out of landfill.
And we need to introduce a simple, effective means of tackling single-use plastic pollution in our state
through a container refund scheme which delivers a stream of clean, well-sorted recycling.
Opponents say that the beverage industry will collapse if a container deposit scheme is introduced.
But in every other state with a refund scheme, the beverage industry is still going strong.
Opponents also say that the scheme may disadvantage rural and regional residents if they have to travel
long distances to a collection centre. But the regulations can specify minimum distances between
collection points and major retailers or ensure there are reverse vending machines at supermarkets—
so everyone in Victoria, no matter where they live, can access one close by and benefit from the
scheme.
Some critics claim that the scheme would undermine kerbside recycling, if it removes recyclable
products from kerbside recycling that councils could otherwise sell. But just like everyone else,
councils will also benefit from a container deposit scheme, as they too can sort bottles and cans and
redeem them for a refund. The evidence from schemes that have already been implemented suggests
that in many cases councils receive greater returns through a CDS than they do through kerbside
recycling.
There are no longer any logical or rational arguments for opposing a container deposit scheme.
A Victorian scheme is well overdue. The beverage industry supports it, local councils support it,
environment groups support it and ordinary Victorians support it—it is time that this Parliament and
this government followed suit.
I commend this bill to the house.
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (10:15): I move:
That the debate be adjourned for two weeks.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for two weeks.
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ROAD SAFETY AMENDMENT (MEDICINAL CANNABIS) BILL 2019
Statement of compatibility
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (10:16): 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 Road Safety Amendment (Medicinal Cannabis)
Bill 2019.
In my opinion, the Road Safety Amendment (Medicinal Cannabis) Bill 2019, as introduced to the Legislative
Council, is compatible with human rights as set out in the charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined
in this statement.
Overview of bill
The purpose of Road Safety Amendment (Medicinal Cannabis) Bill 2019 is to amend the Road Safety
Act 1986 to provide that it is not an offence for a person’s blood or oral fluid to contain legal medicinal
cannabis that is prescribed and taken in accordance with that prescription.
These amendments do not apply to a driver of a motor vehicle who is either impaired, or incapable of having
proper control of a motor vehicle.
Human rights issues
Human rights protected by the charter that are relevant to the bill
This Bill treats lawfully obtained medicinal cannabis in a similar way all other prescription medicines under
the Road Safety Act 1986. In so doing it promotes the right to equality before the law set out in section 8 of
the charter.
Consideration of reasonable limitations—section 7(2)
The Bill does not place limits on any human rights.
Conclusion
I consider that the Bill is compatible with the charter.
Fiona Patten MLC
Leader of the Reason Party

Second reading
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (10:16): I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

The Road Safety Amendment (Medicinal Cannabis) Bill 2019 proposes a reasonable change to the
Road Safety Act 1986, to allow people who have been prescribed medicinal cannabis to drive—so
long as they can drive safely.
The bill provides that it is not an offence for a person’s blood or oral fluid to contain legal medicinal
cannabis that is prescribed by a medical professional and taken in accordance with that prescription.
This exception does not apply to a driver of a motor vehicle who is either impaired, or incapable of
having proper control of a motor vehicle—ensuring that these changes do not affect the safety of other
road users.
People who have been prescribed a medicine and can drive safely should be allowed to drive. This is
how we treat every single other prescription medicine.
Too often, Victorians who would benefit from medicinal cannabis are forced to choose a less effective
or more dangerous medication, such as an opioid or a benzodiazepine, simply because driving with a
residual amount of THC could mean the loss of a drivers licence or criminal penalties.
This bill changes that. In doing so it draws on the bipartisan recommendation of the drug law reform
inquiry from 2018.
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Let me give you an example. James is a young man with epilepsy. He has suffered from seizures
almost all his life. Unlike others in his class, when he turned 18 he could not apply for a drivers licence
as his seizures prohibited him from driving. James now has been on a medicinal cannabis medication
for nearly 2 years and has not had one seizure in this time. Normally this would mean that he could
apply for a drivers licence and finally have the independence that that offers. Sadly, he cannot because
of the trace amounts of THC that may be detected in his saliva or blood. My bill fixes this.
Turning to the bill, clause 1 sets out its purpose.
Clause 2 provides for the bill’s commencement.
Clause 3 provides that certain offences in section 49(1) of the Road Safety Act 1986 do not apply to a
person whose blood or oral fluid contains delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol from a cannabis product that
is consumed legally, having been prescribed by a medical practitioner and taken in accordance with
that prescription.
This clause does not apply to persons who are incapable of having proper control of a motor vehicle
or impaired by a drug while driving a motor vehicle.
Clause 4 provides for the automatic repeal of the amending act.
I commend this bill to the house.
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (10:19): I move:
That the debate be adjourned for two weeks.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for two weeks.
Motions
HEALTH FUNDING
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (10:19): I am very pleased to be able to rise this morning
to move my motion. I move:
That this house expresses concern with the Andrews government’s cuts to health funding in the 2019–20
budget and notes the direct impact this has had on the:
(1) Austin Hospital;
(2) cybersecurity of hospital networks;
(3) primary care partnerships across the state; and
(4) safety and wellbeing of Victorian patients and staff.

I am referring to patients and staff within those hospital networks. As we know, as each day passes it
is becoming increasingly evident that Victoria’s health services are not in great shape, despite the
Andrews government telling Victorians that that is the case and that is what they would like them to
believe. In saying that, Victorians know when they are being sold a line and they can see through what
the government is trying to do here: spin the facts in relation to what is actually happening on the
ground.
The reality of what is happening on the ground is that hospital networks, due to insufficient funding
and funding cuts, are under increasing pressure. We are seeing that through the failure of the signing
of the statement of priorities. The government says that is normal negotiation, but in actual fact if you
look at the government’s own funding guidelines, which they reluctantly put up after questioning in
this house, you can see where those funding cuts have happened or whether that money has been
shifted or moved.
Ms Mikakos: That’s nonsense.
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Ms CROZIER: The minister says it is nonsense, but it is true.
Ms Mikakos: You changed your own motion because you know you cannot actually back that up,
because it is just total rubbish.
Ms CROZIER: Ms Mikakos—President?
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Order! Can I suggest that there are people down on the list to speak on this
particular motion, so if they could reserve their comments to when they get the call that would be a
great way for us to go forward in the debate.
Ms CROZIER: I know the minister is incredibly sensitive about this issue because the health
networks are recognising her failures. It is not amending my original motion, which still is on the
paper, which I am happy to debate. This is a new motion, because since I put that motion on before
the break we have had significant issues.
Ms Mikakos: You cannot back up your other one.
Ms CROZIER: The minister keeps interjecting about the funding cuts—and I will go through
those—but can I say their own funding guidelines show the cuts. I will talk about the cyber attacks in
Barwon Health. Barwon Health had a funding cut of $22 million in their budget. This financial year a
6.3 per cent decrease to the acute admitted care funding is down from $355.4 million to $333 million.
As I said, their own policy guidelines detail it.
The acute admitted care funding is the core responsibility of any hospital network, including driving
down waiting lists, which the government also claims that they have been doing. But if you speak to
Victorians, they will tell you the incredible wait times that they have had across the board in relation
to a whole range of areas. In fact I had another example that has come to me yet again just last night
in relation to being told one thing by their surgeon as category 1 or 2 but then being bumped because
there is no capacity for the health service to provide what he needs to have done.
Even in the government’s own argument in relation to the direct funding through those guidelines it
does not detail that the funding is to drive down waiting lists in the area. In fact there is no description
at all that has been provided on those funding guidelines. That, I think, is incredibly important to
understand in relation to what the government will argue in this debate, which is how good they are
going. But they are simply not, and the minister is always blaming others in every single area. She did
last time she was a minister, and she is continuing that trait as Minister for Health.
They even claim that the commonwealth’s funding rules mean some of Victoria’s previous years’
acute admitted care funding cuts should be reported in a table in a different column. Well, the
commonwealth funding is not mentioned in the funding guidelines as a change, and there is no
reference to special funding for various networks such as Barwon Health, which I have mentioned has
had that cut. In fact the guidelines themselves state that there have been no major changes in 2019–20.
So networks like Barwon Health have identified that they have a funding crisis problem and have
requested bailouts. We have seen that through what has happened at the Austin Hospital.
If I can go to that issue, a very important process in any surgical procedure to be undertaken is for
equipment to be clean and then sterilised. For the disintegration of that equipment to have occurred
with unknown contamination of surgical instruments and to have that uncertainty hanging over for
some days—we really do not know, I suppose, whether there was a foreign body in a patient that was
operated on prior to it being detected—is of concern. That has obviously led to a huge internal crisis
for the Austin Hospital in relation to their ability to meet the emergency needs of the community out
in the eastern region and the other important surgical procedures that they undertake, including the
very important liver transplant program that they undertake out there. I commend the staff and I
commend the surrounding hospitals for taking on the load while that mess was being sorted out. But
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it came to light that the request to Treasury to get additional funding to ensure that ageing equipment
could be replaced was denied. It just demonstrates what we are dealing with in terms of the health
system here in Victoria. There are a lot of issues that still surround, I am sure, certain other hospitals
in relation to what they are trying to achieve by checking that their equipment does not have the same
issues, especially for such significant networks like the Austin Hospital, which as I said provides those
specialist services to Victorians and sometimes interstate patients but, importantly, to their own local
community.
The second part of my motion, as I said, goes to the cybersecurity of hospital networks. It is an
enormously concerning issue that has affected not just a few hospitals, as the Premier claimed. It
affected 44 hospitals in rural and regional Victoria. Again, there was a deafening silence from the
Premier and the minister. To not come out and respond to that very critical issue in the first 24 hours
was telling, because they knew, as had been highlighted by the Auditor-General in May, about the
incredible vulnerability of Victoria’s hospital networks. The Auditor-General himself said he hacked
into four different networks and could access patient data.
The government, when I put questions to the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee in relation to
breaches of security, came back with a response that they had provided $13 million for a clinical
technology refresh and said that it was to mitigate risks and ensure the integrity and credibility of
electronic medical records. Now, $13 million across Victoria for those hospital networks does not
provide the funding that is required to prevent what has been known for some time. The government
had been warned and warned about possible attacks. Of course, living in this age we are all very
conscious of that, and the minister said that yesterday. I mean, the minister needs to take some
responsibility. She was silent when these cyber attacks occurred.
Ms Mikakos: I put out a media release.
Ms CROZIER: You did not even come out and speak to the media. I take up the minister’s
interjection. I went on ABC Statewide, because they were repeatedly asking. They were concerned
about regional Victorians who had been enormously impacted and who were very concerned about
the integrity of their information. We had, and still have, hospital staff that are using their personal
email and personal phones to communicate. Going back to a paper system is going to require an
enormous amount of resourcing to deal with those electronic records. Now, the minister has not
actually worked in a clinical environment; I have, so I actually understand how it works.
Ms Mikakos: Now you’re a cyber expert.
Ms CROZIER: No, I am not a cyber expert. I am talking about—
Ms Mikakos interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order! Thank you!
Ms CROZIER: President, the minister is incredibly sensitive about this issue because she has
failed to address the issue. As I said, I spoke to the ABC Statewide program, and they had requested
repeatedly for the minister or the Premier to come on and speak to the people of regional Victoria, but
it was denied. In that interview it was said that a board member from one of the rural hospital networks
said that there had been insufficient funding to deal with this crisis. Those hospital networks I
commend for the work that they undertook to deal with this critical issue, because the government had
failed to do so. They were working under enormous pressures; they still are. It is incredible that the
Auditor-General gave that warning and the government just sat on their hands and just pretended that
nothing is wrong. I think the bandaid approach is absolutely telling, and the loose change that has been
given to these networks to fix this problem is incredible. I mean, the CEO of Barwon Health herself
said no extra money had specifically been provided to assist with this issue. That is not me saying that.
Ms Mikakos interjected.
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Ms CROZIER: They are CEOs; they are board members, Minister, and you ought to possibly get
out and speak to some of those board members. They will tell of their frustrations about what else you
are doing in relation to the underfunding of health and the cuts that you have made.
If I could just move to the primary care partnership cuts that the government has absolutely spun on
itself—the minister has been in a frenzy about this—and the questions that I have put here in relation
to the primary care partnerships, it has been absolutely telling. Just last week the stay-of-execution
letter went out. It is a bandaid measure that will give you some extra funding until 30 June 2020, but
there is no guarantee after that. There is no certainty for funding post 30 June 2020. Well, that was
after the advocacy and the great work of the primary care partnerships in relation to their concerns,
because they know that the government is disingenuous in relation to this bandaid approach they are
taking for just another six months.
If we are really considering what we are talking about here, the primary care partnerships work in
partnership—as their name suggests—with 850 health organisations across Victoria to provide some
of the very vital, on-the-ground community health initiatives, and that can prevent people from
entering our acute hospital system. That is dealing with things like chronic disease, oral health, healthy
ageing, healthy eating, active living—all sorts of things. Then you have the social and other health and
wellbeing impacts, like mental health or family violence or disability—all these very important areas
where they provide assistance to those other programs. I am very disappointed that the government
has not seen fit to understand the very strong and credible management that these partnerships provide.
It just demonstrates again a lack of consideration for the needs of rural and regional Victorians, and it
also indicates the lack of regard for preventative health measures.
I need to move on very quickly because I know that there are other speakers who wish to speak on my
motion. But can I say that when we have primary care partnerships across the state who are very
concerned about their long-term viability, it also goes to things like other rural and regional services,
like the bush nursing centres and bush nursing clinics. Again, the government has not provided any
clarity around that. In fact the minister tried to change the words in Hansard in terms of ‘viability’
versus ‘capability’ and had to backtrack on her words in this house.
Victorians are not stupid; they understand what this government is doing. They understand this
minister is very focused on some inner-city areas and does not understand the huge implications of her
actions throughout rural and regional Victoria. In fact I will refer to an FOI release that I have from a
rural health service that again goes to my point about the funding cuts. It says:
Total Expenditure as per the first draft budget is 7.9% higher than expected … Of this increase, the initial
Salaries & Wages budget is 9.3% greater than the expected expenditure for 2018–19.

The report also goes on to say:
It was noted that there is a constant tension between the requirement to meet patient safety and clinical
governance frameworks and the requirement of financial sustainability in a climate of underfunded wages
increases and other financial pressures outside the control of Health Services.

That is my point. In relation to the funding cuts that have been made—because there is block funding,
grant funding, which has been severely underfunded and cut—the government has not provided that
on the public website; they just provide a certain amount that is not showing the full picture. The
networks know this, and they are expected to be able to pay for the increase in the enterprise bargaining
agreements and the operational costs. In referring to electricity costs, hospitals are among the highest
energy users in the state, and hospitals are concerned about their ability to meet operational costs, such
as—as I have mentioned, just two examples—increased EBAs and other operational costs such as
electricity. And as we know this state is the highest paying state for electricity costs.
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As I said, there are huge ramifications from the government’s underfunding. We have got hospitals on
bypass and we have got ambulances ramping. That is despite, in 2015, the then minister saying:
Hospital bypass will no longer be used in Victoria from Wednesday 7 October 2015.

Well, they were just hollow and false words.
In 2017 the then Shadow Minister for Health was talking about the hospitals bypassing, which keep
patients waiting. I refer to what the government had said:
… from Wednesday 7 October, all Victorian metropolitan public hospitals will be required to accept all
patients arriving by ambulance.

Well, we have got ambulances ramping, and as the then shadow minister, Ms Wooldridge, said:
Daniel Andrews promised to fix ambulance ramping and to eradicate bypass …

but all they have done is changed the criteria and the definitions. We have got hospital ramping—
whether it was at the Royal Melbourne Hospital the other night or at Dandenong Hospital in July—
and the minister just keeps coming out and saying, ‘Oh, it’s because of the flu’. Well, there is no
question that we have had a bad flu season, but if the minister would get out and talk to the networks,
they would tell her that the emergency departments are underfunded and the government has not
provided what they require, and hence they are still negotiating around the government’s demands in
relation to their funding.
They all know the huge deficits they are running and the huge pressures they are under. What the
government is failing to do is to be open and transparent to Victorians. I know that Victorians are
awake to this minister, who constantly blames everybody else and does not take any responsibility.
This motion is a new motion; it is not a rehash of my other motion, which sits on the notice paper—
and I am happy to address that at any stage. These urgent issues of cyber attacks, of vital surgical
washing equipment breaking down because the government has not provided enough funding, of the
ramping and hospital bypassing and of the cuts to vital partnership programs like the primary care
partnerships just demonstrate where this government’s priorities are. They are not with Victorian
patients; it is all about political pointscoring in relation to what they are doing, and it is Victorian
patients and their families who are languishing on trolleys waiting to get into hospital beds and who
are not getting the preventative care they require on the ground in their local communities, the assistance
from the bush nursing centres or even an ability to get the specialist requirements that they need.
The Labor Party has been in government for 16 of the last 20 years. They have had plenty of time to
plan for an increase in population and an ageing population. They have failed to do that. They are
playing catch-up, and that is why I am very concerned about the safety and wellbeing of Victorian
patients currently and into the future and also those staff who work in our hospitals and across our
health service networks. There are far too many leaving in droves who have far too much experience.
They have had enough, for a variety of reasons, and I do not have enough time to go into that at the
moment. The constant stories I am hearing are also alarming. So I would urge the house, I would urge
the crossbench members, to understand the full implications of the health cuts, to not take and swallow
the government’s line and to support my motion.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(10:40): Thank you, Acting President, for the opportunity to make a contribution to this debate after
what was really a woeful effort from Ms Crozier. Her heart really was not in it because she herself
knows that the content of this motion can only be described as equum stercore. I invite members to
look up that Latin term and inform themselves as to what I think of this motion, because this is absolute
nonsense. It is very sad that we have members of the opposition who think that they can embark upon
a Trumpian attempt to describe white as black, to try to completely misrepresent the facts and try to
somehow spin their way in the community to describe things in a completely polar opposite way to
what is actually occurring in the real world.
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We know how that worked for you at the last state election just a few months ago, Ms Crozier. How
did that work? You spent four years coming in here doing the exact same thing, attempting to replicate
a Trumpian style of fabricating things, claiming white is black, putting out misinformation, trying to
scare the community—and how did that go for you in November? How did that go for you? You have
clearly learned nothing from the last state election and you have embarked upon the same tactics yet
again of trying to spin your way, and you know what? You have got no credibility. You have got no
credibility to the point where what you are saying is absolutely not resonating in the community
because they know what is occurring in our health services. They see the investment that is being made
by our government and that has been made over the last five budgets. They see the changes, and where
there are challenges we are absolutely determined to take them on and to address them.
I do want to take the time to go through every aspect of this motion, but really what we have here is
an opportunity for me to contrast our government’s record with that of those opposite, because they
really have no credibility when it comes to these issues. Some might describe this motion as really an
own goal because for the record, as I have done on many occasions now and in opposing this motion,
I make it absolutely clear that there have been absolutely no cuts to health in Victoria. There have been
absolutely no cuts whatsoever. Ms Crozier can keep peddling this. Her backbenchers can keep
peddling this, but it is an absolute lie. I have invited Ms Crozier to point to where this is in the budget
papers. Her motion refers to the budget papers. Well, those budget papers run for many, many pages
in many, many volumes. and I invite you to point to where in the budget papers it says that there has
been a cut to health. Where?
Ms Crozier interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS: You have had all these opportunities in question time, we went through an entire
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee (PAEC) session—not one demonstration of a cut to health
services. You know it is nonsense. This is why your heart is not in it today, because you have been
absolutely unable to produce any examples of where there have been cuts—none whatsoever. In fact
we are very proud that the budget papers show a record investment in our health services: $2.5 billion
more to run our hospitals—$2.5 billion more to run our hospitals in this year’s budget alone. So we
are very proud of the investment that we are making.
We are very proud of that, and of course it should be of no surprise to any member of Parliament that
health services will continue to advocate for more. As the Minister for Health I expect that. They will
continue to advocate for more for their local communities and for their local health services. But what
I would say to them—and they know this—is that they will always do better under a Labor
government. They will always do better because we put the funding into the workforce. We are
growing the workforce significantly. We put the investment into infrastructure. We have got the
biggest hospital building program on record underway in Victoria. We are making that investment.
We are safeguarding the workforce in terms of pay and conditions, and we know what your record on
that issue is, Ms Crozier. You were very proud to crow about that in your inaugural speech, that you
did not stand side-by-side with the nurses. You did not stand side-by-side, but you were happy to take
the pay increase.
Ms Crozier: On a point of order, Acting President, I make the point—and I am just interjecting in
relation to the minister’s comments then—that I was proud to do what I did back in 1986 and I would
do exactly the same thing tomorrow.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): There is no point of order.
Ms MIKAKOS: Ms Crozier was proud to be a scab. She was proud to cross the picket line. She
was happy to take the pay increase, and then she comes and cries crocodile tears for—

MOTIONS
3348

Legislative Council

Wednesday, 16 October 2019

Ms Crozier: On a point of order, Acting President, the minister keeps calling me a scab. This is
probably the fifth or sixth time. It is not worrying me, but I do suggest that she talk about the issue,
not the person, if you would not mind.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): The minister to continue.
Ms MIKAKOS: I want to make it very clear that we are proud of our record when it comes to
investment in health services and the support that we give to the workforce and to the patients—most
importantly to the patients who rely on our health services each and every day.
If Ms Crozier wants to bring on a motion like this and have a discussion about investment in health,
then it is important that we have the opportunity to compare and contrast. We know, and the
community knows, what the coalition’s track record is. They cannot be trusted on health because when
they were in office they did cut—they cut $1 billion from health. They cut, they closed, they privatised.
We had Mildura Base Hospital privatised under the Kennett government. Then there was an
opportunity during the Baillieu-Napthine governments to reverse that privatisation, but when
Ms Crozier was parliamentary secretary and her leader, Mr Davis, was the health minister, what did
they decide to do? They decided to extend the privatisation contract. They extended it despite the local
community there crying out for the hospital to return to public hands and for the department and
government to take back the running of that hospital. They did not want to do that. They left that
Mildura community bitterly disappointed—bitterly disappointed.
It has been my great pleasure to meet with so many members of the Mildura community in recent
months and to talk to them, to talk to clinicians about the concerns that they have had and to talk to
community members about the experiences that they have had. I was very proud to visit Mildura
recently, together with Premier Dan Andrews, Mr Gepp as the local member and Ali Cupper, the
Independent member for Mildura, to make the announcement to that community that after 20 long
years of waiting we are going to end the privatisation and hand that hospital back to that community.
They feel a sense of ownership and pride again in their local health service. This is just one example
of many of the huge contrasts between how we do things and how those opposite do things.
Ms Shing: Night and day.
Ms MIKAKOS: It is, Ms Shing, night and day. Ms Crozier likes to present black as white and
misrepresent things. Well, there is no greater contrast when it comes to our record than walking the
talk and handing a local hospital back to its community. That just speaks volumes about how we do
things on this side—and how proud we are on these issues.
Ms Crozier says we have been in office for 16 of the last 20 years—and boy, aren’t patients relieved
that is the case? Aren’t they relieved that that is the case, because when those opposite were in office
we remember how they went to war with our health workforce. This is why I make that point to
Ms Crozier, because we are very proud of the support that we have given our dedicated health workers,
who work day in, day out to do their best for patients and for the local community. We remember that
they went to war with our paramedics. They waged war with our nurses. We remember former Liberal
Premier Mr Baillieu’s family flipping the bird at the nurses. That just spoke volumes about the
contempt that they had for our dedicated paramedics, nurses and others who work in our hospitals. So
this is the mess that we inherited. We inherited this mess, and we have worked very hard over the last
four years, or five years now, to turn around that ambulance crisis. We had the worst response times
on the mainland in Australia when the coalition were in office, and we have turned that around. In fact
we have had the best response times in Ambulance Victoria’s history this year.
Ms Crozier: You changed the definitions in the categories. Tell the truth.
Ms MIKAKOS: Ms Crozier, that is absolute nonsense. You know the changes happened to make
sure ambulances could be dispatched to code 1 cases, the most serious cases, in a more timely way. In
fact what has happened is that we have had the best response times in Ambulance Victoria’s history.
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The coalition had cuts. They had ghost beds. They had so many things I could spend a lot of time
talking about.
In terms of the ambulance service, because Ms Crozier wants to talk about the ambulance service even
though she has not put it in her motion—well, I am happy to talk about our investment—since 2014
the Andrews Labor government has delivered a record $1 billion investment in Victoria’s ambulance
service, funding 720 FTE paramedics and on-road clinical staff, 35 new and upgraded ambulance
stations and 51 emergency response vehicles across the state. This is an increase of more than 480 per
cent on the previous coalition government’s investment during their entire term. We had a PAEC
session, and I was very proud to present the graph to PAEC about how our investment contrasted with
the coalition’s investment—a huge increase in investment. This is the investment that we have made.
We have seen more paramedics on our roads attending life-threatening emergencies as a direct result
of our investment and the hard work of our paramedics. I am very grateful for the great work they do.
The $1 billion investment includes $300 million in this year’s budget alone to support increasing
demand, maintain improved response times and deliver on our election commitment so Victorians get
the support that they need quickly when they need it. The investment also includes $109 million in
funding to recruit more than 90 full-time paramedics and convert 15 single-crew stations to dual-crew
stations to support our rural and regional Victorians to build and upgrade new stations and get 23 new
vehicles on the road. So the budget this year in fact goes way beyond—way beyond—our election
commitment. We have provided a further $190.8 million on top of that election commitment to ensure
that Ambulance Victoria can meet ever-increasing demand and maintain the significantly improved
response times. This funding will allow additional ambulance resources to be activated at times of
peak demand, ensuring recent all-time-high response performance is able to be maintained.
Just in terms of the latest quarterly performance data, as I said, we have had the best response times
this year. The latest performance data showed paramedics reached 84 per cent of code 1 patients within
15 minutes, an improvement of 0.2 percentage points on the same quarter a year earlier. This is the
best quarterly result achieved in Ambulance Victoria’s history for that quarter. Ambulance Victoria
recorded the best ever responses for the quarter, even though they responded to 75 398 code 1 cases,
more than 8500 more than a year earlier. So they have had an increase in demand. Ms Crozier’s scoffs
about the flu season. Well, sadly, we have had the worst flu season ever. It is tragic that we have had
so many Victorians fall ill with the flu, and sadly we have had fatalities as well as a result of that. So I
want to acknowledge that this has been challenging for our health services, but they have risen above;
they have gone above and beyond. They have done an amazing job. Despite the number of respiratory
cases that are presenting in our emergency departments or calling for an ambulance, they have done
an exceptional job in responding to them, and I thank them at every opportunity.
I make a point of going and visiting our health services regularly to thank them and to hear from them
about the issues as well. In fact I have had more visits to hospitals in the few months that I have been
health minister than Mr Davis did in his entire four years, because I asked them, ‘Did you see
Mr Davis?’. ‘No, he was missing in action’—ensconced in his office, clearly, or busy doing other
things. So I do make a point of going and visiting and talking to our health services, and I look forward
to having an opportunity to visit those health services that I have not been able to get to soon to make
sure that I can hear from them as well.
Coming back to our track record just in terms of the ambulance services, before I move off that to talk
about the hospitals as well, I think it is important to remind those opposite that it was in fact coalition
governments in the past that privatised the emergency dispatch system. That was the subject of a royal
commission. It was those opposite who privatised non-emergency patient transport and privatised
some ambulance branches in fact, like Cranbourne, which they intended to roll out across the state. If
Jeff Kennett had not lost in 1999—and we have been reflecting on that 20-year anniversary recently.
I was one of the people who came in and was elected in 1999 to dispatch Jeff Kennett. I was very
happy about that election result and, boy, a lot of Victorians were very relieved. They had plans to
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privatise our ambulance branches. They started with Cranbourne, and they intended to roll it out across
the state. They started the privatisation of the Austin Hospital—and I am going to come to the Austin
in a minute. They slashed paramedic jobs. We know and Victorians remember what their track record
was when it came to ambulances.
In terms of hospitals, I talked about the contempt which the coalition had towards our nurses during
the previous government when they were in office. That was also reflected in the cuts they made. It
was not just about showing them contempt in terms of trying to whittle away their ratios that were
then in the enterprise bargaining agreement (EBA) but also the lack of support that they provided to
them. We made an election commitment in 2014 to enshrine nurse conditions into legislation. The
reason we did that was that when David Davis was the health minister—and Ms Crozier was his
deputy—he tried to whittle the ratios out of the EBA. It was on the negotiating table. This is why we
made a commitment to effectively tory-proof—I remember during the debate I actually called it
‘David Davis-proof’—the ratios forever, so we could protect nurses but most importantly protect
patients so that they would have enough nurses available to attend to them in their time of need.
David Davis and the coalition were prepared to negotiate those away and to remove those ratios that
had been enshrined in the EBA. The nurses were very concerned. This is why they took industrial
action. To their great credit it was never about more pay. I recall standing shoulder to shoulder with
them when they were taking that industrial action and they were explaining to me that this was about
safeguarding the community and safeguarding the patients that they cared for deeply. They were not
trying to get more pay out of the government; they were trying to make sure that the ratios were not
destroyed. This is why we made the commitment to Tory-proof those ratios and put them into
legislation: to protect them forever. We know that they will always potentially be at risk if there is a
change of government, but at least they would have to come into this house, into this Parliament, to
change it in an open and transparent way and explain it to the community rather than having to do it
behind closed doors in an EBA discussion and negotiation. This is why we enshrined them in
legislation. We did that in our first term of government and we have made further enhancements and
protections to those ratios. It was our first bill that we brought to this Parliament and that we passed in
this chamber, and I am very proud of that as health minister. We have said we will go further and make
further improvements in this term of government as well. That is just one demonstration of how we
support patients. We support and respect our nurses and our dedicated health professionals in a very
clear contrast—night versus day—in terms of our various parties’ positions on these issues.
I want to come to the issue of the motion. The reason why I am particularly incensed by this nonsense
motion is, as I have said, there are absolutely no cuts to our health services from our government, and
I have to stress that—from our government. The only cut that our health services have had in Victoria
is in fact from the coalition government in Canberra. The only cut we have had to our services is from
the coalition government in Canberra. So where is that in the motion? Where is that in the motion?
Ms Shing: Wilful blindness is what that is—wilful blindness.
Ms MIKAKOS: It is absolutely wilful blindness. It is completely ignoring the facts. We have had
$305 million in retrospective funding cuts to our health services over three financial years—funding
that we have expended as a Victorian government and given to our health services that Canberra has
then clawed back. They have changed the rules. They have moved the goalposts retrospectively. Under
the national health reform agreement they have unilaterally decided that they want to interpret things
the way that suits them so that they can make cuts across the board and can artificially come up with
a surplus, and we have seen how national disability insurance scheme recipients have suffered from
that. To artificially create a surplus in Canberra they have been underspending in the NDIS. I cannot
imagine a more shameful thing than to dud people with disabilities so that they can artificially create
a surplus. That is what they have done to health services as well.
Ms Garrett: Again.
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Ms MIKAKOS: Again. To create a surplus federally they have decided to slash $305 million from
our hospitals. If Ms Crozier is fair dinkum about talking about the impacts on hospitals, then I invite
her to amend her motion. In fact I have drafted an amendment. If the house wants to consider it, I will
decide whether I formally move it. But I have drafted an amendment to this motion that refers to the
$305 million clawback as well as successive Medicare freezes by the federal coalition government,
because a lack of bulk billing GPs in our growth suburbs and GPs leaving our regional areas means
that more patients are going to our emergency departments when they should be going to a GP, putting
more pressure on our hospital system rather than getting the support through the federal government
and the Medicare system to be able to access primary care and access GPs in an affordable way.
Coming to the issue of the $305 million cut, those opposite had a lot to say when we wanted to make
the case during the federal election around this to all parties, all sides of politics, about how we wanted
our fair share, and we continue to say we want our fair share in terms of hospital funding. I want to
talk about what the cuts mean for various hospitals because Ms Crozier is certainly not going to tell
anyone about it. She does not want anyone to know about what her coalition mates in Canberra are
doing. Three hundred and five million dollars in cuts that we have had to absorb—what does this mean
for respective health services? For Alfred Health what it means is $23 966 252, so almost $24 million
for Alfred Health. Now, that could pay for 1450 hip replacements, 2668 hysterectomies,
46 600 dialysis patients getting attended to, 21 581 patients getting chemotherapy or 5057 patients
getting radiotherapy. This is what it means in human terms. This is what it means in terms of patients
when you rip out $305 million.
Ms Crozier wants to talk about the Austin Hospital, a hospital that we saved. We know that the Kennett
government were getting ready to sell off the Austin just like they did to my local hospital, PANCH.
The Preston and Northcote Community Hospital is no more. It is now a hotel because Jeff Kennett
Jeffed it. He sold it off. He closed the Fairfield hospital. My community lost two hospitals during that
Kennett government. That is why I stood for Parliament. That is why I ran for the 1999 election,
because my community lost two hospitals due to Jeff Kennett. Mr Finn is sitting in the back there. He
was part of that government. Austin Health was the next one on the chopping block because they did
not care about the northern suburbs. Oh, no. The people in the north never got looked after. They got
absolutely done over time and time again. So what the $305 million cuts mean—
Mr Finn: On a point of order, Acting President, I am very concerned that Ms Mikakos has omitted
at this point in time to mention Dick Hamer and Henry Bolte. I am sure she will get to it, but I urge
her to hurry in the interests of advancing her argument.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): There is no point of order.
Ms MIKAKOS: I can come to them too, Mr Finn. But you were a member of that government,
and you have responsibility, together with your colleagues, for the actions that government took.
The point that I make in terms of the $305 million cuts is that it means $18 951 366 in cuts to the
Austin, $23.5 million to Eastern Health, $23.6 million to Melbourne Health, $39 612 817 to Monash
Health and the list goes on. I could reel off every single hospital in our state in terms of what the cuts
mean for them. I can assure you that I will keep talking about this because we do want our fair share.
We want that funding back. We want an end to retrospective cuts from Canberra, and that is what is
missing from this motion. That is why this joke of a motion does not talk about the only cuts impacting
on our health services, which are those coming from Canberra.
I have talked about the issues at Austin Health previously. I have talked about what has happened. It
is interesting that Ms Crozier is not even prepared to wait for the full review to be conducted into this
matter by Safer Care Victoria. I have talked about how what occurred fell well short of the high
standards that patients deserve and the standards that I expect. I have explained that human behaviour
effectively meant that a staff member cross-contaminated machines with surgical instruments, but I
want to wait for Safer Care Victoria to do its job, as it should, in relation to these issues to make sure
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we get to the bottom of what occurred there. But we have provided funding: $60 million in this budget,
and in previous Labor budgets, for medical equipment, enabling Austin Health to replace equipment
as they see fit.
I have talked about how there have been no cuts to primary care partnerships. We are doing a review.
They have been in operation for 20 years, and it is appropriate that there is a review into that. I have
talked about what happened with cybersecurity. Ms Crozier should give Donald Trump some advice
about why the three American hospitals were affected by ransomware. We had three Canadian
hospitals affected all in the same week. Apparently that is all the Labor government’s fault. This is an
international issue, and we are taking action.
We have provided, as I explained yesterday, funding to Barwon Health and to every health service—
$46 million since we have been in government—to address these issues. In terms of safety and
wellbeing, we have done so many things to address safety—from establishing Safer Care Victoria to
investing in occupational violence measures. I absolutely reject this motion.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (11:10): I rise with great pleasure to support Ms Crozier’s
motion. I will refer to point (2), the cybersecurity of hospital networks. On Monday, 1 October, the
health system across Western Victoria Region was hacked. Premier Daniel Andrews was reported as
having said:
… it could take weeks to secure the affected networks and clear out the ‘virus’, and confirmed there would
be some disruption to patient services.

