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Thursday, 17 October 2019
The PRESIDENT (Hon. SL Leane) took the chair at 9.36 am and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (09:36): On behalf of the Victorian state Parliament I acknowledge the
Aboriginal peoples, the traditional custodians of this land which has served as a significant meeting
place of the First People of Victoria. I acknowledge and pay respect to the elders of the Aboriginal
nations in Victoria past, present and emerging and welcome any elders and members of the Aboriginal
communities who may visit or participate in the events or proceedings of the Parliament.
Bills
SUPERANNUATION LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Council’s and Assembly’s amendments
The PRESIDENT (09:37): I have a message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly returns ‘A Bill for an Act to amend the Emergency Services Superannuation
Act 1986 and certain other Superannuation Acts and for other purposes’ and informs the Legislative Council
that the Assembly has:
(1) agreed to the amendments; and
(2) made an amendment with which agreement is requested.

Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (09:37): I move:
That the message be taken into consideration forthwith.

Motion agreed to.
Council’s amendment 3:
Clause 2, line 2, after this line insert—
“(2) Section 4(5) is deemed to have come into operation on 1 July 2019.
(3) Section 16 is deemed to have come into operation on 16 September 2019.

Agreed to with the following amendment:
Omit “line 2” and insert “line 3”.

Mr JENNINGS: I move:
That the Council agree to the amendment made by the Assembly to the amendment made by the Council.

Motion agreed to.
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PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT AMENDMENT (LOCAL DEMOCRACY) BILL 2019
Introduction and first reading
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (09:39): I move to introduce a bill to amend the Planning
and Environment Act 1987 to provide for increased responsible authority control of local planning
policy and maximum building heights in their municipal districts, and for other purposes, and I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

Motion agreed to.
Read first time.
Mr HAYES: I move:
That the second reading be made an order of the day for the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
Papers
CHILDREN’S COURT OF VICTORIA
Report 2017–18
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (09:40): I present, by command of the Governor, the Children’s Court of Victoria report
2017–18. I move:
That the report do lie on the table.

Motion agreed to.
Mr O’Donohue: On a point of order, President, I seek clarification from the minister as to why
reports from the 2017–18 financial year are being tabled today and not previously.
The PRESIDENT: The minister is tabling a paper on behalf of a court. There is a separation
between the executive and the court. Also, there is no procedure as far as calling for an explanation
goes, so I do not uphold Mr O’Donohue’s point of order.
COUNTY COURT OF VICTORIA
Report 2018–19
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (09:41): I present, by command of the Governor, the County Court of Victoria report
2018–19. I move:
That the report do lie on the table.

Motion agreed to.
MAGISTRATES COURT OF VICTORIA
Report 2017–18
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (09:41): I present, by command of the Governor, the Magistrates Court of Victoria report
2017–18. I move:
That the report do lie on the table.

Motion agreed to.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
Absolutely Everyone: State Disability Plan Annual Report 2018
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(09:42): I move, by leave:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the Absolutely Everyone: State Disability Plan Annual Report 2018.

Motion agreed to.
OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC ADVOCATE
Report 2019
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (09:42): I move, by leave:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the Office of the Public Advocate report 2018–19.

Motion agreed to.
Ordered to be published.
VICTORIA LAW FOUNDATION
Report 2018–19
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (09:43): I move, by leave:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the Victoria Law Foundation report 2018–19.

Motion agreed to.
VICTORIAN LAW REFORM COMMISSION
Report 2018–19
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (09:43): I move, by leave:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the Victorian Law Reform Commission report 2018–19.

Motion agreed to.
Ordered to be published.
CONSUMER POLICY RESEARCH CENTRE
Report 2018–19
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (09:44): I move, by leave:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the Consumer Policy Research Centre report 2018–19.

Motion agreed to.

PAPERS
3422

Legislative Council

Thursday, 17 October 2019

VISIT VICTORIA
Report 2018–19
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (09:44): On behalf of Minister Somyurek, I move, by leave:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the Visit Victoria Limited report 2018–19.

Motion agreed to.
INSPECTOR-GENERAL FOR EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
Hazelwood Mine Fire Inquiry: Implementation of Recommendations and Affirmations—Annual
Report 2018
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (09:45): I move, by leave:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the Hazelwood Mine Fire Inquiry: Implementation of
Recommendations and Affirmations, report 2018.

Motion agreed to.
Ordered to be published.
SENTENCING ADVISORY COUNCIL
Report 2018–19
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (09:46): I move, by leave:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the Sentencing Advisory Council report 2018–19.

Motion agreed to.
PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Accident Compensation Conciliation Service—Report, 2018–19.
Adult, Community and Further Education Board—Report, 2018–19.
Adult Parole Board of Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Agriculture Victoria Services Pty Ltd—Report, 2018–19.
Albury Wodonga Health—Report, 2018–19.
Alexandra Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Alfred Health—Report, 2018–19.
Alpine Health—Report, 2018–19.
Ambulance Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
AMES Australia—Report, 2018–19.
Architects Registration Board of Victoria—Acting Minister’s report of receipt of 2018–19 report.
Auditor-General’s Report on Cenitex: Meeting Customer Needs for ICT Shared Services, October 2019
(Ordered to be published).
Austin Health—Report, 2018–19.
Australian Centre for the Moving Image—Report, 2018–19.
Australian Grand Prix Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
Bairnsdale Regional Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Ballarat General Cemeteries Trust—Report, 2018–19.
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Ballarat Health Services—Report, 2018–19.
Barwon Health—Report, 2018–19.
Barwon Region Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
Barwon South West Waste and Resource Recovery Group—Minister’s report of receipt of the 2018–19 report.
Bass Coast Health—Report, 2018–19.
Beaufort and Skipton Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Beechworth Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Benalla Health—Report, 2018–19.
Bendigo Cemeteries Trust—Minister’s report of receipt of the 2018–19 report.
Bendigo Health Care Group—Report, 2018–19.
Boort District Health—Report, 2018–19.
Calvary Health Care Bethlehem Ltd—Report, 2018–19.
Casterton Memorial Hospital—Report, 2018–19.
Castlemaine Health—Report, 2018–19.
CenITex—Report, 2018–19.
Central Gippsland Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Central Gippsland Region Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
Central Highlands Region Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
City West Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
Cobram District Health—Report, 2018–19.
Cohuna District Hospital—Report, 2018–19.
Colac Area Health—Report, 2018–19.
Coliban Region Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
Commissioner for Environmental Sustainability—Minister’s report of receipt of 2018–19 report.
Community Visitors—Report, 2018–19 (Ordered to be published).
Confiscation Act 1997—Asset Confiscation Operations Report, 2018–19.
Consumer Affairs Victoria—Report, 2018–19 (Ordered to be published).
Corangamite Catchment Management Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Coronial Council of Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Corryong Health—Report, 2018–19.
Council of Trustees of the National Gallery of Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Country Fire Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Court Services Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Dairy Food Safety Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Dental Health Services Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Development Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Disability Services Commissioner—Report, 2018–19.
Djerriwarrh Health Services—Report, 2018–19.
Docklands Studios Melbourne Pty Ltd—Report, 2018–19.
East Gippsland Catchment Management Authority—Report, 2018–19.
East Gippsland Region Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
East Grampians Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
East Wimmera Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Eastern Health—Report, 2018–19.
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Echuca Regional Health—Report, 2018–19.
Edenhope and District Memorial Hospital—Report, 2018–19.
Education and Training Department—Report, 2018–19.
Emergency Services Superannuation Board—Report, 2018–19.
Emergency Services Telecommunications Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Energy Safe Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Environment, Land, Water and Planning Department—Report, 2018–19.
Environment Protection Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Essential Services Commission—Report, 2018–19.
Fed Square Pty Ltd—Report, 2018–19.
Film Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Forensic Leave Panel—Report, 2018.
Game Management Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Geelong Cemeteries Trust—Report, 2018–19.
Geoffrey Gardiner Dairy Foundation Limited—Report, 2018–19.
Gippsland and Southern Rural Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
Gippsland Southern Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Glenelg Hopkins Catchment Management Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Goulburn Broken Catchment Management Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Goulburn Murray Rural Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
Goulburn Valley Health—Report, 2018–19.
Goulburn Valley Region Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
Grampians Central West Waste and Resource Recovery Group—Minister’s report of receipt of the 2018–19
report.
Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
Greater Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust—Report, 2018–19.
Greater Sunraysia Pest Free Area Industry Development Committee—Minister’s report of receipt of
2018–19 report, together with an explanation for the delay.
Greyhound Racing Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Harness Racing Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Health and Human Services Department—Report, 2018–19.
Health Purchasing Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Heathcote Health—Report, 2018–19.
Hepburn Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Heritage Council of Victoria—Minister’s report of receipt of 2018–19 report.
Hesse Rural Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Heywood Rural Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Infrastructure Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Inglewood and Districts Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Jobs, Precincts and Regions Department—Report, 2018–19.
Justice and Community Safety Department—Report, 2018–19.
Kardinia Park Stadium Trust—Report, 2018–19.
Kerang District Health—Report, 2018–19.
Kyabram District Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Kyneton District Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
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Latrobe Regional Hospital—Report, 2018–19.
Latrobe Valley Mine Rehabilitation Commissioner—Report, 2018–19.
Legal Practitioners’ Liability Committee—Report, 2018–19.
Library Board of Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Liquor Control Reform Act 1998—Report pursuant to section 148R by the Chief Commissioner of Victoria
Police, 2018–19.
Lorne Community Hospital—Report, 2018–19.
Lower Murray Urban and Rural Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
Maldon Hospital—Report, 2018–19.
Mallee Catchment Management Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Mallee Track Health and Community Service—Report, 2018–19.
Mansfield District Hospital—Report, 2018–19.
Maryborough District Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Melbourne and Olympic Parks Trust—Report, 2018–19.
Melbourne Convention and Exhibition Trust—Report, 2018–19.
Melbourne Health—Report, 2018–19.
Melbourne Market Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Melbourne Port Lessor Pty Ltd—Report, 2018–19.
Melbourne Recital Centre—Report, 2018–19.
Melbourne Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
Mental Health Complaints Commissioner—Report, 2018–19.
Mental Health Tribunal Report—Report, 2018–19.
Mercy Hospitals Victoria Ltd—Report, 2018–19.
Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services Board—Report, 2018–19.
Mildura Cemetery Trust—Minister’s report of receipt of the 2018–19 report.
Monash Health—Report, 2018–19.
Moyne Health Services—Report, 2018–19.
Museums Board of Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Nathalia District Hospital—Report, 2018–19.
National Parks Act 1975—Report on the working of the Act, 2018–19.
National Parks Advisory Council—Report, 2018–19.
North Central Catchment Management Authority—Report, 2018–19.
North East Catchment Management Authority—Report, 2018–19.
North East Region Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
North East Waste and Resource Recovery Group—Minister’s report of receipt of the 2018–19 report.
Northeast Health Wangaratta—Report, 2018–19.
Northern Health—Report, 2018–19.
Numurkah District Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Office of Public Prosecutions—Report, 2018–19.
Office of the National Rail Safety Regulator—Report, 2018–19.
Office of the Victorian Information Commissioner—Report, 2018–19.
Omeo District Health—Report, 2018–19.
Orbost Regional Health—Report, 2018–19.
Otway Health—Report, 2018–19.
Parks Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
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Peninsula Health—Report, 2018–19.
Peter MacCallum Cancer Centre—Report, 2018–19.
Phillip Island Nature Parks—Report, 2018–19.
Phytogene Pty Ltd—Minister’s report of receipt of 2018–19 report.
Police Registration and Services Board—Report, 2018–19.
Port Phillip and Westernport Catchment Management Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Portable Long Service Benefits Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Portland District Health—Report, 2018–19.
Post Sentence Authority Report—Report, 2018–19.
Premier and Cabinet Department—Report, 2018–19.
PrimeSafe—Report, 2018–19.
Public Interest Monitor—Report, 2018–19.
Public Record Office Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Public Transport Development Authority (PTV)—Report, 2018–19.
Queen Elizabeth Centre—Report, 2018–19.
Queen Victoria Women’s Centre Trust—Minister’s report of receipt of 2018–19 report.
Racing Integrity Commissioner—Report, 2018–19.
Radiation Advisory Committee—Report, 2018–19.
Regional Development Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Residential Tenancies Bond Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Road Safety Camera Commissioner—Report, 2018–19.
Roads Corporation (VicRoads)—Report, 2018–19.
Robinvale District Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Rochester and Elmore District Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Rolling Stock (Victoria-VL) Pty Limited—Report, 2018–19.
Rolling Stock (VL-1) Pty Limited—Report, 2018–19.
Rolling Stock (VL-2) Pty Limited—Report, 2018–19.
Rolling Stock (VL-3) Pty Limited—Report, 2018–19.
Rolling Stock Holdings (Victoria) Pty Limited—Report, 2018–19.
Royal Botanic Gardens Board Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Royal Children’s Hospital—Report, 2018–19.
Royal Victorian Eye and Ear Hospital—Report, 2018–19.
Royal Women’s Hospital—Report, 2018–19.
Rural Northwest Health—Report, 2018–19.
Sentencing Advisory Council—Minister’s report of receipt of 2018–19 report.
Seymour Health—Report, 2018–19.
Shrine of Remembrance Trustees—Report, 2018–19.
South East Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
South Gippsland Hospital—Report, 2018–19.
South Gippsland Region Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
South West Healthcare—Report, 2018–19.
Southern Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust—Report, 2018–19.
St Vincent’s Hospital (Melbourne) Limited—Report, 2018–19.
State Electricity Commission of Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
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State Sport Centres Trust—Report, 2018–19.
State Trustees Limited—Report, 2018–19.
A Statutory Rule under an Act of Parliament—Road Safety Act 1986—No. 96.
Stawell Regional Health—Report, 2018–19.
Swan Hill District Health—Report, 2018–19.
Tallangatta Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Terang and Mortlake Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
The Kilmore and District Hospital—Report, 2018–19.
Timboon and District Healthcare Service—Report, 2018–19.
Transport Accident Commission—Report, 2018–19.
Transport Department—Report, 2018–19.
Treasury and Finance Department—Report, 2018–19.
Treasury Corporation of Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Tweddle Child and Family Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
V/Line Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
Veterinary Practitioners Registration Board of Victoria—Minister’s report of receipt of 2018–19 report.
VicForests—Report, 2018–19.
Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal—Report, 2018–19.
Victims of Crime Commissioner—Report, 2018–19.
Victoria Grants Commission—Report, 2018–19.
Victoria Legal Aid—Report, 2018–19.
Victoria Police—Report, 2018–19.
Victoria State Emergency Service Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Arts Centre Trust—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Assisted Reproductive Treatment Authority—Minister’s report of receipt of 2018–19 report.
Victorian Broiler Industry Negotiation Committee—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Building Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Catchment Management Council—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Commission for Gambling and Liquor Regulation—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Curriculum Assessment Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Environmental Assessment Council—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Environmental Water Holder—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission—Report, 2018–19 (Ordered to be published).
Victorian Fisheries Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Funds Management Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Government Purchasing Board—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Health Promotion Foundation—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Institute of Forensic Medicine—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Institute of Forensic Mental Health—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Institute of Teaching—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Law Reform Commission—Minister’s report of receipt of 2018–19 report.
Victorian Legal Services Board and the Legal Services Commissioner—Report, 2018–19 (Ordered to be
published).
Victorian Managed Insurance Authority—Report, 2018–19.
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Victorian Marine and Coastal Council—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Multicultural Commission—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Pharmacy Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Planning Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Plantations Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Ports Corporation (Melbourne)—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Public Sector Commission—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Rail Track—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Regional Channels Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Registration and Qualifications Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian Small Business Commission—Report, 2018–19 (Ordered to be published).
Victorian Strawberry Industry Development Committee—Minister’s report of receipt of 2018–19 report.
Victorian Veterans Council—Report, 2018–19.
Victorian WorkCover Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Wannon Region Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
West Gippsland Catchment Management Authority—Report, 2018–19.
West Gippsland Healthcare Group—Report, 2018–19.
West Wimmera Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Western District Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Western Health—Report, 2018–19.
Western Region Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
Westernport Region Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
Wimmera Catchment Management Authority—Report, 2018–19.
Wimmera Health Care Group—Report, 2018–19.
Yarra Valley Water Corporation—Report, 2018–19.
Yarram and District Health Service—Report, 2018–19.
Yarrawonga Health—Report, 2018–19.
Yea and District Memorial Hospital—Report, 2018–19.
Youth Parole Board—Report, 2018–19.
Zoological Parks and Gardens Board—Report, 2018–19.

Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Notice given.
ADJOURNMENT
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (09:50): I move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday, 29 October 2019.

Motion agreed to.
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Members statements
DUAL IDENTITY LEADERSHIP PROGRAM
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (09:50): I had the honour and pleasure to represent the
Andrews Labor government in speaking at the Dual Identity Leadership Program 2019 graduation
dinner. DILP is a wonderful program supported by the Victorian government that encourages secondgeneration Vietnamese Australians who identify with both cultures. The program is now in its sixth
year, starting from 2013, when the Victorian Vietnamese community saw a need to support and
encourage second-generation Vietnamese Australians to reach their potential and become the best
leaders representing two cultural identities. The young participants, aged between 18 and 35, embark
on a journey of discovery, leadership and understanding of their cultural identity in order to participate
in and maximise their contributions to the multicultural character of our state of Victoria.
MOON FESTIVAL
Dr KIEU: I also attended the Moon Festival in Springvale, organised by the South Eastern
Melbourne Vietnamese Associations Council. It was a privilege to speak to so many festival-goers
and to be alongside many of my colleagues. Moon festivals are celebrated in and have many
interpretations across Asia, but most of all they are an occasion for children to play with beautifully
decorated lanterns and for adults to indulge themselves in a cup of tea and a moon cake or two.
ROYAL AGRICULTURAL SOCIETY OF VICTORIA
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (09:52): Sorry, President. I have just got the news that
we are expecting another grandchild, so I was a bit distracted. It is fantastic.
I rise this morning to congratulate the Royal Agricultural Society of Victoria for a fantastic 2019 Royal
Melbourne Show—record numbers, new format, new layout and plenty of families having fun. For
those who attended the show between 21 September and 1 October, you had a whole lot of new
experiences. Can I take the opportunity to congratulate Paul Guerra, the chief executive officer of the
Royal Agricultural Society of Victoria, a personal friend of mine, on his new appointment to the
Victorian Chamber of Commerce and Industry.
CAMERON CRICKET CLUB
Mr ONDARCHIE: On another matter, I had the privilege of visiting the Cameron Cricket Club
in Reservoir just recently to meet with their president, Darren Barker, who is doing a fantastic job and
has incorporated a new women’s team into the cricket club this year. The trouble is there is no
provision for the women to get changed in a changing room at that particular cricket club, so I was
pleased that the deputy mayor of Darebin, Cr Susanne Newton, joined me at that cricket club to have
a look at the facilities. If we are serious about encouraging more girls and women to play sport in
Victoria, we have to provide appropriate funding, just like for the Cameron Cricket Club, so they can
have appropriate change rooms and appropriate facilities. I congratulate Darren Barker and his
committee at Cameron Cricket Club for the great job that they are doing in encouraging more residents
and more locals to take up the active sport of cricket.
PREGNANCY AND INFANT LOSS REMEMBRANCE DAY
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (09:53): On Tuesday night I attended the pregnancy and infant
loss service event at the Melbourne Museum. It was a tough time for my wife and me, but we were
there with a whole lot of other people that have had the same experience. It was also moving, and the
fact that the loss rate has not changed in 20 years is a bit disturbing. It is good to hear the government
talking about that, but I would love to see how much money they are going to put in to help with the
research.
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CARRANBALLAC P–9 COLLEGE
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (09:54): It was a pleasure to recently open the Brian Geary
Scout Hall at Carranballac College in the growing and thriving community of Point Cook. With over
25 000 scout members in Victoria, it is fair to say that they are a big part of helping young people
develop important life skills and leadership qualities. This new scout hall facility is a great example of
what building the Education State is all about. As well as reforming our public school system, we are
creating opportunities to transform communities. Gone are the days when school halls were locked up
at 4 o’clock. This school, like hundreds of others across the state, is staying open, and through shared
facilities like this one the recreational and cultural life of the community is enhanced. Congratulations
to the college and to Scouts Victoria. The state government contributed $1.4 million to this project,
and I can already see that the scout hall has quickly become an important part of the life of the school
and wider community. I am proud to be a part of the Victorian government that funded it through our
Shared Facilities Fund.
RICHMOND FOOTBALL CLUB
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (09:55): I cannot let this week pass without warmly
congratulating the Richmond Football Club on its magnificent 2019 premiership win. On two
occasions during the course of the season the Tigers went into games with 17 players out through
injury. The team lost its captain, full forward, fullback, Brownlow medallist, ruckman and a variety of
other star players during the course of the year. It is truly remarkable that the Tigers could not just
survive such adversity but actually thrive. Who would ever have thought the boys could recover from
such setbacks and win the flag by a whopping 89 points. Every congratulation is due to coach Damien
Hardwick, captain Trent Cotchin, president Peggy O’Neal, CEO Benny Gale and of course who could
ever forget the absolutely magnificent dual Norm Smith medallist Dustin Martin. The entire club also
is deserving of congratulations.
If anyone was in any doubt about what football means to Victorians, they need have looked no further
than the scenes at the MCG and Punt Road Oval during the final quarter of the grand final and in the
period immediately after the final siren. If anyone ever doubted the joy footy brings to millions
throughout state, they should have been in Swan Street or Bridge Road shortly after that game and in
the evening. Richmond has almost 104 000 members. It is the biggest club in Australia and surely now
the most powerful.
REGIONAL ACHIEVEMENT AND COMMUNITY AWARDS
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (09:56): That is going to be a hard act to follow. The
Regional Achievement and Community Awards acknowledge the tireless work of individuals,
communities, businesses and groups to support the social, economic, commercial or environmental
prosperity of regional and rural areas. Finalists of this year’s awards included many dynamic programs
from across northern Victoria, including TwistED Science of Echuca, Wandoon Estate Aboriginal
Corporation of Healesville, Food Next Door of Mildura, Loddon Campaspe Multicultural Services
and Tyrrell College of Sea Lake.
Northern Victorian organisations were strongly represented in the Employer Excellence in Aged Care
category, including Cooinda of Benalla, Jacaranda Village of Red Cliffs and St Catherine’s Hostel of
Wangaratta. Dianne McAuliffe of Shepparton was a finalist for her volunteer work with the elderly,
and Kevin Mitchell brought Devenish together to paint their silos. Community groups from Devenish,
Golden Square, Goorambat and Puckapunyal have built volunteer programs and tourist opportunities
for their towns. The No Flies on Us campaign by the Goulburn Murray Regional Fruit Fly Project
were worthy recipients of the 2019 Regional Achiever of the Year award, strengthening management
of fruit fly across the region and creating benchmarks that can be shared around Australia.
Congratulations to all nominees, finalists and winners. You are all winners, and our regions are
stronger because of the work that you all do.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Thursday, 17 October 2019