Well, Mr Andrews needs to know that it was not just ‘some disruption’. A Colac cancer patient was
told by her physician that had she been in the hospital at the time of the cyber attack she would have
died. She was fortunate that she was there two weeks previous to that. This patient is furious that this
could have occurred and is concerned that others may well have been equally affected.
This was a serious issue. It was a ransomware attack. As the minister said, they have happened
elsewhere in the world, so why wouldn’t we be prepared? It downed regional hospital computer
systems, including hospitals in my electorate in Geelong, Warrnambool and Colac and in Ms Bath’s
electorate in Warragul, Sale and Bairnsdale. It included a number of healthcare facilities which I will
detail later. This should not have been a surprise to the government, because in May the Victorian
Auditor-General warned that there were serious cybersecurity weaknesses at some Victorian health
services which made them vulnerable to hacking.
Indeed the Auditor-General hacked into several health service systems, including Barwon Health, to
illustrate just how easy it was to breach their security. Barwon Health, one of those services the
Auditor-General hacked into, was obviously affected by this hacking. The next day, 2 October, after
the attack the CEO of Barwon Health in Geelong, Ms Diver, told Neil Mitchell that the
14 recommendations that were made in May had been noted but she could not say how many had been
implemented. Well, what is the point of the Auditor-General recommending safety in this area and the
government doing nothing about it?
It was not as if this should have come as a surprise, because in February a cybercrime syndicate hacked
and scrambled the medical files of about 15 000 patients from a specialist cardiology unit at Cabrini
Health and demanded a ransom. Indeed Professor Matt Warren, deputy director of Deakin
University’s Centre for Cyber Security Research and Innovation, said:
… the data breach at Melbourne Heart Group was most likely a ‘ransomware’ attack.

So apparently the same hackers broke into the Barwon Health and south-west area health facilities
computer systems.
I do not know whether the minister knows just what this has meant on the ground. I have been assured
by one of these health facilities that all emails have been lost and that there is no email contact available
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at health services. Staff are moving from one ward to another, one office to another, with handwritten
notes. All orders for bandaids and bandages have to be done manually—you cannot do it online in any
way, shape or form. All records are being recorded manually, and all patient records will need to be
uploaded at some point. What provision is going to be made for these facilities to manually reload all
this data and information? What financial support will they get? Because it will be a massive task.
These huge costs that they will incur are unfunded at this point. Lives are clearly at risk the longer this
drags on. Up-to-date results and medications are not live or current. We need to know what actions
the minister put in place following the Auditor-General’s report in May.
The government was warned by rural health experts in my electorate that they were desperately
underfunded to provide the proper security for the health system in my electorate alone—that
$13 million was clearly an insufficient amount to ensure proper cybersecurity. It just goes without
saying that this is a disastrous situation for hospitals, including—let me tell you how many there are
that are using the South West Alliance of Rural Health (SWARH) system across Western Victoria
Region—Balmoral Bush Nursing Centre; Barwon Health; Barwon South Western Regional
Integrated Cancer Service; Casterton Memorial Hospital; Colac Area Health; Hesse Rural Health
Service; Heywood Rural Health; Lorne Community Hospital; Moyne Health Services; Otway Health
and Community Services; Portland District Health; South West Healthcare, which includes the
hospitals of Camperdown and Warrnambool; Terang and Mortlake Health Service; Timboon and
District Healthcare Service; and Western District Health Service. And there are various Barwon Health
locations as well: Anglesea, Belmont, Corio, Newcomb, Torquay and the McKellar Centre.
All these facilities are affected by the failure of this government to take note of the Auditor-General’s
recommendations to beef up cybersecurity in this area. And as light follows day, the attack occurred,
but we have seen no action on how this problem is going to be resolved, nor about the incredible costs
that will be incurred by facilities across the area to rerecord all the data and information that they are
now having to handle manually. You cannot believe that you have got healthcare workers in facilities
that are manually walking from one place to another in the hospital to provide handwritten notes to
other staff or using their own mobile phone systems to send messages and information about patients.
It just beggars belief that this is occurring, and if there is one thing that should be secure, it is surely
the healthcare information of all patients across a network. Seriously, this SWARH network obviously
is vulnerable and should be looked at as to whether the facilities involved should continue with this
service.
I would ask the minister: why didn’t she move on the Victorian Auditor-General’s report Security of
Patients’ Hospital Data, which was delivered in May this year? Can she further explain how the
hospitals involved will be resourced to perform the lengthy and labour-intensive process that I have
referred to of recovering all of this data because of this unnecessary failure that could have been
obviously prevented? Is she really aware of the real disruption caused by her negligence, and what is
she doing about it? We are still in a situation where the manual activities are occurring and important
information has been lost, and certainly some procedures have had to be put on hold. Will she on
behalf of the government commit to providing the funding that is needed to address the vulnerabilities
in this system that her department has so far failed to address?
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (11:20): I am very pleased to be able to make a contribution in
this debate. I do feel a little bit like we have landed in a parallel universe, given Ms Crozier’s motion
and the implication that somehow the Andrews government’s agenda in relation to health and hospitals
is putting the safety and wellbeing of Victorian patients and staff at risk is just bordering on ludicrous.
My colleague Ms Mikakos, the Minister for Health, has already in some detail pointed out the flaws
in Ms Crozier’s arguments in relation to the Austin Hospital, the primary care partnerships across the
state and what the government is doing in that area and indeed the cybersecurity of hospital networks.
In the time that I have available to me I want to talk a little bit about the Andrews government’s proud
record in the area of health and hospital funding in my region of Western Metropolitan Region. It
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really is chalk and cheese when I think about the cuts under the four short years of the former coalition
government and what impact that had in the western suburbs of Melbourne, where you would turn up
to Sunshine Hospital of course before the $200 million Joan Kirner Women’s and Children’s Hospital
was delivered. I was very proud to join with my colleagues and Ms Mikakos at the opening of that
hospital. I would urge those opposite to actually get familiar with the state-of-the-art hospitals that this
government is delivering. I am incredibly proud of the fact that in record time our government
delivered that hospital in the growing western suburbs of Melbourne so that mums and children have
got access to world-class care. They do not have to travel across Melbourne anymore to get the kind
of sophisticated paediatric care and maternity facilities that were so desperately needed in our region.
It makes me incredibly proud to be a member of this government and to be a westie. So the mere
notion that somehow our government is putting patient care at risk is quite frankly ludicrous.
In the short period of time that the coalition government were in power you would turn up to the
Sunshine Hospital and there would be ambulances ramping every day and every night, patients on
trolleys in the emergency department for an inordinate amount of time and our health workforce under
absolute pressure. In contrast to this, the Andrews Labor government not only has delivered the Joan
Kirner Women’s and Children’s Hospital in Sunshine but also is in the process of delivering a major
upgrade to the emergency department at Sunshine Hospital. In fact this year’s budget had $2.5 billion
invested in hospital services, and that is a record investment. They are receiving almost 40 per cent
more in operational funding than they did in the 2013–14 period, and guess what that period covered?
Yes, that is right—the former coalition government’s four years in power, where all they did was
dismantle Victoria’s health system.
In fact, as Ms Mikakos has pointed out today, the only cuts that are coming in the health sector in
Victoria are those directly related to the cuts in federal funding to our state. Western Health stands to
lose $18 million in funding as a result of those cuts by the coalition’s colleagues in Canberra, so to
claim somehow that patient safety is being put at risk by the Andrews Labor government is, quite
frankly, misleading.
I just want to take a little bit of time to go through the list of investments in health in Western
Metropolitan Region being delivered by this government and announced in the last budget. It is not
just our emergency hospitals that are the beneficiaries of the support of this government. We are
creating 10 new community hospitals across our state. This will provide access to many more public
health appointments closer to home for people in our community. It will allow the state to deliver
primary health care and tackle some of the chronic diseases and waiting periods in our major hospitals
by creating access to another 10 community hospitals that will be able to specialise in these sorts of
appointments in a day hospital setting.
In Western Metropolitan Region that will include a new Point Cook community hospital, which I am
very pleased to be co-chairing the community consultation committee for with my good friend and
colleague the Attorney-General, Jill Hennessy, the member for Altona. I can tell you that the Point
Cook community are extremely excited about the prospect of getting another primary healthcare
service right in their suburb as a result of the funding that our government has provided—a budget
package worth more than $2 million. In addition to that there will also be an upgrade of the Sunbury
community hospital—I see Mr Finn’s ears have just pricked up at the mention of Sunbury—and that
will also be a very important addition to our health network across the growing western suburbs. These
are very important initiatives, something that I note Ms Crozier has decided to completely ignore in
terms of the direction or the thrust of her motion that is before us today.
In addition to that we have funded $2.4 million to complete a business case for a new hospital in
Melton. I know that even though Melton is technically outside the Western Metropolitan Region, it is
certainly considered to be part of the west and is a massive growth corridor. This funding will allow
for the completion of a business case for a hospital on the outskirts of Melton, where it will be able to
increase access to high-quality health services in this fast-growing area of Melbourne’s west.
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In addition to that we have some very important children’s services that have been funded in
Melbourne’s west, including a refurbishment of Tweddle Child & Family Health Service in Footscray.
Tweddle is a very important service, not just in Footscray but across the Western Metropolitan Region,
that provides child and family health services so that families can better meet the needs of their little
ones. It also services some of the most vulnerable people in our community in terms of providing child
and parenting education and support. It is a very precious community organisation in Footscray, and
we are very proud to have provided a significant funding stream so that that service can be refurbished.
In addition to that there will be a new parenting centre in Wyndham, and the parenting centre will
deliver a range of critical services, including day stays, longer residential stays and more support at
home, that will help hundreds of Victorian families every year. These centres play an absolutely critical
role in making sure new parents are getting the advice they need, including support with sleeping,
feeding and extra care for babies with additional needs. And when you are in a region where there are
about a couple of hundred babies born every quarter, where a couple of primary schools are needed to
keep up with the birth rate, then obviously it is incredibly important that we are supporting those
healthcare services and in particular those children’s services.
Then of course there is the commitment to completely rebuild Footscray Hospital, something that has
been an aspiration for many people in the west for a very long time. It took this government, and their
commitment of $1.5 billion, to commit to completely rebuild the Footscray Hospital. There will be a
state-of-the-art hospital built across from Victoria University. It will have 504 beds and it will cut
waiting times and allow almost 15 000 additional patients to be treated each year, as well as almost
20 000 additional emergency department admissions.
So, as you can see, Ms Crozier’s motion just does not stack up against any level of scrutiny. Even just
in my own electorate of Western Metropolitan Region you can see the level of commitment and the
budget commitments that have been announced, the projects that have been delivered and the ongoing
commitment to making sure that all Victorians have access to world-class health services. In contrast,
those opposite took the axe to our public hospitals at every opportunity while they were in office, from
the privatisation of the Mildura Base Hospital to their relentless cuts to our public hospitals. As a result,
you saw a decrease in the performance of hospitals and ambulances across the system. The ambulance
system was in crisis. They spent more time attacking members of the ambulance employees union
than they did worrying about the response times and the fact that we had become the worst state on
the Australian mainland in terms of ambulance response times.
In contrast, because of the commitment of the Andrews Labor government and the fact that we have
put our money where our mouth is and funded these services properly, we have 84 per cent of code 1
responses arriving within 15 minutes—the best result on record. Previously our hospitals suffered,
with only 79 per cent of patients receiving their surgery in the recommended time. Our latest data
shows that across the state 91 per cent of patients had their surgeries within recommended times—the
strongest result on record. This is despite the enormous strain of a record flu season and the additional
pressures that that placed on our nurses and our doctors across the health sector. So there is absolutely
no way that Ms Crozier’s motion stacks up when you look at the facts.
In terms of the safety and wellbeing of Victorian patients and staff across our hospital network, an
average of 158 000 patients received surgery each year under those opposite when they were in
government, and just in the last 12 months we have delivered almost 200 000 elective surgeries. The
median time for treatments blew out to 42 days under those opposite, and in stark contrast to that the
latest performance data shows that in the 2018–19 year we achieved a median time for treatment of
28 days—the best result and the shortest wait on record. Those opposite promised over 800 hospital
beds when they were in power. I am not sure how they count in their world, but that is certainly not
what they were able to deliver. In fact their track record in this regard was absolutely pathetic. I know
from speaking to people in Western Metropolitan Region that they understand and appreciate the level
of support that they are getting in the west for critical health services. They understand—
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Mr Finn: You should get out more.
Ms STITT: Well, I get out all the time, Mr Finn.
Members interjecting.
Ms STITT: I have lived in the west for 20 years, actually, so I know. I do talk to people right across
Western Metropolitan Region, and they appreciate the fact that the investment is going in and new
hospitals are being delivered—not just new hospitals but state-of-the-art new hospitals. We are also
incredibly proud of the fact that our government supports our health workforce—we are absolutely
proud of it—and delivers in legislation nurse-to-patient ratios instead of cutting the numbers like those
opposite.
I would like to conclude by saying that I think Ms Crozier is living in a parallel universe. What she is
seeking to do today is at best mischievous and at worst downright dishonest. I join with Ms Mikakos
in opposing this motion.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (11:35): I am really pleased to rise this morning to speak to
Ms Crozier’s motion on the notice paper and make some general comments and some specific ones
about primary care partnerships (PCPs). But before I do, I want to make a couple of comments in
relation to some of the assertions made by those on the government benches this morning and just put
on record the actual facts rather than the furphies, the mistruths and the spin that we have heard to date.
I would like to speak to the government’s assertion that the coalition cut funding, and I will not speak
from my point of view but will quote from the RMIT ABC Fact Check. As we know, the ABC is well
loved by many a good person—
Members interjecting.
Ms BATH: Yes, it is. Indeed they completed a fact check and it was dated 21 November 2018, just
before the election. What was Labor peddling back then? I will read it into Hansard for the facts:
Did the Victorian Coalition cut a billion dollars from health when last in office?

There is a photo of the now former Minister for Health, the Honourable Jill Hennessy, and it states
that Jill Hennessy said the coalition government cut a billion dollars from health when it was in office.
There is a big photo there, and against it there is a big red cross and the word ‘Wrong’. The RMIT
ABC Fact Check says, ‘Wrong’. It goes on to say that Labor claimed that the government of the time—
the Liberals and Nationals—cut funding and that Ms Hennessy also repeated the charge et cetera. The
ABC, to their credit, have gone in and done the investigation. The RMIT ABC Fact Check states:
The verdict
Ms Hennessy is wrong.
Under the Coalition, health spending grew—

and I underline ‘grew’—
from $7.4 billion in 2009–10 to $8.7 billion in 2014–15—

when we left office.
The average annual increase over the five years was $264 million, while the cumulative extra spending over
the period was $4.1 billion.

So again today we have seen the way the government likes to spin the narrative just to suit themselves:
‘Don’t let the facts get in the way of reality’.
Now on to something that is most dear and near to my heart in relation to the actual services delivered,
and it is all about community, people and services. What was really missing from both of the Labor
members’ contributions today was their emphatic endorsement of the continuation—the long-term
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survival—of our primary care partnerships. In fact I did not hear them touch upon it at all in their
contribution, which is a great, great shame. What we know of primary care partnerships is that they
are 18 years old—they are coming up for their two decades worth of service—that there are 28 primary
care partnerships across Victoria and that they deal with over 800 organisations.
Indeed they cover off on a huge array of work that is primarily about supporting the health and
wellbeing of individuals, families and communities—and in particular in rural and regional Victoria,
which is certainly close to my heart. They look at health literacy; they look at housing and
homelessness; and they certainly look at mental health and wellbeing—that is one of their
underpinning core businesses. They particularly go into healthy eating and strategies around that, and
I will delve into that in a moment. They produce and work with agencies to support the reduction of
alcohol consumption and drug taking and the reduction of family violence and prevention of family
violence in our communities. They also do very normal things about oral health and supporting ageing
in our communities.
What do we know about this group, primary care partnerships? We know that they inspire, create and
leverage additional funding. For every $1 core invested in PCPs there is almost another additional
dollar from other sources. We talk in terms of the government not really creating that long-term
survival, but these primary care partnerships actually deliver much of the government’s hard work. In
speaking with a number of primary care partnerships—I had one from Central West Gippsland in
today to speak to me, and I thank very much the executive officer, Liz Meggetto, and also the
Gippsland regional manager of Wellways, Beth Fogerty. They came in and I said, ‘Tell me about you.
Explore, explain and let’s delve into this’. They said, ‘Really we are an agency that is often not seen
and not heard, but we make those really important connections between government silos, government
departments, government services and the community’, and they really put those cross-connections in
there through an amazing amount of initiatives.
What is really disappointing is that at the moment they have a stay of execution. They have a limited
tenure of another six months and their funding will be, at this stage, only extended until 30 June next
year while a ‘review’ is undertaken. Indeed there was a letter here from the Department of Health and
Human Services talking about how it would remain only until that time while a review is being
undertaken. Sometimes I think reviews are another name for ‘We’ll kick the tin down the road for a
little bit longer until we work out how we can quietly bury them’. This is not what our communities
need or deserve.
As I said, in my Eastern Victoria Region there is certainly East Gippsland, the Wellington PCP and
the Central West Gippsland one, and all of them are mature, established and integrated systems. In
terms of the Central West Gippsland PCP, they partner with 23 health and community agencies, and
they work together in Baw Baw and in Latrobe City Council. They do a lot of activities that are both
formal and informal. One of them is to do with food security in both of those regions, and when we
talk about the basic nature of health and the improvement of our health we need to understand how to
eat well and how to live well. So there are a number of operations and activities that they do to provide
that information.
Many of us are taught by our families how to budget and about the quality and nutrition of food, but
that is not always the case, and it is the vulnerable people in our community that PCPs operate with
and stimulate and provide that source of information, care and guidance for. Also from speaking with
Liz—and I thank her for her time—I know they are very much involved in communicating medical
information in a very open and easy way. Often I think professional medical teams come in and they
think that we can all understand them, but when we are stressed or when we just have not had that
language used before, we have a cloud of fog when we are listening to our medical professionals. So
I know the PCPs of Central West Gippsland certainly have been working in that space to ensure that
our professionals communicate in a very simple, straightforward, in no way condescending but very
clear way to support people in our communities.
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They also look at chronic disease and at strengthening action for vulnerable children in a variety of
ways. They look at family violence and elder abuse—policies and procedures for that—and at the
prevention of men’s violence against women in relation to many of their services. These are very
worthwhile organisations. They do so, as I said, on a very quiet basis. They are not standing up often
in the media. So when it comes to the point where they are writing to all MPs, when they are writing
and flagging as an issue across the board that they are vulnerable—even though they care for the
vulnerable in our community—about their longevity, the government should be coming in and not just
giving a stay of execution of six months, not just saying ‘We will review’ but actually committing to
supporting this funding. So you have to look at, when we have got blowouts in the centre of the city
of metropolitan Melbourne by this government in relation to a whole range of infrastructure activities
that are going on—when we have got billions of dollars blowing out—then we have got, ‘How can
we penny pinch?’, ‘How can we just withdraw some services?’. Is this a way that they are going to do
this—one of many?
I support Ms Crozier’s motion. I think that we in here all need to get behind our PCPs, and if you have
not gone and had a listen to them to understand what they do, it is well worth doing so. I certainly
support Ms Crozier’s motion.
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (11:45): I am really pleased to be able to make a contribution
to this debate. In the outlining of her motion, which is riddled with fallacies and problems, as has been
pointed out by our health minister, Ms Crozier made the point that Labor has been in power for 16 of
the last 20 years, and that is certainly true. So at five of the last six elections, the people of Victoria
have entrusted the Labor Party with the governing of this state. All of us who have been involved in
the party—showing our age—for that time know that that great privilege that we have been given has
in no small part been because our commitment to health services for each and every Victorian has
been front and centre of the policy offerings that we have taken to the Victorian people time and time
and time again.
We on this side of the house know that there is no greater import in public policy than ensuring that,
regardless of where they are born, regardless of where they are raised, regardless of the
circumstances—financial and otherwise—they may find themselves in, every Victorian has the right
to universal health care and access to the best possible services. That has been at the heart of what the
Victorian Labor Party has done over decades and will continue to do.
The opposition want to talk about cuts. Well, let us talk about cuts, shall we, members of this house?
Let us talk about cuts. I am afraid I just do not have enough time, because I was hoping I would be
able to speak for the full 60 minutes. We are given that many notes on this side of the house. These
are the abbreviated notes of all the things that have happened in health, particularly under the Andrews
Labor government and certainly well before that. I could be here literally until tomorrow. I know
Mr Ondarchie would be very pleased if I was.
Mr Gepp: I am happy.
Ms GARRETT: We can move an extension of time, Mr Gepp. But I do want to talk about cuts,
and I will talk about those opposite, their mates in Canberra and what their $305 million worth of cuts
means. I am pleased to follow Ms Bath, a colleague in the eastern region, because she wanted to talk
about the eastern region. Let me talk about the eastern region. Here we go. ‘What are those
$305 million worth of cuts?’, you ask. Well, I will tell you what it means for the Central Gippsland
Health Service in Sale. It means $1 788 479. That is what those cuts mean. In real terms, as the health
minister pointed out, what does that mean for the patients? Well, it affects some 108 people waiting
for hip replacements. It affects 200 people waiting for hysterectomies. For ear, nose and throat patients
we are looking at in the order of 350. Dialysis—we are in the thousands. It goes on. The Gippsland
Southern Health Service in Leongatha—what does that $305 million worth of cuts mean for that health
service? That is $610 000 ripped away, impacting real people in our region.
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Mr Gepp interjected.
Ms GARRETT: And do not get me started—or maybe I should get started, Mr Gepp—on West
Gippsland Healthcare Group. We have got over $2 million worth of cuts. That is what that
$305 million means.
In absolute stark contrast, we have invested record billions in our health services, as we should. It is
nothing to crow about. It is what good governments should and must do, it is what this government
continues to do and it is what those opposite absolutely failed to do time and again when they held the
reins for a short four years.
The PRESIDENT: The time has expired for debate on this particular motion.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 11
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr

Finn, Mr
Lovell, Ms (Teller)
McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr

Ondarchie, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms (Teller)

Noes, 28
Barton, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr

Leane, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Maxwell, Ms
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Quilty, Mr

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

Motion negatived.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Questions without notice and ministers statements
PRIMARY CARE PARTNERSHIPS
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (11:59): My question is to the Minister for Health.
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Order! Ms Crozier from the top, please.
Ms CROZIER: Thank you, President. My question is an incredibly important one, and I note the
frivolity that the member is expressing in the chamber. However, the question is to the Minister for
Health. Minister, on Thursday the government announced a stay of execution for Victoria’s
28 primary care partnerships (PCPs) by announcing another taxpayer-funded review. Minister, who
has been commissioned to undertake the review and at what financial cost?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:00): I welcome the member’s question, even though we have just had a debate that ran the whole
morning on these issues.
Members interjecting.
Ms MIKAKOS: That included this issue, and I made clear—
Ms Crozier interjected.
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Ms MIKAKOS: And how did that go for you, Ms Crozier? How did that vote go for you, where
every single member of this house, other than the coalition members, acknowledges the falsehoods
that you keep peddling, claiming cuts to our health services?
We are very proud of the $2.5 billion of additional funding that we have provided to our hospitals in
this budget just this year. So we are making the investment that is necessary in our health services, and
apart from the record $2.5 billion for hospitals, we have got the biggest infrastructure program in
Victoria’s history as well—a pipeline of $3.8 billion in building new and expanded hospitals right
across the state. As I have made very, very clear to the house—
Ms Crozier: On a point of order, President, I know the minister is very reluctant to answer this
question because she knows of the cuts to PCPs. It is a very narrow question, and I ask you to draw
the minister back to it, please.
The PRESIDENT: Order! I appreciate the minister is giving some context, but I will ask her to
come back to the question.
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you. As I have made very clear, in the debate on the motion that we just
had—the motion that was rejected by this house—and on numerous occasions now, there have been
no cuts to primary care partnerships. There have been no cuts whatsoever to health services either.
Ms Crozier keeps peddling this, and I have challenged her now to show where in the budget papers
there are any cuts to health services. She has been able to come up with nothing either at the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee or in this chamber on numerous occasions, because the facts speak
for themselves. There have been no cuts. We have been putting in record funding to health services,
and the only cuts experienced by our health services are in fact $305 million in retrospective funding
cuts from the coalition government in Canberra. They are the only cuts whatsoever.
Coming to the issue of the PCPs—
Ms Crozier: On a point of order, President, I was going to ask you to draw the minister back to the
specifics of the question around the PCP cuts. I note she has just uttered the word then, so I am hoping
she will address my question about the review and the financial cost.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you. I note the minister did mention she was moving on to that issue,
so I will call the minister.
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you, President. As I have explained to the house now on a number of
occasions, the primary care partnerships has been a program in fact put in place by a previous Labor
government back in 2000. They have been in operation now for 20 years. This is the first time that
they have been reviewed in a comprehensive way, and I think that it is highly appropriate that after
20 years of a program being in operation we do look at whether they are continuing to reflect and
deliver.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:04): I note that the minister failed to answer the
question in relation to the specific question that I asked of her, so I will try again. Minister, given that
the PCPs have no guarantee of funding in 2021 and beyond, given your cabinet colleagues have
already disclosed details about this health cut to their communities, given you refuse to meet with
representatives from Victoria’s PCPs, given the Andrews government did not increase funding to
PCPs to actively participate in the review, given you will not stand by the hundreds of Victorian jobs
at risk and given you did not even have the courage to sign the stay of execution letter to PCPs last
week, is this review just another tick and flick with a Labor predetermined outcome of cutting another
health service in Victoria?
The PRESIDENT: Minister, I do note that you may be being asked for an opinion, but I will let
you answer the question.
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Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:05): Well, the opinion that I would offer to the member is that she should get on the phone to her
mates in Canberra and seek for them to reverse the $305 million in retrospective funding cuts that are
impacting on our health services. Primary care partnerships in Victoria have been written to. They
have been invited to participate in the review. They will have the opportunity to provide feedback to
my department about the work that they have been doing. We are going to make sure that they are
involved in this review. They have been written to, and they have had funding certainty extended to
30 June to enable that review to happen.
One day you come in here and claim there is a cut; the other day you say there is a waste of money.
You cannot decide: are we spending too much or too little? It is important that taxpayers get value for
money. We make sure that health services and programs across the board are delivering to the
community. That is what we are doing. Those issues will be disclosed in the usual manner in terms of
the costs of consultancies that are used, and that information is disclosed, as you know, in the usual
manner.
MENTAL HEALTH ASSESSMENTS
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:06): My question is to the Minister for Training and Skills,
representing the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. When a person is detained under
section 351 of the Mental Health Act 2014 they are transported to hospital by police. In most instances
a detained person is held until they can be assessed by a mental health professional. Police can only
leave the patient once he or she is signed over to a doctor. On average, police spend up to 4 hours with
a patient. In some police service areas this can take away the only police unit available in the area for
the majority of the shift, and it is not uncommon that when responding to threats of suicide police can
have multiple calls and be tied up for an entire shift. My question is: is the minister able to provide any
insight into the current practice undertaken by police and paramedics when waiting for patients to be
assessed in Victorian hospitals?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:07): I thank the member for the question. I will refer the matter to the minister for
police for response.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:07): Thank you, Minister. My supplementary question is:
can the minister indicate whether or not there is a potentially less resource-intensive process being
explored which sees PSOs rather than police look after patients in hospitals prior to assessment?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:07): Again, I thank the member for his supplementary. My response is similar to the
answer I gave in terms of the substantive question. I will refer the matter to the minister for police.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: BLACK SPUR ROAD SAFETY
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:07): I would like to take the opportunity this afternoon to make
a statement on the Maroondah Highway section that is known as Black Spur Drive. I am aware of the
local community’s desire to improve safety on the Black Spur, and it is certainly a view I share, as
indeed do at least two members in this place. I know Ms Symes has a great interest in this, and it is
something Ms Maxwell and I have discussed on a number of occasions.
The importance of improving safety on the Black Spur was further highlighted following a tragic
accident on 9 August. I have requested that my department do further road safety assessments on the
Black Spur and consult with local stakeholders, including the Murrindindi council. This safety
assessment will assist to identify improvement strategies and seek funding opportunities to deliver
them. I am aware that there is also local support for an alternative route option, and it is fair to say
before a full feasibility study occurs that this alternative would require significant capital investment.
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I am pleased to advise that the Victorian government will this year be delivering a range of
improvements to the Black Spur. The first key initiative is a $2.3 million project the entire length of
the Black Spur, so between Healesville and Narbethong, to implement various safety improvements,
including extensive retrofitting of the existing guard fence with rub rail and polybuffers to make all
barriers more motorcycle friendly and new curve alignment markers along the route to make the road
curves more visible. My department is currently preparing a contract for these works and is aiming to
advertise in late November or early December, with works to be completed by the end of this financial
year. The second project is to repair distressed pavement sites with patching and undertake extensive
resurfacing of the Maroondah Highway from the Fernshaw picnic ground to the Dom Dom Saddle
rest area. These works will be scheduled from late February to March onwards to avoid the summer
tourist season and the peak-bushfire-risk times of year.
Over the next fortnight the Department of Transport is conducting emergency works to remove
12 trees near track 4 that have been identified as potentially hazardous. There will be road closures in
place, and we are informing the community of those.
REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT VICTORIA
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:10): My question is to the Minister for Regional Development.
Minister, how much is the Nous Group being paid to advise the Andrews government on what role
Regional Development Victoria (RDV) will have in the future following the agency’s substantial
budget cuts?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:10): Thank you, Ms Bath, for your question. There is no substance to the
claim that you make about cuts to Regional Development Victoria, and in relation to any contracts—
Ms Shing: No matter how many times you say it.
Ms SYMES: That is right. No matter how many times you say it, it does not make it true. Regional
Development Victoria do a fantastic job. They support country communities. They talk up country
communities, unlike the National Party. And when it comes to contracts with organisations and
consultants and the like, it is very much commercial in confidence. I will seek some advice and see if
there is anything publicly available that can add to that, but please stop talking down regional Victoria.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:11): My supplementary question, Minister: when will the Nous
Group’s report on RDV be released to the general public?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:11): I thank Ms Bath for her question. I will take that on notice in relation
to my substantive answer. I am always forthcoming with as much information as I can provide to you.
PUBLIC LAND USE
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:11): My question without notice is to the minister
representing the minister for finance. I refer to the report in the Age on 9 October by Noel Towell that
the government intends to sell off more than 2600 hectares of publicly owned land from over 150 sites
in Melbourne and country Victoria. Given the dramatic ongoing decline in open space per capita in
Melbourne as a result of population growth of well over 100 000 per annum and the alarming decline
in Melbourne’s vegetation cover, will the government investigate offering these parcels to local
councils for a nominal amount subject to an enforceable condition that they are turned into, maintained
and retained as public open space?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:12): For the benefit of the
house I will just indicate that the Assistant Treasurer is the minister who is responsible, and I will take
the question. There is not a minister for finance in the current government, although the function that
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Mr Hayes has referred to has been the domain of the minister for finance in previous administrations.
So with that clarification, in terms of the issues for which Mr Hayes seeks a response, I am certain that
the Assistant Treasurer will provide you with a written response.
But as an immediate response, can I indicate to you that there is absolutely nothing that is unusual
about the identification of parcels of land across Victoria that may be sometimes considered by the
government of the day in relation to what their appropriate public value may be and what alternative
use they may be put to. There is absolutely nothing that is unusual with that circumstance. In fact every
government does it. They continue to do it on the basis of being aware of the public land estate—there
are millions of hectares of public land estate across the Victorian landscape now, and there will be into
the future—and of identifying small parcels of land that may be able to be put to a multitude of
purposes. Some of them may be appropriate in the circumstances that Mr Hayes refers to. Some of
them may be appropriate for some form of housing development, some of them may be appropriate
for some degree of civic development and some of them may be appropriate for commercial
development. It is incumbent upon the state to use its resources wisely in balancing the public interest.
It does so on a continual basis and will continue to do so to assess the appropriate way in which we
can maximise the value of public land to benefit the Victorian community.
So Mr Hayes may appreciate that. He is certainly a very clear and consistent advocate for appropriate
public land values, environmental values and sustainability, and the government should respect that. I
believe we do respect that. I look forward to the answer that the Assistant Treasurer will give you to
provide you with overall confidence in that. I am not certain whether he will agree to the specific
elements of either the terms of transfer or the ultimate use of any parcel of land prematurely, because
that should be considered within the appropriate balance of what greater public benefit should be
derived and maintained for the people of Victoria, but the Assistant Treasurer may augment my
response to you.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:15): I have no supplementary, but I thank the minister
and look forward to a written answer.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: MEDICINAL CANNABIS
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:15): I rise to update the house on the Andrews Labor government’s landmark compassionate
access scheme, which is delivering life-changing medicinal cannabis to some of Victoria’s sickest
children with intractable epilepsy. I was very pleased to announce on Sunday that we will be expanding
the compassionate access scheme by another 30 places so that a total of 90 Victorian children will now
have access to this potentially life-changing medicine.
At the Royal Children’s Hospital on Sunday it was my great pleasure to meet with 15-year-old
Madison; her mother, Amanda; and her doctor, Jeremy Freeman. Madison has been on the
compassionate access scheme since August last year. Remarkably she has been seizure-free for
10 months now and is back at school living the kind of life all teenagers deserve to live.
The main barrier to access to medicinal cannabis for Victorians, and indeed Australians more broadly,
is now price. The cost of these medicines is well and truly beyond the reach of most Australians
suffering from cancer, MS and many other conditions. So I continue to advocate to the commonwealth
to get medicinal cannabis products listed on the PBS so that children like Madison, but indeed other
patient groups all over Australia, can get access to this potentially life-changing medicine.
I was also pleased to announce that the Victorian government will soon open an expression of interest
for health and medical researchers to access the government-manufactured cannabidiol for use in
clinical trials that will assist in building the evidence base and the development of new treatment
options for other conditions.
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We are very proud of the emerging local medicinal cannabis industry that has taken hold here in
Victoria thanks to our leadership, and I thank Minister Symes for the work she is doing in bringing
more industry into Victoria taking up this important cultivation and manufacture of medicinal cannabis
products here. It has already led to 500 jobs in Victoria. We are very proud to support this industry,
and now we want Canberra to list these products on the PBS to make sure that more sick Victorians
can access these life-changing drugs in the future.
CITY OF MELBOURNE TRANSPORT STRATEGY
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:18): My question is for the
Minister for Roads. Minister, I refer to the City of Melbourne’s plans endorsed this week to restrict
car access and close and block roads throughout the CBD. Minister, will you allow these changes on
roads for which VicRoads has responsibility?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:18): I thank Mr Davis for his question and his interest in some
work that has been undertaken over a couple of years, I believe, by the City of Melbourne. We have
79 local government areas in Victoria, and I would say probably almost all of them have some sort of
transport strategy, of course the city of Melbourne being of particular interest as the local government
area that overlaps with the central business area.
I am certainly not planning to provide a response to another tier of government’s strategy in the kind
of general terms that Mr Davis is inviting me to, but what I can indicate is that when it comes to the
question of speed limits, we do not believe that a blanket application of a speed limit is the right way
to go. The better way to go is to look at these things on a street-by-street, case-by-case basis. On the
question of a congestion tax or that kind of charging for motorists to come into the city, that is
something that we have made really clear on a number of occasions during the course of the week as
not something that the government supports. We have no plans to support anything like that.
There are many different aspects to this. Overwhelmingly it relates to roads within the remit of the
City of Melbourne. If Mr Davis had a specific road he was interested in, most of the streets where the
City of Melbourne have contemplated over a number of years creating greater access for pedestrians
at particular times of the day are not streets that are part of the arterial road network.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:20): I note the minister was
very fulsome on some parts of the plan but less fulsome on the aspect of what will happen with the
closures and road blocking. I therefore ask: Minister, the City of Melbourne during its discussion
publicly, and with VicRoads, has argued that reducing road capacity in the city and restricting car
access in the city will reduce congestion. Where will the cars go?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:20): They will hopefully go in the direction that the person
driving them makes them go.
DROUGHT ASSISTANCE
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (12:21): My question is not quite as funny. My question is for
the Minister for Agriculture, Minister Symes, and relates to drought assistance for farmers. East
Gippsland and northern Victoria are enduring their fourth season of drought, placing huge strains on
farmers and the rural community. The Weekly Times has written, and I quote:
Farmers in Gippsland and other Victorian drought-affected areas say they wish they were farming north of
the border, considering Premier Daniel Andrews has put just $50 million on the table in drought support to
date, with only a portion of that going direct to farmers.

My question is: given the allegation, can the minister elaborate on how this drought funding will be
delivered?
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Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:21): I thank Mr Bourman for his question and the opportunity to describe
more accurately the drought package that was announced two weeks ago by the Premier. Of course
many parts of Victoria are doing it tough, with ongoing dry conditions and drought impacting.
Obviously it hits our farmers very hard, particularly parts of Central and East Gippsland and northern
and north-west Victoria. We have invested over $80 million in drought support in the last 12 months.
With the most recent announcement of $31.6 million, I can confirm 100 per cent of that goes to
supporting farmers.
This package was developed in consultation with farmers on the ground, local councils, stakeholders
like the Victorian Farmers Federation and the like. Thank you, Mr Bourman, as you raised some of
your concerns and some of your ideas as well in relation to this package. This was very much a
comprehensive package responding to the needs and wishes of those that it directly impacts.
In relation to the $31.6 million, it is spread out over about 10 or 11 initiatives, ranging from immediate
support in terms of cash payments to farmers, matched grants for infrastructure, continuing mental
health support, water infrastructure, bore fee waivers—when digging a bore, the fees do not apply—a
community priorities fund and local government services support payments. This is a really
comprehensive package, which will be rolled out shortly. I appreciate your interest in this matter, and
I am more than happy to provide you with a really good table that outlines all of the package and where
it is targeted.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (12:23): I thank the minister for her answer. I would love a
copy of that table. My supplementary is: I see that the National Farmers Federation is also calling for
a new national drought policy that:
… identifies explicit measures that all levels of government will fund and implement from information on
weather and climate data, and concessional loans, to tax measures, and a safety net so drought-impacted
farmers and communities will know what support they can expect before they go into drought.

Will the government commit to championing this option at the next COAG meeting to avoid
uncertainty for future drought?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:24): I thank Mr Bourman for his supplementary question. There is a
national drought framework, which should provide guidance to where state governments and federal
governments should target their support. If we all stuck to that, it would provide a little bit more
certainty to people who are in need of drought support. I think I have said in this place a number of
times that fodder subsidies distort the market. They create problems for some and benefit others, and
it is something that is not supported. Distortion of market is not supported by the national framework,
which is why I have not sought to breach the framework. We do have an admin meeting next week,
and I will be talking to my state and federal colleagues about this.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: INDIA ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:25): The Victorian government’s India strategy outlines how and why the state
of Victoria should be increasing its engagement with the world’s largest democracy. A recent
newspaper editorial summed it up well when it noted that India is an enormous market for Australian
resources exports and services and one of the top two source countries for foreign students. The article
also expanded to say that India is expected to be the third-largest economy in the world within a decade
and be the most populated country in the world soon after, and it is rapidly moving up the innovation
index in the world too.
That is why I visited Chennai and Bengaluru in late September. Chennai is a manufacturing centre,
pretty much like Victoria. It has an auto industry, which we no longer have. Well, we do in a certain
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way, but not in the way we used to have an auto industry. Bengaluru is an IT software hub. Whilst in
India I launched a Reservoir company—Goat is the name of the Reservoir company—with the
cosmetics chain Health and Glow. This will see products made from Victorian goats milk sold right
across India. I also had the opportunity to hear the experiences of a successful Melbourne company,
the Melbourne Gin Company, who are now selling their handcrafted gin through local company
Alchemy.
I was honoured to represent Victoria through a keynote address at the India Tech conference Didac
India, which is an international conference, to formally open the Bengaluru chapter of the Australia
India Chamber of Commerce and also host a networking function with the Consul General and Indian
business community in Chennai. One Melbourne company in attendance was Kids Unlimited, which
is working with the— (Time expired)
AAMI CRASH INDEX
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:27): My question is to the Minister for
Roads. The 2019 AAMI crash index has just been released, which confirms that Plenty Road,
Bundoora, is the worst location for collisions in Australia. When is the government going to fix Plenty
Road?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:27): Yes, Plenty Road has again appeared at the top of this
insurance company’s assessment of their own claims data. It is a very different measure to the measure
that we often describe in talking about road safety where we look at serious injury and casualty crashes.
But, that said, this is a big insurer and it is a notable survey. Plenty Road appeared at the top of the list
last year as well, and AAMI in their own statement say that the purpose of them releasing this
information is to encourage people to be particularly vigilant about their surroundings and their
circumstances. But upgrade works are seeing an improvement in Plenty Road, and the Plenty Road
experience in this most recent release of data is something of an improvement on the previous year,
which is encouraging. There are some other roads that have increased their standing on this particular
league table, published by this insurer.
But our message to all drivers is to be aware of your surroundings. Stay off the phone. We only ever
need to be in our cars for a moment to see people on phones. We know that people are driving
distracted. We know people are driving with drugs and alcohol in their system. We know that this year
we have got an extraordinary problem with people being without their seatbelts. So the analysis by the
insurer will certainly be of interest to lots of people in the community, and I support their efforts in
shining a light on the need for people to take particular care on the road.
As for upgrades to intersections and upgrades to roads, the government are currently upgrading a
couple of hundred intersections and upgrading many roads, spending in the order of $300 million a
year on safety upgrades, and we will continue our effort to do that. While we have people dying on
our roads, I will be the first to recognise that we all need to do more, but the clear message out of this
data today is that people need to be very conscious of the road rules and very conscious of their
responsibilities to themselves, their loved ones and others on the roads when they are getting about
their business.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:30): I thank the minister for her response.
Minister, the same report also shines a light on Maroondah Highway, Ringwood, which has
deteriorated from the 14th worst to the fourth worst in the league table. What interventions is the
government taking on Maroondah Highway to address that deterioration?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:31): I thank Mr Rich-Phillips for his further question. I am
happy to seek some further advice about the specifics of indeed this list of locations, but what I would
indicate to the house again is that the crash data that we use prioritises fatality and serious injury
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incidents, and I think that most members would agree that that is an entirely appropriate way to identify
risk. On the specific question of upgrades on that stretch of Maroondah Highway that is referred to in
the report, I am happy to take that on notice. But again my message to motorists is: keep your eyes on
the road.
ROBINVALE-SEA LAKE ROAD
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:32): My question is for the Minister for Roads and Minister
for Road Safety and the TAC. By what date will you return the Robinvale-Sea Lake Road to an
appropriate condition and return the speed limit back to the original 100 kilometres an hour? Local
residents lobbied this government to fix their road. They were assured something would be done, and
indeed something was. Instead of repairs, VicRoads dropped the speed limit along this regionally
important transport route from 100 kilometres an hour to 80. The locals do not have the choice of an
alternate route to take. The upcoming harvest season would usually be the busiest time of year for the
Robinvale-Sea Lake Road, although it may be less busy this year with the continuing drought. You
can find $8.3 billion to remove 50 level crossings in Melbourne, but you do not have $30 million to
fix a section of dangerous road in the region—dangerous due to a lack of maintenance over many
years. Instead of repairing roads, this government will be collecting speeding fines from northern
Victorians and spending that money on projects in Melbourne.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:33): I thank the member for his question. I would draw the
member’s attention to an announcement that I made a couple of weeks ago about the upgrade to that
road that will occur as part of this year’s maintenance splits. I have received strong advocacy from the
member for Mildura, Ali Cupper, on this particular road. I have travelled with Ms Cupper on this
particular road. I am well aware of its condition, and we are getting it fixed this season.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:33): I did have a supplementary question, but I might leave
it at that with that answer.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: WURREKER AWARDS
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:33): I wish to update the house on the Wurreker Awards and Indigenous language
courses. Recently I had the pleasure of attending my third Wurreker Awards at the Aborigines
Advancement League. The awards are an annual event hosted by the Victorian Aboriginal Education
Association Inc., VAEAI, celebrating the people and organisations who contribute to Koori training,
education and employment. The evening began with a touching Welcome to Country by Aunty Di
Kerr, who noted the importance of the Aborigines Advancement League as a place of community,
particularly on that day following the passing of Aunty Dot Peters. We then had an outstanding
performance by the One Fire Aboriginal Dance Company, and they were absolutely fantastic.
And then of course the awards were presented. In each category all of the finalists were so deserving
of the recognition. There were winners such as TAFE Gippsland, who were awarded the Innovative
Koorie Learner Pathways TAFE Award for the important work their Koori unit in Bairnsdale is doing
for local communities.
While at the awards I had the opportunity to announce that we have added certificates III and IV in
learning an endangered Aboriginal language to the funded course list. This means that student fees
will be subsidised, making the course affordable for more people to enrol in. We are also providing
the first cohort of graduates of the certificate III with a scholarship to continue on to the certificate IV.
We are so proud of the work Aboriginal Victorians are involved in to revitalise and promote their own
languages. This initiative also complements our government’s work to increase the number of students
in kindergartens and schools learning Aboriginal languages. I take this opportunity to congratulate all
award recipients, and I look forward to attending the 17th annual awards next year.
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WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:36): As far as the responses to today’s questions go, can I thank the Leader
of the Government for getting Mr Hayes an answer to his question from the Assistant Treasurer in line
with the time limits prescribed in standing orders. As well, Minister Tierney will get a written response
from the Minister for Police and Emergency Services to both of Mr Grimley’s questions that he asked.
Minister Pulford will get Mr Rich-Phillips a written response to his supplementary question. Minister
Symes has committed to Ms Bath that she will get written responses to both her questions. Also can I
ask Minister Mikakos if she could get a written response to Ms Crozier’s substantive question today.
That would be very much appreciated.
Questions on notice
ANSWERS
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:37): There are two written
responses to questions on notice: 757, 822.
Ms Crozier: On a point of order, President, I am raising concerns in relation to some questions that
I raised with the Minister for Health in relation to a number of adjournment matters that are still to be
answered. They are in relation to hospital cladding, a visit to Ambulance Victoria, queries on
thunderstorm asthma, cemetery fees and primary care partnerships, which the minister has failed to
respond to in the appropriate time. Also there are a large number of questions in relation to
constituency questions, so I am asking if I could have a personal explanation under standing order 8.14
as to why these have failed to be answered.
The PRESIDENT: There is a time prescribed for responses to constituency questions, and
Ms Crozier is saying that it is past due. It is probably not the time to ask about adjournment matters in
terms of being past due, but the minister might be able to respond to both anyway. In the interests of
efficiency, if the minister wants to take up both, she can respond.
Ms Mikakos: On the point of order, President, firstly, as I understand the standing orders,
Wednesday after question time is an opportunity for members to raise questions on notice only, not
the full gambit of the matters that the member has canvassed—just to make sure everyone is clear.
In relation to the correspondence, I want to acknowledge having received the correspondence. Given
that I have been in the chamber all morning, I have not had a chance to reconcile the latest list. I am
aware that the member has received written responses to a number of questions on notice during the
course of the week. I will endeavour to find out where these are up to. I understand some of them relate
to another minister as well, and I will seek to see where they are up to.
The PRESIDENT: The minister is correct about the standing orders and the time for raising these
issues. I thank her for her assistance. I would say to Ms Crozier that with the adjournment matters you
might have an opportunity tonight as well.
Ms Crozier: On the point of order, President, I am very happy to raise those adjournment matters
this evening, but there are a series of constituency questions that I am eager to get a response to from
the minister. It has been some months. She did provide me with seven responses yesterday out of—I
am not going to read them all out because of the extensive numbers, but I ask that she deal with that.
The PRESIDENT: Order! Ms Crozier, there is no procedure around constituency questions in this
regard, but I appreciate that the minister did acknowledge there are some responses being worked on.
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Constituency questions
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:41): My question is to the minister for road transport,
and I ask: how can the public have any confidence in the government’s approach to road safety when
the collection of accident data is so inadequate? The recent experience of my constituent Ruby Austin
illustrates this. She suffered a serious accident on the Princes Highway but was advised by police not
to report the incident. Is this a government directive designed to fudge the figures? This attitude
contrasts with industry, where the reporting of near misses is absolutely required. In Polwarth, for
example, in one location there were 35 accidents in five years, but no incidents were recorded because
the police say it is up to the insurance companies to do that work. How long until one of these fatalities
will be caused without the proper data? So I ask the minister to improve the collection of accident data
before more fatalities result.
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (12:42): My constituency question is directed to the
Minister for Transport Infrastructure, the Honourable Jacinta Allan. A huge state-of-the-art concrete
plant is helping build the Metro Tunnel and creating jobs in Melbourne’s west. The Andrews Labor
government has proposed an $18 million purpose-built facility in Deer Park, where 70 workers will
be producing concrete segments that will line two 9-kilometre tunnels under Melbourne. As I
understand, the Metro Tunnel will create 7000 jobs for Victorians, including work for almost
800 apprentices, trainees and engineering cadets. My question to the minister is: can the minister
outline the employment opportunities that will be created as a result of this facility so the residents in
my electorate of Western Metropolitan Region can make the most of it?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:43): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture and Minister for Resources. Can the minister tell us
how this government is supporting recreational hunters managing deer populations in Northern
Victoria? This year the Game Management Authority reported a deer take of 121 600. This same year
Parks Victoria proudly announced the results of two helicopter deer culls as a total of 249 deer—less
than 0.3 per cent of the recreational take. These helicopter culls cost up to $2000 an hour. The
government produced a hunting strategy for the period 2016–20, the Sustainable Hunting Action Plan.
According to this plan, recreational hunting, with 50 000 licensed hunters, employs 3500 people and
contributes $440 million to the economy, mostly in regional areas. The strategy points out that Victoria
has thousands of years of history in hunting. It is an integral part of the culture for many Victorians,
especially in the regions. It is time to review the action plan, find out what worked and what did not
and to prepare the next one for 2020–24.
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) (12:44): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Small Business, the Honourable Adem Somyurek. My electorate boasts countless small businesses
which offer fantastic services to my constituents. Whether it is the cafes in Preston, Thornbury and
other suburbs in my electorate or the auto mechanic in Reservoir, these small businesses are a vital
part of what makes my electorate such a great place to live and work. My question to the minister is:
what support is the government providing to small businesses that give so much to the community?
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:44): My matter is for the
Minister for Roads, and I want to ask about Burwood Highway, Burwood, with the AAMI crash index
released in the last 24 hours pointing to it as tied at number 9 on the index, up from 11 last year. So
my question to the Minister for Roads is: will you take any action on this important road, which carries
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very significant traffic? It has major institutions near it—schools, universities and shopping strips. It
is a very congested and problematic section of road, and I therefore ask: what action are you going to
take to deal with this road, being ninth on the AAMI index?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:45): My question is to the Minister for Health. Over the
past few months I have enjoyed travelling around Western Victoria, meeting with 21 councils to
discuss local issues. Each mayor and CEO highlights similar areas of concern: the retention of GPs
and access to health services more generally, which continue to dominate the discussions I have had
with each shire and council. In a recent meeting the mayor of the Yarriambiack shire explained that
the largest obstacle for rural health services within this locality is attracting and keeping proficient
doctors. The government has addressed similar concerns regarding teaching staff in rural and regional
Victoria by offering financial incentives to prospective educators. My question is: can the minister
provide any insight into what steps the Andrews government is taking in order to ensure that all
Victorians have access to reliable and expert health services, particularly in rural and regional
Victoria?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:46): My question is for the Minister for Roads and Minister
for Road Safety and the TAC, and it concerns the current 100-kilometre speed limit on the BendigoSutton Grange Road through Sutton Grange. Several of my constituents from the small community of
Sutton Grange have identified the dangers of the current speed limit of 100 kilometres per hour on the
Bendigo-Sutton Grange Road through the township. In May a petition of 128 Sutton Grange residents
was presented to Mount Alexander Shire Council, calling for the speed limit on the road to be reduced
to 80 kilometres per hour. In supporting the proposal council has made a submission to Regional
Roads Victoria for the speed limit on the road to be reduced to 80 kilometres per hour between Ontario
Lodge Lane to just south of the Faraday-Sutton Road intersection. Minister, will you listen to the
concerns of local residents as well as to the Mount Alexander Shire Council and support the
submission to Regional Roads Victoria to reduce the speed limit to 80 kilometres per hour on BendigoSutton Grange Road through Sutton Grange?
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:47): My constituency question is for the Minister for Health.
Gippsland’s four primary care partnerships are in a highly vulnerable position, with the Andrews
government’s lack of commitment for ongoing funding past June 2020. Indeed a letter from the
Department of Health and Human Services to PCPs stated in relation to the review, ‘There are now
multiple platforms with similar aims and objectives to the PCP program’. The review process can only
be seen as a stay of execution. However, in an endeavour to convey their vital work and positive
community outcomes, PCPs want to ask: will all of the Gippsland PCPs and their agency members be
invited to shape and contribute to the review to share in the very important work that PCPs perform in
our communities?
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:48): My constituency question is for the Minister
for Transport Infrastructure and actually repeats a question I asked back in August of the Minister for
Roads. While requesting that she share and get advice from other ministers, she petulantly refused to
do that and has returned it to me unanswered. My question is in regard to the Eltham Gateway. The
area between Porter and Dudley streets represents the historic entrance to Eltham township, unique
for its landscape and buildings sympathetic to the original style of the town. The area has been
recognised for decades with a planning scheme overlay that provides significant limitations on
development within the Eltham Gateway policy. The government has sought support from the
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Nillumbik council to amend the planning scheme so the government can undertake works on Main
Road and Fitzsimons Lane unfettered by the planning scheme. The amendment will, and I quote:
… exempt all uses and development associated with the road project from the need for a planning permit …