Legislative Council

3431

MORWELL GOVHUB
The PRESIDENT: Happy birthday, Ms Shing.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (09:58): Thanks, President, that sounds like a ‘Come on down’ to
me in terms of giving my members statement this morning. On 23 September it was an absolute joy
to turn the first sod of the GovHub which is now being constructed in the CBD of Morwell. This
$30 million investment being produced by Castlerock Property developments will deliver 300 jobs,
with 200 of those being from the local area, as well as delivering 150 jobs throughout the construction
stages. It was a particular delight to turn the sod with Harriet Sestack. The Harriet power was in full
force that day, as Harriet from Castlerock developments in fact joined with me to turn the sod.
MENTAL HEALTH WEEK
Ms SHING: On another matter, Mental Health Week 2019 has been a really important opportunity
for people all over the state, and indeed the country, to talk about mental health, to break down the
stigma which continues to pervade people’s access to health and services, the way we live our daily
lives and the way we talk about invisible illness. We need to keep this work going. I commend and
congratulate everyone throughout Victoria who has been part of continuing this important
conversation about mental health, why we can all do better and why we need to recognise, with
compassion, empathy and knowledge, the importance of making sure that stigma and prejudice against
mental illness are attacked and rejected at every possible turn.
RICHMOND FOOTBALL CLUB
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (10:00): I would like to congratulate the AFL premiers of 2019,
the Richmond Football Club. In doing so I would like to thank our magnificent team of players, led
by captain Trent Cotchin; the coaching team, led by Damien Hardwick; the football department, led
by Neil Balme; the board, led by our magnificent president, Peggy O’Neal; and the admin team, led
by CEO Brendon Gale. Winning the 2019 AFL Grand Final was a magnificent effort as our club had
to overcome so much adversity through injuries during the year. I would also like to wish Brandon
Ellis and Dan Butler, who are moving on to other teams next year, all the best for their future. As
premiership players and life members of the Richmond Football Club, Brandon and Dan will always
be part of our Tiger family.
SHEPPARTON EDUCATION PLAN
Ms LOVELL: On Friday, 4 October, I attended the second anti Shepparton super-school rally with
the Shadow Minister for Education, Cindy McLeish. The rally was organised by Robyn Boschetti and
her group, Stop Shepparton’s New Super School, which currently has over 2500 members. Parents,
students, many teachers and other community members within the Greater Shepparton community
have numerous concerns about the government’s plan to close the four existing public secondary
schools and create the largest years 7 to 12 public secondary school in Australia. Everyone in Greater
Shepparton welcomes investment and improvement in educational outcomes for our children, but it is
imperative that the community are properly consulted in order to identify the right path forward.
PRINCES HIGHWAY DUPLICATION
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (10:02): Last week I had the opportunity to take a close look at a project that will improve
road usage not only for locals from Colac and its region but for all who use the Princes Highway
through western Victoria. The replacement of Colac’s 80-year-old Barongarook Creek bridge is part
of a major upgrade duplicating the highway between Winchelsea and Colac. We now have a modern
bridge designed not only for heavy vehicles but for multipurpose use, including safe, dedicated paths
for cyclists and pedestrians.
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The bridge project ran from May, requiring installation of a temporary bridge, and is now in its
concluding phase—installing safety barriers and safety lighting, final asphalt surfacing and
landscaping. This part of the Princes Highway is a vital link between Melbourne and western Victoria
and beyond. Much of the large vehicle traffic passing along this highway has its origin interstate or in
other areas of regional Victoria. In the three weeks since the new Colac bridge was opened, more than
270 000 cars, trucks and bikes have used it—that is 91 000 per week, including 7500 trucks, around
18 per cent of its traffic.
This highway upgrade project, including the bridge replacement, provided jobs for over 100 people at
its peak. I am very pleased to see that the bridge construction team has provided not just jobs but
meaningful career paths for workers and has produced really positive outcomes for Indigenous
workers. I particularly enjoyed the insights gleaned from conversations with the team who built the
Barongarook Creek bridge, VEC Civil Engineering, and particularly Owen Cavanough. I congratulate
everyone involved. This is a fantastic project.
TRAM SERVICES
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (10:03): I rise today to tell the Parliament of the great interest
in the community around the current Economy and Infrastructure Committee inquiry into extending
the free tram zone to include hospitals, universities and major attractions in our inner city and into
making transport across the network free to students and seniors. There is a raging debate, because as
many of you know there is a problem of overcrowding on our inner-city trams—indeed across the
entire network. People complain that the free tram zone contributes to overcrowding, and paying
commuters are frustrated when they are unable to board overcrowded trams in the inner city. I would
like to point out that the overcrowding is real. It is something that must be addressed and is being
addressed, but extending the free tram zone will create a need for more frequent trams. We already
need them, so the quality of the service provided currently is quite a different issue than whether we
want to see access to our public transport networks improve.
I am actively out in the community seeking submissions from students, seniors, traffic and transport
experts and commuters. Last week I had the great pleasure of visiting a group of students at the
Catholic Regional College St Albans, who presented their proposal to make public transport free for
students. Augustine, Samantha, Rhanel and Jessica from the student leadership team presented a wellresearched and considered argument, and I look forward to reading their submission to the inquiry.
Well done, guys. Our future is in great hands.
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION
FACILITIES
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (10:05): I had the great pleasure of visiting Through Road
childcare centre in Camberwell, and it was very exciting because they now have an inclusive
playground—$200 000 from our government provided that, so that was very exciting. I was also able
to launch the kinder’s Mandarin language program, because we know it is great to get that language
in young. I know, having been a teacher myself—I taught French and German—that it was a great
delight to see that. We also read a story about Kookoo the Kookaburra. He learned that he must not
make fun of people. He did come around, and the kids were very pleased about that because he got all
his friends back. I really enjoyed that experience, as you can imagine. Then I fitted in more; we then
went to Preshil for a sod turn. This was all in the same day, I might add. That is another kindergarten
which has had a renovation and an upgrade. This is to enable a second four-year-old kindergarten room.
And why are we doing these upgrades? Well, one, it is the right thing to do, but also because we are
actually—if you want to know—upgrading, expanding and building over 1000 kinders across the state
over the next decade because we believe and we know through good studies that two years of kinder
is better than one.
Ms Shing: It is!
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Ms TAYLOR: It is in fact. And what is in our DNA? In our DNA is education. We start young
because that is the right thing to do. So I have had a very pleasant little month there, I must say, and I
am looking forward to a few more kinder openings and upgrades as well.
Ms Shing: It’s all downhill from here, mate!
Ms TAYLOR: No, no. It’s all good.
JOHN SMALLMAN
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (10:07): I rise today to inform the house that last week Gippsland
lost a favoured son and the Smallman family lost a cherished husband, father, grumps and grandgrumps. The only thing small about John Smallman was his name. He was tall of stature and very big
of heart, born to a farming family in the Mardan hills at a time when farming life meant sacrifice and
hard work. He was a caring gentleman for his family, his country, country life and the wellbeing of
his fellow man. Community life was certainly in John’s DNA. He was a past master of the
commonwealth Masonic lodge in Mirboo North, which he joined in the late 1950s. In 2018 John
received his CFA 65 years of service, in recognition of a lifetime of commitment to protecting life and
family, at a time when they used knapsacks and hessian bags. The Dumbalk CFA farewelled him with
a guard of honour at his funeral, at which I was very honoured to attend and speak. Honing his debating
skills at young farmers, John was also a very much respected member of the National Party. He was a
one-of-a-kind person. Because of the passing of time we are losing his unique breed because they
carried on their forefathers’ work in their communities. My love and condolences to Fay, Andrea,
Lynne, Tyson and their families. He would say to me, ‘How are you, old soul?’, and I would say to
John, ‘How are you, old soul?’. Rest in peace.
WYNBUS
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (10:08): I had the honour of representing the Honourable
Marlene Kairouz, the Minister for Suburban Development, at the Pick My Project launch event for
Wynbus. Wynbus is a not-for-profit community project of Point Cook Action Group focused on
enabling on-demand public transport in Wyndham. Point Cook has been one of the fastest growing
suburbs in Australia but has limited bus coverage. It is a similar case across multiple areas in Wyndham
and other growth areas across Victoria. The Victorian government funding has been used to pilot an
on-demand flexi-public transport solution for areas or routes with poor bus coverage within
Wyndham. Point Cook Action Group closely collaborated with the Department of Transport, Public
Transport Victoria (PTV) and multiple partners, including CDC Victoria, local transit and Xemo.
Mr Senthill Sundaram, the project lead at Wynbus, informed me that the six-week pilot project had
just ended and that it was a success. The service received a customer satisfaction rating of 4.8 out of 5
and a net promoter score of 79, with over 700 passenger trips completed. These scores are exceptional.
Projects like this can be vital data-harnessing tools for the Victorian government. PTV could
potentially use the on-demand shuttle data to plan more efficient bus routes. I believe that Pick My
Project is a true win for the Victorian people.
Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (10:10): I move:
That the consideration of notices of motion, government business, 127 to 140, be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.

BILLS
3434

Legislative Council

Thursday, 17 October 2019

Bills
RENEWABLE ENERGY (JOBS AND INVESTMENT) AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Ms PULFORD:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (10:10): I rise to make some remarks on the
bill before the house this morning, which is actually a very simple bill. It is a bill of only a couple of
clauses—actually only one operative clause and some administrative clauses. That one operative
clause seeks to set a further Victorian renewable energy target (VRET) of 50 per cent renewable
energy by 2030 in addition to the existing two targets of 25 per cent by 2020 and 40 per cent by 2025.
It is worth noting, and I will come to this later, that that target of 50 per cent—and 25 and 40 per cent,
respectively—relate to the proportion of energy generated in Victoria that is proposed to be generated
from renewable sources.
Now, while the bill is a simple bill—it is a very small bill—the implications of this bill for Victoria
are significant. The implications for Victorian businesses and the implications for Victorian
households are very significant, and we have already seen the impact of this government’s energy
policies on the Victorian community over the last four to five years. We have seen some very
significant negative impacts of those policies on the Victorian community.
It is worth putting into context the energy environment in Victoria, because for much of the
20th century and into the 21st century Victoria has been the jewel in the crown for industrial Australia.
The discovery last century of plentiful brown coal in the Latrobe Valley and natural gas in Bass Strait
led to the development of cheap, efficient, reliable and stable power production for Victoria, and it
allowed Victoria to develop a solid industrial base which was the envy of the rest of the country. The
availability of cheap, efficient, reliable electricity in this state was one of our great competitive
advantages, one of the strongest natural competitive advantages that we had over other states in
Australia and in fact one of the strongest competitive advantages Victoria enjoyed over other
jurisdictions around the world. But in the last five years we have seen that competitive advantage
undermined. We have seen the energy policies of the Andrews Labor government undermine that
fundamental competitive advantage that Victoria has long enjoyed. It has undermined the capacity to
have cheap electricity, it has undermined the capacity to have a stable electricity grid and it has
undermined the capacity to have a reliable electricity market.
We saw in 2017 the government set the first renewable energy targets, which were, as I said earlier,
the 25 per cent of generated capacity target by 2020 and the 40 per cent of generated capacity from
renewables by 2025, and we now see with this bill a third tranche added. We saw this government
treble the royalty on coal in one of its budgets earlier in its first term, which had a huge impact on the
competitiveness of generation in the Latrobe Valley, and of course we subsequently saw the shutdown
of the Hazelwood Power plant and with it the loss of a substantial proportion of Victoria’s baseline
generation capacity. There have been significant ramifications for our economy with the loss of that
tranche of baseload generation. We have seen wholesale and retail prices skyrocket, we have seen
shortages of domestic generation and we have seen the power market and the power grid destabilised
as a consequence.
Interestingly, as part of its activities towards the renewable energy target, we have seen the government
introduce its Solar Homes program, which was ostensibly to encourage more Victorian residences that
were suffering under the weight of the government’s other energy policies, which had pushed up retail
prices, to adopt renewable energy—to adopt the installation of solar panels for domestic feed-in at
their residences. We have seen that the Solar Homes program has been totally botched by this
government. We have a situation where the government’s decision to inject $1.2 billion of subsidies
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to encourage the uptake of solar panels on domestic homes has in fact had the perverse outcome of
suppressing demand—stopping the uptake of solar panels—because prior to the introduction of that
program we had actually already seen a substantial uptake of solar panels by Victorian households,
who were responding to the outrageous prices they were paying for retail electricity. So they had made
the decision independently that they would invest in residential solar power systems, and we then had
the government coming along with the Solar Homes subsidy scheme—and of course anyone who was
looking to install solar power for themselves suddenly delayed that decision until they could get a
government subsidy.
Of course those subsidies have had to be capped because of demand, and we are now seeing fewer
households installing solar panels—limited by the number of subsidies available—than was the case
before the program was introduced. So we have had the perverse outcome of $1.2 billion being poured
into Solar Homes subsidies only for that to result in fewer homes installing solar power. It is an
absolute perverse outcome from that policy that the government had put in place to encourage the
uptake of solar power, but it is consistent with some of the other perverse outcomes we have seen from
the energy policies of this government.
We have seen, as I said, that the combined effect of the government’s energy policies—be it the
renewable energy targets, be it the increase in coal royalties or be it the Solar Homes debacle—is that
wholesale and retail prices have gone through the roof and energy costs are now one of the biggest,
most significant concerns for Victorian households across the state. We have seen what was regarded
as a stable, reliable energy network destabilised by the random introduction of renewable power
generation—be it feed-in from homes, be it wind farms or be it solar farms, where you have
intermittent power production suddenly flowing into the grid or not flowing into the grid as it varies
in the case of day-to-day weather patterns, whether the sun is shining or whether the wind is blowing,
determining whether that power is fed in or not—which has led to significant stability issues for the
network and has undermined the ability of the baseload generators to supply into the network. And of
course we have seen, as I said, the reduction in baseload capacity with the closure of Hazelwood and
these policy parameters set by the government deterring further investment in baseload generation
capacity.
The consequence of the last five years of the Labor Party’s energy policies are higher energy prices, a
less stable energy grid, or energy network, net importation of energy during peak times with energy
coming particularly from New South Wales and a far less reliable network than Victoria has enjoyed
in the past. In fact we saw just in August of this year the Australian Energy Market Operator, which is
responsible for overseeing the operation of the east coast energy market, note that up to 1.3 million
Victorian households are at risk of blackout during heatwaves this coming summer as a direct
consequence of the energy policies pursued by this government.
We have gone from the cheapest, most reliable power in the country and among the cheapest and most
reliable in the world to a situation where this summer the energy market operator has warned we face
blackouts that could affect 1.3 million Victorian homes, purely as a consequence of the energy policies
pursued irrationally by this government. One of the ironies of these energy policies, one of the ironies
of the renewable target we are talking about today, is that the target for renewable energy—the 50 per
cent target that this bill is seeking to put in place—relates only to Victorian generation. It does not
relate to consumption, so one of the perverse outcomes we will see with the setting of this 50 per cent
renewable energy target is that Victoria will not be able to meet the domestic demand for power, as
we have seen in summer peaks in recent years and is forecast by the market operator potentially this
year.
So we will see power generated in New South Wales by black coal generation imported to Victoria,
and the Victorian government has no issue with that. We will set a target for renewable energy
generation in Victoria, and the fact that that is inadequate and therefore we have to rely on black coal
generation from New South Wales is of no concern to the Victorian government. That irony, that
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perverse outcome, has completely escaped the attention of the government—that we are setting this
Victorian target which is meaningless because the deficit of supply will be made up from black coal
generation interstate, where previously of course Victoria had the capacity to meet its own needs and
indeed to be a net exporter of electricity.
It is interesting to reflect on the second-reading speech that the government has put in place with this
bill, because like the bill, which as I said is very short—one operative clause and a couple of
administrative clauses—the second-reading speech from the government is also quite brief. In fact
there is very little in the minister’s second-reading speech which talks about why the government is
pursuing a 50 per cent renewable energy target and what it seeks to achieve by that, very little
explanation at all, but of course we know the context for why the government is pursuing a renewable
energy target—that is, the government’s policies on climate change and the government’s stated
intention to reduce carbon dioxide emissions related to power generation as part of its view on reducing
the impacts of climate change.
It is interesting that buried in the second-reading speech, two-thirds of the way through, is the
government’s assessment that shifting from the existing targets to a 50 per cent renewable energy
target by 2030 will, to quote the minister’s second-reading speech:
reduce Victoria’s emissions from electricity generation in 2030 from 35.9 million tonnes of carbon dioxide
equivalent (Mt of CO2e) without VRET 2030 to 33.9 Mt of CO2e when VRET 2030 is achieved …