The government is asking for support for a blanket exemption to proper planning and heritage controls
without a clear plan. My question is: will the government commit to releasing the detailed design and
landscaping proposal, the environmental impact statement and traffic modelling and then genuinely
consult with the council and the local community before the project design is finalised and construction
commences?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:50): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Public Transport in the other place. According to the Commonwealth Disability Standards for
Accessible Public Transport, 90 per cent of tram stops were supposed to be disability accessible by
2017. I understand currently the proportion is at around 25 per cent. Last year people living with a
disability protested in front of the number 19 tram on Sydney Road about the lack of accessible tram
stops in this important strip. This matter has been pursued by the local member for Brunswick, Dr Tim
Read, and Moreland council, who are concerned that this long stretch of public transport remains
inaccessible despite the importance of access for grocery shopping, health and other community
services that are essential. My question is: when will disability-accessible tram stops be installed in
Sydney Road, Brunswick?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:50): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure. The people of Werribee are in revolt. They are not at all happy with the
government’s planned removal of level crossings in Werribee and have put forward an alternative
proposal, which on the face of it appears to make a lot of sense and offers far greater value for money
than what the government is preparing to do. Next Monday night I will be attending a public meeting
in Werribee in support of the community’s proposal, and I hope—I really do hope—the minister will
also attend. Minister, will you take on board the suggestion of the people of Werribee and, if it stacks
up, implement it to provide the best result for that community?
Business of the house
ORDERS OF THE DAY
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:51): I move:
That the consideration of order of the day, general business, 3, be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
Sitting suspended 12.52 pm until 2.04 pm.
Bills
CRIMES AMENDMENT (TRESPASS) BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Mr BOURMAN:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (14:05): I rise today to speak to this particular private members bill
initiated by Mr Bourman, noting from the outset that there are a number of elements of agreement in
the substance of this particular bill and the rationale for it being proposed—and I will canvass them
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shortly—but further that there are some fundamental issues that need to be addressed in the course of
understanding the context in which this bill is being discussed and debated in this chamber.
I note at the outset that we have an issue in relation to the bill as it is proposed because of the fact that
it seeks to circumvent a process which is currently on foot as part of a parliamentary inquiry into this
subject matter, into the nature of farming operations and the functions and activities of primary
producers on the one hand and into the impact of issues involving trespass and activities which have
been well canvassed in the media, not just here in Victoria but around Australia.
One of the things we also see in the backdrop to this particular debate is the context which is—
Members interjecting.
Ms SHING: Can you all just be quiet please, just for a moment? It is really hard to talk. Deputy
President? Thanks.
One of the issues that we do see as coming to the fore here is a context of national and international
debate around this issue. It is therefore really important that we are careful in the way in which we
consider any proposed solutions to the issues of the right to farm on the one hand and the right to
understand, prosecute and distribute information about alleged activities involving animal rights or
animal welfare abuses.
So we need to be, again, abundantly clear about the starting point for the government in relation to this
bill. Illegal activities involving trespass on farms, whether undertaken in the name of animal activism
or undertaken for other purposes, are unacceptable. As a representative of Eastern Victoria—which
includes vast tracts of farmland and areas which include the heartland of Australia’s dairy
production—I am very, very familiar with the impact of trespass on the wellbeing and on the
functioning and productivity of primary producers. I know, having heard from farmers—including
those affected by people coming onto their property, particularly during calving season or during times
when they have felt unsafe or compromised on their own properties—that this can be an incredibly
traumatic thing to have occur. In particular, knowing the number of women who farm and work the
land—often on their own, often with their kids and their babies in the milking sheds or in the paddocks
with them—any entrance onto the property by people who are unexpected, for whatever reason, can
be enormously distressing and cause an awful amount of fear.
What I also need to be very clear about, however, is that there are a range of circumstances in which
we need to understand the law as it currently operates and understand the way in which the current
framework is intended to support farmers and the broader supply chain in the production of meat and
livestock in particular, but protein more broadly, and we need to condemn behaviour which is
undertaken for the sole purpose of interrupting or disrupting business. We have seen an increased
focus on illegal or destructive activity in or around farm sites. We have seen a very significant level of
anxiety from primary producers and landholders in relation to the publication of information about
properties not just here in Victoria but all the way around Australia. We have also seen that there is an
increased level of sensitivity to and awareness of this issue in light of ongoing activist gatherings,
protests and demonstrations, and they often overlap with a number of other social issues, particularly
as they apply to environmental concerns.
So we are already in an environment of heightened awareness of the issues, and we are also therefore
in an environment where the positions of parties to this issue are ever more divisive. This comes down
as much as anything else to the way in which the information is circulated, often a lack of information
about options and recourse that exist under the current statutory framework and under the current
common law and also the remote geographic locations of many of the primary production
landholdings and businesses that are run by people often in isolation and that give rise to a reasonable
degree of concern about the threat of unwanted incursion into their lives.
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We need to be really, really clear. There are a range of existing trespass laws and penalties currently
in place to deal with aspects of trespass as they occur, and those matters can be considered and indeed
are considered by the courts in a range of circumstances involving allegations of trespass—and that
includes matters arising from animal activist activities. But it also, to look to the prevalence of other
issues involving security of livestock and property, involves issues around livestock security and
livestock theft. Those of us who represent regional electorates certainly know that theft of cattle and
livestock, theft of machinery and interruption to the everyday practice of landholders who are working
across meat and livestock is a huge issue. We know that this is big business now. We are not simply
talking about a couple of rustlers coming onto a farm in the middle of the night and making off with a
cow or two; we are talking about a large-scale, highly organised endeavour that means that often an
entire herd, including breed stock, including calves and including the blood lines that have often been
developed over many, many generations of farming, all simply disappear.
In relation to theft of machinery, we are also often talking about large-scale operations, which means
that farming equipment and machinery—not just in the livestock space but also in crops and
harvesting—can disappear without a trace and be very, very hard to track down. This is something
which has necessitated a very active response from the police minister to make sure that additional
resources can be made available and that investigations can take place with the requisite level of
urgency.
We know also that the tyranny of distance, particularly for remote and rural communities, means that
often it can be very hard to initiate an investigation, particularly as it relates to theft of livestock or to
biosecurity issues. That is something which I also think warrants a very careful allocation of resources,
particularly for those small towns where police stations are often coordinated to cover vast geographic
distances.
Back to the question of trespass, there are provisions for fines of over $4000 or imprisonment for six
months under the Summary Offences Act 1966, and in addition to that there is provision for fines of
up to $59 480 and imprisonment for 36 months for people who enter or exit declared areas without
permission under the Livestock Disease Control Act 1994.
There will be those following this debate for whom this will be abundantly clear, but for many others,
including many people who have concerns about interruption to their capacity to farm or security of
their livestock, the existence of and operation of these trespass laws and acts which regulate the
prohibition of such conduct may not be as well understood. So misinformation or a lack of information
is a really significant part of understanding the nature of this issue as it applies on the ground for people
who are concerned about an alleged trespass, as well as for an understanding of what happens in the
court system.
In Eastern Victoria we have seen a number of specific matters come before the courts. I do not intend,
in light of the parliamentary inquiry, to comment on those matters which have been really broadly
canvassed, which have been the subject of a range of discussions in the public space, including online
about when and where and how the lines should be drawn on bringing matters of alleged animal
welfare abuse to light on the one hand versus a right for primary producers to go about their business
in a lawful fashion on the other. I think it is really important that we do not foreshadow any conclusions
which the parliamentary inquiry may make around the terms of reference, which were initially debated
by this chamber and which were in response to the initial drafting of the terms of reference, which I
think came from Ms Bath, and amended significantly to in fact create a much broader remit for the
scope of this parliamentary inquiry.
It is really important again that we understand that it was the government that sought to amend the
terms of reference and indeed did amend the terms of reference in a substantive way to make sure that
this parliamentary inquiry can achieve the objectives which, to Ms Bath’s credit, I think she was
intending it to achieve, but with the benefit of additional material in those terms of reference it has
now managed to do so. That speaks to a level of cooperation on the initial debate about the way in
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which this Parliament addresses the issue of trespass and addresses the issue of how to find that balance
and make sure that we can as a Parliament hear, as fulsomely as possible, evidence and submissions
from experts around the impact of these issues on our communities, the impact that they have on
industry, the views and perspectives of peak organisations as they relate to representing members who
are affected by issues of trespass, animal welfare, law reform and animal activism, including but not
limited to the biosecurity realm and to the way in which jurisdictions overlap.
We have seen that in other states there have been public indications from governments about intentions
to change the law to create tighter regulations on the way in which courts address the issue of trespass
in a farming context, but here in Victoria we are still undertaking that work. We are still undertaking
that work through that parliamentary inquiry. I would hope at the outset that any contributor to today’s
debate who is on that inquiry observes the convention and indeed the requirement to maintain
confidentiality, but I also note—because it is important to make sure—that those materials and that
evidence that have not been part of public hearings are in fact reserved for consideration by the
committee, and I think again that we need to be very aware that the committee’s work in this regard is
incredibly important.
The committee itself comprises members from around this chamber. It includes government,
opposition and crossbenchers. It is intended to contemplate the terms of reference, as I indicated
earlier, which are much broader than those originally put by Ms Bath when she moved the motion, to
make sure that we can have as much examination, scrutiny and rigour around debate of this particular
issue once the parliamentary inquiry issues its final report findings and any recommendations which
it may have. I do not know and nor do I want to speculate about the possibility that there may well be
minority reports, the possibility that there may well be recommendations across a range of elements
in the terms of reference. In fact I would caution any member who does intend to speak to this
particular bill today to be very, very aware of not interfering with, being seen to interfere with or
contaminating the work of the parliamentary inquiry, because to do that would be to undermine the
good faith within which every single contributor to that inquiry has put their views.
We have seen submissions to the inquiry that were required to be provided by early August continue
to be received to the number of just under 500 submissions across the entire community, and there
have been a number of hearings publicised through the Parliament of Victoria’s website that have been
held across Victoria, including in Bairnsdale, Warragul, Warrnambool, Horsham, Wangaratta and
Melbourne. Witnesses to this particular inquiry have included that very, very broad spectrum of
stakeholders that I referred to earlier. This includes Agriculture Victoria, it includes Victoria Police.
There are industry stakeholders who have had their views included in the inquiry, including the
Victorian Farmers Federation. Animal activists have been involved through organisations such as
Aussie Farms and Animals Australia, along with impacted agribusinesses such as the Gippy Goat
Farm, which was operating as a cafe and farming experience for people. People may have seen it along
the road between Warragul and Moe. It was a business of long standing, which has been the subject
of really, really extensive media coverage. To just put it on the record, I went to the Gippy Goat Farm.
I had enjoyed its products. I had patted a couple of kids, and I am not talking about children, and I had
in fact had a whale of a time there on a number of occasions. It is important that I put that on the record.
It is also important to note that I have, as many others have, seen a range of issues come up in the
course of this debate which have broadened the scope of people’s initial positions on individual
businesses and operations to become a huge, all-encompassing treatise on what this issue should
involve and what the solution should involve. I think we again really need to be very careful about
being aware of that.
Experts in biosecurity have also contributed to the debate, along with animal welfare, law reform and
other community organisations, stakeholders and groups. So this inquiry continues its work with
rigour and with care and with the resources and support of the Victorian Parliament, and when the
inquiry reports back early next year there will be, I imagine, a significant level of attention that is given
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to the outcomes of this particular inquiry and a consideration by the inquiry of what is happening in
other jurisdictions and of what is occurring in relation to recent changes to offences and penalties in
response to animal activist activities.
What will occur, as is ordinarily the practice of a parliamentary inquiry once its report or reports have
been issued, is that the government will consider and then respond to the substance of the report or
reports and any recommendations or findings that it may include. Having seen firsthand from the
previous Parliament the incredibly good and productive work that can be undertaken by parliamentary
inquiries, I think it is crucial that we underscore the importance of allowing this inquiry to do its work.
We in the previous Parliament had numerous inquiries which were initiated by people and parties and
representatives from a range of different positions on an enormous variety of different issues. What
those inquiries have done, to varying degrees of success, is illuminate public positions as they exist—
not just on social media, not just on the nightly news and not just around the water cooler, but as they
exist by reference to a policy framework and to an evidence-based process of analysis—what those
issues look like, how they impact upon the community, how the law operates or indeed should operate
and what should be done as a consequence. This is, as I said earlier, vital work that should be allowed
to play out in accordance with the terms of reference as they were agreed to by this chamber.
What this government has done, however, in the meantime, while the parliamentary inquiry continues
its work, is enter into a partnership with the Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF) to push back on some
of the really negative portrayals that we see about farming and about food production and to make
sure that there is a greater degree of transparency around what is happening in the vast majority of our
farms to provide for consumers in a way that is ethical and that does in fact encourage and deliver on
best practice models.
We have seen an enormous upsurge in the popularity of ethically sourced and accredited product
within our markets. I have been to numerous farms where in fact the farmer will accompany a herd or
stock to the abattoir and oversee its slaughter. I have seen kill floor and relevant processes around hot
and cold boning and preparation for packaging and distribution, and I am aware, as so many others
are in this particular debate, that it is by no means a black-and-white issue. We do see that provenance
and traceability are increasingly part of being able to access niche or prestige markets. Therefore, even
if a primary producer were not initially inclined to engage in best practice production, there is a bottom
line incentive to do so, which means that they can demonstrate good practice in a way that might
include innovative processes, such as the way in which webcam might operate throughout the day and
the way in which they boost information given about the numbers of chickens that are housed as freerange, which I believe is up to 10 000 per hectare but which, in a best-case scenario, for those who
like to promote it, can often only include a few hundred hens and is therefore a selling and a marketing
point.
There are things occurring within the context of this debate that are moving to provide a better level
of information to the public and to consumers as well as to people who are, quite rightly, concerned
about animal welfare and ethics considerations as well as the biosecurity issues which, as we all know
from recent press on the issues of swine infection internationally, will only continue to grow in
relevance over the coming months. There are partnerships that are being pursued over the next
12 months by the government to build community confidence in agriculture as well. They include
providing $190 000 to the VFF to engage staff to work with farmers to respond effectively to animal
welfare and biosecurity issues and providing $710 000 to deliver a consumer-focused communications
and engagement campaign to back farmers in Victoria.
It is also important to note that we have worked really closely with Victoria Police, as I indicated at
the beginning of my contribution, to create that specialised farm crime unit to work across Victoria
targeting farm crime. When we look at the volume of farm crime, we are seeing that overwhelmingly
it relates to theft of livestock on that large scale or theft of machinery from farms. That is where in fact
the targets of attention are most appropriately directed. That unit will be led by Inspector Karl Curran,
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who will oversee a team of over 70 new farm crime liaison officers, previously known as agricultural
liaison officers, with additional administrative and coordination support. Within the backdrop of all of
this we have New South Wales and Queensland increasing their penalties for trespassers and other
states and territories also looking at tightening their laws, with the commonwealth creating that new
offence, as people may be aware, of inciting farm trespass as well.
Nothing about the work that is being undertaken by the parliamentary inquiry within its terms of
reference suggests or invites a conclusion that any or all or none or some of these options are on or off
the table. For avoidance of any doubt about this particular bill and about the parliamentary inquiry,
this inquiry will continue until such time as those members of the committee have been able to hear
all of the evidence, consider all of the materials, assess expert and stakeholder evidence as it is provided
to that committee and reach any conclusions that may be reasonably open and available to it to reach
before reporting in a fashion that is then tabled before the Parliament. This is effectively a transparent
way of addressing the very issues and the very subject matter of what has been proposed by this private
members bill. Making sure that we allow that process to continue to its natural conclusion and to its
process-based conclusion is imperative. It is otherwise an incursion into the very things that this
Parliament sets up for the purpose of rigour, for the purpose of discipline and for the purpose of
outcomes that are in the public good. These are the things which have informed the government’s
decision not to support the bill as proposed by Mr Bourman.
Again, it is vital that we make sure that we recognise and respect the difficulty with which people have
contributed to the inquiry and debate in an area which is extraordinarily passionate, which is
extraordinarily divisive, which pits individuals and towns and communities and stakeholders and
organisations and Facebook contributors against each other on an incredibly regular basis, and which
deserves, if nothing else, the full scrutiny of the Parliament in a way which enables it to reach
reasonable conclusions based on that evidence and not based simply on the sound and fury of people
who may wish to take to Facebook and other social media platforms that are available, take to the local
newspapers and make claims that are either unable to be substantiated or are developed for the purpose
of being solely inflammatory with no underlying beneficial purpose.
We have an opportunity here to do the right thing as a Parliament, as a legislature and as a government,
and the work of this parliamentary inquiry is continuing. I wish it well. I put on the record that I abhor
any form of animal welfare abuse. I have been very, very aware of instances by some individuals who
think they are doing the right thing to mistreat animals in a way which is nothing short of horrific and
which cannot be unseen or unknown. I think it is incumbent upon us as parliamentarians to understand
the impact that that has not only on the reputation of the industry but also on the sorts of role modelling
that we should be avoiding at all costs.
The other side of that, however, is that there are so many primary producers all around Victoria who
take enormous pride in their work, who love their herds, who are up at every hour of the night during
calving season, who are up to provide 4-in-1 or to pull a calf or to engage in the right stock selection
or to have house cows that they adore for the 20-odd years that they might be around, who are also
appalled by the sort of conduct that I referred to earlier in those animal welfare abuses.
The challenge for this parliamentary inquiry is finding the right way through these divergent views,
these divergent approaches to farming and primary production. I wish the parliamentary inquiry the
very best of luck, and strength to its arm, in being able to achieve that balance by reference to all of
the materials and from an evidence-based perspective that acquits the terms of reference and also
makes sure that the outcomes and any proposed solutions that are delivered are founded in information
that is accurate, that is properly analysed and interrogated, and that has the imprimatur of the
Parliament in the way it is being delivered. We oppose this bill.
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Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (14:35): It took half an hour of filibustering and waffle and
this and that for Ms Shing to finally say they oppose the bill. The Labor Party oppose—
Ms Shing: On a point of order, Deputy President, I have been verballed by Mr O’Donohue. It was
in fact at about the 17-minute mark that I indicated that we do not support the bill.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: That is not a point of order.
Ms Shing: Being verballed is a point of order, Deputy President.
Mr O’DONOHUE: Reflecting on the Chair, are we?
Ms Shing: Pursuant to the standing orders, I have been verballed. Verballing is unparliamentary.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I do not believe you have been verballed, so therefore I do not
uphold the point of order.
Mr O’DONOHUE: Thank you, Deputy President. The Labor Party in their typical fashion want
to have a bob each way. They want to be on side with everyone, and they find it very hard to articulate
a position. Anyone listening to that half an hour—with the greatest respect—of drivel from Ms Shing
would find it very hard to understand what the government’s position is on this very, very simple
proposition in this private members bill, which is to create a new offence of ‘aggravated trespass’, and
with ‘an aggravated offence’ a statutory minimum of six months in jail. That is what fundamentally is
before the Parliament today. It is a very simple proposition, and all Ms Shing could do was talk
ad nauseam, chewing up half an hour of non-government time, about this and that—she has been here
and she has been there, she has looked at this and she has looked at that, and on the one hand this and
the other hand that.
The opposition does not have such problems. It was such a mealy-mouthed response to this very
important issue. We will support this bill because we believe that perpetrators who trespass in the way
that we have been seeing in recent times need to be held to account. The simple fact is that even when
some of these perpetrators have been caught invading lawful businesses—farming businesses, often
in remote locations—and brought before the courts, the penalty has not reflected the community
expectations. I think people expect these perpetrators to be held accountable and for there to be a strong
message of deterrence. This bill will help to achieve that.
Of course there are other issues that the parliamentary committee is examining and can examine, but
at the end of the day the proposition for us is very simple and the opposition will be supporting it,
because we are on the side of farmers, we are on the side of small business people, we are on the side
of those who are doing the right thing and we are on the side of protecting property rights and people
going about their lawful business. If people have an issue with farming practices, with allegations of
abuse, there are appropriate legal channels by which those issues can be raised. People can protest,
people can make reports to the appropriate authorities. Nothing gives people the right to invade a farm.
Nothing gives people the right to think they can go and steal animals, steal property, in the name of
some cause in which they believe.
Unlike Labor, which will vote down this bill, we will support this legislation because we think it is a
very important issue—as does Ms Bath, in moving the motion that established the parliamentary
committee, and Mrs McArthur, who is a member of the committee. Let that committee do its work,
and let the upper house, let this Parliament, pass this bill that is before us today.
Ms Shing did mention the Gippy Goat case where the perpetrators, after being found guilty, were fined
$1. Now, it is interesting to consider who was the magistrate that presided over that case. I will quote
from then Attorney-General Martin Pakula’s media release of 19 September 2017, which announced
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the appointment of two new magistrates, one being Mr Rodney Higgins. Mr Pakula went on to say
that Mr Higgins has:
… a proven ability to navigate complex and sensitive legal issues.

At the time the then Shadow Attorney-General, John Pesutto, someone who I think is highly regarded
across the Parliament, took the unusual step of criticising Mr Higgins’s appointment. I say ‘the unusual
step’ because it is highly unusual to second-guess judicial appointments—to second-guess the
appointment of magistrates or judges—but he did actually take that unusual step after very serious
consideration because of the political overlays associated with Mr Higgins’s appointment. Mr Higgins
was the Labor candidate for Shepparton in 2014, and he was the Labor candidate for Murray in 2013
in the federal election. Now, it is very important that magistrates and judges not just be independent
but be seen to be independent. Mr Pesutto rightly raised questions about the fact that just a few short
years after being a back-to-back Labor candidate in Shepparton and in Murray he was then
appointed—and a well-known, I should add, Labor identity in the Shepparton area—to the Magistrates
Court. Mr Pesutto raised the concern about a partisan appointment.
Now we fast forward, and obviously Mr Higgins has been the subject of significant media interest in
recent days and in the recent week or so because—
Ms Symes interjected.
Mr O’DONOHUE: The minister says it is personal. What is not personal, Minister, are allegations
on the public record that his partner influenced or potentially influenced or may be seen to have
influenced his decision-making approach. These are matters of public record. If the minister thinks
that issues associated with the independent decision-making of magistrates is not a matter of interest
for the community, I think she is incorrect. I note the comments on I think it was Channel 7 of highly
regarded, highly respected Melbourne legal figure David Galbally, QC, who said words to the effect
that his position—and I am not quoting—was untenable and that no barrister could be confident that
the magistrate was making decisions independent of outside influences. That was the opinion of
Mr Galbally, QC.
Now we turn to the Gippy Goat situation.
Ms Shing interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Ms Shing! Mr O’Donohue has the call.
Mr O’DONOHUE: We turn to the Gippy Goat decision, and I quote from the Warragul Gazette
of 19 March this year, which said:
The woman, who appeared at Latrobe Valley Magistrates Court before Magistrate Rodney Higgins, was fined
$1 for each offence.

I note that Magistrate Rodney Higgins was the magistrate that gave the penalty of $1.
It is now a matter of well-known public record that regrettably that highly regarded, highly respected
business is no longer operating, principally as a result of farm activists who have undertaken that
activity. It is extremely unfortunate that lawful businesses and people going about their daily activities,
important activities that contribute to local communities—farming is a very important part of country
communities—now have that risk and now have that concern. The best the government can do is
waffle for half an hour and then say no. They are going to say no. They are going to say no to this very
simple proposition of holding perpetrators to account.
We will support this bill. There has been a great deal of work done by Liberal and National coalition
members on this issue already, and I would call for members of the crossbench to support this bill so
it can be passed by this house and considered by the Legislative Assembly.
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Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (14:46): I must say: this feels like deja vu. Only months ago I
rose to speak on this very issue, and we came to a resolution in this house to hold an inquiry with
amended terms that would also consider our animal welfare laws. Once again we are here talking
about the issue that is not the one that needs addressing. I have said it before and I will say it again: if
we addressed routine animal cruelty, there would not even be a need for this debate to take place.
And it is interesting to note that the member bringing this bill is not even bothering to stay in the
chamber to hear the debate. My colleague noted in his second-reading speech that there is a
parliamentary inquiry into animal activism which is still taking place. Indeed, it has seen many days
of hearings throughout Victoria and in this place, with representations from farmers, industry groups
and animal activists themselves. There have also been field trips to places like saleyards and animal
sanctuaries. There were a total of 489 submissions from all kinds of people and groups, representing
a broad spectrum of civil society in Victoria. Sixty-four per cent of those submissions—64 per cent—
supported the rights of whistleblowers to expose animal abuse. Every angle has been explored, and
there have been many interesting questions from the members of the committee, who seek out a
sensible way to address the various concerns raised in the terms of reference.
If my colleague has a genuine interest in this debate, he could have involved himself in this inquiry,
as I have, and heard these arguments to inform himself. Instead of doing that work he has prejudged
the matter and sought to pre-empt the result with a bill to target the whistleblowers. They say that if
your only tool is a hammer, everything looks like a nail. Well, I guess if your only job is to advocate
for guns, everything looks like a target.
My colleague has, without looking at the evidence, arbitrarily decided on a solution that creates two
classes of people in Victoria: normal people, including thieves, vandals and industrial spies; and
animal activists, who are to be targeted with much-increased penalties and mandatory jail time,
removing the role from judges and replacing it with his great and unmatched wisdom. We have heard
opinion that this division is not just a bad idea but possibly also unconstitutional from no less than the
Law Institute of Victoria and a retired judge from the High Court of Australia. Instead of taking their
views into consideration we are being asked to rely on the jurisprudence of my colleague and his own
prejudiced view of the situation.
We heard at the inquiry into animal activism and at other inquiries interstate, and I am aware of recent
cases in Victoria, of farmers terrorised by trespassers. But not by animal activists—by bands of men
roaming around with guns, killing animals seeking shelter on farmers’ property by shooting or setting
packs of dogs onto them, with unresponsive, or worse, belligerent and threatening behaviour when the
property owner seeks to intervene. This would not be covered by this legislation; this is apparently a
normal, non-aggravated trespass—‘nothing to see here’. But my colleague wishes to pass a bill that
would provide for minimum mandatory jail time for somebody who, concerned with the wellbeing of
an animal or seeing cruelty inflicted, photographs it—how dare they!—and sends it then to the
authorities. The hide of them!
The second reading for this bill specifically mentions the theft of, and I quote, ‘a couple of goats’ from
‘a country cafe’ as sparking the member’s intervention. Indeed, the proprietor of this business has
become the poster boy for this inquiry. This is the same guy who is the owner of the largest dairy farm
in Australia, who runs a huge dairy herd in New Zealand, whose property has dead and dying goats
strewn around and whose previous staff testify they are still traumatised by their experiences there.
This is the same facility where footage recently emerged of workers killing baby goats by the trailer
load and casually throwing their dead bodies in the bin. This is the same guy that, when footage
emerged in September of sick and dying goats on his property, lied about it to the Weekly Times and
suggested it was something that happened six years ago and was associated with a disease outbreak.
Well, it was not. It was footage taken this year. This is the same guy who, when asked at the inquiry
into animal activism about the slaughter of baby animals, deflected and dissembled, and finally now
says it was all according to best practice.
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In this inquiry into animal activism that is ongoing a number of key themes have emerged with support
across the board, including from some activists, farmers, businesses, community and industry groups.
These include the radical notion that we should try and systematically reduce animal suffering rather
than trying to punish whistleblowers who expose it.
I want to thank Ms Bath for giving us the opportunity to have this inquiry, which has thrown open to
us all, the Parliament and the public, the evidence of the cruelty at the heart of this industry. For
example, the CEO of the Australian Meat Industry Council spoke against animal activists but
acknowledged:
… we need to be very clear and transparent on how we manage livestock …
…
We are going to be the number one supporter …

of bringing in a national animal welfare strategy.
If we fail our social licence as an industry … then that is on us.