So the government has been quite explicit in indicating that putting this 50 per cent renewable target
in place will cut the state’s carbon dioxide equivalent emissions related to energy production from
35.9 million tonnes per annum to 33.9 million tonnes per annum. Now, it is worth putting that in
context, because the impact of this renewable energy target is significant. We have already seen prices
go through the roof. We have already seen the network destabilise. We have seen shortages of power
and Victoria no longer able to meet peak demand from domestic supply. So we should look at what
we are achieving by doing this.
What does the 2 million tonnes in carbon dioxide equivalent emissions that will be reduced actually
mean? When this target is put in place and emissions drop from 35.9 million to 33.9 million per
annum, what does that 2 million tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent actually mean in a global context?
Well, according to the International Energy Agency, in 2018 global carbon dioxide equivalent
emissions were 33.1 gigatonnes, or 33.1 billion tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent. That was
growing at 1.7 per cent per annum—2018 was 1.7 per cent higher than 2017, which is roughly an
additional 550 million tonnes generated in 2018 that were not generated in 2017.
Victoria’s target is to cut our annual production of carbon dioxide equivalent by 2 million tonnes at a
time when organic growth is 550 million tonnes a year. So effectively the impact of putting in place
the 50 per cent renewable energy target will be to mitigate the global growth in carbon dioxide
equivalent emissions for one and a half days. With the cost that we will have by putting in place this
50 per cent renewable energy target and the impact that will have, and has had to date, on power prices
and the impact that has had on Victorian families, Victorian businesses, the stability of the network,
the reliability of the network and the availability of power, we will mitigate global carbon dioxide
emissions, which are growing organically, for one and a half days, and then organic growth will
overtake the reductions that we are achieving in Victoria. The impact of this policy on global CO2
emissions and on climate change is zero. This does not achieve anything for climate change. This does
not achieve anything in a global context. It is virtue signalling by the government, which is one of this
government’s strong suits, but in terms of what it actually achieves on a global scale and what it
actually delivers for climate change, it is nothing. We will not get any global benefit from this target.
We will have very localised negative impacts for Victorian consumers, but we will not achieve
anything in terms of mitigating climate change.
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This, I might say, is at a time when, as I said, we are seeing global emissions grow by 1.7 per cent and
we are seeing the use of fossil fuels in major growing economies accelerate. Indeed the Global Coal
Plant Tracker, which is part of a website run by one of the anti-coal groups, is showing that presently,
as at July 2019, the numbers of coal-fired power plants planned or under construction are: China, 202;
India, 74; Indonesia, 74; Turkey, 33; Vietnam, 28; the Philippines, 27; Japan, 20; and Bangladesh, 16.
So there are hundreds and hundreds of new coal-fired power stations being developed around the
world at the time when the Victorian government is imposing enormous cost, instability and shortages
of power on the Victorian community to mitigate our emissions by 2 million tonnes, which as I said,
will be soaked up by organic growth in less than two days. This is coming at an enormous cost to the
Victorian community, and it is delivering no benefit in terms of global outcomes. In fact it was
described to me this morning as a vanity project by the government—being seen to do something
without actually achieving anything material other than massive cost increases on the Victorian
community and with that, as I said, destabilising our energy supply.
Energy has been the bedrock of Victoria for the best part of 100 years. It has been our competitive
advantage that has allowed us to be the industrial heart of this nation and allowed us to compete
internationally on an industrial basis through much of the 20th century. The policies being pursued by
this government are undermining that, and we are not seeing the benefits from that. When this bill was
considered by the other place, the coalition sought information from the government as to how it would
in fact impact the Victorian community and Victorian businesses. We sought for the government to
explain its position on the negative consequences of this legislation. In fact the Liberal-Nationals
coalition proposed a reasoned amendment in the other place, which asked that the house not read the
bill a second time until the government demonstrates to Victorians that legislating a 50 per cent target
of electricity generated in Victoria to be sourced from renewable energy by 2030 will not:
(1) have the effect of increasing electricity and gas prices for Victorian families;
(2) contribute to the premature closing of Victoria’s baseload generators;
(3) have a detrimental effect on the security of supply;
(4) contribute to unemployment in the Latrobe Valley;
(5) have a detrimental effect on the Victorian economy; and
(6) force further costs on to Victorian energy consumers due to the additional investment required to expand
the transmission network.

So there were six areas of information that the coalition sought from the government when this bill
was considered in the other place. It is notable that none of those six areas of concern, which relate
directly to the concerns of the Victorian community, were addressed by the government at the time
the bill passed the other place or in the intervening month that the bill has been between the two houses.
So on the basis that the government has refused to address those very real concerns of the Victorian
community and has refused to address those very real impacts that this target will have on Victorian
consumers, the Liberal-National coalition will be opposing this bill.
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (10:33): With great pleasure I rise to speak about a
favourite topic of mine, energy, and in fact we need more energy in contributing to and supporting the
Renewable Energy (Jobs and Investment) Amendment Bill 2019. Due to the time given, I will need
to rely on my colleagues to support me further, but I hope that in my contribution I will be able to
reply to some of the concerns and comments raised by those opposite.
First let me summarise the bill. The main purpose of the bill is to expand existing renewable energy
targets for 2020 and 2025 to 50 per cent production of renewable energy by 2030. This initiative will
provide industry with the continued policy certainty that they need to invest in renewable energy
R and D and renewable energy projects and also to support local supply chain development. The
emphasis here is on ‘local’. The bill also aims to create new local—with the emphasis on ‘local’—
jobs and traineeships at the same time as putting downward pressure on the wholesale cost of energy
and of course on, last but not least, the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.
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The 50 per cent target of the bill is not out of sync with the rest of Australia—perhaps only excepting
Western Australia and New South Wales. In South Australia 50 per cent by 2025 is aimed for, and in
Queensland it is 50 per cent by 2030. In the Northern Territory it is 50 per cent by 2030 as well. Other
states and territories, like the ACT and Tasmania, have a 100 per cent target.
Let me go to some of the points and try to clarify and also reply to some of the comments from those
opposite. The first is what is defined as ‘clean energy sources’. We have now expanded from wind
and solar power to include other sources like hydro, wave, tide, ocean, geothermal aquifer, hot dry
rock and biomass—excluding wood waste from native forests from biomass. Perhaps with emerging
technologies one day other forms of renewable sources will be included—for example, hydrogen as a
clean energy source.
Why not include gas or nuclear? Gas is a fossil fuel. It may be the cleanest of the fossil fuels, but it
still contributes to the emission of greenhouse gases. In fact, a study by Stanford University; the
University of California, Irvine; and the non-profit Near Zero concludes that:
Switching from coal to natural gas for power generation won’t do much to reduce U.S. greenhouse gas
emissions and might even raise them slightly, in part because it will discourage the use of carbon-free
renewable energy, according to a study released …

This was in an article in National Geographic of 25 September 2014.
Nuclear energy is prohibited at the moment by the Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety
Act 1998. I will come back to that and talk about waste and a few other things later on.
How is the government proposing to achieve this target of 50 per cent production by 2030 in line with
the aim to get to 100 per cent by 2050? The targets can be achieved and have been in progress through
the Victorian renewable energy target’s 2017 reverse auction and the renewable certificate purchasing
initiative. One of the problems with renewable energy at this time is reliability and also distribution of
energy. In terms of how we can get energy when the wind is not blowing and the sun is not shining,
the government has invested $25 million in the battery storage initiative for two large-scale batteries
in western Victoria for a total of 55 megawatts—which is the power generated per hour—and a total
capacity of 80 megawatts, so essentially it would be nearly 2 hours of generation if necessary. This is
among the largest in the world in terms of the battery storage that we have in western Victoria.
Next, I turn to the job and supply chain development that the bill aims to achieve. Our modelling
supports that there will be additional economic activity of up to $5.8 billion by 2030, driving local
industry and supply chain development. At the same time it will increase employment in Victoria by
up to an average of more than 4000 full-time jobs per year. With the new kinds of jobs we also have
traineeships being taken up, and also this further rise means universities have new programs, courses,
certificates and degrees to support the new industry in renewable energy.
The transmission of the energy from the source of generation to the consumption point is actually
being planned and is the responsibility of the Australian Energy Market Operator. Because in the past
we had the generation of electricity coming from the Latrobe Valley, most of the transmission has
been located in and originated from Latrobe, but now money and also construction and planning have
been put into some of the originating points in the western Victoria area. Also according to our
modelling, by 2030 when we achieve the 50 per cent reduction target, households would have a saving
of around $30 per year, medium-sized businesses would have 100 times that—about $3100 per year—
and bigger and more energy-hungry industries will save about $150 000 per year.
I would just like to talk a little bit about recycling before moving on to other things. As with anything
in life, nothing is risk free. The recycling of solar panels, for example, is still a problem; we have to
admit that. But let me explain: more than 90 per cent—in fact up to 96 per cent—of solar panels could
be recycled. There are two types of panel, the thin-film panel and the silicon panel. Thin-film is more
difficult but doable up to more than 90 per cent, and the silicon could be recycled up to 96 per cent,
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including the glass and the metal components. At the moment it is still an expensive exercise to do so,
but steps are being taken toward some of the recycling and also some of the research and development
to further develop the technology. With the economy of scale, when the average lifetime of a solar
panel is 25 years versus 50 years for a nuclear power plant, hopefully the cost of recycling for solar
panels, for example, will be cheaper than it is at the moment. Compare that to nuclear energy waste:
there is no known solution except just to store it in a remote and well-contained area and wait for the
radiation to die out and the materials to become safer.
Now, with the last 4 minutes remaining of my allotted time, I would like to take on the point the
opposition just mentioned. Yes, compared to last year the modelling suggested that there would be a
saving of 2 million tonnes of greenhouse gas equivalent, but that is not the target. Because it is a rampup procedure, a ramp-up process, it will take time and hopefully be accelerated later.
Now, taking up the point that our consumption is relatively small compared to the world’s, that is not
a justification for us to do nothing and leave a bad legacy for our future generations. Remember that
from 2004 the reduction to 33 million tonnes is a reduction of roughly 46 per cent compared to about
15 years ago. We talk about competition, but taking the first step and taking the initiative in starting to
look into renewable energy and recycling and other forms of energy that are renewable would put us
on the front foot in order to compete with the world rather than just relying on brown coal generators
or gas or some other fossil fuel.
So in conclusion I am supporting and commending this bill to the house, aiming to increase renewable
energy production by 2030 by 50 per cent—and the production is not the capacity but actually the
amount of energy produced. We admit that the energy produced could fluctuate from time to time, but
Victoria as a state is still a net exporter of energy to other states in Australia.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (10:47): I rise to speak about the Renewable Energy
(Jobs and Investment) Amendment Bill 2019, but to avoid misleading the house I will refer to it as the
‘blackout bill’. Being a libertarian is sometimes described as being like the only sober person in the
car and no-one will let you drive. This is exactly how I feel today. By voting for the blackout bill the
government is driving us into the dark. This bill means that the government will ramp up intermittent
and unreliable renewable energy from 18 per cent to 50 per cent by 2030. These random megawatts
will make the grid inherently unreliable. This is a radical change to make over 10 years. It seems the
Liberal Democrats can see this is a cluster stuff-up just waiting to happen. So today I am recording a
speech for posterity that people can watch after the blackouts—or during it if their phones have enough
battery charge—to help them understand what just happened.
First let me acknowledge that reducing the amount of carbon dioxide going into the atmosphere is the
right thing to do, but only if we do not cause greater harm in the process. Our children and our
children’s children will not appreciate being poor or living in the dark because their parents and their
parents’ parents did not understand the importance of dispatchable power. But unfortunately that is
where the blackout bill is taking us. Here is how I expect it to play out. The most likely scenario for a
blackout is that one or more of the ageing coal-fired power stations will break down and the
intermittent renewables will be unable to cope. It could be that there was a technical failure, or
powerlines were destroyed by winds or fire, but do not be fooled about the real cause. The blackout
will have many fathers and many mothers, and most of them are meeting in this building today.
But after the blackout prepare yourselves for a blame game of Olympic proportions. First of all, I
expect the Premier will claim it is too early yet to say what happened and there will need to be an
investigation, but he will be forced to talk about it at some stage, particularly after stories emerge of
people’s lives being seriously affected. When this happens I am guessing the Premier will blame the
company that experienced the failure, or perhaps he will blame the feds for the failure of Snowy 2.0.
The Liberal-Nationals will meanwhile blame Premier Andrews. And in the background the Greens
will claim that climate change and greedy capitalists are to blame. But one thing we know for sure—
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none of the people who vote for the blackout bill will take responsibility for it, nor will they take
responsibility for the economic implications.
Today we are told to trust the modelling showing that electricity prices will go down. I do not. It is
very strange that the government is unable to say exactly how many solar panels or wind farms are
required to reach the target or be specific about the level of demand in 11 years time but can claim that
electricity bills will drop by $35 for households or $150 000 for large energy users. Markets do not
work this way. If the government wants electricity prices to fall, it needs to deregulate the industry and
encourage competition. And if you want to know how economic modelling for renewable energy goes,
I refer you to Snowy 2.0. When former Prime Minister Malcolm Turnbull announced the expansion
project in 2017, he said it would cost $2 billion and be commissioned by 2021. Now we are told it will
not be delivered until 2027, it will cost $10 billion and it will not produce as much power as expected.
We often hear about the virtues of saving energy, so it may surprise some to hear that the process of
storing and retrieving energy using pumped hydro wastes about 40 per cent of the energy. By 2027
Victoria will probably have more than 40 per cent renewable power, and there may or may not be
backup from the Snowy power scheme. What could go wrong? In fact OECD modelling suggests that
in a situation such as Australia’s, achieving 50 per cent wind and solar supply in the system would
incur a system cost of about $70 per megawatt hour on top of the actual generating cost. The OECD
modelling has a ring of truth about it because it accords with real-life experiences. In places like South
Australia and California, with high renewable targets, electricity prices are amongst the highest in the
world, and there have been major blackouts. Germany has achieved the trifecta, with electricity prices
soaring, its manufacturing sector in recession and reports it will still miss its emissions targets in 2020.
If, as in every other place in the world, the blackout bill causes prices to rise, it will badly affect people
that both the Labor and Liberal parties claim to represent. It means pensioners will struggle to pay for
heating and businesses will become less competitive. It will be a tax on everything in the state.
We are told that Victoria will be different because the cost of renewables has since come down, but
the government cannot explain why the cost of electricity remains relatively high in places like South
Australia and Germany, where the capital costs have already been spent. If the government cannot
explain this, allow me to. Of course it is true that in isolation solar panels and wind turbines do not
have high input costs, but the expenses are hidden in network costs and rising gas and storage costs.
What really matters is the cost of making the whole system less reliable, which ultimately finds its
way to the bottom line on everybody’s electricity bill. System instability increases costs for everyone
using the system.
We are told the blackout bill will provide certainty for the renewable industry, which is true. For the
big wind and solar corporations, who are often also big oil corporations, it will certainly provide many
millions of dollars. On the one hand they will be able to milk taxpayer subsidies for intermittent
renewables and on the other they will be able to sell the solution, which is usually gas, to the created
problem. And for consumers it will certainly produce unreliable electricity. In addition, to achieve the
target, many square kilometres of land will certainly be covered in metal and concrete in a form that
reminds me of the lyrics to Big Yellow Taxi: we pave paradise and put up a solar farm. These solar
panels and wind turbines will certainly need to be replaced on an ongoing basis. This will certainly
take many more tonnes of resources—cement, metals and toxic chemicals—all while there is still no
plan about what to do with the waste. In fact they will take more resources than any other energy source.
The carbon emissions from renewable energy are effectively outsourced to China, and as an ultimate
irony some of the solar panels and turbines will come from factories powered by Australian coal to
make steel. This raises the question: if the aim of this bill is to reduce carbon dioxide emissions, why
does it not address carbon emissions directly? Atmospheric sensors do not care how many solar panels
or wind turbines there are, but gas and renewable companies do. All the evidence seems to point
towards the fact that the government is less worried about decarbonisation than it is in thrall to big gas
and big wind. As a result, this bill means that while Victoria’s landscape is covered in solar panels and
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wind turbines, carbon dioxide emissions could still rise, as we have seen in China and India. Carbon
emissions in Victoria might not rise, but without sufficient storage or backup, the lights will go out.
For any of you watching this at some future time following a blackout, let me explain. Firstly, the
government has made the future for providers of reliable power uncertain. That means that our current
coal-fired power stations are ageing and are more prone to break down. Secondly, they have mandated
more unreliable renewable energy. Thirdly, they have no real plans for reliable backup power. They
do not have the appetite for hydro-electricity and they oppose moves to legalise onshore gas production
or remove barriers to nuclear power or do anything else they fear might be controversial.
If you removed any one of these things—the uncertainty, the renewable mandates and the lack of
satisfactory plans for backups—the lights would have still stayed on. The government has been
complicit at every step of the way in moving towards this power failure, and the opposition has not
put up too much opposition. So the root cause of your blackouts will not be any external event. It can
be found in this room today. This is a combination of naivety, cowardice, economic illiteracy, tunnel
vision and wishful thinking by a government that fully expect they will not be held to account.
In the Liberal Democrats we do not pick favourites; we allow the market to decide. We believe that in
the future educated consumers will demand decarbonised electricity and, if we allowed it, the market
would do so at the best available price. The Liberal Democrats are optimistic about the future and the
ability of technology to overcome problems. In fact we believe technology can overcome problems
right now and we can hasten this by removing barriers to onshore gas exploration, waste to energy,
hydro-electricity and nuclear power. We would then get out of the way and let the market find the best
solution for us and the environment. What should the people do now that the government have let the
lights go out? It is simple: they should head toward the light and the Liberal Democrats.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (10:56): I rise to speak today to the Renewable Energy
(Jobs and Investment) Amendment Bill 2019. There has never been a more important time for our
state to be pursuing a fast and fair transition to renewable power. I am pleased to have the opportunity
to speak on this issue. I only wish I was doing it in the context of a bill the Greens could get 100 per
cent behind—that is, a bill for 100 per cent renewable energy instead of just 50 per cent. The Andrews
Labor government should be congratulated for the work they have done so far in supporting renewable
energy in our state. I also want to acknowledge the tireless campaigning and advocacy of many groups
in Victoria who have fought hard for renewable energy laws—those laws that we are expanding today.
Several representatives from those groups are in the chamber, and I would like to acknowledge their
presence and say a heartfelt thank you. In the barren landscape of Australia’s energy policy the
Victorian government is a beacon of light when it comes to renewables. Thanks to their policy levers
and investment, with plenty of encouragement from the Greens, our state is on track for renewables to
meet 50 per cent of our power needs by 2029.
It is a great start that this bill locks our current trajectory into law, but it is simply not enough. The
standard we should be measuring ourselves by is not the extremely low benchmark set by the climate
change-denying federal government but what the science tells us is necessary. A global consensus of
scientists tells us that the action we take in the next 11 years will determine whether we curb
catastrophic climate change or not. The action needed according to the science is a rapid move to
100 per cent renewable energy by 2030. Even then, when we get there, we will have many other
sectors in the economy to tackle. Transport, agriculture and construction are all big sources of climate
pollution that we need to urgently address. Climate impacts are no longer a future hypothetical as they
were 30 years ago. They are happening now. From our Pacific neighbours, whose lands are literally
disappearing beneath rising seas, to California and Greece, devastated over their summer of
catastrophic fires, we are in a climate emergency. Victorian farmers are crippled by drought. Last
summer our wildlife fell from trees, dead from heat exhaustion. The coast at Inverloch is being eaten
by rising seas. We are likely on track to once again experience a hotter than average summer with a