So here we have the industry itself, certainly experts on their own concerns, suggesting greater
transparency and improved animal welfare, something my colleague seems unwilling to countenance.
We had farmers explaining their problem with animal activists but conceding as follows:
… I do not deny that within the animal industry there are people who are cruel to their animals, and they are
not very hard to find. You know, there are lots of reports. But that cruelty and the administration of the
regulations to overcome that cruelty people seem to turn a blind eye to. So I think the regulations are there
but they are not being administered.

So we see farmers acknowledging that cruelty is going unstopped. I say that going to the heart of the
matter and addressing that underlying problem is surely the first option. Everybody in this chamber
knows what I think, so let me tell you what the experts are saying. In 2016 a Productivity Commission
report suggested that the current process for setting standards for farm animal welfare does not
adequately value the benefits of animal welfare to the community. It suggested the process for setting
standards would be improved through the creation of a statutory agency responsible for developing
national farm animal welfare standards using rigorous science and evidence of community values for
farm animal welfare. It warned that instances of animal activism will continue to rise unless something
is done in the industry to reflect community values and restore trust. But instead of listening to this
advice there are people in this chamber who would prefer to silence those who blow the whistle on
animal cruelty.
Further, a report from this year, from the federal government’s own department, titled Australia’s
Shifting Mindset on Farm Animal Welfare, suggests it is the majority of Australians who care about
animal welfare. The report found that 95 per cent of respondents—95 per cent—viewed farm animal
welfare with concern and that a staggering 91 per cent wanted reform to address it. Ninety-one per
cent of Australians want reform to address cruelty on Australian farms. That includes Victoria. In the
same way that conservative politicians ignore climate science I should not be surprised that they are
not taking the advice from experts on this topic too. There is, once again, a refusal to make evidencebased decisions, instead resorting to dog-whistle politics. Shame on them.
And have you ever stopped to wonder what these activists are actually protesting? You could be
forgiven for not knowing, because the industry has worked so hard to hide it and is now pushing back
against those who have caused it to come undone. Our very own parliamentary inquiry sat through
footage of day-old chicks being macerated in what is essentially a large blender; pigs being slowly and
painfully gassed, thrashing in pain so badly that some even pull their own hooves off in the struggle;
ducks being put through electric baths; and bobby calves taken from their mothers and killed so that
humans can have the milk that was produced for them. And, as said above, we have seen trailer loads
of baby goats, only hours old, killed by a blow or a bolt to the head on the very farm owned by the
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poster-boy of this movement. None of this is illegal; all of it is routine—legal practice in Australian
farming. At the height of hypocrisy, it would be illegal if we did it to our cats and dogs.
I and everyone else here, I am sure, are concerned to provide livelihoods to people on the land. I know
my ideal scenario will not be achieved anytime soon. I am pragmatic and realistic, and I am confident
that the full process of Parliament and the inquiry currently underway will recommend approaches
that take the interests of all stakeholders into account, including of course the animals themselves. The
tide is turning, whether my colleagues in this chamber like it or not. Two and a half million Australians
now identify as vegan or vegetarian. This is up from 2.1 million last year and 1.7 million in 2012. One
person in Australia decides to eat less meat or go meat-free every 5 minutes. The writing is on the wall
in relation to how Australians feel about animal cruelty. Those inflicting it can choose to adapt to a
process which, as I have said before, I would be more than happy to help them with, or they can be
left behind. But the veil has well and truly been lifted on the everyday routine violence that animals
endure to end up on our plates. Farmers and shooters can threaten and actually carry out violence
against whistleblowers and in some less enlightened parliaments they can pass draconian ag gag laws,
but brutality and unjust laws will not defeat us.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (15:00): I stand to support Mr Bourman’s bill, which aims
to introduce a new statute that would make it an offence to trespass with intent to make audio or visual
recordings of people or animals associated with an animal enterprise or recreational activity and,
further, an offence to operate or attempt to operate a remotely piloted aircraft or helicopter in the
relevant airspace without the permission of the owner or the person with the leasehold interest. Also,
the statute will include aggravated trespass offences with intent to interfere with animal enterprises or
animal recreation activities.
It should be noted that the vast majority of farmers love their animals and do their very best to make
exceptional welfare provision for those animals. After all, they are running a commercial business by
and large, and if they do not look after their animals properly, they do not have a business and they do
not earn an income to feed their own family and provide employment for the vast majority of people
that work in the rural sector.
In the end also farmers are operating a lawful business and have the right to conduct their business
free of trespass, invasion, theft and intimidation. Just to correct Ms Shing, there are no new farm crime
liaison officers, as she suggested; there are 70 that are being rebranded. They already exist; they have
just got a different title. There are no new staff on the job, unfortunately. For many people in the country
it is very difficult if a farm invasion occurs to get law enforcement officers on hand quickly. The tyranny
of distance means that often they are an hour away from any sort of enforcement services, especially
if it is in the middle of the night. Why do we want our law enforcement officers bothering with this
when they ought to be catching the criminals that are causing mayhem in all sorts of other areas?
With regard to cruelty to animals, you often find that it is often farmers themselves who will frequently
first report cruelty to animals that is occurring on other farms. There is no systematic abuse of animals
on farms. As I said, the vast majority of farmers love their animals and do the right thing by them.
Mr Meddick also referred to a federal department survey, which you could say is a lesson in how to
lie with statistics, because it was done with under 2000 people participating and focus groups that only
existed in the urban area, so you would have to question the merits of that survey and who actually
produced it.
I am also very happy for anybody to be a vegan. It is absolutely their right to eat whatever food they
like. But it is also the right for anybody else to eat non-vegan food—meat, dairy products, eggs and so
on. They have the right to eat what they want to eat. We are very happy for everybody to eat what they
want to eat, and nobody should be forced into a plant-based diet, as we have heard a lot about in recent
times.
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There was a Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee inquiry into the
regulatory requirements underpinning drones, or remotely piloted or unmanned aircraft systems, in
relation to this issue. There were a number of submissions obviously. Mr Harvey-Sutton of the
Victorian Farmers Federation was concerned about the use of drones by trespassers flying over rural
properties without the permission of farmers. According to an article on the Farm Online website, the
VFF said in a submission to that inquiry that:
… the Victorian Surveillance Devices Act failed to adequately protect agricultural businesses from
unauthorised surveillance as regulatory stipulations only prohibits the drones and associated systems in
recording private conversations or activities within the confines of a private residence.
However, taking video footage, without recording audio, within an open space or private property, such as a
backyard or farm property, does not contravene the act …
‘The lack of clear regulatory guidelines is a significant risk to agricultural businesses, specifically leaving
small agricultural businesses open to authorised surveillance without the support of regulatory
mechanisms’ …

One of the recommendations from that inquiry suggests:
… that the Civil Aviation Safety Authority, in cooperation with the Australian Federal Police and other
relevant authorities, prohibit the use of remotely piloted aircraft systems in the airspace above significant
public buildings, critical infrastructure and other vulnerable areas.

The committee recommended that:
… following the development of a whole of government policy approach to RPAS safety, including the
establishment of a national registration system, the Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) work with state
and territory enforcement bodies to implement a nationally consistent enforcement regime for remotely
piloted aircraft systems. Under this regime, enforcement bodies would be delegated powers to provide onthe-spot fines and report infringements of the regulations directly to CASA.

In other jurisdictions, action has been taken. In the Labor-controlled Queensland government, you
might be interested to know, the Minister for Agricultural Industry Development and Fisheries,
Mr Furner, was quoted in a report on the ABC website as saying:
… ‘militant’ animal activists will, from the end of this month, face $652.75 fines issued either on the spot or
after review of evidence from the protest site.
The fines will be issued by police and biosecurity officers.
The Biosecurity Regulation 2016 will be amended to include this new penalty aimed squarely at animal
activists who consider their cause above the law …

In New South Wales activists who illegally enter farms will now be subject to $440 000 fines and
potential time in prison. According to the ABC website:
The New South Wales government has announced a major shakeup of the Biosecurity Act, which will see
trespassers handed an on-the-spot fine starting at $1000.
The federal government has asked the states and territories to work with it to beef up farm trespass laws after
a spate of activism on farms and abattoirs in the past 18 months.

The New South Wales minister said:
Today—

that is, in July 2019—
the Government is putting these vigilantes and thugs on notice …
NSW will have the toughest laws anywhere in Australia for people that illegally trespass onto farmers’
properties.

So what Mr Bourman is suggesting here is not new. There will also in New South Wales be the
potential for fines of up to $220 000 for individuals and, as I said, $400 000 for groups or corporations.
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The News South Wales Minister for Agriculture, Mr Marshall, said:
We’ve seen a disturbing increase in vigilante behaviour where individuals and groups have taken it upon
themselves to trespass onto farmers’ land and threaten the biosecurity on the property …
We want to send the strongest message possible to people to think again.

The federal government, as we have heard, has also announced regulations that are aimed at
discouraging trespassing on farms and using the internet to encourage such trespass. The federal
Minister for Water Resources, Drought, Rural Finance, Natural Disaster and Emergency
Management, David Littleproud, actually demanded that state governments increase trespass laws and
penalties after another major animal activist invasion in Queensland. According to the Beef Central
website:
Mr Littleproud said the onus is on the States to create serious penalty for trespassing on family farms. ‘For
police from surrounding towns to be called to protect farming families is a waste of resources, a broader public
safety issue and an absolute disgrace’, he said.
Aussie Farms—

which we have heard a lot about—
can no longer pretend its map is anything but an attack map for activists, as I have been saying for months …
These slaps on the wrist being handed out to animal activists invading family farms is encouraging them—

not discouraging them—
to escalate their efforts. A real deterrent as needed before someone gets hurt or killed. There are children living
on these … farms …

If you are on a farm, it is your home. It is not just a business; it is your home. Mr Littleproud said:
… nobody has the right to trespass on other people’s properties.
Nobody would like to see a stranger show up at their residence …

often in the middle of the night when their children are asleep in bed, and invade their property.
AgForce has said that aggressive animal activists who illegally enter primary enterprises like feedlots
and farms should be subject to the full force of the law. It says it is a matter of time before one of these
dangerous stunts ends in serious injury or death. The CEO of AgForce, Michael Guerin, is reported as
having said:
… far from the caring, peace-loving image these protestors like to portray, they are violent bullies who rely
on threats, intimidation and terror to push their radical agenda.

Harsh words and condemnation mean nothing. Peaceful protest is one thing, but trespassing onto
someone else’s property, frightening children and animals and breaching biosecurity measures that are
there to protect everyone is criminal activity, and it seems to be going unpunished.
We have heard of several incidents where farms have been invaded. In one instance it was so
threatening for the farmer—this was a young woman with young children—that she feels she can no
longer live on her farm. What message does this send to the younger generation of people who we
want to go onto farms? It is important that we encourage the younger generation to move into farming
and create new and better ways of farming. We need this desperately, not only in this state but across
Australia.
We know that in reality the animal activists’ agenda is not about animal welfare. To quote activist
Leah Doellinger from a post on Animal Liberation Photography’s Facebook page:
The animals do not need better animal welfare standards … or conditions … they need to be liberated, they
need people to live vegan …
…
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The message we are sharing is simple: animals are here with us, not for us.
Animal lives are their right and what is happening to them is unjust, needless violence. There is no humane
way to exploit and kill someone.

So the bottom line for activists is not about welfare; it is about ending the animal meat production
industry in this country and in other places. If you want to go down this path, then you have to think
of the extraordinary consequences not only for the hundreds of thousands of people—millions across
this country—employed in the animal and agribusiness industry, but also you want to think of the
animals. What is actually going to happen to all the animals? As we noted, there are about 21 000
farms in Victoria.
It was interesting to hear from Melinda Walker, the co-chair of the criminal law committee of the Law
Institute of Victoria, who said, and I quote from the Hansard report:
Part of our suggestion is also to implement CCTV on every farm as a mandatory requirement …

A mandatory requirement to introduce CCTV footage on every farm—so that is 21 000 farms, and
there are a million different locations you would need to have CCTV cameras working. It is a totally
impractical idea and one that I think the law institute are trying to back away from at a million miles
an hour. But nevertheless, she was their representative and that is what she said.
We all want to ensure that we conduct the best animal practice possible, but it is not right that anybody
can fly a drone over someone’s private property. I mean they might be flying a drone over somebody’s
swimming pool or a public swimming pool. I support this bill of Mr Bourman.
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:16): I am going to be very brief. As a sitting member of
the committee undertaking the animal activists inquiry, I am going to abstain from this vote. I take the
committee’s work very seriously—there is a lot of research—and it must play out. So I will be
abstaining from this vote if it goes to a vote.
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (15:17): I support what Ms Shing said. The government
will obviously be opposing the bill, not because we do not believe the issue is serious—or not serious,
I should say. We believe the issue is very serious. We need to deal with it, and we are dealing with it.
The simple reason and the simple fact is this: there is currently a reference from this house to a
parliamentary committee to inquire into this very issue. That motion was moved by the coalition, not
by Mr Bourman, not by the Animal Justice Party and not by the government. It was moved by the
coalition. I mean the hypocrisy coming out of the coalition for political pointscoring! Here we have
already referred this very serious issue to a committee. We want to let the inquiry do its work. They
referred it to the committee, which is due to report in the next few months, so allow the process to take
its course. The committee will eventually come back with a number of recommendations, I have no
doubt, to deal with this very issue.
Now, the reason we are rushing to get a bill through this house today is because the current law does
not deal with it. Well, that is not true. There is legislation in place to actually deal with this issue. If
someone is trespassing, they can be issued a fine of $4000 and be imprisoned for six months under the
Summary Offences Act 1966, with provisions for a fine of up to $59 480 or imprisonment for up to
36 months for people who enter or exit declared areas without permission under the Livestock Disease
Control Act 1994. So there are existing laws to deal with this.
Mr O’Donohue criticised a magistrate about how he does his job. It is not the role of Parliament to tell
judges what to do and what sentences they should hand down. This is called the separation of powers.
Our job is to pass legislation; their job is to implement it and pass judgement. We cannot do both.
Now, in relation to the right of farmers to be able to operate their farms without being harassed, I do
not support the activists going on farms. I will say it now, I will say it tomorrow and I will say it every
day. No-one has any right—and I do not care what the issue is—to go and basically invade. If we look
at our farming community in this state, over 90 per cent of it is owned by small families. They are not
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huge corporations. They are a husband and wife or a couple with kids who are running their own farm,
and they do not need to be harassed. They do not need to be invaded and be terrified. So I would not
support the activists trespassing on these farms, and I support that the law should be implemented in
full against these people. My family owns a 60-acre farm. We have got animals on that farm. I know
all the farmers. They are all mums and dads; they are all families. They do not need to be harassed. I
do not want anyone to come near my animals. I love my cows, I love my horses, and I look after them.
I know that 99.99 per cent of farmers in this state and this country love their animals. I have not met a
farmer who does not like his or her animals—they do.
There is an argument about live trade, for example, to the Middle East. There is a debate on that. I
think it is the right debate to have. There are certain people who actually are cruel to the animals.
Mr Meddick made some very valid points in relation to that, and these people need to be dealt with. I
accept that there is some violation from time to time, but the point here is this: there is a parliamentary
inquiry which is doing some great work, and I think we should allow this inquiry to finish its work. It
will come back to this house with its recommendations and findings, and out of that a bill can be put
in place to actually deal with this issue. So it is not a matter of criticising Mr Bourman about what he
is trying to achieve, but I think it is a matter of the timing of the legislation. If we need to have a
revision of existing laws, let us wait for the inquiry and then go from there. So with those comments,
I oppose the bill.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (15:22): I speak today on the Crimes Amendment
(Trespass) Bill 2019. To summarise, the bill creates two new criminal offences of trespass and
aggravated trespass where there is an intent to interfere with an animal enterprise or an animal
recreational activity. The latter offence attracts a minimum statutory non-parole period of six months.
The bill’s primary intention, as explained in the second reading, is to send a message.
New laws must be reasonably necessary, proportionate and justified through evidence. This is
especially the case with laws that seek to limit our democratic freedoms. This bill and its supporting
documents proudly ignore this prerequisite. In the second-reading speech Mr Bourman indicated that
the origins of this bill hark back to the issue of duck shooting. Mr Bourman says that the government
should be locking away anti-duck hunting activists who are hostile and aggressive. But if we test this
statement against actual evidence, we find out a very different story, because while the independent
analysis of duck hunting in Victoria undertaken by Pegasus Economics did indeed find rampant levels
of lawlessness and illegal behaviour, it was not protesters and animal activists that were the problem;
it was the duck hunters. To summarise the independent report: shooters, not protesters, start killing
before the season opens; shooters litter our beautiful wetlands; shooters leave dozens of animals to die
slow, painful deaths on the water; and it is shooters, not protesters, illegally killing threatened species.
As the Game Management Authority has subsequently stated, it is extremely concerned by the rising
number of shooters, not protesters, who are breaking the law.
The Greens of course do not condone any form of violence, and we support the need for the many
existing offences on our statute books such as trespass, burglary, assault, threatening behaviour,
vandalism, privacy breaches and animal cruelty. We also support the need for aggravating and
mitigating factors of each specific case to be considered and incorporated into sentencing. On the other
hand, the offences proposed in this bill serve no good purpose but to grandstand to a small group of
duck shooters.
The bill is also full of, I assume, deliberate technical vagaries. It says that trespass offences can occur
near a place, without any indication of how close to a place this is; the definition of ‘animal recreational
activity’ is so broad that it could be open to protecting illegal and sadistic activities that torture animals;
and it limits the democratic right of people to assemble near such activities wherever they occur. For
example, if a local community wants to confront a group of people involved in dog fighting in a public
park, they face a mandatory six-month prison sentence. But these absurd specifics do not matter too
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much if, after all, the bill’s intention is just to send a message to a small group of shooters rather than
to actually make our society a better place to live.
This is where I turn to the government, because make no mistake: while this bill was introduced by a
private member, its tone and content has been empowered by the current government. Do we really
believe that this bill today would contain these minimum jail terms if the government had not set the
example by repeatedly expanding mandatory sentencing?
I agree with Mr Bourman that these are difficult times here in Victoria and around the world. We face
a climate emergency, one that is largely ignored by governments. Globally almost every day we are
seeing human rights and democratic values being repressed in the name of law and order or to counter
whichever state-defined extremists oppose a particular government’s authority. We are seeing it here
in Australia with the repressive anti-activist laws proposed by the Queensland Labor government and
other anti-activist laws proposed federally and in NSW. In such times it is essential that we respect the
law but also be mindful of its shortcomings. It is well to remember in such times that all the greatest
progress of the last century began with an individual or a group of sufficient conscience who were
prepared to engage in non-violent protest.
So if indeed there is a message political leaders should be sending right now, it is not the weakness
and fear presented in this bill and the cynical law and order politics of this government; rather it is the
message that was bravely provided by Australians such as Charles Perkins and the Aboriginal
Freedom Riders; our LGBTIQ community who are prepared to stand against prejudice; union
members who over time have won significant labour rights; the thousands who stood up to the
injustices of apartheid South Africa and the war in Vietnam; or people from my own party like Bob
Brown, whose courageous efforts helped to save the irreplaceable Franklin River wilderness. It is their
powerful message that we should be sending, and their legacy and example is why we strongly
condemn this bill and the current Victorian government that has enabled it.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (15:26): I will be brief. As a former farmer and as a
representative for Northern Victoria, where there are many farmers, I am sympathetic to the motivation
for Mr Bourman’s bill. We have heard of several cases where farm intruders have been before
magistrates, pled guilty and have subsequently been given little to no penalty. This issue needs to be
addressed. Theft and trespass are serious crimes that should attract a penalty. I am on record saying
that something must be done, but I am not yet convinced that this bill is that thing.
The Economy and Infrastructure Committee is holding an inquiry into the exact issue this bill seeks to
address, with a report due early next year. As a member of this committee, I have heard from farmers
who are worried that intruders are a threat to their families and their livelihoods. Many are worried
that intruders will introduce or spread diseases on their farm or will steal or harm livestock. The ways
in which we could address these crimes and the full nature of this issue will be explored in the
committee report. One of my personal favourite suggestions is on-the-spot $1000 fines for trespassers.
I believe this bill pre-empts the committee’s report and should wait and potentially be redrafted with
consideration to the committee’s recommendations.
That aside, this bill concerns me because it is a threat to liberty. While the law changes my colleague
seeks may be targeted at ratbag extremists that few of us have sympathy for, that may not be the end
of it. This may serve as a template for further laws targeting other groups. Liberties once removed are
hard to retrieve. The introduction of mandatory minimums will guarantee injustice in cases where
there are extenuating circumstances. It merely replaces one injustice with another, and the injustice of
punishing the innocent far exceeds the injustice of not punishing the guilty.
While I share the concern about magistrates who give these extremists a kiss on the nose and then turn
them loose, wherever possible we need to retain judicial discretion. There may be better ways to go
about this, like using magistrates based in regional areas who understand the issues. The new offences
pose a risk to the right of Victorians to assemble peacefully. While we might hold these protestors in
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contempt, at another time saner Victorians may be protesting something and be targeted. The vague
condition that an assembly be formed with the intention to harass or intimidate leaves protesters
vulnerable to police action. Harassment and intimidation are already illegal, but this bill seeks to make
the actual act of assembling a crime.
The bill also makes trespass doubly illegal by adding a new offence for when it is done in relation to
an animal industry. The case that intruders have been given weak sentences rests on the fact that
farmers have an equal right to protection under trespass laws, as every other Victorian does, which
they are not currently getting. The creation of a separate offence that only applies to animal industries
creates an inequity under the law and legitimises the activists argument that farmers should be subject
to different rules to everyone else. I absolutely believe that this Parliament needs to ensure that justice
is done and that intruders are not escaping scot-free, but this bill is probably not the right solution.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (15:29): I rise to speak on Mr Bourman’s Crimes Amendment
(Trespass) Bill 2019 being debated today. The bill increases penalties for specific offences relating to
those who trespass on farms with intent to disrupt farming activities, in particular those farms dealing
with animal husbandry.
Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party has a proud history of supporting animal rights issues. Our party founder
wrote about the slaughtering of kangaroos in the New York Times more than 40 years ago. Our party
has also supported causes which aim to protect endangered marine life and prevent puppy farming.
Animal welfare is undoubtedly a Justice Party issue. While our party has long supported animal rights
issues, I personally understand the issues facing farmers in rural and regional Victoria. I am currently
meeting with each of the 24 mayors in Western Victoria, many of whom have explained the growing
issue of protesters and activists who are invading farms illegally.
Given unpredictable weather conditions and an increasingly competitive agricultural market, our
farmers have enough on their plate without having to worry about activists illegally storming their
property. Individuals should never take the law into their own hands. In the same way our party
opposes vigilante behaviour regarding sex offenders, our party opposes illegal trespassing and theft of
livestock. Purely and simply, it is a criminal offence and also poses many biosecurity risks. I have said
it before: there is no room in a civilised society for vigilante behaviour.
Any member of the community concerned about the welfare of livestock should report such incidents
to the relevant authorities, as it is them who are best equipped to respond to instances of abuse and
mistreatment. Victoria Police established agricultural liaison officer roles in 2011 in order to address
the increasing incidence of livestock theft and farm-related crime. Recently the government
announced that these positions would be resourced differently and would be named farm crime liaison
officers.
If legislated, this bill would set a maximum penalty of four years imprisonment for those who trespass
with an intent to take audio or visual recordings of people or animals associated with an animal
enterprise or recreational activity. It is our party’s belief that this penalty is relatively severe in contrast
to other penalties handed down to those who assault an emergency services worker or violently enter
a property.
While our party will be opposing Mr Bourman’s bill today, both I and Ms Maxwell eagerly await the
findings of the inquiry into animal activism currently before the Economy and Infrastructure
Committee. I hope that the committee identifies tangible steps which the government can take in order
to assure greater safety for both animals and farmers. The mandatory sentences outlined in this bill are
significant and are the main reason why we are opposing it. The imposition of mandatory sentences
should only be undertaken when absolutely necessary, and I will await the committee’s findings before
making a judgement on whether mandatory sentencing for farm crimes is absolutely necessary.
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Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (15:32): I do not support mandatory sentencing. To me this
is not an animal rights issue. This is an issue of freedom and democracy. I believe in the separation of
powers, and I will not support bills and motions that call for mandatory sentencing—or any others that
may arise this afternoon calling for such. I just want to make it clear that that is my position. I feel that
it is up to the courts to sentence offenders. I know that there are have been increasing calls for, and
even unfortunately governments here have started introducing, mandatory sentencing. It is something
that I am very much opposed to. I feel that mandatory sentencing has a distorting effect on court
decisions, where you have people that are sometimes at the lower end of the scale of offence getting
very severe penalties or even judges and juries who avoid convicting people because they do not feel
that the sentence they will be given is appropriate to the offence. So I really think this should stay in
the hands of judges.
I also think that in reacting this way we are making a certain class of offender, in this case, deserving
of being singled out. I do not think that that is right. I feel that just because there have been a couple
of decisions that the public do not like, made by judges, or that this Parliament does not like—because
of what judges have done or who the judges are—that is no reason to change the law on such a wide
basis just to deal with individual cases. If there are mistakes made in courts, let us learn from those
mistakes and move on, but for the Parliament to be interfering and making certain crimes mandatory
under certain circumstances is pre-empting the role of the courts, which should be separated from the
Parliament and the decisions we make here.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (15:35): I am going to be quick, because we want to get on to
the next one. I am not going to go through and correct everyone. I will say to Mr Hayes, though, that
we are here to set the sentencing. We are here to set the expectations of the judiciary. Public
expectation, not Parliament’s expectation, is what drives this. The inquiry will be due after summer,
which is activist time. What are we going to tell the people between now and when the report arrives,
let alone what the government does or does not do about it? What are we going to tell all the farmers
that are going to be fighting these people off, hopefully not literally?
Mr Meddick apparently made a comment about me not being here. Well, I am sure whatever he said
was self-serving, and I just had lunch, so I went off and entertained myself. On the whole, if we do not
vote for this today, what we are saying is it is okay for these people to trespass. What we are saying is
that for the next six months, or whatever it is, we are not willing to do anything. And I think anyone
who represents a country region needs to remember that.
House divided on motion:
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Motions
EMERGENCY SERVICES WORKERS
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (15:43): I move:
That this house:
(1) acknowledges the selfless dedication and commitment of the state’s emergency workers to ensure
community safety;
(2) reaffirms that emergency workers have the right to be protected, just as the Victorian community expects
them to protect us, from injury and harm;
(3) expresses its concern at the continued proliferation of attacks on these workers;
(4) confirms its commitment to the need for mandatory minimum sentences for assaults on emergency
workers;
(5) reinforces a very clear message to all Victorians that violence against emergency workers will not be
tolerated;
(6) calls on the government to consider the need for further legislative changes that:
(a) better safeguard emergency workers from assaults; and
(b) more effectively prevent the perpetrators of such assaults from avoiding mandatory minimum
sentences in Victorian courts.

This motion, which I am introducing on the problems that are yet again compromising the enforcement
of minimum jail sentences for assaults on emergency workers, is reasonably lengthy in content;
however, it is quite straightforward in terms of its intent. Fundamentally its purpose is to prompt a
discussion in this place about, and ultimately to pave the way for a solution to, the wholly inadequate
punishments that continue to be applied in Victorian courts to the perpetrators of the terrible ongoing
acts of violence against the likes of our state police officers, paramedics, firefighters, SES workers,
youth justice custodial workers and hospital staff who provide emergency treatment.
Following legislative changes in both 2014 and 2018 from both coalition and Labor governments,
Victoria is supposed to have a regime under which it is almost always compulsory for offenders to be
jailed for at least six months where they are convicted of committing such an attack. In fact, to
paraphrase from a 20 September 2018 government media release, last year’s changes were meant to
do each of the following things: crack down on people who attack and injure emergency workers by
ensuring they are given a custodial sentence; further limit the use of community correction orders;
compel courts to impose a custodial sentence and leave them unable to sentence offenders to a noncustodial outcome, even after determining that special reasons apply; provide only a very narrow
exception for cases involving offenders with a mental impairment; and send the strongest possible
message that it is unacceptable to assault and injure such workers and, if you do, you can expect to go
to jail.
Given there has been this longstanding agreement across the political divide in Victoria about the need
for strong and uncompromising punishments against anyone assaulting emergency workers, my
motion is not intended to revive old debates about the policy itself. Rather, it is focused on why and
how a widely agreed and accepted policy is not even coming close to being enforced—and has not
been for many years—and what we need to do as a consequence.
Now, I imagine there will be some in this debate, particularly from the government, who might be
keen to draw distinctions between the concepts of mandatory and statutory minimum sentencing. I
imagine there may also be some who might say something to the effect that they cannot do much more
in this area until there is a conclusion to the Director of Public Prosecutions appeal in the recent case
of James Haberfield. However, that reaction would misunderstand the extensive history of cases of
offenders avoiding mandatory sentences that goes well beyond just Haberfield alone, not to mention
the community outrage at the leniency of the punishments consistently applied to these offenders.
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Frankly, it would also seem to run counter to many public comments made by the Premier himself,
including, for example, on 22 May 2018, when he stated:
… if you attack and injure an emergency services worker, jail will mean jail. It’s as simple as that.

And:
… anyone who wants to avoid going to jail it’s very simple—don’t attack and injure a paramedic or a police
officer or a staff member at a youth justice facility or prison.

Through this motion Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party is not asking that appeal processes be ignored or
disrespected or that another change in law specifically be made as soon as this afternoon. What we are
doing is giving all sides of this Parliament the opportunity to make it very clear if they agree that these
sentencing provisions, in their current form in the Sentencing Act 1991 and Crimes Act 1958, are still
not working as intended. From there, we are also asking them to indicate whether they accept that
consideration urgently needs to be given to strengthening these provisions whatever the outcome
might ultimately be of the appeal in the Haberfield case, including a genuine mandatory minimum
sentencing regime that actually works.
In doing so, we hope to give a voice to the many thousands of interested Victorians who are keen to
know which of the state’s politicians want judicial decisions in cases like these to be more in line with
community expectations and which of the state’s politicians are less interested in tackling this
fundamental problem. Among those thousands of Victorians I include the leaders of the state’s police
association and ambulance union, who I believe are quite rightly pleading with us at a critical time to
reinforce the message as forcefully as we can from Spring Street that no attack on a Victorian
emergency worker should ever be tolerated.
Indeed it would profoundly disappoint me if there was a single member here who did not support
serious penalties always being applied to those convicted of assaulting emergency workers. There is
simply no credible reason that such attacks should be excused, over and over again, by way of
something less than a mandatory minimum jail sentence. Yet not only does there appear to have been
little slowdown in the rate of these incidents, but remarkably the state’s courts are frequently thwarting
community expectations in relation to them; and, at least from the outside, there is a mounting
perception they are affording less recognition and rights to victims of crime than to those who are
committing the crimes themselves. We know that victims of crime are often feeling that their rights
are not held above those of offenders, and from the many stories that I have heard from victims I would
have to say there are many times when that is true.
I have already cited the Haberfield case a few times. This was a case in which a 22-year-old was not
even sent to jail at all after choosing to consume a succession of party drugs and then violently twisting
and placing a female paramedic in a headlock and repeatedly punching her and a colleague and pinning
them in the back of an ambulance, all for simply trying to treat him. However, mainly for the benefit
of those who are not aware of how pervasive these assaults are, let me also cite a few of the other cases
just in the past year alone in which people convicted for perpetrating serious violence against
emergency workers have likewise not attracted a mandatory minimum sentence.
They include Jade Harrison, who rammed a police car and also very nearly ran over innocent
bystanders, all whilst being on bail and driving unlicensed, and yet only received a community
corrections order and less than a six-month jail sentence; Orion Harding, who, while heavily
intoxicated, violently attacked two paramedics and then actively resisted arrest, but received a sentence
of community work on a corrections order and a $500 fine; Abdul Albulushi, who was involved in
two road rage incidents before attempting to steal a policeman’s gun and then biting another officer,
but who received less than six months in jail; and Glenn Main, who received a $5000 fine after
repeatedly bashing a police officer in a pub and then resisting arrest.
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In the interests of time, I will avoid referring to a variety of other such incidents or any of the many
cases gradually making their way through the judicial system at the moment; or to the frequent attacks,
in particular, on custodial workers in the Malmsbury and Parkville youth justice centres, including
another wave of them at Malmsbury just in recent weeks. Instead, I repeat that none of those offenders
who I just mentioned received the minimum sentence that is supposed to be mandatory in each of
these situations. None—not one of them.
All of that of course is alarming enough, but regrettably it also leads to many further problems,
including a significant weakening of any deterrent value for others potentially inclined to engage in
similar behaviour in the future. In such an environment should it be any wonder that there were more
than 2300 assaults on Victoria Police officers last year, according to Police Association Victoria? In
turn, the Victorian ambulance union estimates that an average of up to 13 paramedics daily—that is
close to 5000 annually—are physically or verbally assaulted on the job.
Given all of this background, and in my party’s view at least, there is little option for us as MPs but to
critically ask ourselves why actions so repugnant have become so commonplace? I believe, as part of
that, we should closely consider the idea of funding detailed research to better identify the reasons for
these assaults and what can be developed in the way of primary prevention and early intervention in
an attempt to reduce at least some of this offending in the future.
All of this also leads to other broader questions that we should all contemplate—namely, when
something is going so wrong in the practical administration of a very clear policy principle through
our justice system, what is our job if it is not to step in and correct it? Indeed what does it say about us
as a society and as a Parliament if we cannot even protect, in their moment of need, those whose
collective job it is to protect all of us, every minute of every day, from injury and harm?
I have a very close connection to this, as I am married to a police officer, and I see day in, day out, the
cases that he has to attend. I see from friends who have lost their lives or taken their lives the impact
that they can have on emergency services workers.
For our part I believe the major concerns of our party are within the special reasons provisions in the
sentencing act. It has surely been borne out enough times and on enough different points of law in
defence arguments that these exemptions still remain too wide and subjective. Equally, we feel some
discomfort about the number of cases, not only in this field but throughout the Victorian justice system,
in which people seem to be all too easily escaping the full consequences of their actions by relying on
what appear to be questionable mental impairment defences.
We are also troubled by some of the practical implications for mandatory sentencing—the impact of
plea bargaining, especially where charges are downgraded to make them potentially easier to prove.
All of that said, we are obviously happy to consult and/or compromise with anyone here if it will result
in meaningful improvements that can be broadly agreed upon.
Several months ago, and well before the Haberfield decision, we questioned the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services about why the minimum mandatory sentencing principle was not being
reflected in court judgements. We are now even more concerned than we were then, and in fact, even
if we go to the Haberfield case alone, it actually already provides further, demonstrable reinforcement
to us as to why additional legislative reforms are now required. Sadly, I do not think you could get a
clearer indication that there is a problem with the current laws when you have the Premier and the
Chief Magistrate at near-complete odds in their public statements as to whether the correct judicial
decision was reached in Haberfield’s case. It is worth reflecting on the point that in late August, at the
time of Haberfield’s sentencing, Chief Magistrate Peter Lauritsen said that, irrespective of any decision
to appeal, it was clear that Magistrate Zebrowski applied the law as he saw it to the facts in order to
reach the sentence he imposed. He also said, and I quote:
It would have been wrong for him to do otherwise.
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In such circumstances it is difficult to have any confidence that similar decisions will not be made
again. That is regardless of whatever the outcome of the appeal in the Haberfield case might be. There
continues to be spacious wiggle room for discretionary decisions to be made on a range of fronts in
relation to the current laws. Multiple avenues can therefore be used to prevent mandatory minimum
sentences from being applied. That state of affairs is unacceptable.
In closing, I will restate my wish that all of us here come together in a non-partisan way to express our
concern at the continued repudiation of the very clear and surely unmistakable expectations of the
Parliament and broader community in relation to this area of sentencing. It remains an issue that is too
important to let the normal political divisions come between us, and it is one that we need to
collaboratively and proactively address and resolve. Certainly, in the case of Derryn Hinch’s Justice
Party, we want to send the unequivocal message to the state’s emergency workers—and want it to be
heard far and wide—that we salute your bravery, your courage and your selflessness in looking after
Victorians every day that you are at work. We support and admire you. When it comes specifically to
those of you who have been assaulted and who deserve to see those who attacked you genuinely
brought to justice, we unashamedly take your side. I commend this motion to the house.
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:58): I rise to make a contribution in regard to notice
of motion 174 on the notice paper, as moved by Ms Maxwell. In so doing my contribution is to oppose
the motion that has been moved by Ms Maxwell. I have listened to the contribution that was made just
a moment ago, and hopefully what I am about to contribute to the debate today will shed further light
on the complexities that are involved in this type of legislation and also the importance of
understanding the difference between statutory minimum sentences and what Ms Maxwell is talking
about in terms of wanting to impose mandatory sentencing. There are good and sound reasons for the
distinction, and to characterise it as anything other than that in some of the references that have been
made earlier is to not give a true picture of some of the complexities that are involved in the thought
processes around this legislation.
Of course we acknowledge and support the spirit and intent of the motion; it is obviously
commendable. Once again I want to take the opportunity to place on record our strong condemnation
of those who would assault our emergency workers—our first responders—who do such good and
important work in being on the front line and responding to people who are either suffering trauma or
are in need of emergency assistance. Of course nobody should be assaulted for just doing their job,
especially when the job is to help Victorians in an emergency and, as I said, at their greatest time of
need. However, the specific terms with which this is drafted mean the government is unable to support
the motion.
As I said earlier, the motion refers to and seeks to have government endorse mandatory sentencing.
Currently Victoria does not have mandatory sentencing for serious criminal matters. What we do have
is statutory minimum sentencing for certain serious offences, including assaults on emergency workers
that cause injury. Mandatory sentencing allows no judicial discretion or capacity to take into account
special circumstances that would make the minimum unjust. Statutory minimums create a very strong
presumption in favour of the minimum sentence but allow a safeguard so that, for example, a dementia
sufferer or an intellectually disabled person who lashes out and injures a paramedic who is treating
them will not automatically be sent to prison for six months, and that is a very important aspect of this
legislation. Somebody who may be suffering dementia, or somebody with an intellectual disability,
may not be in full control of their faculties at the time and in fact may be very fearful of being treated,
and they might, through no fault of their own, lash out inadvertently and cause injury. Sending
someone to prison for a mandatory term simply does not make any sense, and it is in fact exactly what
would happen under the proposal to see mandatory sentencing brought in.
It is not just the government’s view that there need to be safeguards for these sorts of situations. That
is the view of many frontline ambulance workers and others, and it was indeed the view of the Liberal
Party when it introduced these laws, as confirmed last year by its then shadow Attorney-General. Of
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course, as I said earlier, we do condemn attacks on our emergency services workers, and that is why
we tightened the special reasons safeguards last year. We did that of course in consultation with the
emergency worker harm reference group, which includes the Police Association Victoria and the
ambulance union. We do continue to monitor the operation of the laws with that group and will
continue to consider further changes if they are required, but we cannot support a motion which would
commit us to a major change in Victorian sentencing law to introduce mandatory sentencing and a
change which would risk imprisoning people who ought not to be imprisoned, and many emergency
services workers indeed do not want to see those people imprisoned.
It would also mean condemning a great number of people who may fall foul of these laws to potential
jail time, and that would of course increase additional burdens of cost on the system, which again may
not be necessary or warranted, simply because of the circumstances of some of the people who I
touched on earlier—they may have dementia, they may have an intellectual disability. Certainly those
people in those circumstances would not belong in jail and be deserving of a mandatory sentence,
where there would be no capacity or ability to take into account circumstances that surrounded the
assault. In fact that is what our judiciary does; that is what they do best. The job of magistrates is that
they are tasked with looking at the facts and circumstances of any particular matter before them and
weighing things, all the various aspects—the facts, the circumstances, the legislation, which of course
is made by Parliament, but also the common law—to then work out what the appropriate sentence
does, and our magistrates by and large do an excellent job.
As I said earlier, of course nobody deserves to be assaulted for just doing their job. It is something that
this government has taken incredibly seriously. As I touched on earlier, we went to great lengths to
ensure that we worked with our first responders, through the emergency worker harm reference group,
to make sure that we had adequate laws that reflected the needs and community expectations of
everyone in the community and of course this important group of workers to make sure that their
interests are protected. There are also matters that are currently under appeal, and we need to be
cautious to not jeopardise those, so I will not be making any comment about any matters that are
currently before the courts.
Earlier I briefly touched on the sentencing process, and I will just speak a bit more about that.
Sentencing, as I touched on earlier, is indeed a complex exercise. It does require judges to take into
account a variety of factors to impose an appropriate sentence in each case. That is their job; they are
experts at it. They see many matters before them and are used to weighing and appropriately factoring
in those circumstances and coming up with an appropriate sentence. Also, the common law dictates
that sentencers approach sentencing using instinctive synthesis or intuitive synthesis. Under this
approach the judge identifies all of the relevant factors, discusses their significance and makes a value
judgement as to what is the appropriate sentence, given all of the factors of the case.
Some of the considerations that a sentencer will take into account include the purpose or purposes of
the sentencing, sentencing factors and sentencing principles. These considerations mean that a
sentence may only be imposed for the purposes set out in the Sentencing Act 1991. Certain relevant
sentencing factors must be taken into account and the decision will be guided by particular commonlaw principles that are well-founded.
Instinctive synthesis is not a mathematical exercise, and there is no one right sentence that should be
imposed. A court may take into account a range of materials, including victim impact statements,
psychological reports, work and character references and comparable sentences, for example. The
complexities of these considerations and the need to balance many different and countervailing factors
emphasise the importance of judicial discretion and the skill required to tailor the sentencing exercise
to the facts and circumstances of any particular case. The purposes of sentencing provide that a sentence
may only be imposed on an offender to punish them to the extent and in a manner which is just in all
of the circumstances, deter the offender or other persons from committing offences of the same or
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similar character, facilitate the rehabilitation of the offender, manifest the denunciation by the court of
the type of conduct in which the offender engaged, and protect the community from the offender.
I might leave my contribution there and leave other matters for others to comment on today. But as I
have pointed out, the government cannot support this motion. We acknowledge the spirit and intent
with which it is made, but a move to a mandatory sentencing regime has some inherent risks, which I
have just detailed. Consequently my contribution is to oppose this motion.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (16:07): I congratulate Ms Maxwell for bringing this motion
to the chamber today because it is a very serious issue, the issue of assaults and attacks that have been
growing in number on our emergency services workers in recent years—in 2016–17, and it continues.
There was a real spike in 2016–17 of police car rammings, where police were lined up by perpetrators
and driven at so they could flee the scene of police interest, which often caused injury to police or
other people in the vicinity. It is extremely dangerous, and of course the Parliament took some
measures around that issue. That is just symptomatic of a broader issue about attacks on emergency
services workers, particularly paramedics. We have examples where paramedics cannot go to certain
areas without a police escort, which is alarming in and of itself. For paramedics—whose job is to
respond to calls for help; their sole purpose, their intent, is to help people who need that help—to be
attacked is simply reprehensible and, quite frankly, unbelievable.
So we have this serious issue about attacks on emergency services workers, and no doubt deterrence
is part of the issue that needs to be considered. Of course there is a range of other factors as well. We
know that some illicit drugs when they are taken cause people to behave in very erratic and aggressive
ways. That is no doubt a factor, and mental health considerations are obviously also an issue.
But at the end of the day deterrence is also an important part of the equation, as are consequences for
actions like attacking a police officer, attacking an ambulance paramedic, attacking a firefighter and
other emergency services workers and indeed, as Ms Maxwell referred to, the assaults on staff at
Malmsbury. We were told some time ago, after the escape from Malmsbury, that things would be
fixed there. Well, they have not been. The issues at Malmsbury continue. Similarly, in the prison
system we have seen horrendous attacks on prison officers, who go about their job to help manage the
prison system and help prisoners rehabilitate themselves and the thanks they get sometimes is being
assaulted, attacked and the like. It is simply unacceptable.
This is an important debate and of course there was enormous community interest following the
Haberfield decision. As Ms Terpstra said, that matter is on appeal and we will wait for the court’s
determination of that appeal in due course. There is no doubt that that decision in particular ignited the
public’s interest in this issue, but these issues are playing out on a day-by-day basis—not under media
scrutiny and not in the public eye, but unfortunately these attacks on our emergency services workers
are ongoing and we need a strong response on many fronts to try and deal with it.
As to the motion itself, I am surprised the government will oppose it. They are opposing the motion
which says it ‘acknowledges the selfless dedication and commitment of the state’s emergency workers
to ensure community safety’ and ‘reaffirms that emergency workers have the right to be protected, just
as the Victorian community expects them to protect us from injury and harm’. We in the opposition
definitely support that notion. It expresses its concern at the continued proliferation of attacks on these
workers. Again, I would have thought that would be supported across the house and voted on
accordingly. It reinforces a clear message to Victorians that violence against emergency services
workers will not be tolerated.
Ms Terpstra seems to be playing word games with Ms Maxwell’s motion as a reason to not vote in
favour of it. I noted Ms Maxwell’s comment that she is happy to work with any interested member to
amend the motion if that could see the motion pass. I am surprised Ms Terpstra, with her word games,
did not have a motion to amend Ms Maxwell’s motion so it could be palatable to the government and
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see it pass. It makes me suspicious that perhaps the government does not want to support this motion
in any circumstance.
The issue of attacks on our emergency services workers is an important one. The legislative response
has now had different iterations and it has been reformed and tightened following situations that have
arisen since it was first introduced several years ago. As I say we will await the outcome of the
Haberfield appeal, but we support any moves that make the work and efforts of emergency services
workers more safe and secure and any efforts that will reduce attacks on those that go to work to
protect and help all of us.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (16:13): I am pleased to rise to speak to Ms Maxwell’s
motion. I think all of us absolutely do acknowledge the selfless dedication and commitment of our
state’s emergency workers. We would all be unanimous in that and unanimous in reaffirming that
emergency workers have the right to be protected, just as the community expects them to protect us.
I have no doubt that many of us have been at the receiving end of that protection, have been at the
receiving end of that assistance and many of the constituents that we represent are probably here today
because of the remarkable work of our emergency services workers in Victoria. I think I would
certainly support and reinforce that very clear message: it is not okay to be violent against our
emergency workers, not in any way, ever.
However, mandatory sentencing does not make us safer. It does not help make our emergency workers
safer, and this is something that people seem to fail to recognise. All of the evidence will show us that
mandatory sentencing does not do this. In fact there is no nexus between mandatory sentencing and
protecting our emergency workers—none. There is no connection.
Now, I believe absolutely and categorically that we must do everything to protect our ambos, our fireys
and our police, but mandatory sentencing will not do that. Yet we talk about it over and over again. It
is one of those things: we talk about doing the same thing and every time we expect a different result—
yet it will not be a different result.
Our emergency workers put themselves in harm’s way to save our lives and to save our constituents’
lives, and it is an extraordinarily noble and challenging job. But the evidence shows that mandatory
sentencing will not make them safer. Mr O’Donohue mentioned the notion of a deterrent effect.
Mandatory sentencing has been proved to have no deterrent effect. What we do know is that if you
imprison someone, the chance of them reoffending is far higher. So we know that by imprisoning
someone we will actually make the problem worse, not better, and that has been measured. We know
that once you put someone in prison you increase the chances that they will come out and commit
another offence—exorbitantly, by probably around 50 per cent.
The other danger of mandatory sentencing is that it fetters that judicial discretion, and I believe in
judicial independence. Ms Maxwell in her comments talked about the judiciary being at odds with the
Premier. I do not have a problem with the judiciary being at odds with the Parliament. They should
remain independent of the Parliament. If they do not like what we do, well, so be it. But it is not for us
to be telling the judiciary how to do their job. It fetters that judicial discretion, and we know that it
leads to demonstrable injustices. I do not think anyone in this chamber will not have read about the
failure of something like the ‘three strikes and you’re out’ legislation in the US. That does not work.
That does not reduce crime.
What we do see with mandatory sentencing is that it most often affects the young, the intellectually
disabled, the mentally ill or people who are also adversely affected. Our courts, when they are looking
at a case and looking at an offender, have to balance punishment, deterrence, denunciation,
rehabilitation and community protection. When you read a media statement about a case you do not
get the full story. You do not hear the backstory. You do not hear whether that person lashed out
because they were escaping violence and ended up hurting somebody else in that circumstance. You
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do not hear the reasons why that person was in that place at that time. I am not apologising and I am
not protecting those that harm our first responders, but I am protecting the right of the judiciary to do
that sentencing—to look at the case and balance the punishment, the deterrence and the community
protection.
We have talked about the Haberfield case, and that was something that did get a lot of media. This is
how our judiciary works: if we do not think that the judgement was correct or if we think that there
was an error made, then we go through an appeal process. That is the safety net that is in place, and
the prosecution has every right to appeal to that higher jurisdiction.
I think it is really important to note that the community is best protected when a person is rehabilitated
and the factors that underpin their offending behaviour are addressed. Places like the Netherlands now
imprison half the people per head of population that we do in Victoria, yet their country has less
crime—not because they are soft on crime but because their reoffending rates are lower as a result of
comprehensive rehabilitation programs. We know that if you jail someone the likelihood of them
reoffending increases. So if we want less repeat offending, that means that we probably want less
mandatory sentencing or less jail time. Less repeat offending means less offending overall and a much
safer society—safer for our emergency workers and safer for all.
I support the great intent of this motion. We had this debate in the last term about this, but I cannot
vote in favour of a proposal that involves mandatory sentencing because it does not achieve the end it
sets out to. So let us find an evidence-based solution that will actually make our emergency service
workers safer. Let us not embrace an idea that is anything but a solution and has been proven to make
problems worse.
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (16:22): I also concur that nobody should be assaulted just
for doing their job. I think that is very clear, and I cannot imagine that there would be anyone in this
chamber, irrespective of where you stand on this particular motion, who would in any way endorse
our emergency workers being put at risk when they are just doing their job—just trying to help you
and me here, everyone, in our greatest time of need. And we absolutely respect the intent and the spirit
of the mover of this motion. However, when looking at such a complex area of law and how it is
applied, there are just so many layers, and they must be considered and they must be taken into account
when we are looking at the issue of justice and fairness.
Because we do have such a strong condemnation of attacks on emergency workers, last year we
tightened the laws applying to injury attacks on emergency workers. We made these changes last year
because the original law passed by the Liberal government contained wide exemptions in the form of
special reasons not to impose statutory minimum sentences. So I would urge caution by the opposition
with some of the interesting comments that have been made of late—a little bit of amnesia, perhaps,
trying to suggest a different pathway to what has actually been taken to where we are right now. I
would urge caution because I would almost go so far as to suggest some of those comments have been
flippant and opportunistic. We must really be quite sensitive, I think, when we are dealing with such
an incredibly serious topic as we are now.
I do want to look at the changes that our government has made, bearing in mind just how seriously
our government takes this issue. We worked with organisations that represent frontline emergency
workers, including the Police Association Victoria and Ambulance Employees Australia, to fix the
Liberals’ laws, which had rather wide exemptions. Our changes passed Parliament in September and
took effect from 28 October 2018. We tightened special reasons so those convicted of intentionally or
recklessly injuring an emergency worker face a minimum of six months imprisonment, and being
drunk, on drugs or young and impressionable is no longer an excuse.
Organisations like the Police Association Victoria told us offenders were using cars as weapons
against emergency workers more often, so we created new offences of exposing emergency workers
to risk by driving, with a minimum two-year non-parole period for intentional offences. Under our
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tighter laws, special reasons not to impose a minimum term are now incredibly limited, and even if
they are found to apply, because we made injuring an emergency worker a category 1 offence, a
custodial sentence must still be imposed. We passed a law to make sure the Director of Public
Prosecutions can always appeal a special reasons decision. We introduced the option of a mandatory
treatment order for those with acute mental impairment where the impairment triggers special reasons,
so that they get the monitoring and treatment needed to keep the community safe while addressing
their mental health condition.
Coming back to some of the interesting comments from those opposite, let us not forget special reasons
exemptions were the invention of the Liberals, and theirs were wide enough to drive a truck through
before we tightened them last year, if we are going to be really frank in this very difficult and delicate
discussion. It is disingenuous for them now to pretend they have no exemptions at all for the mentally
ill, the intellectually disabled or dementia sufferers. Even their shadow Attorney-General admitted
before the last election that their supposed ‘get tough’ policies would still offer some get out in the
form of special reasons.
Let us also not forget the Liberals are the party that went to war with paramedics and plunged our
ambulance system into crisis. I think this is quite relevant in the context of what we are discussing here
and now. Labor worked with paramedics—not against them—to fix the mess, with more staff, more
ambulances, more stations and better pay and conditions, which ultimately underpin and support their
role in providing agency services that we all rely on. Just to make my final critical point there, the
Liberals are the same party which ran Victoria Police into the ground. They did not fund one single
additional police officer, and they went to war with a deputy commissioner. It has been our record
$3 billion investment and more than 3000 new police which has rebuilt it. Is that not vitally relevant
to the conversation that we are having here and now if you look at our government’s position on this
very serious issue? I am going to close on that point, but I think that you can see just how seriously we
take this issue. We do not underestimate the incredible job of emergency workers in Victoria.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (16:27): I think I might need a blood pressure monitor on me
at the moment because my blood pressure is rising as I am sitting here just listening to these people
talk. It just shows the massive divide between Parliament and the real world. It is unbelievable. I had
better go by my notes; otherwise I will get distracted. I rise today to speak on the motion put forward
by my colleague—I proudly rise to speak on this. I am so pleased to support the acknowledgement of
the selfless dedication and commitment of the state’s emergency workers to ensure that we are all kept
safe and protected. In particular on this motion I too join the chorus to call upon the government to
pursue legislative changes within the Sentencing Act 1991 to close the loopholes that are being used
all too often within our judicial system, allowing offenders who assault our emergency workers to
escape mandatory sentences.
As you are all aware in this chamber, I was a police officer for many years before seeking a position
in this Parliament. I have the credibility and personal experience of working as an emergency service
worker and dealing with situations that only other emergency services workers know all too well.
Obviously there are not too many in this chamber. Unless you have been in those shoes you would not
understand the stresses and strains that come with being an emergency services worker. As I said in
my maiden speech, being a police officer can often be rewarding, is often thankless and is always
challenging. It places you in positions of vulnerability and danger, yet you put your head down and
you do the best job you can to protect life and property. These positions will put you in situations
whereby you are putting your life at risk of injury or worse. Such physical and emotional scars are
happening far too often for our emergency services workers. I too have been assaulted many times
whilst on the job. Most of these were not reported. The times that they were resulted in either diversions
or withdrawals during a plea-bargaining process. Although these things happened some years ago,
how we manage such assaults has thankfully come a long way.
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This brings me to Ms Terpstra bringing up the fact that dementia patients and those with intellectual
disabilities lashing out should not be subjected to a jail sentence. Like I said before, this just highlights
the divide between Parliament and the real world. Speaking from experience, I have been assaulted by
dementia patients and those with severe intellectual disabilities on more occasions than I can actually
count. It was not only me but also hospital workers and ambulance workers. They get assaulted by
those types of people all the time. On all those occasions no charges were laid against these people
because, as Ms Terpstra or others in the chamber may or may not be aware, police have a thing called
discretion. We do not have to charge anyone. To be sentenced for an assault on an emergency service
worker, you first have to be charged.
Throughout my career in the legal system I have seen and felt the many disappointments and
frustrations that come with the job and the feeling of hopelessness and loss of faith. This loss of faith
runs deep within our community as unjust and insufficient sentences appear to come on a daily basis.
The legal system is supposed to be a strong and independent pillar of our society. However, the
independence has become a slave to the defence and the judgements of the court are skewed against
the innocent victims of crime. The pillars of justice are in a state of disrepair. Unfortunately I was not
in the Parliament that passed the mandatory sentencing legislation—I should use that term carefully,
I suppose—that meant that the more serious offences against emergency services workers attracted a
statutory minimum term of imprisonment. Nor was I part of the Parliament that passed clauses within
the legislation whereby that term of imprisonment could only be circumvented if the defendant could
show that there were special reasons why imprisonment should not be imposed.
Under the Sentencing Act courts can currently make a finding of special reasons under several
circumstances. Defences such as psychosocial immaturity at the time of the offence and impaired
mental functioning can also be argued as reasons why the mandatory statutory minimum penalty
should not apply. Further, drug and alcohol use and/or addiction can also be relied upon as part of an
argument of impaired mental functioning. Like I said, I was not part of the passing of this legislation.
If I had been, I would have spoken out about the inclusion of these special reasons and the associated
open-ended definitions as complete and utter noddy land. Any legislator worth their weight in salt
would have seen that these diluted definitions and loose reasons were gigantic holes within the spirit
and intention of the law that scream out to magistrates to not impose mandatory sentences. It certainly
would have put me in a predicament had I been part of this legislation, as the Sentencing Act certainly
needed mandatory sentencing on emergency services workers. But why have it if it is so slack and
open and plays into the hands of the offenders like the ultimate get-out-of-jail-free card?
Recently in this place I raised a question about the review of the mandatory sentencing legislation. I
noted that at around the time the legislation passed a media release was sent out from the office of the
Premier that stated that under the new laws courts will have to impose a custodial sentence. It makes
clear that offenders cannot rely on impaired mental function. The Premier stated that we will do
everything we can to protect those who protect us. It sounds good in theory, but this legislation has
failed in practice.
When the moment comes for sentencing in court following a guilty outcome from the court or the
accused themselves, then come the circumstances surrounding the reasons behind the actions of the
offending party. More often than not these include drug use, previous abuse of the accused by others
in their younger years, their current domestic situation or the lack thereof and the current
responsibilities that they have. This list is by no means exhaustive and is used in a way to explain their
offending in the hope of a reduced sentence. Then comes the accused’s demeanour at the time of
offending—for example, he or she was under the influence of drugs at the time, had been diagnosed
with depression or anxiety or had been recently separated from their partner. Once again, the list
continues. I would suggest that being under the influence of drugs or alcohol during the offending is
an aggravating circumstance and not a mitigating one and should be treated as such when it comes to
sentencing along the lines of being armed or in company.
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The sentences handed out are another issue altogether and usually err on the side of minimum rather
than maximum. Community corrections orders have been described to me by recidivist offenders as
‘Time to catch up with your mates on a day out’. During one of my many appearances in court as a
police officer a magistrate stated during a sentencing remark that CCOs were a complete failure within
the system. The sentences and orders imposed are a joke, with the crooks the only ones left laughing.
This is all too common in our courts at present and needs to be addressed by placing protections or
safeguards in place that protect our victims from further despair. We need to have processes in place
to protect our victims just as much as the judicial system protects the accused.
Ms Patten raised the issue that mandatory sentencing does not make emergency services workers safer.
This motion is not just about making emergency services workers safer. This is about justice. This is
about sending a message to those who choose to bash our emergency services workers that it is not
okay. I encourage anybody who opposes this motion moving forward to speak to the victims of crime.
Speak to the ambulance officers that have been bashed. Speak to the police officers that have been
bashed and shot at. Then you might get a difference of opinion. All too often we tend to disregard and
discard victims of these crimes in favour of the rights of offenders.
I have said it before and I say it again: the lack of mandatory sentences handed down by the courts is
a further slap in the face of our emergency services workers. As leaders within our communities we
need to be leading by example by ensuring that legislation created in this place reflects the intention
of the Parliament and that it is clear and concise in its wording. Formulating legislation is one of the
most important instruments of government in protecting its citizens and facilitating an organised
society. Legislation is also essential in protecting the protectors. It is about time we sent the message
out to the community loud and clear that emergency services workers are not punching bags. I
commend this motion to the house.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (16:37): I do not intend to speak for long on this particular motion
today, but what I do want to do in the time that I have available is to correct a number of
misapprehensions that may have arisen as a result of the contribution from Mr O’Donohue. At the
outset let us be really clear: everyone in this chamber and across this Parliament, pursuant to point (1)
of this motion:
acknowledges the selfless dedication and commitment of the state’s emergency workers to ensure community
safety.