BILLS
3442

Legislative Council

Thursday, 17 October 2019

high bushfire risk, but more than that a high risk of people dying in heatwaves. I will say it again: we
are in a climate emergency.
So while I acknowledge that the Labor government over the past four years has been better than the
Liberal one, that is not the right benchmark and it is not enough. Our state needs to do better than
aiming for what we are already on track to achieve. Victorians need for us to actively transition out of
coal. Our coal-fired power plants are the dirtiest in the country, as well as some of the most unreliable.
The more we continue to burn coal the more we will continue to contribute to climate change, and it
does not have to be this way. The private companies that own them know they will have to close. They
know their plants are becoming less and less viable as maintenance costs grow for these ageing plants.
The role of government here is to carefully plan the transition, not bury their heads in the sand, abrogate
their responsibility and leave it to the companies to decide when these coal plants will close, because
they will close sooner rather than later. We also need to be looking for exactly zero new gas and coal
reserves, and we need to urgently stop logging the forests that are desperately trying to save us from
our own pollution.
But there is good news. We can aim for 100 per cent renewable energy and we can achieve it. Every
day renewables get better and cheaper; building them creates new, healthier jobs; and we lead right
here from Victoria, given the lack of energy policy ambition from our federal government. One
hundred per cent renewable energy by 2030 is not just demanded by the science; it is also feasible here
in Victoria and provides an opportunity to create whole new industries and careers. The Greens took
a fully developed, costed and widely consulted plan for 100 per cent renewable energy in Victoria to
the 2018 state election. Our plan includes building 4500 megawatts of new clean energy capacity, both
publicly and privately owned—this is what we need to do to replace the polluting dinosaur coal plants
in our state; building big battery storage centred in the Latrobe Valley and making that region a centre
for excellence in batteries and other forms of storage; upgrading our degraded network—the grid has
been run down since privatisation and is standing in the way of the clean energy potential our state has
to offer; backing up solar for homes with effective schemes for renters as well as ensuring all public
housing and schools have solar panels; getting our homes off gas—in case you need reminding,
extracting and burning gas also contributes to climate change; and unlocking an entire coal power
station’s worth of energy savings that can come with efficiency upgrades like installation.
Our plan also includes a genuine transition for current coalmines and power station workers so that
these people and communities are supported as we make the necessary and inevitable shift out of coal.
Everything in our plan was developed in consultation with the industry and regulatory experts and was
costed by the Parliamentary Budget Office. With political commitment Victoria could be a renewable
energy leader. We could be showcasing how the transition from coal to renewables can happen quickly
and fairly, saving our climate and creating exciting new opportunities for workers and communities.
This is our vision, and to make this vision a reality I am so pleased today to introduce amendments
that will see Victoria powered entirely by clean energy by 2030.
Greens amendments circulated by Dr RATNAM pursuant to standing orders.
Dr RATNAM: I am sure we will hear from others in this debate the list of initiatives the Andrews
government has introduced supporting renewable energy. I said before we congratulate the
government on its leadership so far, but the question to be answered is: do current efforts match the
scientific imperative to curb catastrophic climate change? They do not, noting that what this bill does
is merely reflect business as usual in the law.
I am also sure that I will be told our plans are unrealistic and they will be too disruptive and hurt the
economy. Well, as Greta Thunberg reminded the world: ‘Change is coming whether you like it or
not’. Our challenge is how we meet that change. What choices do we make? Do we continue to just
let climate change disrupt our society and our economies and destroy life on earth as we know it? Or
do we take the opportunity provided to create a better world, one powered by 100 per cent renewable

BILLS
Thursday, 17 October 2019

Legislative Council

3443

energy, with new industries and jobs? The ACT has done this, reaching 100 per cent renewable energy
even more quickly than they intended.
There has never been a more critical time for ambitious action, and there has been more community
desire to see it happen. In fact 100 per cent renewable energy by 2030 was the first ask of the more
than 150 000 Victorians who took part in the climate strike on 20 September. Last week we saw
hundreds of people across the city and around the world put their bodies on the line for action on
climate change, disrupting our cities as a precursor to the disruption coming if we do not act urgently.
So come on, colleagues. I know you are listening very intently to this debate. For our future let us do
what is needed. Let us go all the way to 100 per cent. We have the opportunity today to do it. Let us
embrace it.
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) (11:05): I rise with pleasure to speak in favour of the
Renewable Energy (Jobs and Investment) Amendment Bill 2019. This is a wonderful bill, and I
commend the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change for doing a great job. She is
building Victoria into a leader in renewable energy by introducing wideranging initiatives that are
reducing our greenhouse gas emissions.
Members, we have seen in recent times ordinary people demonstrating across capital cities worldwide,
voicing their frustration at the inaction of their governments on the vitally important issue of climate
change. We in government, and the Australian Labor Party, are committed to renewable energy. We
must all agree to reduce our dependence on ever-increasingly expensive fossil fuels. By legislating a
Victorian renewable energy target of 50 per cent by 2030, we will be investing in clean energy that
drives down energy prices. This is important to ordinary Victorian families who are financially
struggling and burdened by out-of-control energy costs, which will continue to rise if we do nothing.
Purely on an economic basis it makes sense to promote a renewable energy sector because it will
provide secure jobs for blue- and white-collar workers into the future and make our planet a safer place
for future generations. The result of the Victorian renewable energy target 2030 is that significant
savings will automatically flow to homes and businesses. I will explain: households will save around
$32 a year on their energy bills, $3100 for medium-sized businesses and $150 000 for large companies.
We also expect an increase in employment across our state of 4000 full-time jobs a year and
approximately 24 400 jobs between now and 2030. Job creation programs are the most welcome and
useful projects that any government is proud to establish because they are the economic lifeblood of
our state.
We in the Andrews government are about growth, jobs and sustainability. This target reduction
extrapolates out to more jobs and traineeships, cheaper electricity prices for working families and an
overall reduction in our emissions footprint. However, it is also about creating stability and certainty
in this evolving new industry—an industry of the future—which will allow private firms to invest in
renewable energy projects in partnership with the government. It is critical to families and business
that we ensure affordable energy is provided to all Victorians.
In conclusion, we are legislating these targets so that consumer confidence and lower energy prices
will prevail and so that business will take up the challenge of this new industry, not just because it
incorporates the provision of much-needed jobs but because it allows us to be kinder to this planet we
all live on by producing a lower carbon footprint. So this bill is a winner for everyone, and I commend
it to the house.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (11:10): I would like to make a few points about the
Renewable Energy (Jobs and Investment) Amendment Bill 2019. As we know, the bill seeks to
establish a renewable energy target of 50 per cent of electricity by 2030 and provides for a
determination of the minimum amount of renewable energy generation capacity required to meet these
targets by 2030. The Reason Party will be supporting this bill today.
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Certainly I think 50 per cent is a very modest target, and I believe that we could definitely do better,
but from all discussions 50 per cent is achievable, and it is realistic. At the moment we have targets of
25 per cent by 2020, 40 per cent by 2025 and now 50 per cent by 2030. As I said, I believe that is
modest, but I also acknowledge and am pleased to see that these targets are going to be reviewed
annually, so we can see these ever-evolving and fast-evolving technologies around renewable energy
and we can see that we can improve on those targets. I would fully expect that in 12 months we will
see changes and improvements to those targets.
Of course we cannot let up on the climate emergency that we are facing. More than that, we as the
state of Victoria must be leaders in addressing the existential threat of climate change. The forecasts
are compelling and the scenarios are devastating. We cannot forget for a second that the most
important question of our time is how to restore a safe climate. Now we must include a transition to
zero emissions.
Mr Finn interjected.
Ms PATTEN: I note Mr Finn laughing about this, and I am sure we all recall when Mr Finn
reminded us of those happy school days on the hot summer bus where his bare thighs were stuck on
that vinyl seat—
Members interjecting.
Ms PATTEN: While I do believe in a climate emergency, I am afraid the thought of Mr Finn’s
bare thighs on that seat calls for some sort of emergency brainwashing for my head.
A 50 per cent target will give our industry the confidence it deserves. It will give industry the
confidence to plan and to invest in research and development. It will show a clear understanding that
we are serious about the renewable industry in this state. In many ways it will ensure that industry
understands that the government does have its back in this area. I look forward to seeing the
innovations that we will see, and we are certainly seeing those quickly evolving. Look at Infrastructure
Victoria’s reports on how the government can provide the levers to renewable energy. Some of that
will be things like changing our car fleet over to electric cars, which will then provide the support that
the private sector needs to roll out the infrastructure that we need to transition to electric transport in
this state.
The Greens amendments seek to lift the renewable rate to 100 per cent. At first blush I thought, ‘Well,
it’s aspirational. Why can’t we support that?’. I think it is laudable, but I think it is aspirational—I
think it is just that. For me, to give the industry confidence and to give the community confidence that
we are serious about this, setting unattainable targets at this point does not give them the confidence
that they need.
In looking at the Greens plan, it also required by 2030 an investment of $9 billion in publicly owned
renewable energy. So in the next short time we would need to invest $9 billion there, plus $500 million
in publicly owned storage. Now, I actually have confidence that the private sector can do this, and I
have confidence that we can build this. Look, I would love to see it at 100 per cent by 2030, but
Victoria is not Tasmania and Victoria is not the ACT. We have very different energy requirements
here, and I think to set that sort of target now is unattainable and is unrealistic. I will be very happy to
revisit this on an annual basis to see how we can keep pushing those targets up. I would love to stand
here corrected—to see that that was attainable in 10 years—but at this stage I do not believe that it is.
In anticipation of my good colleague Mr Bourman speaking, he circulated some amendments to us all
earlier this week around adding hydro to the list of renewables, and I think this is a very sensible
amendment. Victoria is probably the second best placed state when it comes to hydropower. The
Australian National University did a study where they reported there were about 4400 sites that had
the potential for pumped hydro storage. These sites would have the capacity to store over
11 000 gigawatt hours and enough to power over 200 000 homes for an entire year. The Reason Party
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has a policy to invest in further feasibility studies into the possibilities for such sites in order to assist
with our transition away from non-renewable sources.
Reason supports the move for the 50 per cent. I do hope we can get higher. As I said earlier, I hope
that the Greens are right and that 100 per cent is attainable, but at this stage I do not believe that it is,
and I will support the move to 50 per cent.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (11:17): I have to say, having listened to Ms Patten’s
contribution to this debate, speaking on this particular bill today on renewable energy, I have to
wonder—I have often wondered—what goes through Ms Patten’s mind. I am starting to get a glimpse,
and it is scary—it is very, very scary. If Ms Patten is spending half her spare time thinking about my
bare thighs on a bus seat, we are in a lot of strife, but not as much as she is, I would suggest to you
very, very strongly.
I have to tell the house: I like Mr Elasmar. He is a very, very decent and thoroughly good man in my
view. However, on this occasion he has fallen for the Kool Aid hook, line and sinker. He may have
overdosed on the Kool Aid. He came out with some of the most extraordinary statements I think I
have ever heard in my life, saying that this particular piece of legislation was going to be the saviour
of us all—quite absolutely ludicrous.
In fact I misheard Mr Limbrick a little bit earlier. I was paying one of my rare visits to my office
downstairs when I heard him start his contribution. He referred to this legislation as the blackout bill.
I misheard that; I thought he said the ‘whacker bill’. I have to say I actually agreed with that. I will go
along with the blackout bill, but if you want to call it the whacker bill, I think that is far more in keeping
with this legislation, because this is really wacko city.
We are constantly told by the climate lobby that we need to look at the science. I agree; I think that is
a very, very good idea. We need to look at the science, because unfortunately there are far too many
people in this world today who regard climate change as some sort of new and weird religion that they
are committed to and do some really, really strange things in order to serve. We are told that carbon
dioxide is the big problem. Not every scientist of course believes that. There is a loud and vocal lobby
which says that. Any scientist who disputes that, as Peter Ridd found out in Queensland, is likely to
be run out of town. We have seen a number of scientists over the years who have expressed a scientific
view, and they have been treated abysmally by those with a vested interest in ensuring that climate
change is promoted.
But we are told that carbon dioxide is the big problem. I have got a lot of trees at my place, and I
reckon they might have a very different view, because without carbon dioxide they would all be dead.
That is something that perhaps the Greens might like to take on board. But let us consider this. Let us
have a look at the science. Let us consider this: 3 per cent of the world’s emissions are carbon dioxide;
1.3 per cent of that 3 per cent comes from Australia. Now, how much of that 1.3 per cent of the 3 per
cent comes from Victoria? Do you reckon it might be 30, maybe 35 per cent? I am probably being
generous there. So we have got maybe 30 to 35 per cent of the 1.3 per cent of the 3 per cent of
emissions coming from Victoria, directly associated to this bill. So in other words, we are talking a
total lot of nonsense here about what this bill will do. It is absolute insanity.
Has the government ever thought of doing a cost-benefit analysis of this particular bill? I suggest they
should do that, because the cost to business, the cost to jobs, the cost to industry will be horrendous.
That is to say nothing of the cost to families—yes, working families. We remember the Labor Party
used to talk about working families. They do not anymore because they have given them up as a lost
cause. They have jumped in bed with the extremist green lobby. Working families do not matter to
them anymore, but I am totally still committed to working families, and working families are copping
it in the neck as a result of these extremist green policies that are being pushed by this government.
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We have just been through a particularly cold winter. I could not help but think every day of that cold
winter about how those pensioners are coping with not being able to warm their homes and how many
of them spend all day in bed because it is the only way they can keep warm. They cannot afford to
warm their homes. I can only imagine what is coming this summer when those same pensioners are
forced to live in their homes in 41, 42, perhaps 43-degree heat without the support of air conditioning,
because if they cannot afford heating, they certainly cannot afford air conditioning. Those price hikes
are a direct result of what this government has done here in Victoria, and all for no benefit at all.
I remember tuning into the television one day. I got to Canberra actually—and anybody who has spent
any time in Canberra knows that television is probably the only way that you can alleviate the
boredom. I turned on the television, and there was Tim Flannery—old Sandbags Flannery himself—
at the Press Club. He was asked, ‘Professor Flannery, if all emissions in Australia ceased tomorrow,
when would we see an impact on the climate?’. His response was illuminating. He said, ‘A thousand
years’—a thousand years! Even Sandbags Flannery said we are totally and absolutely wasting our
time.
So here we have, in Victoria, a government which is going out of its way to destroy our economy. We
are going to have more blackouts this year than we have ever had before. We had them last year, and
we had them the year before. We have an energy minister—and I use that term loosely—who is
arguably the most incompetent minister that we have seen in generations in this state and who is
leading the charge down the path to economic disaster. This bill is a recipe for economic suicide in
this state, and those members opposite who care about the workers—they say they care about the
workers—should think about what impact this bill will have on those workers. You cannot have unions
and union members without workers, and if the workers lose their jobs the unions will collapse. That
might be the only thing that appeals to members opposite—the welfare of the unions. If I appeal to
them on that basis, that may well be the only way that I can actually get through to them.
A few weeks ago Dr Ratnam referred to—and I am sorry that Dr Ratnam has left the chamber; I
thought I may have talked some sense into her, but clearly not—a whole bunch of schoolkids taking
the day off school so they could have a climate strike. And what a total waste of time that was for
everybody. Do you know what I did that day? I planted a couple of trees. With that act, planting a
couple of trees, I reckon I did more for the economy than all those thousands of kids sitting in Bourke
Street or Collins Street—just by planting those trees. If you want to do something for the economy,
plant some trees. Be proactive, be practical. Do not talk about this nonsense. Do not try to change the
weather by sitting in Bourke Street. It does not work; it is never going to work
What we have seen over the past few years—and Dr Ratnam and Ms Patten referred to them—are the
predictions of disaster, that the end of the world is nigh. These are predictions we have seen repeated,
again and again and again, at various intervals over the last 50 years. Every now and again they just
update it. The latest one is that the end of the world is coming in 12 years. Now, it depends on who
you are talking to, of course; some people will say 12 years, some people will say two years, some
people will say six years. The fact of the matter is that as long as humanity has been around, we have
had people saying, ‘the end is nigh’, and it is happening again. Let us face facts: there is no climate
emergency. The end of the world is not nigh. These people are trying to—and succeeding, sadly—
terrify kids. As I said in this Parliament before, it is disgraceful. The minister might find it amusing,
but when I talk to doctors, to psychologists and to parents who have to deal with these kids, they do
not find it amusing at all.
A couple of weeks ago after one of the demos I was driving past the Carlton Gardens, which has now
apparently been turned by the Melbourne City Council into a camping ground for hippies, and there
was a lad walking past there wearing a pair of thongs—well, he was just sort of generally pretty
unkempt—and he had a sign that said, ‘We end climate change when we end capitalism’. And that in
a nutshell is what this debate is about. That is what this is all about. It is not about science, it is not
about climate, it is not about the environment. It is about the destruction of western civilisation. It is
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about the destruction of our society. That is what it is about. That is why climate activists want to
destroy our industry. That is why they want to destroy our agriculture. That is why they want to destroy
our jobs, because they want to destroy western civilisation as we know it. That is what it is all about.
That is why all those predictions by Al Gore, by Sandbags Flannery and by all these people over so
many years have not come to pass. There are still plenty of polar bears. There is still plenty of ice at
the polar caps. We still, believe it or not, have rain. Remember what Sandbags Flannery told us—that
it would never rain again. And we had all these—
Members interjecting.
Mr FINN: Well, we had drought before. I remember when I was a kid we had drought back in the
1970s, and we had drought in the 1930s. Dorothea Mackellar—I do not know if she is still with us,
but you can read her writings—talks about a sunburnt country, drought and flooding rains and all that
sort of thing. That has been around for a very long time. Drought is not something that is new to
Australia.
But the fact of the matter is that none of the predictions of disaster have actually happened. I am not
just talking about the majority or even some of the predictions of disaster that have been made in the
last 50 years by various people, predominantly by loudmouth politicians making a lot of money out of
it. And I might say Al Gore has made himself very, very, very rich by saying really stupid things that
people believe. None of these predictions have actually happened. They have not happened. Now, you
might ask yourself, ‘If that was based on science, did science really get it that wrong?’. No, science
did not get it that wrong, because those predictions were not based on science. Those predictions were
political and were made to achieve a political result for the people saying them, and it is still happening
now.
We do not have a situation where the end of the world is around the corner. The world is particularly
healthy. It is going along very, very nicely, thank you very much. What we have to do is to talk some
common sense on this issue—please, some common sense. Forget the hysteria that we have heard
over the last few years. Forget the nonsense that has been talked by people with a vested interest. We
need to speak about what impacts people in a positive way, what is best for the people in Victoria.
This legislation is most certainly not it, and I urge the house to reject this particular bill.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (11:32): I just do not know how I am going to follow that one
up. Let me indulge in a bit of time travel here. I rise to speak on the Renewable Energy (Jobs and
Investment) Amendment Bill 2019. Renewable energy is definitely the future. I remember as a young
bloke when you could get a calculator that could barely run on solar power—and look at what we can
do now. The problem I have is base load. There was a joke going around recently: ‘What did South
Australia use before candles? Electricity.’ Obviously the object of that was that every time it got hot
here and every time it got hot there and the interconnector went down they had nothing. So whilst I
have no issue with renewable energy, I am concerned about creating a target. By setting a target when
we do not know what the future brings, when we cannot get a base load now, we are going to end up
having a similar situation: we are not going to be able to have our modern conveniences or even turn
the lights on on high-demand days—in both states at least.
We hear a lot about the cost of clean, green energy. At the moment it is fairly heavily subsidised. So I
think before we get too excited about that we need to be thinking about what the cost of that subsidy
is. That cost does eventually get passed down to the other sources of power, and that increases the
average household power bill. I think none of us can deny that power has gone up a lot in the last few
years. We have got a lot of people of a lower socio-economic status, and the last thing they really need
is a bigger electricity bill in light of already big electricity bills.
Obviously with the local bent in my region there is a loss of real jobs that are out there in the industry,
plus the loss of base load that comes with it. So whilst I am supportive of renewable energy, I am not
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supportive of setting a target that may or may not be achieved. Unless we just continually subsidise
everything, it is just going to be more and more expensive. Now, this speech is a little bit more tortured
than I remember. I am basically saying that it is great to set a target, but if we cannot really reach the
target and still have a base load, what are we doing?
I have a lot of coal-fired power stations—in fact I think mine is the only region with coal-fired power
stations—and we lost Hazelwood last term. That was 15 per cent of our baseload generation, if I
remember correctly. That was not too bad. We have managed to get along without that, but now they
are starting to say that Loy Yang A or B—I cannot remember which—is going to need to be retired
soon. As I said, I do not have a problem with renewables, but it is going to be fine until we have not
enough power being made at a base load and there is either no wind or no sun, or both. Then what do
we do? That is the question we have to ask ourselves: then what do we do?
My amendment, which Ms Patten has already alerted everyone to, is going to add hydro to the mix of
renewable energies.
Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party amendments circulated by Mr BOURMAN pursuant to
standing orders.
Mr BOURMAN: I have kind of lost my track here, but anyway. Hydro is actually added to the
mix via regulations at this point in time, and in my view—particularly in a country which is the driest
continent on earth—it should have equal weighting to solar and wind energy because it also gives us
water security. There is also the fact that we need to be building these things for job security. I think
you will find that my Eastern Victoria Region is the most likely place to build any hydro dams, should
we get onto it.
On that, I might leave it alone. The amendment is very straightforward. It is really not changing a lot.
It is just bringing hydro into line with all the other forms of renewable energy. It is renewable energy,
and hydro gives us that water security which we clearly do not have in a time of drought.
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (11:37): I too rise to speak on the Renewable Energy
(Jobs and Investment) Amendment Bill 2019 and to make my contribution. I would like to agree with
the contributions that were made by my colleagues Dr Kieu and Mr Elasmar. We made an election
promise in November 2018 to increase Victoria’s renewable energy target (VRET) to 50 per cent by
2030. For us, when we make promises, we deliver on promises, and as a result what we are going to
do is increase Victoria’s renewable energy target to 50 per cent by 2030. This will help us in putting
more clean energy into the grid, increasing investment and driving down energy prices. This will also
provide the industry with the continued policy certainty to invest in renewable energy projects and
local supply chain development, create new local jobs and traineeships, reduce wholesale electricity
prices and reduce Victoria’s greenhouse gas emissions.
This new target builds on Labor’s existing Victorian renewable energy targets. Currently the target is
25 per cent by the year 2020 and 40 per cent by the year 2025. Victoria is the renewable energy capital
of Australia, and we want to strengthen Victoria’s renewable energy target in law to make sure that it
boosts jobs, reduces emissions and reduces energy prices. This will also help us in boosting our
economy, but also, more importantly, it will help us in taking care of our environment.
The world is rapidly moving towards renewable energy. In 2018 the renewable sector showed solid
growth. In 2019 also the growth exponentially increased. Despite what the opposition is saying and its
focus on the cost-benefit analysis and talking about climate change as if it does not exist, this is the
right time to seize the economic opportunities that the renewable energy transition offers. I am proud
to say that we have made unprecedented investments in Victoria’s renewable energy sector and
reduced our greenhouse gas emissions from electricity generation.
Since we were elected in 2014, 18 different projects providing over 1000 megawatts of new renewable
energy capacity have become operational. We also have 14 renewable energy projects currently under
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construction or undergoing commissioning, which will provide over 2700 megawatts of renewable
energy once they are complete But that is not all. We have a strong pipeline of projects being
developed across the state, with over 4000 megawatts of new projects receiving planning approval
under our government.
The main purpose of the bill is to extend the existing renewable energy targets of 2020 and 2025 for
Victoria to 50 per cent renewable energy by 2030. This amendment bill will legislate the Victorian
renewable energy target of 50 per cent of electricity generated in Victoria to come from renewable
energy sources by 2030, building on existing targets. The amendment bill will provide policy certainty
and investor confidence and also encourage investment, employment, and skills and technology
development in the renewable energy industry. This will provide industry with continuing policy
certainty to invest in renewable energy projects and local supply chain development, create new local
jobs and traineeships, reduce wholesale electricity prices and reduce Victoria’s greenhouse gas
emissions.
This will also have an impact on jobs and investment. This increased target is expected to generate
new jobs, including apprenticeships and traineeships, particularly in regional Victoria. Legislating the
2030 target is expected to support additional economic activity up to $5.8 billion in Victoria, which
will drive the local industry and supply chain development. This will also increase employment in
Victoria by up to an average of 4067 full-time jobs a year. This will also help in further growing the
contribution of local Victorian content from production materials through to new local jobs and
traineeships. We want to make sure that we equip the current generation with the right training and
jobs so that they can take our state into the future.
This new target will also have an impact on power bills. Renewable energy plays a key role in helping
drive down wholesale energy prices and providing a new source of much-needed supply. As a result
of the VRET 2030 target, we expect households will save around $32 a year for individual households,
$3100 for medium businesses and $150 000 for large companies. There will be huge savings over the
long term. These reductions show we can do both: not only reduce carbon emissions but also make
sure that energy prices go down.
To make sure that the benefits of renewable energy are spread across the state we are also investing
$1.3 billion in the Solar Homes program. Increasing the Victorian renewable energy target to 50 per
cent by 2030 will send a clear message that we will continue to reduce emissions and continue to take
action on climate change. Achieving this target is projected to reduce Victoria’s electricity sector
greenhouse gas emissions in 2030 to 33.9 million tonnes of carbon dioxide. This emissions level
would be roughly 46 per cent below what the sector emitted in 2005. This is the equivalent of taking
655 000 cars off the road for a year. We are making a significant impact on the environment.
Embedding the targets in legislation will provide certainty for investment and employment and also
for technology development in the renewable energy industry in Victoria. This policy certainty is
fundamental to giving industry the confidence to invest hundreds of millions of dollars into building
new renewable energy projects in our state. The Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate
Change is required to report to Parliament annually on progress towards the targets, ensuring
accountability on behalf of the government. In September 2018 the government published the first
Victorian renewable energy target progress report for the 2017–18 financial year, which found that
Victoria is well on track to meet the 25 per cent target by the 2020 renewable generation target. So
these are not just empty promises; we are delivering on the promises we made through fundamental
policymaking.
We have been clear about our support for renewable energy, and we have delivered many initiatives
to support the renewable energy industry. In 2017 we held Australia’s largest reverse auction, which
provided support to help bring online new renewable energy projects to meet the Victorian renewable
energy target. The auction successfully supported six large-scale wind and solar projects in regional
Victoria, bringing online 928 megawatts of new renewable energy capacity. We initially sought to
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bring online 650 megawatts but were able to deliver 928 megawatts of new renewable capacity, which
eclipses the amount initially sought in the tender. Combined, these six projects will generate
$1.1 billion of economic investment in regional Victoria and create more than 900 jobs.
All of the successful projects from the auction, regardless of their developer, were encouraged to source
as much material from local suppliers as possible. Through the implementation of the Major Projects
Skills Guarantee, the successful VRET auction projects will also support over 200 apprenticeships and
trainee and cadet positions throughout the construction phase of the six facilities.
Let us be honest: the opposition has no record when it comes to renewables. The simple truth is that if
the opposition had its way we would not have any new solar farms or new wind farms in Victoria.
They are so narrow-minded and short-sighted that if it was up to them Victorians would be missing
out on all the incredible benefits delivered by renewables. When those opposite were last in
government they made it effectively impossible to build wind farms. The situation is certainly no better
at a federal level, where there has been a total lack of long-term integrated energy and climate change
policy. This destroys investor confidence and puts a halt to creating clean energy jobs and investment.
It also means that we are missing out on new sources of reliable, affordable supply that can help reduce
emissions.
The policy certainty delivered by the VRET has also led to education providers offering new courses
and accreditations to meet industry demands. Victoria is witnessing a transformation of our energy
network. There are important issues to manage as we transition to a clean energy future and while we
continue to increase supply and drive down costs for consumers. The Victorian renewable energy
target is providing significant economic and social benefits to regional communities through the
investment and employment created by new renewable energy projects. The increased target will
ensure Victoria’s regional communities will continue to experience these benefits over the long term.
Some communities have expressed concerns about new renewable projects, including the impacts of
land use change and the impacts of planning and construction processes on visual amenity and noise
levels. The government is actively working with all stakeholders, including developers and local
councils, to ensure that communities are properly engaged throughout the life of projects. Best practice
community engagement by developers will help to alleviate concerns about renewable energy projects
and will ensure Victoria’s regional communities will continue to benefit from additional investment
in renewable energy generation over the long term. The government has also published guidance for
industry on effective community engagement and benefit sharing. The Community Engagement and
Benefit Sharing in Renewable Energy Development guide is already being used by developers and
improving community outcomes for renewable energy projects.
We must continue to facilitate collaboration and goodwill between government, business, industry and
our community to ensure a secure and sustainable energy future. We find ourselves at the centre of a
shift in our transition to a net zero economy. The Victorian government’s renewable energy targets
will continue to drive significant investment across Victoria, with the shared benefits of local jobs,
improved environmental outcomes and local business growth. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (11:51): I rise to speak on the government’s Renewable Energy
(Jobs and Investment) Amendment Bill 2019. This bill aims to legislate a 50 per cent renewable
energy target by 2030. It is the nation’s most ambitious renewable energy target and was arguably
endorsed by the public at last year’s state election. Generally speaking, I believe that many Australians
feel disengaged with lawmakers and the overall political process. Rarely does the public believe that
decisions made in the halls of Parliament have a direct impact on their lives. However, when you flick
on a light switch, light your gas heater or turn on a tap, you are interacting with government and the
market simultaneously. The decisions this chamber makes in regard to energy will have a direct impact
on household electricity prices. I believe that this bill enshrines the needed certainty, currently lacking
in our energy sector, to drive down wholesale and retail energy prices.
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While there is an obvious environmental cost to inaction on climate change, there is also a hidden
social cost to an overly ambitious renewable energy target. This is particularly the case for those living
in rural and regional Victoria. Much of western Victoria has seen improved economic growth, full
employment and improving housing prices as a direct result of intense wind and solar farm
construction. Despite this, tourism and other local industries have suffered as hotel and motel rooms
are permanently booked out by construction workers arriving in small towns. Now, while this is good
for hotel and motel owners, these rooms are also commonly used as crisis accommodation for those
fleeing domestic violence. While I note the $23.9 million crisis accommodation funding package in
the recent state budget, the government should continue to ensure that housing supply will meet
housing demand in rural and regional Victoria where construction projects within the renewables
industry are booming. This is important to ensuring that the economic benefits of renewable energy
are shared equally by all members of the community.
Many would argue that a 50 per cent renewable energy target is too ambitious. However, our party
will be supporting this bill, respecting the endorsement of it in last year’s state election. Western
Victoria houses world-class beaches, national parks and nature trails, so any measure taken in order to
protect these natural assets into the future should be supported. While this bill legislates a renewable
energy target for the coming decade, I am confident that the state government will prioritise
affordability and reliability over sustainability, and therefore if this target has a negative impact on
electricity prices, it will be reviewed.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (11:54): I rise to speak today on the Renewable Energy (Jobs and
Investment) Amendment Bill 2019, and what a wideranging debate we have had. What a shame it is
not possible at this juncture for us to be able to capture some of the energy that has been produced in
this chamber and the hot air, if you will. I am sure there has been a bit of drivel that might then be used
productively for hydro. I am quite sure that there has been a bit of gas because, well, who would not
find themselves in a relaxed state after many hours of listening to this scintillating conversation that
has taken us to all poles, not just of the debate but of the Earth. It has been wonderful to be able to
revisit the parallel universe of healthy grizzly bears and endless ice shelves, along with the
longstanding claims that simply because Dorothea Mackellar talked about drought, we must not have
any issues with recent record rainfalls.
What we have here is a bill which legislates the Victorian renewable energy target generated in
Victoria to build on the existing targets of 25 per cent and 40 per cent by 2020 and 2025 respectively,
and to provide that policy certainty, because what we have seen, if nothing else, in today’s debate is
that we need some policy certainty. There is a whole lot of rabble, there is a whole lot of drivel, there
is a whole lot of hot air and there is a whole lot of gas, which unfortunately we cannot capture. I mean,
the technology is amazing, do not get me wrong, but we have not yet come so far.
In fact maybe we could get some speakers from other parts of the debate, separate and aside from the
government position on this bill, perhaps to shine some sunlight. I am not sure how they would produce
it or the areas of their bodies from where they might produce it, but just a bit of extra sunlight. We can
build a solar farm or 10, and no doubt we could probably take whole townships off the grid and just
provide that energy certainty for them all.
What I see on a very regular basis in eastern Victoria and around the regions of our state is record low
rainfall. What I see, which blind Freddy—and blind Frederina, maybe, or Frederika—would also be
able to see on any trip beyond a well-watered, well-irrigated metropolitan, peri-urban or suburban area
is a landscape that is crying out for change in relation to the way in which energy is produced.
My electorate office is in the Latrobe Valley. I am very proud to have called the valley home and to
base myself there in the work that I do, and I see firsthand the challenges that come from an inability
of governments to move beyond hot air and drivel and onto something more concrete by way of a
longstanding, long-term, non-partisan transition plan. What I see on the ground in the valley is that
that transition work has not been undertaken by people who sit on coalition benches. It has not been
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undertaken by people who cheer on the rhetoric of people like our Prime Minister who just say, ‘We
can’t make it rain. So what?’, in effect. What I see is that we need to have an ongoing effort with that
certainty and consistency that commits us wholesale to making the intergenerational change necessary
to reduce our footprint, to reduce our consumption, to become more innovative in the way in which
we harness technology.
I see projects like the Star of the South off the Gippsland coast. I see projects like the record investment
in windfarms and in solar. I see work associated with hydro and with the better innovations around
more efficient energy production, and that gives me hope for that certainty which our state deserves,
which we deserve, but which more fundamentally and importantly, our communities and our
environment and our children and those people who will inhabit this state into the future deserve, I
think, more than we do at this particular point in time. I will leave my remarks there. I do not intend
to add to the carbon footprint of this contribution any further.
Mr ERDOGAN (Southern Metropolitan) (11:59): I am pleased to rise in support of the Renewable
Energy (Jobs and Investment) Amendment Bill 2019. This bill reinforces the government’s
commitment to leading Australia in renewable energy investment. It will reinvigorate our
manufacturing sector creating jobs of the future, for the future. It will drive investments in industry to
the benefit of Victorians as well as taking real action on climate change.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Questions without notice and ministers statements
BARWON HEALTH
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:00): My question is to the Minister for Health.
Minister, 3AW has this morning reported a tragic case at Barwon Health where a man was reported
as being discharged from hospital but almost a week later, after family, friends and Victoria Police
concerns and investigations were undertaken, he was actually reported to be deceased and in the
morgue. Minister, will you apologise unreservedly for this monumental bungle under your watch?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:01): I absolutely apologise unreservedly to this family. I cannot imagine the distress that they have
experienced. I first became aware of this matter following the media story this morning, and as soon
as I was advised I asked for urgent advice from Barwon Health. I express my condolences to this
family, and I am very concerned about what has been alleged to have occurred.
From the initial investigation that has occurred this morning, Barwon Health have confirmed that they
did make multiple attempts to notify the next of kin and that police were also notified at the time of
death and the matter referred to the coroner. Barwon Health has also issued an unreserved apology for
the distress caused by the delay and the manner in which the family were notified of their relative’s
death. In fact just a little while ago Barwon Health did issue a statement, and I think it is appropriate
that I read from that statement. I quote:
Firstly, Barwon Health unreservedly apologises for the distress caused by the delay and the manner in which
the family was notified of their relative’s death.
Barwon Health has been in contact with Victoria Police and we are awaiting advice regarding the internal
communication between the police involved in the initial notification to police at the time of the patient’s
death and the police involved in the coroner’s case.
Barwon Health has confirmed that on 20 September, a man was brought to University Hospital Geelong after
a medical emergency and subsequently died.
The staff in the Emergency Department made multiple attempts to contact the next of kin listed in the patient’s
previous medical record.
The police were notified at the time of the patient’s death.
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As the case was an unexpected death and the relatives could not be contacted, the matter was referred to the
coroner. Once referred to the coroner, it is the role of the police and the coroner to work together to notify the
family. The patient was transferred to the coroner’s mortuary in Melbourne the day after his death.
The police also attempted to contact the next of kin, and we are advised that they attended the last known
address of the next of kin.
The Emergency Department staff also contacted the patient’s listed GP.