Everyone across the Parliament—and I am very happy to be corrected if anyone wants to put their
views onto the public record—in relation to point (2):
reaffirms that emergency workers have the right to be protected, just as the Victorian community expects
them to protect us, from injury and harm.

Everyone across the Parliament would also, in accordance with point (3) of the motion, express:
… concern at the continued proliferation of attacks on these workers.

And everyone, pursuant to point (5) of this motion, would reinforce:
… a very clear message to all Victorians that violence against emergency workers will not be tolerated.

So we need to put that issue beyond any confusion. The nub of the difference in this particular debate
is that mandatory sentencing as a minimum for assaults on emergency workers is, according to the
mover of the motion or indeed the speakers from the opposition, the right and proper thing to do to
address the issues of assaults on emergency workers or, based on the position taken by the government
and various crossbenchers, not an appropriate response to assaults and to injury occasioned against
emergency workers in undertaking their job. That is what this boils down to.
In relation to the work of sentencing and the work of the courts and the history of the sentencing
guidelines and the way in which the careful human act of balancing a number of competing factors in
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issuing a sentence is undertaken, it is absolutely vital that we maintain the degree of discretion that
exists within the sentencing framework for a decision-maker within the judicial system to determine
by reference to an inclusive range of factors the most appropriate sentence to be applied in the
circumstances of the particular case. Those issues are canvassed very clearly in the guidelines, in the
act itself and by reference to a range of statutory and common-law frameworks.
What we do know by reference to the history of special reasons and of the narrowing of the very broad
definition that had previously existed under the former coalition government’s application of special
reasons is that we have had a significant change to the way in which special reasons are understood
and applied. We have tightened special reasons so that those who are convicted of intentionally or
recklessly injuring an emergency worker face a minimum six months in prison, and that being drunk,
on drugs or young and impressionable are no longer excuses. We have in fact continued the work to
refine the way in which the special reasons exemption operates and to better align the work of the
courts with the realities facing certain circumstances in matters that are before them. We have done
this in careful consultation with stakeholder groups who, with their members facing frontline assaults
in a range of everyday circumstances, are best placed to tell us what they need and what it is that their
members and workers deserve. Under the tighter laws that have applied since 2018 and those changes
to special reasons, those incredibly limited circumstances now only apply in relation to the application
of a custodial sentence as a category 1 injury to an emergency worker in very narrow circumstances.
We also made sure, crucially, that the Director of Public Prosecutions can always appeal a special
reasons decision. I am deliberately keeping my remarks extremely general today because, as we all
know, there are a range of matters which have received public coverage in recent times and which
deserve better than the interference of politicians and the potential risk of a sub judice infringement.
However, we need to make sure that it is clear in the course of this debate that people are aware that
we have introduced a range of other matters to deal with treatment, deterrence, the way in which
rehabilitation is contemplated by the courts and the work associated with the ongoing statutory
minimum sentences that apply within the framework of having a court and judicial system that
administers justice not just to the letter of the law, but to the spirit of the law as well.
So punishment, deterrence, rehabilitation, a manifestation of the denunciation by a court and the
protection of the community from the offender are but some of the circumstances which a court will
consider. This is, as I indicated at the outset, a very careful and very human exercise. On this basis, and
subject to the remarks that I made at the outset about the apparent universal agreement for all but two
sections of this motion, the government cannot support the motion in the terms that it has been put.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (16:43): I am pleased to make a very short contribution
on Ms Maxwell’s excellent motion that she has brought before the house. I am disappointed that the
government will not be supporting it, because it raises a number of issues. It acknowledges, and it is
asking the house to acknowledge, the selfless dedication and commitment of the state’s emergency
workers to ensure community safety. It goes through a number of other points that really talk about
the work of emergency workers, what they do on the ground and what they are faced with each and
every day.
As we have seen over the last few months, there have been some horrific attacks on our emergency
workers. I am specifically referring to paramedics who are on the front line and who are dealing with
some very challenging patients at times. Only a few months ago there was the very disturbing story
about Mr Haberfield, who bashed two paramedics but was spared jail. One of those paramedics, who
was a woman, was very fearful about the attacks that had occurred and their impacts. She really felt
that he was treated as though he was the victim and that those that had been attacked in that violent
and vicious attack were not. I think that is the main point about what the community is outraged about
in relation to what is perceived to be happening in the courts. Even the ambulance union pointed out
that the government’s own mandatory laws that they said were going to close this loophole—
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Ms Shing: On a point of order, Acting President—and I am making this absolutely in good faith—
we just need to be very careful about any matter which may currently be subject to appeal before the
courts. I was not 100 per cent sure about the extent to which any of the matters that the member had
canvassed may have been an issue there.
Ms CROZIER: Thank you, Ms Shing, for that. I am just reading from the public reports that are
already there. I take your point, but I think it is still generally a huge concern for the community in
relation to what is happening. I was just making the point about the Victorian ambulance union and
was leading to say that Mr Danny Hill said that it was time to start again on the laws, saying the
legislation was a dud and failed at its first test. As I said, I am not going to go on and make an enormous
contribution. This is what is happening in the community, and the community are understandably
outraged by the failure to deal with what is happening. Ms Maxwell’s motion addresses some of the
issues that I have raised, but also very clearly:
… reaffirms that emergency workers have the right to be protected, just as the Victorian community expects
them to protect us, from injury and harm;

That is the point of me raising that specific case.
But can I say in conclusion that I was very disturbed last week to hear from a former nurse who worked
in one of our public hospitals who said that she had left; that she had had absolutely enough. She said
she and a number of nurses had left the system because they were constantly being assaulted, bashed
and thrown across emergency departments and severely injured. She said patients come in the
ambulance and they sometimes have got four paramedics and two police, and then they are left in
these emergency departments and, as a consequence, the nurses, the frontline staff and the doctors are
being assaulted at alarming rates. We know that. The data is coming out. It is clear that far too much
of this is going on in our community, and it is a shame the government is not supporting this motion.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (16:48): I rise to speak in support of this motion. There is not
really a lot more I can add to what Mr Grimley has said. Obviously as a former police officer myself
I have been assaulted a number of times. Rarely did we ever bother charging anyone for the discretion
reason, because sometimes it just was not worth it.
To get onto the actual issue itself, the fact that we are talking about mandatory minimum sentences
here goes back to what my private members bill was about. It is not necessarily about this particular
issue, it is a problem with sentencing. It is a disconnect between what the community expects and what
is going on. It is getting to the point now where emergency services workers, nurses, doctors and so
on are becoming the targets of this. We really do need to take a tougher stance.
I will say that the government over the last Parliament and now have been working on it. They have
not just been sitting there. But we obviously need to tighten up some stuff so the judiciary cannot just
keep on using reasons, which I do not think the community accept, to let these people off and not
sentence them.
I do appreciate that there is separation of powers, as there should be. We, the Parliament, should never
interfere in what is an ongoing criminal investigation or trial or anything like that, but we set the rules
in that we set the legislation and we set the penalties. We set these in line with community expectations,
and if they do not like us, they vote us out. I think that needs to flow downhill.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (16:49): I will be brief. The Liberal Democrats will not be
supporting the motion today. I have no doubt there is nobody here today who supports emergency
service workers being attacked or who does not welcome the perpetrators of such attacks receiving
significant penalties. However, we are extremely reluctant to support mandatory minimum sentencing.
These penalties do little or nothing to ensure that such attacks happen less often or are less severe.
This is not the first matter calling for mandatory minimums before the Parliament today, and I could
almost just repeat my remarks from earlier. Mandatory minimum sentences do not deter most crimes

MOTIONS
3402

Legislative Council

Wednesday, 16 October 2019

because most crimes are committed without consideration of possible punishment. This is especially
true of the situations we are talking about here, because people undergoing psychosis and beating up
paramedics are by definition out of touch with reality. That does not mean they should not face
consequences for assaulting people while in a psychotic state, but it does mean that increasing penalties
will not act as a deterrent. Some of these attacks are drug-related, and if we want to reduce the damage
that drugs are causing to society, to users and to emergency workers, then we should focus on drug
law reform and drug addiction treatment.
Further, mandatory minimums incarcerate offenders who should be in the mental health system, not
the justice system. The fundamental premise of mandatory minimums is that we punish people in
circumstances where we know the punishment is not warranted to ensure that judges will punish
offenders when it is warranted. I share the concerns that lenient sentences have been handed out in
some cases. The Parliament needs tools to ensure the judiciary does not stray out of step with the
values of the population and the will of the Parliament. The courts are there to enforce the laws we
pass, not to subvert them. However, mandatory minimums are a drastic step to take. There are better
ways to align the judiciary with community expectations, including awareness training for judges
when they are out of touch.
There are three types of cases that come before the courts: the mad, the bad and the sad. We want the
bad in prison, the mad being treated and the sad to receive leniency. Mandatory minimum sentencing
will not achieve this.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (16:52): I rise to speak to Ms Maxwell’s motion on
emergency service workers and the issues of sentencing. The Victorian Greens recognise the amazing
dedication and commitment of the state’s emergency workers. Every day these workers go to work
with the aim of helping people in the community. Very often the hours are long and erratic, and the
situations they confront are traumatic and distressing. I cannot help but think of people like Australian
nurse Kirsty Bolden, who during the terror attacks in London rushed towards danger to help the
wounded and tragically was killed. This is the mentality of the people who work in these occupations,
and we should all be both thankful and truly humbled by their dedication and selflessness.
But all the platitudes and thanks we can give mean very little if we do not provide a safe place for
them to work. Everybody in this chamber and everybody in this community is deeply concerned by
attacks on our emergency workers and the injuries and trauma such attacks cause to victims. We
strongly agree that no-one should have to work in an environment where they are at risk of being
injured. Every person deserves to go to work feeling that they will be safe. Our number one concern
therefore is how we go about achieving this, and this is where we oppose conflating this issue with
that of mandatory sentencing. The Greens have a longstanding opposition to mandatory sentencing
because of the well-documented evidence that mandatory sentences do not work to reduce offending
and create perverse outcomes for the broader society. We therefore oppose this motion in regard to its
commentary on sentencing.
Consider what my former colleague Sue Pennicuik said in this house when debating last year’s bill on
this issue, and I quote:
The question before us though is whether the provisions in this bill will make emergency workers safer.
…
This is not going to make any difference to whether emergency services workers are injured or not.

She also said:
I would say the government needs to look at more practical measures on a day-to-day basis to improve the
safety of emergency service workers as they go about their important work for the community.

I accept that Ms Maxwell’s speech has discussed mandatory sentencing as separate to a range of
measures that may prevent attacks occurring, but we should not be raising mandatory sentencing as
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simply a means of being seen to be doing something, anything, regardless of whether it is just
superficial and counterproductive, because the price of this political expediency is very real for our
justice system and the broader community. The reason the courts are so important to our society is
because they are courts of justice, not simply courts of law. This means they transcend the emotional
appeal of the media and politics. It means that they carefully examine all the relative considerations of
every case, both aggravating and mitigating. It also means consideration of every element:
punishment, deterrence, rehabilitation, public denunciation and community protection when
delivering a sentence. It means that there are means for appeals of a court’s judgement and sentences.
All of society benefits from this system.
Responding to crime by legislating injustice does not resolve anything; it just creates more problems
down the track. The data is very clear. We simply cannot ignore the fact that we now have a system
where record numbers of people are going to jail at an enormous cost, but we are neither increasing
community safety nor reducing reoffending. Mandatory sentencing is but one form of easy distraction
that is frequently raised by politicians in preference to actually addressing this problem. Instead of
repeating this tactic, it is finally time that we were prepared to do the much more difficult but also
more effective work of understanding and stopping the underlying causes of criminal behaviour and
preventing crime. Our focus should be on protecting all Victorians through this work and not promoting
a vacuous political response to this issue. Therefore the Greens will be opposing this motion.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (16:55): Formal public opinion polls tell us that
emergency services workers are considered some of the most trusted of all professionals within
Australia. This is well deserved in light of the dedication and commitment one must have to look after
our community. Emergency service workers are literally at the front line and therefore the most likely
to experience and deal with people who are unpredictable. On balance, emergency workers have the
right to be protected. Just as Ms Maxwell stated, the Victorian community expects them to protect us
from injury and harm.
Mandatory sentencing can act as a deterrent in some cases, and for some crimes it definitely should
apply. It is our responsibility as a community to look after all vulnerable people. People who have
mental health issues or a disability causing impairment or who are affected by alcohol or drugs fall
into this category. These are reasons that need to be taken into account, but these reasons must not be
used as an excuse.
When researching this topic, in light of the number of assaults that have taken place that should on
their own attract some kind of mandatory sentence, it was difficult to find a case where the mandatory
sentences were administered. Knowing this, do we assume that our legal system is being soft? Or
knowing this, do we assume that the magistrates’ decisions reflect the true status of those who have
committed the assault and that the circumstances were a valid consideration?
I do not believe that guessing is respectful to our emergency service workers nor the community, and
I would like to see the government conduct research into why this is occurring and why there is an
increase in harm coming to our emergency service workers and look at more that can be done for
emergency services. And yes, there are obviously advertising campaigns, but are they cutting through?
Are they doing what they are intending to do? Can we actually do more to protect our emergency
service workers?
I would like to see mandatory rehabilitation and therapeutic care applied. From what I understand, if
someone is drug affected, it could be impossible for them to make a rational decision or even
remember a deterrent. Locking people up without rehabilitation will not solve the ongoing problem.
Channel 9 News published an article detailing how a paramedic was assaulted by a patient when he
attempted to bring him from a car accident to hospital. As he tried to bring him to the ambulance, the
man, who was suspected of suffering a head injury, began to headbutt the paramedic, breaking his
nose. The paramedic claims that there has been a general decrease in respect over his 27 years of
service, and he is seeing this firsthand.
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Obviously, victims of crime need a voice. We need to be that voice for the victims of crime. There are
many in the community that actually feel that we have a legal system, not a justice system, therefore
we need to look at what more we could do for our emergency services community.
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (17:00): Firstly, I would like to thank everybody for the
contributions that they have made in the chamber today. I do respect the need for consideration of
those who suffer dementia and other cognitive impairments or intellectual disability, but as my
colleague stated, when somebody perpetrates violence (a) they have to be charged and (b) they have
to then be found guilty of that charge. I also understand the complexities of sentencing, and in most
areas of sentencing I do not condone mandatory sentencing, but I feel that in respect of assaults on our
emergency workers we need to hold these offenders accountable for their abhorrent behaviour against
those who put their lives on the line every day to protect us.
Ms Patten made some statements that there is actually no evidence for mandatory sentencing in
assaults on emergency workers—that it is yet to be proven and that it does not work. I have some data
in front of me. The ABC News online Fact Check from 2014 said it does not completely support
mandatory sentencing but does show instances where there were measurable reductions. In Western
Australia, the results from mandatory minimum sentences were that crime decreased under the 2009
legislation on police assaults. The then police minister, Rob Johnson, and the Attorney-General in
Western Australia announced a 28 per cent decrease in assaults on police officers one year after those
very laws were introduced. There is evidence here that in California the three-strikes policy actually
decreased crime and has decreased recidivist offending. I am not going to go on about that. I was just
making a right-of-reply response to Ms Patten’s statement.
The one thing that I was disappointed about in these conversations was that I heard everything about
mandatory sentencing and about the offenders and I never once heard really in-depth conversations
about the impact on the victims and what these paramedics go through, whether it be for months, years
or the rest of their lives, after they have experienced these assaults. I feel that our justice system is
currently not supporting our emergency services.
Given that the government will not support our motion, I still sincerely hope that we can begin to see
our emergency workers spared from further attacks from those inclined to cause harm to them. I am
hoping that they will be dealt with in a way that holds them accountable and that our judiciary imposes
the relative sentences which see no further offending by these perpetrators. And on that, I will close.
House divided on motion:
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Cumming, Dr
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MURRAY BASIN RAIL PROJECT
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (17:10): I move:
That this house requests that the Minister for Transport Infrastructure, the Honourable Jacinta Allan, MP,
attend a public meeting to provide information and answer questions about the Murray Basin rail project at a
time of day and at a place in Northern Victoria of her choosing on or before 15 November 2019.

I know we do not have very long for this debate, so I will quickly indicate that this motion centres
upon asking that the government provide Victorians with long overdue, critically needed and updated
information about the status and future of the currently stalled Murray Basin rail project. More
specifically, it calls on the responsible minister, the Honourable Jacinta Allan, to attend a public
meeting in order to provide that information and answer questions in relation to it. If this project were
to be completed, it would deliver a myriad of impacts and benefits throughout the state, not just to the
two electorates of Western Victoria and Northern Victoria—proudly represented here by Derryn
Hinch’s Justice Party—especially in relation to dramatically improving freight outcomes for our grain
industry and many other primary producers, but also for the people in our cities, including through the
removal of around 20 000 truck trips from Victorian roads. In fact it was once said that, and I quote:
Standardising the Murray Basin rail network, and increasing the loads it can carry, will allow primary
producers to get more produce to port, more efficiently—boosting jobs and the regional economy.

Those were actually the words of Minister Allan herself as the project commenced to great government
fanfare in 2015. The Premier himself said back then, and I quote:
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to the full Murray Basin Rail Project, which will boost the
safety, capacity and reliability of freight services and better connect primary producers to the State’s major
ports.

Ironically, the Premier also called on the federal government at the time to step up and contribute to
the realisation of this project. However, all of those stated aims of the Victorian government, sadly,
still remain a long way away and at this point seem illusionary. Many very serious mistakes have been
made, and instead of all the work finishing by the end of 2018 as scheduled, the allocated funding has
been exhausted with still less than half the project completed. Moreover, around $440 million of
taxpayers money has been spent, and yet—as many people will tell you—the rail line is now in worse
condition than when the project began.
Nevertheless, it is not my intention to take a particularly adversarial approach to this motion, not only
because I suspect the major parties may fill that void during this debate anyway but also because I
primarily intend for this to be an information-seeking exercise on behalf of many thousands of
critically affected Victorians rather than being about political pointscoring. Unfortunately our
constituents and other major stakeholders are struggling to get any direct information or answers at
all. In fact there has been precious little detail placed on the public record for a long time now. As part
of that, it seems that the industry advisory group meetings that were once very regularly held in relation
to this project have not been convened by the government for many, many months now.
It is my understanding from everything I have seen, heard and pursued that the government is also not
yet prepared to commit to any further allocations of expenditure on this project before around the time
of the budget next year. If that is indeed true, as is my strong impression, then it is a very serious
problem for many Victorians—and that is of course even assuming that the project will be continued
in any way at all. In their contribution to this debate, government members can hopefully help us sate
some of this curiosity. I would indeed implore them to place whatever detail they can on the record
today in the way of useful, insightful, valuable and—most importantly—new information about the
current and future fate of this project.
Equally though, this issue is so serious that I believe that people in our communities need and deserve
the opportunity to be able to hear from the minister firsthand and to talk directly at some length to her
about what is happening or not happening. The livelihoods and wellbeing of many Victorians in many
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different ways are heavily dependent on this project, and it is only fair and proper that the minister
remains accountable to them and transparent with them.
There are innumerable questions that now hang over this project, and people have every right to expect
the relevant minister to answer them. To that end and through this motion I am offering her the ability
to choose a time, date and location at which that can occur in the form of a public meeting and
providing her as much as around a month to respond. My office would also be more than pleased to
make all the logistical arrangements that would be necessary to enable the meeting to be held.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Statements on reports, papers and petitions
TIMBER INDUSTRY
Petition
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (17:15): I rise to speak to the e-petition regarding logging
in Victoria’s old-growth forests, which I tabled yesterday. I would like to thank my constituent and
Brunswick local Dario Bulfone for initiating this petition and giving a voice to the growing number of
Victorians appalled at the continued state-sanctioned logging in our native forests.
Victoria’s old-growth eucalypt forests are spectacular. Home to many of our native plants, insects and
animals, these forests have remained untouched for hundreds of years, supplying our state with fresh
air and clean water. But since colonisation, our native forests have rapidly disappeared. Victoria has
the highest rate of logging in all of Australia and this logging continues today under this government,
turning our magnificent old eucalypts into woodchip and pulp to make paper.
In a climate crisis, when we should be doing everything we can to protect our environment and halt
irreversible climate change, continuing to log native forests is inexcusable. Logging in our native
forests threatens the supply of the clean air and water that Melbourne relies on. It increases fire risk in
a part of Victoria that is still recovering from the Black Saturday bushfires. It destroys the habitat of
Victoria’s precious native animals, many of which are already vulnerable. The critically endangered
Leadbeater’s possum, for instance, makes its home in the tall mountain ash forests in our Central
Highlands, and the vulnerable greater glider lives in the eucalypt forests in the east of our state. These
two possums and over 70 other endangered species who live in our native forests are facing extinction
in order for us to make cheap paper.
Petitions like this show that Victorians will no longer turn a blind eye to the continued destruction of
our natural world. We want to protect our precious native forests, preserve the clean air and water they
create and save the possums, owls and insects that call these forests home. Victorians understand the
actions we need to take to halt irreversible climate change and the destruction of our environment. I
urge the government to listen to Victorians, to heed this petition and to immediately transition out of
logging and into a sustainable plantation-based timber industry.
Adjournment
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(17:18): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

RESERVOIR LEVEL CROSSING REMOVAL
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (17:18): My adjournment matter is for the Minister
for Transport Infrastructure in the other place, and it concerns the small businesses on Broadway in
Reservoir. Recently the government ambushed residents and traders around the Reservoir level
crossing area by closing that crossing for four months without adequate notice, and the local traders
who were part of the consultation process have told me they were shocked by the decision and had
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very little warning. Traders are going to lose business, and residents have added 45 minutes to their
travel time around Reservoir. I visited there the other week and it was a ghost town. It was the lowest
amount of foot traffic I had seen in a while, and the traders were complaining there was just nobody
around.
Today I tabled a petition from concerned Reservoir residents condemning the government for
inadequate communication with Reservoir shopkeepers. I request the government take action so that
local business affected by this road closure will still exist after the work has been completed. Over
140 signatures were collected. I would like to thank all of those who took part in signing the petition,
and I particularly want to thank those local businesses who did a lot of work in collecting those
signatures and passing them on to me.
It is really important that we ensure that with the losses these small businesses are affected by because
of this road closure they are still able to continue to operate after the works are completed and support
the livability of the area. So the action I seek from the minister is to provide a funding assistance
package to these small businesses that are affected by the closures so that they can survive and keep
going after these works have been completed.
BULLA BYPASS
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (17:19): My adjournment this evening is for the minister
for transport. The action that I seek is for the government to prioritise the building of the Bulla bypass.
Hume is one of the fastest growing cities in the state as well as one of the most culturally diverse. By
2041 the population is forecast to grow by 60 per cent. Sunbury will grow even more quickly—68 per
cent by 2035. This growth puts much pressure on government and local councils to ensure new
population can access appropriate levels of local services. Tonight I raise just one of the many issues
that the area is facing—the building of the Bulla bypass.
The state government is currently funding the widening of Sunbury Road, which sounds like a good
plan, but it has one major flaw: it does not make any changes to the Bulla bridge. The Bulla bridge is
a single-carriageway bridge built in 1869—it is 150 years old. An unchanged Bulla bridge means the
widening of Sunbury Road will include a major bottleneck. Congestion will not be relieved and the
growing population will still face challenges getting about.
However, building the Bulla bypass as soon as possible makes perfect sense. The Bulla bypass will
add a wide range of benefits for the local community immediately and then connect to the proposed
outer metropolitan ring. The Bulla bypass will immediately relieve congestion and help improve the
community’s access to jobs, schools and essential local services. It will also allow for an improvement
of the SmartBus route to Melbourne Airport and help residents from Sunbury and beyond with travel
and access to jobs.
In 2016 the Minister for Planning said:
We know there is a need for the Bulla bypass as Melbourne’s west continues to grow …

He added:
We need a solution which delivers a new road with minimal impact to surrounding properties.

In 2018 the Victorian Planning Authority said:
Finalising the alignment of the Bulla bypass is important so that this infrastructure can be built as soon as
funding becomes available. Early delivery would be desirable to support Sunbury’s growth.