That is the statement that has been issued by Barwon Health. It appears from what has been able to be
established at this point in time that the next of kin details in the patient’s medical record were not upto-date, so the next of kin were not able to be contacted by the hospital through this process. But as I
said this morning to media, I have asked for an urgent investigation of this matter. That has started
already this morning. That has led to Barwon Health issuing this statement providing some clarity and
some advice to the community about what has occurred. But I will be seeking that full explanation
from Barwon Health as to what will be happening, and once the facts have been established I will be
contacting this family personally to express my personal apology to the family for the distress that
they have experienced.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:04): Thank you, Minister. I think it has been well
reported that family and friends did contact the hospital and were told that the poor man had in fact
been discharged. Minister, you have cut Barwon Health’s acute admitted funding by 6.3 per cent in
2019–20, and this bungle occurred just days before a major cybersecurity attack on the hospital, which
is still ongoing. Is it not a fact that these shocking bungles—the cyber hacking and the tragic incident—
occurred because of your funding cuts?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:05): I think it is really a reflection on the member that in these really distressing circumstances she
would seek to have a cheap political shot. You cannot rise above, not even in these circumstances. We
had this debate yesterday, and the house reflected on your absolute nonsense claims about funding
cuts. There has been absolutely no cut whatsoever to any health service. There has been no cut
whatsoever to Barwon Health’s funding. You cannot even read and understand the budget papers.
Today, this morning, I have announced a $200 million boost to health services to help them to respond
to what has been an unprecedented flu season, on top of a $2.5 billion boost to health services in this
year’s state budget, building on a record $12.2 billion funded to our health services. This issue has—
(Time expired)
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: I am tempted to give the minister another minute. I could not hear a lot of that
because of the level of interjection, but I do believe she responded to the question.
CROWN CASINO
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:06): My question is for the Special Minister of State.
The Crown allegations are not going away. On Monday we had a former employee detail instances
where he had witnessed illegal activity on almost a daily basis. On Tuesday we saw footage leaked by
whistleblowers within the regulator itself, the Victorian Commission for Gambling and Liquor
Regulation, showing large-scale money laundering activities at Crown. Today we have revelations of
a businessman blacklisted by the United Nations and Australia because he funded a war criminal being
aided by Crown into the country to gamble. I tried to force the Parliament to debate this matter and
launch an inquiry, to no avail. The gaming minister said she would investigate the claims and expected
a report back in two weeks. That was two months ago. As Special Minister of State, your portfolio
oversees government transparency, integrity and accountability. Given there seems to be none of these
three contained in the government’s response to this serious matter so far, will the minister step in and
order an inquiry into Crown himself?
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Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:07): I thank Ms Patten for
her question and perhaps the implied confidence in, but misdirected understanding of, my
responsibilities in this matter. I will answer on my own behalf to indicate to the member that the
government of course is concerned about these matters, and I have had a conversation with the relevant
minister in relation to these circumstances and the scrutiny by which she is expecting the liquor and
gaming regulator, the commissioner, to acquit their responsibilities and to consider any matters
appropriately.
I am also aware of the interest of Victoria Police in relation to some of these matters, and I am also
aware of the engagement and the ongoing scrutiny of a number of federal regulatory bodies. As you
have indicated through the scope of issues that you have just identified, there are a number of border
security issues, there are a number of, in a sense, immigration issues, there are a number of integrity
issues that apply in the commonwealth jurisdiction and, within those regulatory environments, there
is a capacity—and I acknowledge that—for appropriate scrutiny to sometimes fall between the gaps.
In fact it is our obligation to try to make sure that they are interlocking.
As I understand it, there are four relevant commonwealth agencies who have jurisdiction over various
circumstances described in these matters, as well as the regulatory environment in Victoria and law
enforcement within Victoria. I can give the member a guarantee that within my responsibilities I will
continue to act as part of the Victorian government in collaboration with my colleagues to ascertain
the best way in which we can provide confidence to the community that these matters are considered
on their merits without fear or favour, that in fact justice and an investigative pathway are fully assisted
by the government in terms of our obligations to keep our community safe and to ensure that due
process is followed and in fact that there is not illegal activity that takes place within the gaming
industry or any activity that is associated with it. I will work with my colleagues in that frame.
I do not have administrative responsibility to act in the way that you call on me in your question to do,
but I can assure you that I and other members of the government take these matters seriously and we
will continue to scrutinise these activities and do our best to ensure that justice prevails and that
appropriate remedies are put in place for any illegal activity.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:10): Thank you, Minister, for the response. I really
think you undersell yourself here. By way of supplementary, I think community confidence comes to
the nub of this. You speak to the community, and they are not surprised. They just go, ‘Well, that’s
just how it is. The place is corrupt, and the government does nothing’. We have had review after review
by the casino regulator, whose ability to do the job is under serious question right now. They have
recommended reforms that Crown has simply ignored—for instance, the use of player data analytics
in support of intervention, which remains in a trial state five years after the regulator’s fifth review and
a full decade after it was first raised. Crown treats the government and the regulator, I think, as chumps.
In light of these serious allegations currently swirling around Crown, will the minster hold Crown,
who are licensed to operate by the Victorian government, and investigate with his colleagues why
these recommendations from the government’s independent regulator have never been followed up?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:11): I do not think there is
any politician in this jurisdiction, across the nation or across the world that undersells themselves, so
let us start from that basis. But in terms of my formal responsibilities, I think I have reminded you and
the chamber of what my responsibilities may be. In terms of my concern about these matters and the
government’s concern about these matters, I reiterate that we are concerned about these issues. I will
talk to my colleague and other parts of government in relation to the way in which we can provide that
confidence into the future and to be seen to follow the due process of investigation and regulatory
compliance. That is the best I can offer you at this point in time.
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MINISTERS STATEMENTS: RAISING EXPECTATIONS PROGRAM
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:12): I would like to update the house on the Raising Expectations program. Last week
I joined the member for Bayswater, Jackson Taylor, at Swinburne’s Croydon campus. We met with a
number of the participating students in the Raising Expectations program. This program provides
young people in out-of-home care and foster care with additional support to study at TAFE or
university. The program provides students with a caseworker to support them through their studies,
financial support, such as scholarships, and additional resources to assist them with completion. The
program is offered at Swinburne, Federation University and La Trobe University.
Jackson and I had the pleasure of meeting two of the over 250 students from the Raising Expectations
program. One of those students was Danny. Danny is enrolled in a certificate IV in plumbing and
services at the Croydon campus. Danny lived in out-of-home care as a teenager for five years and
dropped out of year 12 due to unstable housing and employment. He was homeless and unemployed
for over two years until he found out about the Try a Trade program at Swinburne. This sparked his
passion, and he enrolled in a pre-apprenticeship in plumbing. Then, with the help of Raising
Expectations, Danny went on to do his apprenticeship. He is now doing his licensing, and he plans on
doing a mechanical engineering degree at university. As Danny said about Raising Expectations, ‘It’s
given me a reason to get out of bed’.
It was even more special to visit Swinburne with Jackson as he himself has lived the experience of
out-of-home care. Jackson understands how important this program is. Raising Expectations is
changing lives. That is why I recently announced over $1 million in funding over three years to expand
the program. Only 1 per cent of care leavers go on to higher education, compared to 40 per cent of the
general population. Programs like this certainly make a real difference.
HEALTH FUNDING
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:15): My question is again to the Minister for Health.
Minister, on 13 August I asked a question of you in Parliament as to why hospital networks had not
signed the statement of priorities. You said in an answer to me, and I quote:
I look forward to sitting down and doing that with health services in due course in coming weeks.

Minister, it is now nearly the middle of October, so I ask: can you detail how many hospitals and
hospital networks have signed the 2019–20 statement of priorities?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:15): I welcome this question. In fact I have been getting on and signing statements of priorities
with health services. Following today’s unprecedented flu package of $200 million, we will now be
able to finalise the funding for our health services and their allocation out of that flu package. This is
building on a record boost of $2.5 billion in this year’s state budget, a record $12.2 billion for hospitals
in Victoria. I absolutely, categorically refute the member’s continued assertion that there have been
cuts to health services. Just because you keep repeating it does not make it true, Ms Crozier. This
house categorically rejected your claims yesterday, when every single member of this house voted
down your motion and your assertion that there had been cuts to health services. The only people to
vote for your nonsense motion were in fact members of your coalition parties.
We are providing our health services with the funding that they need to support the community. We
have had 65 000 confirmed flu cases this year. You might scoff at that, but it is in fact more people
who have come down with the flu this year than 2017, when we had a very severe flu season, and
there have been more cases than the 2009 H1N1 pandemic. We have had an unprecedented number
of people becoming ill as a result of the flu this year. It has put a lot of pressure on our hospitals. This
is why I have, at every opportunity when I have visited health services, thanked the staff for their
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dedication and their commitment to supporting Victorian patients. Each and every year, but
particularly this year, is challenging, so I thank them for their commitment and we back them in.
This is why we have provided this additional funding. Now that we will be able to finalise the
additional funding that health services will be able to receive from today’s funding announcement, we
will be able to conclude those statements of priorities in coming weeks.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:18): Clearly I think that answer was a big fat zero.
Ms Mikakos interjected.
Ms CROZIER: Well, you did not answer the question. You have not answered the question. It
was fairly simple: how many have signed it? You did not give a number. I am assuming that is a zero.
The PRESIDENT: Order! Ms Crozier with a supplementary.
Ms CROZIER: My supplementary is: Minister, when will you release the statement of priorities,
including Barwon Health, or will you continue your cover-up of your savage health cuts?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:18): Well, clearly you have listened to nothing I have just said. We will be finalising the funding
with health services following today’s funding announcement: additional funding for hospitals; new
funding for hospitals announced just today, just this morning; $200 million more; building on top of a
record boost of $2.5 billion in this year’s budget. You slashed funding when you were in charge. We
are putting in record funding. I will be signing those statements of priorities in coming weeks. They
will be public documents, as they have been during our time in government. We are getting health
services the support that they need, in huge contrast to when you went to war with nurses and with
paramedics and you slashed funding for health services. We are backing our health services with the
funding that they need.
BOX HILL POLICE STATION
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:19): My question is for the minister
representing the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. I read in the newspapers the other week
that there was a foreign flag raised on a police station in Box Hill. It was actually the flag of China. At
first I thought that this must have been fake news, but I have had it relayed to me by numerous
members of the public that it did in fact happen. I am not an expert on flag protocols, but it seems a
bit odd to me. I was wondering if the minister could give some insight into that incident and the
circumstances surrounding it, please.
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:20): I thank the member for his question. That matter will be referred to the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services for a response.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: DROUGHT ASSISTANCE
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:20): I want to take the opportunity to talk about the government’s support
for farmers impacted by drought. On 2 October the Premier and I travelled to Bairnsdale, Giffard and
the Millewa to announce more than $31 million in targeted support for farming families and
communities hit hardest by these conditions, taking the total amount of drought support provided over
the past 12 months to over $80 million. We worked very closely with farming communities, councils
and stakeholders in designing the new package to ensure it is targeted and makes a real difference on
the ground.
A key part of the package is the $15 million farmers drought fund, which includes $3 million to give
eligible farmers in Central and East Gippsland, the Millewa and the Goulburn-Murray irrigation
district access to hardship payments of up to $3000. The fund also includes $12 million to continue
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the successful on-farm grants program, which will provide grants of up to $5000 for drought
infrastructure and businesses planning to help future-proof against drought. Our existing package has
already provided nearly 5000 of these grants to farming businesses. The package also includes local
government service support payments and extends the successful Catchment Management Authority
drought employment program to give farmers and their employees access to off-farm employment
and training while the drought continues to bite. This will be complemented by a farm employment
exchange run by the Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF). There is a range of other support available
in the latest package, such as bore licence fee waivers, improved access to emergency water supply
points and farm business and mental health support, and I encourage farmers to get in contact with
Agriculture Victoria to find out what is available.
To enhance the rollout of our drought support, yesterday we announced that former VFF president
Peter Tuohey has been appointed as the new rural assistance commissioner. In this role Peter will also
provide insight to government on other challenges and opportunities facing regional and rural
communities and provide advice on how they can best be supported into the future. His reputation
with Victoria’s agricultural communities speaks for itself, and I look forward to working with Peter to
deliver our targeted support to those who need it most.
VICROADS
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:22): My question is for the
Minister for Roads. I refer to Treasurer Tim Pallas’s refusal to rule out the sale of VicRoads this week
and him now admitting, I understand, that there is a scoping study to investigate options for VicRoads
registration and licensing. I understand your department will be involved in this. Minister, I therefore
ask: whatever the phrase, whether it is ‘privatisation’, ‘commercialisation’ or ‘sale’, will you rule out
any increase in vehicle registration or licence fees and charges on Victorians?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:23): I thank Mr Davis for his interest in the licensing and
registration functions at VicRoads and his reference to a scoping study to explore options to further
improve the function of so many customer interactions—more than 30 million transactions annually.
In fact for most people in the Victorian community it is that part of my department’s responsibilities
and indeed the part of government that most people deal with most commonly. The government is
undertaking a detailed scoping study to explore future options. Of course when you have so many
transactions, there is I think always room for improvement. Your question—
Mr Davis interjected.
Ms PULFORD: I know you are interjecting with another question, but I am sure you will have
another go, if you choose to, in a bit. If I could perhaps anticipate the President’s view about which
question I answer, in no way, shape or form should this be interpreted as anything that is going to have
an impact on registration or licensing fees. It has been the government’s approach to index these
registration charges, for instance, which is quite different to the approach that the coalition government
took, which was quite a significant slug on motorists. We think indexation is the appropriate way to
go, and there is absolutely no reason for anybody to fear any change to that approach.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:25): I will take it that the
KPMG tip is also right. The minister has not actually ruled out increases in registration or licence fees
and charges, but I have a different question that flows out of this. What privacy arrangements will be
in place to protect the personal information of Victorians that is held by those registries?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:25): It is a question that is quite speculative, given that what the
government is undertaking is a scoping study to explore options about how we can provide the best
possible service to the Victorian road-using community, which is of course almost everybody when
you take into account everyone with a licence and everybody with a vehicle—very, very many people
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in the community. I am not sure that speculation really aids any of that, but I can provide an assurance
to Mr Davis and to the house that this is about getting better value for Victorian road users rather than
anything to the contrary. I can also confirm that KPMG have been appointed to undertake this work.
Mr Davis: So that is right too?
Ms PULFORD: It is not a secret.
BLACK SPUR ROAD SAFETY
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:26): My question is to the Minister for Roads,
Ms Pulford. It follows her ministers statement yesterday and previous question time exchanges
between us on 18 June and 13 August about incidents and safety issues on the Black Spur road in
Murrindindi, as well as the possible development of an alternative route to it. I obviously thank her for
the range of road improvements announced in her statement yesterday, and I ask as my question today
if she could clarify whether any decisions have also been made by the government on three other
critical issues for local people—namely, the installation of information signage at Buxton, the small
size and lack of advance notification of pull-over areas, and whether the government now has a
preferred model and/or location in mind for the possible alternative route.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:27): I thank Ms Maxwell for her question and her ongoing
interest around safety issues on the Black Spur. I actually had the opportunity on Saturday of last week
to travel the Black Spur from one end to the other not once but twice, and it is a truly spectacular road,
but that brings challenges, as we have discussed on previous occasions.
If I could just respond to each of those in turn, the advice that I have received is that the community at
Buxton did not have information signs advising them of the emergency closure on 8 October. The
department did have electronic information signs placed at Coldstream, Healesville, Narbethong,
Alexandra and Yea but no specific variable messaging signs at Buxton. I take the opportunity to
apologise to anyone from the Buxton community who was inconvenienced by this. We will certainly
ensure that a variable message sign is placed at Buxton for the upcoming planned closures that I
referred to in the house yesterday.
On the question about pull-over areas, the department will review and upgrade signage as part of the
$2.286 million project over the length of the Black Spur between Healesville and Narbethong. The
project aims to implement various safety improvements, including retrofitting the existing guard fence
with rub rail and polybuffers and the installation of new curve alignment markers. I can certainly
confirm for Ms Maxwell and the house that the department will review and provide additional slow
vehicle turnout signs, which is, I am told, the technical name for what we often refer to as pull-over
area signs.
Finally, on the question about an alternative route, this is a more difficult question. Anybody only has
to have a look at the terrain or the map to see just what a challenging question that is. I am aware that
there are some locals that would like to see the old Black Spur track upgraded to an alternative route.
That is something that has been raised with me also by the local council as something that they would
be interested in seeing some progress on. The next step would be a feasibility study to explore that
option so that people could be informed about that project. Currently there is no funding allocated for
a study of that nature, and so the government will consider this matter against all other competing
priorities in the portfolio.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: STEPPING STONES TO SMALL BUSINESS
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:30): I rise to update the house about how the Andrews Labor government
promotes our business community through opportunities for newly arrived migrants to Victoria. We
have invested $1.2 million to run Stepping Stones to Small Business, a program specifically tailored
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to women from refugee and migrant backgrounds to build their own enterprises. Stepping Stones
contributes to women’s empowerment through increased social and economic participation by
offering participants the opportunity to learn in an environment which is supportive, gender aware and
considerate that English is not their first language. These factors reduce the barriers that prevent
migrant women from mainstream business training.
Small Business Victoria provides tailored workshops in conjunction with the Brotherhood of
St Laurence. Stepping Stones was funded as part of the Victorian government’s first gender equality
strategy, Safe and Strong. On Monday I had the pleasure and the honour to meet many of the women
who have taken part in Stepping Stones and have taken the step towards creating their own enterprises
at their graduation ceremony from the program. I commend them for their hard work and welcome
them to the fastest growing small business sector in Australia.
COLLINS STREET TRAFFIC CLOSURE
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:32): My question is for the
Minister for Roads, who also represents the Minister for Transport Infrastructure. I ask: can the
Minister for Roads advise if she is aware of a plan to close Collins Street to motor vehicles for up to
three years, and was this initiated by Melbourne City Council for the purposes of its Elizabeth Street
construction project or by state government agencies to facilitate construction around Flinders Street
by the metro rail project?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:32): I thank Mr Davis for his question directed to the Minister
for Transport Infrastructure. I will seek a written response from the minister for Mr Davis.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:32): Minister, the plan, I am
informed, will allow up to 100 trucks daily to use the closed sections of Collins Street to access the
Flinders Street metro rail project and the Elizabeth Street construction project. Will the minister advise
what consultation has been undertaken with businesses, city residents, property owners and other
stakeholders on this proposed closure and whether she has been consulted?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:33): I thank Mr Davis for his supplementary question, which I
will also seek a written response from Minister Allan for. But I will take the opportunity to also observe
the amount of busy activity that is underway in the city and across the state as a result of the Big Build.
I am sure Minister Allan will look forward to providing an answer to him.
HOSPITAL AND AGED-CARE FOOD STANDARDS
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (12:33): My question is for the Minister for Health. This week
is National Nutrition Week. Numerous scientific studies show that healthy plant-based meals can
prevent and reverse heart disease, diabetes and obesity. The World Health Organization has warned
that processed meat is carcinogenic to humans and has gone as far as to say that no amount is safe for
human consumption. This is supported by the Australian Medical Association, the Physicians
Committee for Responsible Medicine and Doctors for Nutrition. The Andrews Labor government
recently announced it is improving the standard of meals in Victorian public hospitals, stating:
A balanced, nutritious diet is essential for patients to recover from their injury or illness, and get back on
their feet.