I agree. When will the government fund it and get it done?
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ELDER ABUSE
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (17:22): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Disability, Ageing and Carers, the Honourable Luke Donnellan. This entire October we are celebrating
our seniors with the Victorian Seniors Festival. More than 2500 free or low-cost events across the state
are going on. From 6 to 13 October seniors were also able to enjoy a week of free travel statewide.
The seniors festival is a great opportunity to bring attention to many problems our elders face every
day. Elder abuse is one of those problems. Elder abuse can affect anyone, irrespective of background,
gender or ethnicity. Research from Australia and overseas shows that around 5 per cent of older people
may be experiencing elder abuse. The Andrews Labor government funds Senior Rights Victoria, a
free helpline, legal, advocacy and referral service. The Andrews Labor government also funds the
Ethnic Communities Council of Victoria to work in partnership with Seniors Rights Victoria to raise
community awareness of elder abuse in ethnic communities. The action I seek is for the minister to
visit a seniors group in my electorate of Western Metropolitan Region and explain what the Andrews
Labor government’s priorities are for the seniors of our community.
FINES VICTORIA
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (17:24): I wish to raise a matter for the attention of the
Attorney-General. I raise the issue of an appallingly unjust situation of a young constituent from the
Mornington Peninsula, Ms Lauren Prowse, whose life has been turned upside down over the past year
by the continuing bureaucratic mess that is the Fines Victoria IT system debacle and the resultant
suspension of her drivers licence.
Ms Prowse has spent virtually a year fighting against the Fines Victoria bureaucratic mess, and why,
you may ask. It all started with the non-receipt of an infringement notice, which was for a speeding
offence of another driver in May 2018, and the subsequent failure of Fines Victoria to then properly
process the received driver nomination paperwork in a timely manner. Like hundreds, possibly
thousands, of other drivers Ms Prowse subsequently lost her licence due to the Fines Victoria IT
system debacle and its inability to simply process straightforward correspondence between the driver
and Fines Victoria.
In Ms Prowse’s case there was a four-month delay between submitting documentation and receiving
responses from Fines Victoria. The facts are that Ms Prowse did not receive the original infringement
notice issued in May; however, she responded to a follow-up penalty notice in July, nominating
another driver. The traffic camera office advised Ms Prowse on 1 August 2018 that a new form was
required, which she subsequently returned very quickly. However, that was then disregarded, and she
lost her licence for a period of time.
Ms Prowse contends that due to the massive backlog of correspondence received and not processed
by Fines Victoria, it was through no fault of her own that the new nomination form was not dealt with
in the appropriate time. So Ms Prowse lost her licence; it was suspended from 4 October 2018 for a
six-month period. She did not receive correspondence from VicRoads or any other agency to this
effect and was therefore unaware of her licence suspension when she was pulled over by police on
27 December last year and advised that she had lost her licence. She was then charged with driving a
vehicle while suspended.
This is just one example, of hundreds, of complete incompetence and the debacle that the Fines
Victoria system has been. A fix is now years overdue, and on behalf of my constituent Ms Prowse, I
respectfully request that the Attorney-General ask for an immediate investigation into her unjust
situation, caused by the bureaucratic mess and the never-ending mistakes at Fines Victoria as a result
of the botched implementation of this new IT system.
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MEDICINAL CANNABIS
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (17:27): My adjournment matter is directed to the Minister
for Health and Minister for Ambulance Services, the Honourable Jenny Mikakos. I note the
announcement by the minister that the Andrews Labor government is set to expand the compassionate
access scheme from 60 to 90 places. Ten children with intractable epilepsy will be added to the scheme
this year, followed by a further 20 children next year. This initiative will provide sick Victorian
children access to potentially life-changing medicinal cannabis treatment. Medicinal cannabis can be
a vital adjunct when other medicines and treatments have failed.
Victoria has taken the lead when it comes to medicinal cannabis use in Australia. Leadership from the
Andrews Labor government has led to the commonwealth allowing doctors to prescribe medicinal
cannabis and also removing a ban on the importation of medicinal cannabis. The emerging medicinal
cannabis market in Victoria is also boosting Victoria’s economy. Global companies settling in Victoria
have generated 500 jobs in the industry, making Victoria a world leader in production and research.
This activity also means the Victorian government can cease production of cannabidiol and use up to
12 kilos of remaining product for crucial research and medical trials.
While this initiative is achieving incredible outcomes for Victorian families, there is still a large
amount of stigma regarding the use of medicinal cannabis, particularly with children. We need to work
towards removing this stigma to ensure that every child suffering a serious illness, like intractable
epilepsy, is given the opportunity to live a healthier and happier life. While there are many Victorians
who could benefit from medicinal cannabis, price is now the biggest barrier to access, with the cost of
these treatments often well beyond the reach of most families. The action I seek is that the minister
continue to lobby the federal government to list these products on the pharmaceutical benefits scheme
so that more Victorians can access these potentially life-changing treatments.
HAMILTON AND STAWELL AIRPORTS
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (17:29): My adjournment matter seeks action from the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services and concerns the need for upgrades to both the Hamilton
emergency services air base and the Stawell aerodrome. Both upgrades are of an urgent nature and
centre around the protection of people, property, animals and the extraordinary forests and
environments of the northern and southern Grampians. The Stawell aerodrome has seen strong support
from Regional Development Victoria, but more help is needed. Given that the Stawell facility had the
second-highest number of firebombing deployments in the 2018–19 fire season, the expectation is—
and rightly—that financial support for this essential service be forthcoming.
The situation is similar for the southern Grampians, with the Hamilton base being the major CFA air
base for the region during the season. Because the base is also home to the CFA, the community is
expectant of an upgrade that includes the existing station on site as well as much-needed equipment
upgrades. The action I seek is for the minister to listen to the requests of these communities, as she has
done in the past, and to help them prepare for future fire seasons, as the experts on climate science tell
us there will be many and they will be increasing in their severity.
RURAL AND REGIONAL ENERGY SUPPLY
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (17:30): My adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change, the Honourable Lily D’Ambrosio, in the other place. The
action I seek is for the minister to provide adequate infrastructure investment that will guarantee rural
and regional Victoria will have a consistent energy supply throughout the 2019–20 summer period.
Our farmers rely on a steady and reliable energy supply for their day-to-day operations. Barry Noble,
a sheep farmer from Briagolong in East Gippsland in my electorate, is a tremendous bloke. He
traditionally runs 1000 head of sheep, but due to the prolonged drought he has had no choice recently
but to halve his flock to 500. Barry states that during blackouts a diminished mains power system
prevents the operation of submersible pumps. These pumps are critical to delivering water to thirsty
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stock, and without sufficient and consistent power they can be quite unreliable. If you combine extreme
weather conditions and blackouts, the lack of energy can certainly jeopardise the stock’s survival.
AEMO’s—the Australian Energy Market Operator—electricity statement released in August
indicates that Victoria is the only state that is likely to exceed reliability standards set by the operator,
indicating that Victoria can well expect to experience summer blackouts. The statement goes on to
state that no additional supplies are secured and that involuntary load shedding will have to occur in
Victoria during those extreme weather events, thus creating instability and insecurity for our farmers,
who greatly need that supply.
As I said, my constituent is concerned that these rural and regional communities remain disadvantaged
by the negative effects of blackout events, while very often metropolitan Melbourne is not affected.
While farmers like Barry endure the consequences of a prolonged drought, they also quite keenly
deserve the right to know that they will be provided with consistent and reliable energy sources for the
warmer months.
In relation to other members who run businesses in East Gippsland, I was speaking only recently with
the executive down there at Patties Foods. They said that during the last season they had nine brownout
or blackout periods. They run on electricity. They produce the most fabulous food that is not only
domestically used but sent internationally, and these sorts of industries cannot cope with such an
unreliable energy supply. Once again I ask the minister to make sure that there is an adequate
infrastructure investment to guarantee that Victoria will not have the lights out during this summer.
DONCASTER BUSWAY
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:33): The matter I raise tonight is to the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure, Jacinta Allan. I ask that the minister put serious planning into the current
Doncaster busway proposal and take into consideration a possible trackless tram service that could
extend along Alexandra Parade and merge into the existing city tramway services. The current plans
for the Doncaster busway are sadly lacking. They show no detail or practical solutions for merging
bus services into the city network when they hit the end of the Eastern Freeway at Hoddle Street, and
they offer no comfort to the citizens of Doncaster, indeed of the entire Manningham council area, who
have been waiting for promised rail services for 128 years.
The New South Wales government has shown interest in a proposal from Liverpool City Council to
use trackless trams to connect Liverpool with the new Badgerys Creek airport in its west—a truly
progressive transport strategy between state government and council. Yet Manningham has only a
weak orange line on a draft design and some artist impressions of a busway.
I say trackless trams have the potential to solve many of this state’s transport problems, and I have
proposed them previously both for the Doncaster service and to implement the long-awaited Rowville
rail service. They are cheaper and faster to implement, they can integrate into existing tramlines, they
are electric, so they come with environmental benefits, and they are able to carry many more
passengers at a time than a traditional bus service—up to 300. A trackless tram service could be easily
implemented to run along the proposed rapid transit busway on the northern edge of the Eastern
Freeway, but rather than merge into traffic at Hoddle Street this tram service could run through a new
centre lane down Alexandra Parade, merge into the existing tramway at Nicholson Street and complete
a loop of the city before heading back out to Doncaster.
It all seems so easy: carbon zero; easily scaled up and down relative to demand; future-proofed, with
the potential for automation in the future; and best of all, quick and easy to build. Victoria’s Big Build
has created the perfect public transport storm, and it is only going to get worse when the North East
Link disruptions start to impact citizens in our north-eastern suburbs. I urge the minister to get serious
about Doncaster rail and to get serious about the bus—or, I should say, trackless tram—link. I ask that
Minister Allan puts serious investment into bringing trackless tram technology to Victoria and giving
long-awaited rail services to Doncaster.
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DAM CONSTRUCTION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (17:36): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Water and concerns the government’s refusal to construct any new dams in Victoria despite their
obvious benefits to households, agriculture and regional and rural communities. We should all
remember that if it was not for the Thomson Dam, the population of Melbourne would have little or
no water other than the desalinated product. On Sunday the Prime Minister and the New South Wales
Premier announced a joint state-federal government investment to upgrade the Wyangala Dam and
build the new Dungowan Dam. Victoria should follow the New South Wales government’s lead and
begin constructing its own dams, such as one in the Otway Ranges, where rainfall can be as high as
75 inches annually. Barwon Water in 2016 withheld the sale of land at Dewing Creek, given that it
was a potential site for a new dam. The community played a large role in the campaign against this
sale and as such are clearly very supportive of the prospect of a new dam in this location, which would
provide countless jobs to the local community and support the Geelong area’s water security.
Dams are crucial to Victoria’s future water security, given that our population continues to rapidly
grow and our current water infrastructure, such as the energy-guzzling desalination plant, will be
insufficient to cater for our future water consumption needs. Instead of working with the federal
government to begin constructing a Victorian dam, the Minister for Water suggested that new dams
would mean less water for all and that climate change means there will not be enough water to flow
into them. It is irresponsible of the minister to take this stance, given the high rainfall in the Otways,
for example, where the local community clearly supports the construction of a dam. The action I seek
from the minister is to follow the advice of the federal water resources minister and work with water
authorities and local communities on the provision of new dams in Victoria, especially in the high
rainfall area of the Otways.
ROBINVALE-SEA LAKE ROAD
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (17:38): I direct my adjournment item to the attention of the
Minister for Roads. Earlier today I asked the minister for a date by which the Robinvale-Sea Lake
Road would be returned to an appropriate condition and the speed limit restored to 100 kilometres an
hour. In response to my question the minister directed me to a recent announcement. I thought there
was good news that we had missed. However, on reviewing the announcement—an announcement
we had already seen—I noticed it does not mention a date for when to expect the repairs to be complete
and does not indicate any intention to restore the higher limit.
I am sure it was not the minister’s intention to sidestep the question or mislead the house, and I have
been taught never to attribute to malice what is adequately explained by error. The announcement
merely states that some amount of money will be directed to repairing the road. I have learned this is
$3 million, which probably barely covers the cost of replacing the 100-kilometre-an-hour signs with
80-kilometre-an-hour signs. If the minister is not aware of the difference between $3 million and
$30 million, or between 80 kilometres an hour and 100 kilometres an hour, it probably explains a lot
about what is going on with regional roads.
Through neglect, the road has fallen into disrepair. It requires 10 times the amount of money promised
if it is ever to be repaired properly. I said as much before the minister answered, and I will take this
chance again to ask the minister to provide a date for when the road will be fixed and we can expect
the uplift of the limit. To be clear, this is my request for action: that the minister fix the road to an
appropriate standard, return the speed limit to 100 kilometres and tell us a date when that will happen.
There are many places the minister could find the funds for this repair. Perhaps the government could
use some of the $800 million they have plundered from road users through traffic fines. Alternatively
they could use some of the $850 million of excess Transport Accident Commission charges they will
levy against Victorians this year. Maybe they could use some of the cash from the $3 billion of vehicle
registrations paid by Victorians annually. The government charges motorists through the nose on the
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promise that they will ensure the roads are maintained. This promise includes regional roads, not just
Melbourne’s. Lower speed limits are not a solution. They are evidence that the government is failing
its promise to regional Victorians.
MCAULEY HOUSE FOOTSCRAY
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (17:40): I wish to raise a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Prevention of Family Violence and Minister for Women. It concerns a visit that I recently
conducted to McAuley House Footscray. I have to say to the house that every now and again there is
a wow moment in this job. Going to McAuley House was most certainly one of those, because what I
saw there that day left me in amazement at the enormous contribution that McAuley Community
Services for Women and McAuley House do for women, particularly homeless women, particularly
victims of domestic violence and particularly women who have had mental problems, which quite
often follow after homelessness and domestic violence of course. I was just so impressed. I cannot
begin to tell you how impressed I was at the wonderful work that they are doing. The tragedy is that
there are so many more women who could be accommodated if only they had the resources to do so.
In fact they said that for every vacancy there were 12 women that they could fill that vacancy with. So
there is a real need, a desperate need, and that is something that I believe this government, indeed any
government, should be directing resources toward.
McAuley Community Services has had some problems in recent times actually getting a commitment
from the government, particularly with regard to the mental health program. Their annual grant of a
few hundred thousand dollars is running out. It will run out in December, so we are getting very late
in the piece to be quibbling about these matters. It concerns me very, very deeply that this program
could be scrapped if the money does not come forward. Last year McAuley House directly
accommodated 563 women and children, and a further 600 women and children were supported
through the court or via other women’s employment programs. That is well over 1000 women that
one agency has been able to help in a year. They could do a lot more if they were able to get the
resources and the funding that they, I believe, deserve. So I am asking the minister to ensure that they
do receive, firstly, the funding for the mental health program but also the funding that they deserve
and the funding that they need to continue the wonderful work that they do to support women and
children in the western suburbs.
SHEPPARTON EDUCATION PLAN
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (17:43): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Education, and it relates to the Shepparton Education Plan and, more specifically, the closure of the
four public secondary schools and the creation of one large secondary school for 3000 students. The
action that I seek from the minister is for the minister to order the immediate release of eight pages of
documents identified as a result of a freedom of information request dated 2 September 2019 that
clearly list the identified risks associated with the closure of the four secondary schools and the
construction of one large secondary school of up to 3000 students.
There is outrage in the Shepparton community over the plans the Andrews Labor government has to
merge the four public secondary schools into one giant super-school designed to house up to
3000 students, taking away the choice of public schooling for local families. Officials from the
Department of Education and Training, including the regional director, have acknowledged that they
failed to carry out adequate community consultation before deciding on the new school. Also kept
secret was the planned transition stage beginning next year, which will send students from all four
secondary schools to different campuses, creating transport headaches for parents and unnecessary
anxiety for our young people.
This government likes keeping secrets from the Greater Shepparton community on the details of the
Shepparton Education Plan. I have submitted four FOI requests in the last three months requesting
information relating to the Shepparton Education Plan and the new super-school, and all four requests
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have been denied. My latest FOI request, dated 2 September 2019, sought access to a copy of the
complete Shepparton Education Plan risk management plan, or risk register. Despite eight pages of
risks being identified regarding construction of the super-school, the department refused my request,
citing that the community’s right to information was outweighed by factors that were not in the
public’s best interest to release.
Our community has the right to be fully informed of the risks associated with this divisive super-school
project, and it is unacceptable that the Andrews Labor government is hiding this information from the
students and parents impacted by the merger of the schools. The action that I seek from the minister is
for the minister to order the immediate release of eight pages of documents identified as a result of my
FOI request dated 2 September 2019, which clearly list the identified risks associated with the closure
of the four secondary schools and the construction of one large secondary school for up to
3000 students.
COLONIAL TRAMCAR RESTAURANT
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (17:46): My matter for the
adjournment tonight is for the attention of the transport minister in the other place, and it concerns the
Colonial Tramcar Restaurant and the ongoing saga with respect to that very important heritage
restaurant that has added so much to tourism in this state and a great sense of leveraging of our tramcar
history. The fact is it is a small business that has created jobs—I heard the minister cackle and treat it
with contempt—but I make the point that in fact this is a very significant tourist and heritage aspect
and a very significant small business that is actually a part of Melbourne. You do not have to remember
too many years ago the way Labor treated the tramcar restaurant. Some remember how a conductor
was required to sit in the back of the tramcar restaurant in the early days, and it was only actually the
Kennett government that said we did not need a conductor on a tramcar restaurant where people were
having dinner.
But aside from this, my request to the minister for transport is that she actually intervene and make
sure that obstructions and restrictions are removed and the problems are resolved. It is within the
capacity of the minister to make sure that these matters are actually dealt with and resolved so the
tramcar restaurant can get back on track.
I make the point here that the department has never much liked the tramcar restaurant. There has never
been any great support from the various iterations of the Department of Transport going back in time.
Nor indeed has Yarra Trams liked the City Circle tram, the heritage trams or indeed the tramcar
restaurant. So there has been this long history of lethargy and obstruction and obfuscation by a number
of the bureaucrats and a number of the franchisees that have been involved in our public transport
system at a state level, but all of this can be resolved by the minister intervening and actually sweeping
aside these points.
I note that this has now become a matter of litigation. I make no comment on the details of the
litigation, but the fact is the minister can, quite separate from that, actually intervene and make sure
that the regulations are sensible. These tramcar restaurants go back to 1947 to 1950, when they were
built, and they were on the tracks for a very long time. It may be inconvenient for the Department of
Transport and others to have to deal with these heritage trams on the system, but they are part of
Melbourne, they are part of our heritage, they are part of our history and they need to be protected.
HOSPITAL IN THE HOME
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (17:49): My adjournment matter this evening is to the
Minister for Health, and it is in relation to an elderly couple. It actually relates to a woman who had
surgery at Frankston Hospital around nine months ago for a blocked vein, I am led to believe, but
subsequently has an enormous infection that has required multiple hospital admissions, intravenous
antibiotics and extensive dressings to deal with this very large wound. The wound is a suppurating
wound. That is incredibly difficult to manage, I grant, but last week the couple were told that she
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would be discharged home and quite concerningly were very distressed because there was no way that
they could manage this wound at home.
They rang my office, and I was able to contact the hospital, who agreed to provide Hospital in the
Home (HITH). So the woman was discharged and was getting Hospital in the Home. On the Peninsula
Health website it states, and I quote:
All patient care provided aims to meet the needs of the patient, the family/carer and the directives of the
treating medical unit.
HITH patients are in-patients of Frankston or Rosebud Hospital who reside at home in a virtual ward.

Now, that is, I think, an absolutely commendable component of the health system and one that is very
necessary. As I said, this woman went home, but she had very conflicting advice. After three days of
treatment, all of the hospital-grade bandages that she was supplied with on her discharge had run out,
and her elderly husband had to go across town from Frankston to Surrey Hills to get more medical
supplies. They are out of pocket around $400 over the last couple of weeks from providing appropriate
bandages and supplies and the like.
I, as I said, am a huge supporter of Hospital in the Home, but what has happened here is a failure of
the system. Anyone can see what is going to happen when there is not enough treatment being
conducted through the Hospital in the Home program. I suspect that this woman will bounce back into
hospital and this will go on and on and on, in and out. So the action I seek is that the minister investigate
exactly what has happened with this Hospital in the Home program specifically in relation to elderly
patients that do not have the necessary care and support in such complex cases as this. This was not
just a little wound; this was a large suppurating wound that needed extensive and regular dressings
and care. I would ask the minister to look at the program and to ensure that when it is supplied the
Hospital in the Home program is applied properly.
RESPONSES
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (17:52): I might do this in reverse order because people are still here who have
gone later in the list. I have a matter for the Minister for Health from Ms Crozier. Mr Davis, I do not
think I have ever been accused of cackling before, but I can assure you that whatever emotion I had
was completely unrelated to the serious matter that you have raised for the Minister for Public
Transport. I am sure she will respond accordingly. Ms Lovell has raised a matter for the Minister for
Education, Mr Finn a matter for the Minister for Prevention of Family Violence, Mr Quilty for the
Minister for Roads, Mrs McArthur for the Minister for Water, Mr Barton for the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure, Ms Bath for the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Mr Meddick
for the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, Mr Melhem for the Minister for Health,
Mr O’Donohue for the Attorney-General, Ms Vaghela for the Minister for Disability, Ageing and
Carers, Dr Cumming for the Minister for Roads and Mr Ondarchie for the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure.
I have written responses to adjournment debate matters raised by Mr Quilty on 29 May, Mrs McArthur
on 27 August, Mr O’Donohue on 27 August, Mr Erdogan on 29 August, Mr Limbrick on 29 August,
Mr Bourman on 10 September, Mr Meddick on 11 September, Dr Ratnam on 11 September and
Dr Cumming on 12 September, with a total of nine responses to adjournment matters.
The PRESIDENT: The house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 5.54 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, 16 October 2019
CULTURAL HERITAGE MANAGEMENT PLANS
In reply to Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (29 May 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
In February 2019, Parks Victoria renewed Rundell’s Mahogany Trail Rides’ existing tour operator permit to
allow them to continue operating in Belfast Coastal Reserve as they have done for many years, and in
accordance with the Belfast Coastal Reserve Management Plan.
Rundell’s was actively engaged during the management planning process in considering the future of horse
riding in the reserve.
The result is that the plan and permit allow Rundell’s to access and use the beach, and potentially other tracks
in the reserve as well, other than one track in the top section of Hoon Hill. There is no planned horse activity
in the northern area of Hoon Hill, and the existing track is classified as ‘pedestrian access only’.
Regarding cultural heritage management plans (CHMPs), the Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 sets out the
matters to be considered in deciding whether a CHMP is to be approved. The cost of CHMPs is driven by the
size of the activity area and the complexity of the assessments needed to understand Aboriginal cultural
heritage in a proposed activity area.

KOKODA TRACK MEMORIAL WALK
In reply to Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (27 August 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
I thank the member for his question and for his support for Parks Victoria staff who work closely with local
battalion associations to maintain and care for the world-class Kokoda Memorial.
The road spikes you refer to were located at the vehicle exit. The spikes were removed in June 2019, as they
were damaged and no longer functional. They are scheduled to be replaced in November 2019.
Victoria Police regularly patrol the area and Parks Victoria staff will continue to actively monitor the precinct
for any inappropriate use.

DEER CONTROL
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (27 August 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
Recreational hunting has been permitted in vast areas of eastern Victoria for decades, including most of the
Alpine National Park and surrounding state forest. Private land owners can also control deer on private land
without needing to obtain a permit. Despite a growing number of hunters and deer harvest, deer populations
and their impacts on parks, reserves and agriculture continues to rise, including in areas open to recreational
hunting.
Recreational hunting is not generally focussed on reducing the impacts deer are having and recreational
hunting has not been capable of effectively reducing deer numbers or preventing their spread to new areas.
The Victorian Government is investing in targeted control across the Grampians, Alpine, Wilsons
Promontory and Barmah national parks. Parks Victoria uses professional and volunteer ground shooters, as
well as highly skilled aerial shooting crews to reduce deer numbers and protect native habitats and species.
The recent aerial shooting of sambar deer in the Alpine National Park is part of a deer control trial that Parks
Victoria commenced in 2015 to assess the relative efficiency and effectiveness of each of these methods,
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especially in difficult-to-access locations. It has played a key role in reducing numbers around high value
alpine peatlands by efficiently and humanely culling feral deer.
The Victorian Government has introduced changes in regulation to allow for commercial harvest and
processing of wild deer. Registered commercial deer harvesters are already culling deer in several parts of
Victoria for landowners trying to deal with unwanted deer, with many reporting excellent results. Parks
Victoria is planning on trialling commercial harvest as a control tool on public land alongside other control
tools such as volunteer and professional shooters. Interested people can contact the regulator PrimeSafe for
information on how to become an approved wild deer harvester.

TARGET ONE MILLION
In reply to Mr ERDOGAN (Southern Metropolitan) (29 August 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
I thank the Member for Southern Metropolitan for his question.
Target One Million is all about getting more people fishing, more often. Target One Million Phase I and II
shows how the Andrews Government values recreational fishing by investing a combined total of more than
$80 million over two terms to improve and increase recreational fishing.
Recreational fishing is valued at more than $2.3 billion to the State’s economy annually and supports more
than 34,000 jobs.
The Andrews Government is increasing fish stocking, improving access, teaching children and families how
and where to fish and removing commercial netting in Port Phillip Bay and the Gippsland Lakes. All of these
activities are providing new and existing anglers with better recreational fishing opportunities.
We have started planning that will underpin a new $7 million native fish hatchery near Shepparton and
introduced legislation to remove commercial net fishing in the Gippsland Lakes, as part of our plan to restore
this once vibrant recreational fishery.
We have also delivered on several initiatives by stocking native fish into metropolitan lakes such as Karkarook
Lake. I have been fortunate to witness the smiles on faces of children catching their first fish at our Vic Fish
Kids events and festivals.
Constituents in the Southern Metropolitan area can also enjoy recreational fishing in Port Phillip Bay which
now has 300 tonnes of fish available to recreational anglers thanks to the buy out of 34 commercial licences,
with netting to be completely banned in Port Phillip Bay by April 2022. They can also try freshwater fishing
in Albert Park Lake all year round as Albert Park Lake is stocked with thousands of rainbow trout and Golden
perch.
I also encourage fishers from across Victoria to travel to new destinations and enjoy a fresh experience with
family and friends. They can try Murray cod fishing at Lake Eildon or trout on the Goulburn River in North
East Victoria to name just a few iconic destinations. I should also mention the amazing snapper fishing that
is soon to kick off in Port Phillip Bay. This fishery is going strong and we will be celebrating it at a Snapper
Conference in Frankston in October.
The Government has also made a series of recreational boating commitments including removing fees from
public boat ramps across Victoria, returning every cent of marine licensing and boat registration fees to
improving boating safety and upgrading facilities.
We are getting on with the job of removing boat launching and parking fees at public boat ramps and
upgrading ramps at six priority locations as part of a $47.2 million commitment in the 2019/20 Budget. To
date, fees have been removed from 35 boat ramps across Victoria, and planning work has commenced on the
six upgrade projects.
The Government has also committed to undertaking a review of how boating facilities are managed across
Western Port and Port Phillip. This review has commenced and will take approximately 10 months to
complete. Stakeholders within the Southern Metropolitan region will be engaged throughout this process.
Thank you for your questions and I hope to hear of more people in your region getting out and enjoying the
great pastime of recreational fishing and boating.
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SOLAR PANEL E-WASTE
In reply to Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (29 August 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
There is no evidence to suggest the development of stockpiles of photovoltaic (PV) systems in Victoria since
the e-waste ban.
Victoria is leading the development of a national product stewardship approach for PV systems. Following
an extensive process to gather evidence and assess options, Victoria will lead further economic and regulatory
analysis in 2019 to identify a preferred approach. Environment ministers are expected to endorse
implementation of the preferred stewardship approach before the end of 2020.
A national product stewardship approach to PV systems will increase research and development, build PV
processing capacities and improve recovery and recycling of end-of-life PV materials

MURRAY-DARLING BASIN PLAN
In reply to Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (10 September 2019)
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine—Minister for Water, Minister for Police and Emergency Services):
I thank Mr Bourman for his adjournment matter about the Murray-Darling Basin and the Rally held on the
banks of the Murray River in Tocumwal, New South Wales.
I have been very clear in the Government’s position on the Basin Plan. Victoria remains committed to working
with the Commonwealth Government, other Basin jurisdictions and the Murray-Darling Basin Authority to
deliver the Basin Plan in away that balances social, economic and environmental outcomes, as agreed.
Victoria does not support pausing the Basin Plan or walking away from it because we have met our water
recovery targets and are getting on with the Sustainable Diversion Limit Projects, which means will have met
our obligations.
This Government 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.

The Victorian Government is very aware of the challenges facing northern Victorian farming communities.
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.
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HORSHAM GAS PIPELINE
In reply to Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (11 September 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
Gas network connections are the responsibility of local gas distribution businesses and are typically
undertaken where itis commercially feasible to do so.
In Victoria, the Gas Distribution System Code outlines the obligations on gas distribution business when
dealing with customers who request connections to the gas network. Section 3 of the Code (Connections and
Augmentations) relates to your query. The Code is administered by the Essential Services Commission and
a copy is available on its website at www.esc.vic.gov.au.
The Code specifies that if a customer’s premises are located within one kilometre of the existing network,
then the extension is regarded as “minor or infill” connection. Under this scenario, the local gas distributor is
required to respond to the customer’s request with “fair and reasonable terms and conditions”.
Consumers in more distant unserviced areas are able to negotiate the possibility of extending the gas network.
The best way to do this is through the local council, which can assist in coordinating a proposal to a local gas
retailer or providing information that could assist in the economic evaluation of extending the network. Direct
council input may include information on such aspects as existing commercial activity.

WASTE AND RECYCLING MANAGEMENT
In reply to Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (11 September 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The Andrews Labor Government has invested over $141 million from the Sustainability Fund to strengthen
Victoria’s recycling industry. We’re investing in new infrastructure, building markets and encouraging more
operators into the industry.
A $6.6 million relief package has been allocated to help alleviate financial pressure on councils affected by
the SKM closure.
In addition to this relief package, the Victorian Government is supporting the fast tracking of the transition
back to processing of kerbside recycling across Victoria through a $10 million loan to Korda Mentha, the
Receivers and Managers of the SKM Corporate Pty Ltd.

NORTHERN PACIFIC SEA STAR
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12 September 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The management of marine pest biosecurity and ballast water and sediments are matters for the
Commonwealth Minister for Agriculture, Senator the Hon Bridget McKenzie.
Environment Protection Authority Victoria (EPA) monitors water quality at 16 fixed sites across the three
major embayments of Port Phillip Bay, Western Port Bay and the Gippsland Lakes.
EPA analyses water quality, measuring changes in nutrient levels and algae composition, oxygen conditions,
toxicants and water clarity trends over time.
EPA has no specific data on impacts or reduced water quality resulting from ballast water. The water quality
in Port Phillip Bay is considered good overall, and has improved since 2002.