In line with current science and the advice of leading healthcare professionals, will the minister
consider removing dangerous processed meats from hospital menus as part of this process?
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Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:34): I thank the member for his question and thank him for his interest in healthy eating—I know
he is a great advocate for healthy eating—and I also congratulate him on his recent appointment by
Parliament to VicHealth.
We know, as the member did mention, that this week is National Nutrition Week. I confess that when
I am here at Parliament during the sitting week I do not meet those very high standards that we all
strive for and that we want everyone in the community to strive for. But we know particularly for
people in our public hospitals and in our public aged-care facilities that eating healthy food and quality
food is so important to their quality of care and improvements to patient recovery. It is very important,
as we have seen through the federal royal commission into aged care, that elderly people in particular
are accessing appropriate nutrition. We have seen incidents, particularly in private nursing homes, of
malnutrition in our elderly occurring, so this is a very important issue.
This is why at the last election the Andrews Labor government did commit to a review—an audit, in
fact—of the food and the standard of meals being served in our public hospitals and aged-care centres,
and we specifically committed to ensuring that food served in our public hospitals and public agedcare facilities should be fresh, healthy and, where possible, locally sourced, supporting Victorian
farmers and producers. So we have now commenced this audit. This has been led by the Parliamentary
Secretary for Health, Anthony Carbines, and I thank him for his work. He will be working closely
with health experts and our health services on this issue. We committed as part of that audit to
eliminating high-fat and high-salt foods from our general hospital menus, excluding specific medically
required diets, so processed meats are definitely something that is being reviewed by this audit.
I take on board and thank the member for raising his concerns on this issue—concerns, as he explained,
also articulated by a number of health professional bodies. I would encourage them and others in the
community, including patients who have got direct patient experience, to jump on the Engage website
and give us their thoughts and their feedback about how we can improve our hospital menus going
forward. I wrote last week to our public health services and aged-care services requesting their
contribution to this comprehensive audit, and I look forward to having an opportunity to update the
house in due course. People can have their say by 25 November on the Engage website.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: GOULBURN VALLEY HEALTH
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:37): I rise to inform the house on the progress of Goulburn Valley Health’s Shepparton hospital
redevelopment. Recently I had the pleasure of joining the Premier, together with the Independent
member for Shepparton, to mark yet another milestone on this project, meaning better care and more
services are another step closer for local patients. The Premier and I inspected the rooftop of the fivestorey inpatient unit tower to mark the official topping out of the redevelopment. We also took the
opportunity to inspect the new dialysis department, which is opening soon and more than doubles the
number of dialysis units currently on site. Once completed, the redevelopment will double the capacity
of the emergency department and feature 64 inpatient beds, 10 intensive care beds, eight operating
theatres and a new kitchen.
The Andrews Labor government has taken advantage of the current redevelopment and announced a
further $58 million boost for the project to deliver around-the-clock imaging capability in the
expanded emergency department, including two new X-ray rooms, a CT scan room and an ultrasound
room. An additional operating theatre is also being built, bringing the total to four new theatres, and
fire and earthquake resilience upgrades will now be included as part of the redevelopment. We are
also providing better patient care for locals, and the regional project is also supporting 140 construction
jobs. This includes 6 per cent of the workforce identifying as Indigenous, well in excess of the 2.5 per
cent target. The new expanded emergency department, new paediatric ward and new inpatient tower
are expected to be completed in 2020.
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To ensure Goulburn Valley locals have access to world-class care, Labor is also rolling out an
unprecedented $3.8 billion pipeline of health projects, including a big $100 million boost to the
Regional Health Infrastructure Fund. In addition, our government has delivered on its commitment to
fund 500 000 specialist appointments in regional Victoria, including 14 000 additional appointments
in Shepparton.
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:40): On today’s questions, can I thank Minister Pulford, who will get
written responses from the Minister for Transport Infrastructure for both Mr Davis’s questions in line
with the time lines prescribed in the standing orders. Can I also thank Minister Tierney, who will get
a written response from the Minister for Police and Emergency Services to Mr Limbrick’s question.
Can I ask Minister Mikakos if she could supply Ms Crozier with a written answer to her second
question, the substantive one, which related to statements of priorities.
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) (12:40): There are two written
responses to questions on notice: 403 and 408.
Constituency questions
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:41): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Regional Development. On a recent visit to Runway in Geelong I was very impressed by their work
done to encourage entrepreneurs, their support for start-up businesses and the scaling up of existing
companies and their efforts in bringing jobs and economic growth to Western Victoria Region. Small
and medium businesses are the backbone of our economy, and Runway’s work in Geelong and
Ballarat and their planned expansion to other locations in my electorate are important initiatives.
Runway’s emphasis on creating a self-sustaining enterprise is impressive, but their creation was
initially made possible with support from Regional Development Victoria. RDV’s funding averaged
$125 million annually from 2011, but it has now been slashed to just $50 million for 2019, with no
long-term guarantee for the organisation’s future. This cut looks like another attack from government
on small business. So I ask the Treasurer: when will proper funding levels be restored, and when will
further support for Runway be forthcoming?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (12:42): My constituency question is directed to the
Honourable Adem Somyurek, Minister for Local Government and Minister for Small Business. My
question to the minister relates to his portfolio of responsibilities for small business. I am glad to hear
that Wyndham City Council and Moreland City Council have joined the Small Business Friendly
Council initiative. By cutting the red tape we can build a stronger small business culture in Wyndham
city, and I thank the mayor, Cr Mia Shaw, for this. Like the small businesses in Wyndham city, there
are many other small businesses in Western Metropolitan Region. Many of these businesses have been
owned by people for several generations, while others may be owned by first generation immigrants.
Starting a small business is not easy, but by cutting unnecessary red tape the Andrews Labor
government is bringing these people’s dreams to reality. My question to the minister is: can the
minister give me an update on how the Andrews Labor government plans to bring more councils from
Western Metropolitan Region into the Small Business Friendly Council initiative?
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WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:43): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Crime Prevention in the other place. Minister, what provisions are there for small business owners in
my community to access funding for the installation of CCTV cameras? On 26 May 2019 a member
of my community was beaten, carjacked and essentially left for dead by a group of youths, some in
school uniforms, outside his own small business. The victim’s injuries were so severe that he was
transferred from Footscray Hospital to the Royal Melbourne Hospital. Those committing this
horrendous crime have not been apprehended, and unfortunately this man is not alone, with many
robberies targeting shop owners. Consistently looking over their shoulders, they are losing their
livelihoods, freedoms and income. Minister, what assistance can be provided?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:44): My constituency question is addressed to the Minister
for Transport Infrastructure. An article in a Melbourne newspaper this week reminded me of
something that has long infuriated me. Trams serving Melbourne’s west have not changed much in a
generation. The trams trundling down Maribyrnong Road and Mount Alexander Road are the same
rolling stock that I used to ride on when I first came to Melbourne from country Victoria in the 1970s.
The people of the west deserve better. We deserve some of the newer trams that provide smoother,
quieter and more comfortable travel for passengers. Minister, when will you act to ensure my
constituents enjoy the same standard of trams as is experienced by every other part of Melbourne?
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:45): My constituency question is to the Minister for Public
Transport. Does the minister plan to attend the community protest rally this Saturday, 19 October, at
the notorious Grenville Street, Hampton, pedestrian railway crossing? Back in 2017 Public Transport
Victoria committed in writing to improve the safety at the crossing. Unfortunately just six months ago
there was a pedestrian fatality at the crossing, but still there has been no action. The crossing is close
to a bend, and on average a train travelling from the city to Sandringham is visible for less than
14 seconds before it passes through the crossing. This is a very short time for someone who is elderly,
has a disability or is pushing a pram. All that is required to remove this danger is a set of gates similar
to those in place at other crossings. As well as asking the minister to come to Saturday’s rally to listen
and speak to residents firsthand, I request that she take urgent action to make this crossing safer.
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:46): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure. I have been contacted by a constituent from Ouyen raising concerns about
the condition and safety of the railway crossing located to the west of the town on the Mallee Highway
as well as the current condition of the Ouyen railway station. My constituent states that the road leading
into the crossing is incorrectly aligned, creating a situation where if two semi-trailers or B-doubles
passed on the crossing, the top of each trailer would collide. My constituent is also concerned about
the current state of the Ouyen railway station, which closed as an operational railway station in 1993.
My constituent reports that one wall of the station is so badly rotted that it is in danger of collapse and
describes the current condition as a disgrace. Minister, will you act on this information from my
constituent and conduct a safety audit on the Ouyen railway station and the railway crossing at Mallee
Highway, west of Ouyen?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:47): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services. As one of many meetings I have attended with constituents on the
subject of crime in rural areas of northern Victoria, I held a forum on 19 September with residents in
Cobram. They raised many issues of concern, including the lack of a 24-hour police station anywhere
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in the Moira shire and therefore the lack of quick response times to some calls for help, as well as the
disincentive for people to even report crimes at all. I therefore ask the Minister whether she will agree
to accompany me to meet with locals to discuss increasing the stations’ hours of operation and/or
increasing police presence throughout the shire.
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:48): My question is for the Minister for Public
Transport and relates to the current peak-hour crush for train commuters on the Hurstbridge line. The
Department of Transport’s annual passenger load survey has confirmed that more than 30 per cent of
Hurstbridge line passengers heading to work are crammed into trains like sardines. Commuters in the
north-east have been promised more trains and fewer delays. How much worse will this commuter
crush get over the next few years while the government duplicates a portion of the Hurstbridge line?
Prior to the 2014 election Labor promised that four additional morning services would be delivered in
the next 12 months, but only one extra service has been added just in the last year. Despite massive
growth in the north-east and increased pressure on services, the government has failed to address the
serious overcrowding. So my question to the minister is: when will the government deliver additional
passenger services or larger trains to ease the crush for Hurstbridge commuters, or are commuters
expected to just continue to cram like sardines onto these trains?
SOUTH EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:49): My constituency question is for the
Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change in the other place. The Hampton Park landfill
in my constituency stinks. It is a pungent catastrophe for nearby residents, and VCAT just backed
Casey council’s decision to block a new housing development in the area due to the stench and toxic
gas risks. A proposed waste-to-energy plant in Gippsland offers an alternative place to send this waste
and relief for the local community. I ask the minister: what has been done to embrace modern solutions
like waste-to-energy and to cut red tape, allowing alternatives to the Hampton Park landfill?
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:50): My matter is for the
Minister for Transport Infrastructure in the other place. I see from the annual report today that
$3.2 million has been spent on Big Build advertising and $2.4 million spent on level crossing removals
advertising. The government seems prepared to spend enormous amounts of money on propaganda
promoting itself, but yet it will not provide the details of the cost of the level crossings it is advertising.
I specifically seek the details from the minister. I have sought these in this chamber before in this
budget process and in the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee process, and the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure refuses point blank to release the costs of the nine level crossings between
Caulfield and Dandenong. Noting this massive propaganda spend, I would say to the minister: when
will she release the details of the $2 billion spend on the CD9 crossing removals?
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:51): My question is for the Minister for Agriculture. Native
timber industry families, harvesting contractors, mill workers and downstream workers who create
our high-demand value-added product have had a gutful. Uncertainty is causing significant mental
health issues in the Gippsland electorate. The lack of resources is placing serious pressure on the
welfare of workers and business owners, some feeling their only option is to have to exit the industry.
The annual VicForests report released today shows a reduction in quality ash species timber from
225 000 cubic metres in 2016–17 to 132 000 in the medium and long-term projections. The report also
cites that litigation costs are up by $2.6 million, so supply is down and legal costs are up. Minister,
when will you take up your responsibility, get behind the native timber industry and support workers
in my electorate, rather than letting them slide right into oblivion in a death-by-a-thousand-cuts
situation?
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RENEWABLE ENERGY (JOBS AND INVESTMENT) AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mr ERDOGAN (Southern Metropolitan) (12:52): The Andrews Labor government took a
commitment to raise the Victorian renewable energy target to last year’s election, and the people of
this great state endorsed that promise. That mandate is clear, so the next time someone says that
political parties do not keep their promises, we can always point to this renewable energy bill.
Mr Finn: That will teach them.
Mr ERDOGAN: That is right. The bill increases the renewable energy target to 50 per cent by
2030, extending it beyond the current target of 25 per cent by 2020 and 40 per cent by 2025. This more
ambitious target reaffirms our commitment to a sustainable future. It will provide much-needed
certainty to the energy industry, as many of my colleagues have mentioned, enabling more public and
private investment into renewable projects, creating new jobs and new supply chains and opening new
doors for manufacturing.
The new renewable energy target will provide a significant stimulus to industry through the
manufacturing and installation phase, as well as lifting other businesses further down the supply chain.
The measures contained in this bill will have created an estimated $5.8 billion in additional economic
activity in Victoria by the time we expect to reach the 50 per cent target in the year 2030. They will
have increased employment by an average of 4067 full-time jobs per year and over 24 000 jobs by the
year 2030.
The measures in this bill complement our Local Jobs First policy, providing Victorians entering the
job market in the years to come with a wealth of opportunities in new and cutting-edge industries. We
have already seen new TAFE and university courses being opened to meet industry demand, providing
knowledge that will be essential for the jobs expected to be created by the new renewable energy target
that we are legislating today. A great example is the Vestas renewable energy hub, based at the old
Ford factory in Geelong, which will train hundreds of locals in wind turbine maintenance. It will also
assemble wind turbine components—the first time those components have been assembled in
Australia in 10 years. Private businesses, such as Global Power Generation and others, have already
committed to providing training, scholarships and education in response to the job opportunities being
created right here in Victoria by the policies of the Andrews Labor government.
Of course the benefits of renewable energy targets are not limited to job creation and the environment.
It will also ease pressure on Victorian household budgets, with the new renewable energy target
predicted to reduce electricity bills by an average of $32 per annum. Our resolve to ease the pressure
on ordinary Victorians does not stop there. We have made several other commitments to reducing
electricity costs. A fine example is the Victorian default offer, which provides simple, trusted and fair
electricity prices for consumers and which is already having a positive effect on the cost of living.
It is also worth mentioning our Solar Homes program, with its $1.3 billion investment which will see
770 000 Victorian households gain access to rebated solar systems. It will create 5500 jobs, reduce
power bills and add 2800 megawatt hours of clean solar energy over the lifetime of the program. The
new renewable energy targets fit with the suite of government policies that will rationalise power
prices across the state.
I know some people may be concerned that we may be unable to meet the electricity generation needed
as a consequence of these targets. I believe these are scare tactics peddled by opponents of investment
in renewable energy technologies. This is despite clear evidence showing the industry has already met,
and will continue to be able to meet, market demand. Since 2014, 686 megawatts of large-scale wind
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generation and 336 megawatts of large-scale solar generation have been commissioned and are already
producing power in Victoria. Further to this, 2721 megawatts of large-scale wind and solar farms are
under construction or commissioning in various stages of completion. This constitutes a combined
3743 megawatts of clean renewable energy, more than double the capacity of the Hazelwood power
station, at 1600 megawatts. These farms also mean jobs created in manufacturing, maintenance and
distribution, and they represent a massive influx of investment in our state economy.
To list a few of the projects that are currently being delivered: the Berrybank wind farm, west of
Geelong; the Carwarp solar farm, south of Mildura; the Cohuna solar farm, north-west of Echuca, the
Dundonnell wind farm, north-east of Warrnambool; the Mortlake South wind farm, south of Mortlake;
and the Winton solar farm, near Benalla. We can see that the benefits of this investment are spread
across the state. These projects alone will create 900 jobs and over $1.1 billion in economic
investment. There are 213 construction jobs and 24 apprenticeships being created by the Berrybank
wind farm alone.
Victoria’s massive uptake of renewable energy generation in the five years since the government was
first elected has already put us on track to reach the 25 per cent target by 2020, and we are well on our
way to meeting our next target. Investment and job opportunities continue to be created every day by
this government.
The extension of the target from 40 per cent in 2025 to 50 per cent in 2030 is an acknowledgement of
the growth of renewables already underway, and this bill provides the policy certainty which is
required for industry. This is a point that was raised by many of my colleagues in this chamber and
which I emphasise: policy certainty is needed. If you are going to make investments, you will be
making them on a long-term basis, not a short-term basis.
With the Labor government’s Victorian Industry Participation Policy, many of these projects will be
built and maintained using local material, with local jobs. Berrybank wind farm, for instance, has a
64 per cent local component. Going forward, the renewable energy industry will not just be a vehicle
for reducing our carbon footprint but also be the basis for a rejuvenated manufacturing industry with
many more jobs involved down the supply chain. The possibilities, I say, are limitless. The Andrews
government is looking towards the future—
Mr Finn: How dare you say that with a straight face.
Mr ERDOGAN: You are daring me? Okay. The possibilities in renewable energy are limitless—
completely limitless. The technological advancement in this area is—
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr ERDOGAN: The Andrews Labor government is looking towards the future of Victorian
industries, with local jobs and local investment being the cornerstone of these reforms. We are not
only looking to the creation of a future industry, future jobs and future investment on this side of the
chamber; we are also ensuring that those whose jobs are tied to sectors with an uncertain future are
given every bit of support required to transition to new employment opportunities. With this in mind,
the Victorian government established the Latrobe Valley Authority with an initial investment of
$266 million to revitalise the local economy and support job growth in the region. This is in
combination with $1.3 billion invested in the Latrobe Valley as part of other government projects.
Since the closure of the coal-fired plant at Hazelwood, 1063 people have been supported to transition
into new employment through training and personal support as part of the Latrobe worker transition
service. Today 76 per cent of former Hazelwood and Carter Holt Harvey sawmill employees are
currently back in employment.
Sitting suspended 1.00 pm until 2.04 pm.
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Mr ERDOGAN: I will continue from where I left off and say this government does not believe in
leaving anybody behind. That is why on this side of the chamber we are not afraid of taking the policy
initiative required to meet the challenges of climate change and any other challenge of the modern age.
We do not lack the determination to build the Victoria of the future while ensuring that Victorians are
supported all the way through the transition.
I support this bill being passed because I want to see a continuation of the great work already
happening right here in Victoria. Opposing the measures in this bill risks reducing investor confidence,
reducing the creation of jobs, reducing new investment and delaying the expected reduction of
wholesale electricity prices that low-cost renewable energy will bring. This bill is part of the
government’s commitment to reducing greenhouse gas emissions to address climate change. The
government took this to the election, and the Victorian public overwhelmingly supported this proposal
to create billions of dollars in investment, drive job creation, lower electricity costs and reinvigorate
manufacturing throughout the state.
The Andrews Labor government is taking action to ensure that Victoria has clean, affordable
electricity and a renewable energy industry that will guarantee billions of dollars of investment and
thousands of jobs for the future. This bill is a key part of that goal, and that is why I commend this bill
to the house.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (14:05): I will be brief. This increase to the renewable energy
target will achieve nothing worthwhile and will cost a lot. This target is a promise that the government
will spend more of your money, exert more control over your lives, increase the taxes you pay, increase
electricity prices and reduce electricity reliability. This new commitment is political, not scientific.
The 50 per cent figure is not the result of a calculation or an estimate; it was chosen because it sounds
good. How dare you!
Make no mistake, the entire renewables policy is being proposed to buy a few votes in inner-city
Melbourne, not because it is better for anyone or anything. You know that renewable power is not
particularly good for the environment and that it drives up power prices, but you are hostage to a small
number of virtue-signalling inner-city voters.
The politics over policy approach is obvious from the ground up in this bill, obvious from the use of
‘renewable energy’ instead of clean energy. Any low-carbon energy source will help assist Australia
in meeting its international climate obligations, but there is no mention of hydro and there is no
mention of nuclear, geothermal, biofuels or tidal energy in this legislation. This government insists
that renewable energy sources are competitive and low cost—so competitive and so low cost that the
government needs to pay people to buy it.
The end goal of these ever-increasing targets, as indeed the Greens show us with their amendment for
100 per cent—doubling down on the stupidity—is a society powered exclusively by wind and solar
energy. This is a bad idea. We know it is a bad idea, and the government knows it is a bad idea,
although apparently it is good politics, at least until the blackouts start to roll. And you can be sure the
blackouts will be in regional Victoria, not in Melbourne.
We know that wind and solar drop out based on the weather and the time of day. Energy demand
peaks at 7.00 pm, when the sun goes down. To overcome this, renewable generation must be both
duplicated and have backups. The government has already begun purchasing backup diesel generators,
and the energy market operator has noted a severe risk of blackouts this summer. Where will we store
our power when the wind is blowing, the sun is shining and we have an excess? In lithium batteries—
with all the environmental destruction involved in their mining, manufacture and disposal—or will we
construct more dams and have pumped hydro? But the government has ruled out building new dams,
and where will we get the water from for our pumped hydro? You may not have noticed, but we have
a bit of a water crisis. Maybe we can use some of the excess environmental water we are pouring down
the river.
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The government strongly resists lithium or rare earth mining in Victoria or anything else that creates
wealth in the regions, and they will not allow new dams to be built. If the government really believed
renewables were clean energy, they would be happy with the industries necessary for solar panels,
wind turbines and battery construction to occur in their backyards. Instead these industries and the
resulting pollution are exported to countries like China, and the generation sites are in regional areas.
All of this is conveniently out of sight and out of the minds of the inner-city people who would rather
think that their coffees are heated by the electricity fairy.
Our energy future is one of unreliability, and the government is ploughing into it at full speed. Energy
prices are rising under the current target. Just two days ago, federal Labor leader Anthony Albanese
admitted that since 2015 electricity prices have risen much more in Victoria and South Australia than
in other states. These two states have the largest commitment to wind and solar energy and the highest
energy prices—and we are only at a 25 per cent target so far.
The government continues to deny the effect solar and wind have on the cost of electricity and the
risks they pose to the reliability of supply. Regionally based, smaller scale manufacturers are going to
the wall, and one of the major drivers is skyrocketing energy prices, one more cost the inner-city virtue
signallers with safe public service jobs never have to see. ‘Blackouts and High Energy Prices
(Regional Jobs and Investment Destruction)’ might have been a better title for the bill—jobs literally
falling from the wind towers.
The Liberal Democrats do not support a doubling of intermittent generation in Victoria by way of
handouts to big business and special rules for certain providers. Increasing the renewable energy target
would drive up power prices and restrict consumer freedom in return for no worthwhile gains. We
reject the bill.
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (14:11): Well, where do I start?
Mr Gepp: Just take it easy. You have got 15 minutes.
Ms TAYLOR: I have got 15 minutes? Okay. I will just touch on a few little points here. Let us just
take it easy, or maybe not. Maybe I will lose it; I do not know. We will see how we go. Firstly, there
were points made earlier about all these students. I think we should give our Victorian students more
credit than those opposite have been doing today. In fact, frankly, I thought it was patronising and
disgusting, because do you know what? We teach students science. We teach them science, and they
understand a lot more than apparently Mr Finn—I do not know, am I going out on a limb here?
Members interjecting.
Ms TAYLOR: No? Okay, I am pretty safe. We teach them science, and we even have STEM
programs. I think we need more of them based on some of the rubbish we have heard from the other
side. I would like to break down the way Mr Finn has interpreted students and their fears and concerns.
I mean, okay, it is nice that he is showing concern for students, but I am wondering if it is a little bit
misdirected—I am just putting it out there—because what I think is being confused here is that the
students, having studied science, on the whole are very well aware of the problems that we are facing
with our planet and climate change. Okay? What is frightening them are those who do not want to take
action, those who want to—and I am going to demonstrate here—dig, dig, dig. They dig in the sand,
put their head in and bury it. Just like that. They bury it in the sand and hope for a miracle, because
they can see that there are so many great things—
Members interjecting.
Ms TAYLOR: Because we know, and the scientists have already shown us, the solutions. We have
them in our grasp, and guess what? In Victoria we have already proven it can be done. The students
are not stupid. They can see this, and I wish those opposite could also see it. So instead of patronising
our students, let us give them credit for their excellent Victorian education and for the fact that they
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are taking initiative and are concerned about all of our futures. Enough with putting them down, thank
you very much.
This idea that we have to wait for China and India, that we are not responsible and that we do not
contribute to climate change, frankly, is the laziest politics I have seen anywhere in the world. It is
disgusting. Do we think we are special, that we can pollute from here to Timbuktu and it does not
matter? ‘We’re special; we’re above them’. Frankly, it is arrogant and it is patronising. We all have to
do our bit, and didn’t I just say this yesterday? I thought I was on the soapbox, but actually I think it is
the moral and right thing to do, especially when people are distorting statistics.
On the one hand people will claim that in terms of overall global emissions, what difference does it
make here in Victoria? We have to look at the relativity of our population to the global population.
We actually contribute disproportionately high amounts of pollution per capita. I have had enough of
the distortions that are convenient little cop-outs which do not take responsibility for our contribution
to climate change, particularly as we purport to be a top-20 economy. I do not know if we still are; I
am a little bit concerned about where we are headed. But anyway, that is a whole other debate for
another day. But if we are a top-20 economy, we have the capacity to change. We can do it. We have
proven we can, and we should.
The other thing that I was going to say before I proceed to some more data—although, to be honest,
my learned colleagues have presented many credible arguments today in terms of our significant
contributions not only in the inner city but also in regional areas—is that maybe we have a different
interpretation of what ‘regional’ means. Maybe that is the issue. I want to be really, really clear about
that, and I am going to go to that point in a moment. What I think is also really disappointing is that
those opposite express a continuous lack of faith in our scientific community. They think they do not
have the capacity to innovate, to tackle these issues and to support us when we are seeking to overcome
climate change and also to generate energy in a far more constructive, thoughtful and renewable
capacity. So instead of putting down our scientists and instead of snubbing the world, let us be
responsible, let us be accountable, let us do the right thing, let us be leaders, not followers, and let us
get our heads out of the sand, face reality and do something. That is exactly what we are doing here in
Victoria, and that is why I am proud to be part of our government.
Now, coming to that issue of regionality, because I heard before comments that it is only a sort of little
inner-city, trendy thing, the wind farms and the solar farms, so—
Mr Gepp interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: Exactly. I am aware of solar on roofs, but I am not aware of too many solar farms
in my electorate, funnily enough, and I do live in an inner-city area. So let us see. If we look at some
of the projects to be delivered, the projects to be delivered include Berrybank wind farm, west of
Geelong, and Carwarp solar farm, south of Mildura. Is that regional?
Mr Gepp: Yes. A little bit.
Ms TAYLOR: Are you sure? I am not wrong? Good.
Mr Gepp: I think Mildura is a little bit regional.
Ms TAYLOR: Okay, a little bit regional. Cohuna solar farm, north-west of Echuca. I think that is
regional. I do not know. Maybe. Could I be wrong?
Mr Gepp: You are getting there.
Ms TAYLOR: I am getting there. Dundonnell wind farm, north-east of Warrnambool.
Mr Gepp interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: Yes, or is that the inner city? Maybe it is the inner city.
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Mr Gepp: I think it is more the Mallee.
Ms TAYLOR: The Mallee. Okay. Mortlake south wind farm, south of Mortlake? Are we getting
warmer? Would you call that regional? Is that regional? Winton solar farm, near Benalla? Have we
got the picture? I do not want any more of this, ‘Oh, you know, it’s only inner city. I don’t know’. It
is a myth. I am sorry; it is a myth. I have just listed to you all this extraordinary investment—and I
have not listed everything here, because it has already been discussed today—in regional areas. So
enough of these furphies. Let us be factual in this conversation. Let us respect our students, and let us
create a viable future for them.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (14:18): I want to say I support the legislation that is before
us today, and I congratulate the government for setting an ambitious target and something that we are
working towards. In actual fact the government’s target in this bill is the same as my party’s.
Sustainable Australia is adopting a renewable energy target of at least 50 per cent by 2030, not ruling
out anything higher. In actual fact I congratulate the Greens and Dr Ratnam for aiming at 100 per cent,
and we also aim for 100 per cent production by 2050. But if we achieve somewhere in between that
in the years in between, we are doing well, so let us even press on for better.
I think Victoria is doing a good job on renewable energy. We could do a better job, and I think we are
heading into that territory. Victoria is leading Australia, and Australia is not doing too badly. We have
got to think that there are great opportunities for jobs in this area, when you look at the potential for
sun and wind farming. There are drought-affected properties out there that are already talking about
the possibilities of wind farming and harvesting energy as a way of making up the declining incomes
on farms that are in marginal rainfall areas. On the potential for microgrids in our cities, as Ms Taylor
says—she is in an inner-city area, as I am—every group of houses could become a solar-collecting
sun farm, an energy-producing farm on a microgrid sharing energy amongst households as a way
forward for the future.
There have been a lot of amusing presentations put here today. Mr Finn is not here unfortunately. He
worries about kids waking up in the night with scary stories about climate change, but he had a pretty
scary story and Mr Limbrick had a scary story too. So we have heard a few scary stories in here today.
I think that there is great potential for new industries in the energy market in the future. We are just
talking about electrical energy here, renewable electrical energy. I am happy to include Mr Bourman’s
definition of hydro in that but not the nuclear side of it, because I think that nuclear energy really is
not and cannot be classed as renewable energy. But as I was saying, we are only talking about the
electrical side of things, and that is really talking about the low-hanging fruit. There is so much more
to be done in this area.
I was talking about the funny contributions before and the denial of us being in a climate emergency.
I think we are in a climate emergency, but we have been in a climate emergency for a long time and
we have really been very slow at taking action. We are taking action here in the renewable energy
field, but I go back a while now and I remember when I went to work. When I left school and went to
work, everybody at our work smoked—no, nearly everybody smoked. Really, that is how it was. There
were doctors and scientists going around saying, ‘We’re not sure whether this really leads to lung
cancer or not’ in those days. Slowly they started dying away. I think they were supported by people
with vested interests in the business, but then people started to realise that, ‘We can’t just go on like
this’. Attitudes changed on health, as I think attitudes are now. You can see it in the community, like
that climate strike which I attended two weeks ago: enormous support from the community for doing
something about what we are doing with greenhouse gas emissions.
In this bill we are not tackling transport, agriculture or construction industries, which are all big
emitters of greenhouse gases. These are things that my party is very concerned about because there
are other issues to take on board apart from adopting a renewable energy target of at least 50 per cent,
like the government, by 2030. We are adding 100 per cent by 2050. We want to impose a moratorium
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on all new coalmines in Australia; impose a moratorium on all fracking, including coal seam gas;
phase out fossil fuel subsidies, including the diesel fuel rebate; adopt a globally consistent carbon
pricing mechanism that does not unfairly penalise Australian industries; vigorously lobby other
nations to ensure fair and reasonable global action on greenhouse gas emissions; promote the
environmental benefits of plant-based food—
Mr Gepp: Mr Meddick will be happy about that.
Mr HAYES: Yes, Mr Meddick would be pleased to hear that. This one is an absolute key one:
reduce population pressures, because while we still aim at an economy based on endless growth, we
are in trouble with our greenhouse gas emissions. Greenhouse gas emissions are a function of
population growth. We all say, ‘Well, you know, if we could cut down 10 per cent or cut down 20 per
cent, we’d be alright’, but if we grow the population by 10 or 20 per cent while we do that, we are
achieving absolutely nothing. So population growth must be something we take into account. That has
got to be something Australia really looks at—and Victoria, because our attitude is just, ‘Bring it on.
We’ll deal with it. We’ll just build more’. But building and construction is something that adds
enormously to greenhouse gas emissions, and so also is the transport field, which we are not looking
at yet.
Agriculture is something else that we will have to work at very carefully, because fossil fuels play a
large part in agricultural production. We have got to think of ways we can do that while still producing
enough food for our population, which hopefully will not be growing as fast as we think it can at the
moment. I think there are a lot of benefits here. I do commend the government for its action, but I
really agree with a lot of what Ms Patten said. I would be willing to keep revisiting this subject. Maybe
we should do that on a yearly basis and look at our targets, because if we can at all speed up and
achieve even better than what the government is aiming for in this bill I would be very pleased to see
that. So I commend the bill to the house. Thank you very much.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (14:25): I am going to sum up
in the quickest time I have ever done so. Today I think it is very simple: it is whether you are a friend
of hope or whether you are an opponent of hope. I think it boils down, pretty simply, to how you are
going to respond to this bill. Do you want to be on the side of providing prosperity, economic
opportunity, environmental protection and hope to this and future generations, or do you not? That is
the simple challenge. I think it is easy to pass that challenge, but people will use some facts and some
obfuscation to try to run away from that. But it is as simple as that, and on that basis I am a friend of
hope. I am supporting the government’s intention to introduce a 50 per cent target for renewable
energy by 2030. I do it proudly and I do it confidently, and in fact many of the myths that are going to
be bandied up in relation to this issue are distractions from the hope that this and future generations
need. So let us bring on the vote. Let us bring on the committee. Let us deliver renewable energy to
Victoria in the name of not only environmental sustainability but also economic prosperity and hope
for future generations of Victorians.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 26
Barton, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr (Teller)
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr (Teller)
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr

Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Maxwell, Ms
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr

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

BILLS
Thursday, 17 October 2019

Legislative Council

3471

Noes, 14
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr

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

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

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1 (14:34)
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Mr Limbrick, your amendments have not been circulated, so I
would ask you to circulate your amendments and talk to them please.
Mr LIMBRICK: I ask that the amendments be now circulated. These amendments are very
straightforward. Nuclear energy currently supports the lowest emissions per kilowatt hour of any
energy source. It is even cleaner than wind or solar. This government says that the renewable energy
target is intended to reduce Victoria’s carbon emissions. As such, energy sources which have low
emissions should be counted towards it. This amendment does not legalise nuclear energy; it merely
ensures that clean energy is counted towards the clean energy target. Adopting this amendment would
also be a small step in demonstrating that this government is not interested in rent-seeking companies.
This no-cost amendment would help demonstrate that Labor is not propping up big business which
wishes to stand to benefit from favourable treatment for wind and solar technologies.
If we think about the way that energy progresses and if we look at when we first started, we were
starting off when we discovered fire and we had wood. Then as we progressed forward into the future,
they ended up using animal dung. What you see throughout history is that as humanity progresses and
our prosperity increases, we have used higher and higher density forms of energy. Then we discovered
coal. That drove an industrial revolution. Then we discovered oil, gas and these other things, and these
higher and higher forms of energy density have resulted in more prosperity and more energy available
to humanity.
At the moment we have the problem in Victoria and throughout Australia that we deny ourselves the
highest energy density form of electricity in the form of nuclear. It emits zero carbon emissions.
Therefore I submit that it should be included in a bill that is intended to support energy sources that
have low carbon emissions.
Mr JENNINGS: I imagine that there will probably be a further opportunity to discuss
Mr Limbrick’s point of view. There are many things that Mr Limbrick has just said, in terms of his
assessment of the history of energy sources and their proliferation and the benefits to them, that I agree
with. In fact there were many things that he said in his second-reading contribution that I would agree
with—there were many, many things he said that I would agree with—so I will try to minimise the
areas of disagreement rather than maximise them with Mr Limbrick today.
The interesting thing about it is that whilst Mr Limbrick may not be doing the bidding of any proponent
of the nuclear industry, I am certain that there are rent-seekers out there who are doing just that. I am
certain of that. So you may be immune from it, but in fact this nation is not immune from it. The issue
as far as the Victorian government is concerned is that there will be some amendments that we accept
in this debate today—and Dr Ratnam, yours is not going to be one of them; Mr Limbrick, yours is not
going to be one of them—but we may do an unusual thing and accept an amendment today. Let us
just see how the committee progresses.
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Dr RATNAM: The Greens, unsurprisingly, will not be supporting this amendment, and for the
number of reasons that we did not support Mr Limbrick’s previous motion for an inquiry into nuclear
power in Victoria. That was a motion that I did not get to speak to on the record, so I want to reiterate
a number of points that I wish I could have made in that debate that also apply to this debate. In 2019
it makes absolutely no sense for Victoria or Australia to seriously consider getting into nuclear energy,
not that it ever did, because despite how far harder the pro-nuclear lobby tries to convince us otherwise,
nuclear energy is an expensive and risky source of energy, one that has no place in a modern Australian
energy network, particularly when we already have clear alternatives to fossil fuels, renewables like
solar and wind, which are cheaper, cleaner and safer than nuclear.
In fact it is surprising to see the Liberal Democrats so supportive of nuclear energy as there is no way
nuclear energy is viable in Australia without massive government support. There is no way a nuclear
power plant gets built in Australia by the free market. In Australia, where we have never had a nuclear
power plant, entering the nuclear energy industry means we would need to effectively start from
scratch. Construction estimates range from $14 billion to $26 billion for a new plant and often are even
higher. The new Hinkley Point C power station in the UK is forecast to cost £20 billion—$36 billion
in Australian currency. With that kind of investment in solar and wind energy and in storage and in
fixing the grid, we could easily get to 100 per cent renewable energy. That is without even raising the
issues of location, nuclear waste storage, water usage and of course the risk of a meltdown and the
catastrophic effects of such an event. For all those reasons we will not be supporting the amendment.
Dr CUMMING: I feel compelled to speak on the amendment after listening to Dr Ratnam’s
contribution. Seeing that I am the only Independent in this house, knowing that we are going to have
a nuclear inquiry that this Parliament has actually voted on and is open to, I am very disheartened to
hear the sentiments of the Greens in the way of actually shutting down the possible inquiry and the
amendment today.
Dr Ratnam interjected.
Dr CUMMING: Yes. And I do, as well as what I heard earlier, agree that there are some merits—
many merits actually—in having an inquiry and being open-minded about what may come from that
inquiry. I am here to support the amendment in its current form.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: If there are no further speakers on the amendments, we will move
on to general questions on clause 1.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: I would like to ask the minister some general policy questions around the
Victorian renewable energy target platform that the government has brought forward that inform the
legislation we are dealing with today. I would like to start by asking: as a result of the VRET, can the
government guarantee that retail and wholesale electricity prices will not rise dramatically, impacting
Victorian families and businesses, as they did following the closure of Hazelwood?
Mr JENNINGS: I thank Mr Rich-Phillips for his question and the opportunity to talk about some
realities that virtually nobody who is opposing this bill has drawn attention to in their contributions
and the arguments that they mount inside and outside the Parliament. That reality is that the reliability
and the certainty of the existing coal-fired power in Australia to continue to contribute to our energy
share over time deteriorates with the deteriorating fabric of the generators in terms of the cost of
depreciation and their economic viability over time. The arguments also ignore the fact that the market,
left to its own devices, has made it very clear that it is not investing in coal replacement technologies.
In fact the market has shown no demonstration of this here or indeed predominantly around the world,
with the exception of one or two maybe more state-controlled countries where in fact there is
continuing coal investment. If it is just left to the free market, that is not happening around the world.
To think that those free marketeers will say that coal is actually going to have its heyday or renewal
without significant regulation or intervention in the market by governments to prop it up is living in
fantasy land—complete fantasy land. For anybody to actually say that you can rely on energy prices
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being maintained at a low level on the basis of a depreciating asset that the market is not investing in
is a fallacy.
I do not want to necessarily spend a lot of time debating facts and figures. I can, but I am choosing not
to. The reason I am choosing not to is because the argument ignores that reality and ignores the fact
that the market assessment, based upon the real world—which is the real value of investment in the
energy sector and the availability of supply—has demonstrated that renewable energy will lead to a
reduction in the wholesale price of electricity if in fact there is a larger quantum of that supply. In fact
that is the analysis that the government relies on that has been provided by Jacobs, who are recognised
throughout the country as having the ability to do market modelling in this regard. It is also backed up
by some of the inconvenient truths that the Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO) is cognisant
of, as indeed are other energy modellers into the future. The government is acting in accordance with
that advice and it is acting in accordance with that economic reality. Governments may choose to
intervene in the marketplace to actually prop up the price structures or other measures of a depreciating
coal asset, but that would be an extraordinary counter-market and counter-economic intervention that
some governments propose and some people conveniently choose to ignore.
Mr BOURMAN: I seem to recall during the last Parliament, just prior to Engie announcing the
closure of Hazelwood, that this government increased the royalty, I think it was, on coal, which may
have made it actually unviable for any future operators to consider a higher CO2 emissions plant. Can
you shed any light on whether that may or may not be so?
Mr JENNINGS: I can absolutely attest to you that that decision was locked in on another continent
in a different time frame than what you are suggesting. Anybody who tries to peddle a short-term
economic argument about the value of the coal royalty in relation to the cost structures of any coal
asset in Victoria is peddling a yarn. They are peddling a story that does not stack up to the economic
reality. The decision that was made in France to close Hazelwood was locked—
Members interjecting.
Mr JENNINGS: Don’t be ridiculous. Don’t insult our intelligence. Don’t insult this community’s
intelligence. The economy around the world is moving out of coal. Europe is moving out of coal.
Members interjecting.
Mr JENNINGS: You are ridiculous. You are ridiculous in this argument, and I am not going to
say any more, because I am not going to waste my time in peddling your falsehoods.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Minister, following on from my earlier question: can the government
provide a guarantee that the VRET will not result in, likewise, a substantial increase in wholesale and
retail prices of gas to Victorian consumers?
Mr JENNINGS: I thank Mr Rich-Phillips for his acknowledgement. I do not know that he
intended to, but the way in which he constructed his question almost took as given what I actually
indicated to you in relation to the wholesale price of electricity.
Mr Rich-Phillips interjected.
Mr JENNINGS: Well, it could have been, because in fact that is the best modelling that we have
that predicates the government’s decision to pursue growing the supply of Victorian energy through
renewable sources. In terms of the connection between this and gas prices, Mr Rich-Phillips knows
and the chamber knows that in fact the conversation about gas, which I am certain will be subject to
other consideration by the Parliament during this term, relates to significant other issues in relation to
international trade and domestic reserves of gas supplies. It is often confused to be—
Interjections from gallery.
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Mr JENNINGS: Don’t do that. Don’t do that, because your Deputy President will spot you and
tell you off.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr JENNINGS: She may if it is drawn to her attention. She might.
The issue about gas supply and gas prices relates to the terms of international trade, the availability of
domestic supply and any reserve or other mechanism that may apply to actually guarantee to keep
prices down in gas. I am not intending through the prism of this bill to go into that very, very lengthy
and complicated energy market within its own right.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Minister, can the 50 per cent VRET be achieved without the closure of
baseload generation?
Mr JENNINGS: Yes, it can.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Minister, the minister’s second-reading speech alludes to the purpose of
VRET being the reduction in greenhouse gas equivalent emissions. How can that be achieved without
the closure of existing baseload generation capacity?
Mr JENNINGS: As you would realise there is latent capacity that is in the system—often. In fact
usually that is used as an argument against the contribution of renewable energy in relation to what its
potential is, compared to what is called upon, in relation to the energy market. On the estimations for
achieving the supply requirement to guarantee delivery based upon demand projections and the
amount of supply that would be required to meet those demand projections over time, VRET will
achieve that outcome. It will then have capacity which is in the system, which will be able to be
provided to the system on a reliable basis more cheaply than the supply of coal-based electricity may
be, and there will be an increase in the latent capacity of the coal sector as distinct from the continual
reliance on coal. So there will be a market shift depending upon the available supply to meet the market
demand at any particular time. So it does not need to close it. It just does not need to be running all the
time and selling all the time.
Mr FINN: Minister, like you, I do not wish to complicate this argument unduly, but I do ask you
a very simple question, and that is: when pensioners come to me and tell me that they have not been
able to heat their homes or they are not able to cool their homes because of the rises in electricity prices
over recent times, when they tell me that they have to stay in bed all day to keep warm during winter
and indeed that during summer they actually have to go down to the local shopping centre just to
survive and when they tell me that they cannot afford these increasing electricity prices and they know
that this policy will force the prices up again, Minister, what do I say to these people?
Mr JENNINGS: There are a number of things that you would be wise to say to them. One thing
that you would be wise to say to them is, first of all, to disabuse them of what you have just said in
relation to this leading to increasing prices, because it does not.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr JENNINGS: This policy does not increase the price. What I am saying to you is that due to
this policy the prices have not gone up, and under this policy the prices will not go up. What I would
also advise you to do for them, when you show the degree of sympathy or empathy that you say to us
you actually demonstrate to them, is that you provide them with some useful advice in relation to how
they can find cheaper forms of energy supply and energy deals by using the best advice that is available
to them, such as the system that the Victorian government introduced to encourage Victorian
customers to look at the cheapest terms and conditions for their energy contracts. In fact you could
advise them that they could get a bonus if they have access to the internet, to go and have a look at
what that is and that they will receive a financial benefit immediately from looking at what the cheapest
price option may be for them.
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You could also remind them of other measures that the Victorian government has introduced through
the default price mechanism and other mechanisms that are available to households. You can also steer
them in the direction of the best advice in relation to how they can make decisions in the future if they
purchase appliances on what are the best appliances that they could have in their households, if they
can afford them, to achieve improved energy-saving performance.
So you could provide them with some constructive advice. It does not have to be political advice. It
can just be purely and simply on the basis of supporting them to make wise decisions, the best informed
decisions, about the way in which the energy market affects them and how they can protect themselves
as consumers in relation to that.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Minister, I would like to take you back to your previous answer to my
question around the impact on baseload generation. If I understood your answer correctly, you are
essentially saying that with the growth of renewable generation capacity the demand for output from
the base load would be reduced, and therefore there would be latent capacity from that base load,
which would not be effectively operating, being used. What evidence is the government relying upon
that those baseload generators will be viable if they are not operating at their full capacity—if they are
only giving effectively intermittent generation?
Mr JENNINGS: No, I gave you an example in my answer of how that could be achieved. That
was a concept of how you could understand or the committee could understand how it could be
achieved. In relation to the economics that underpin it or the decision-making framework by which
the energy suppliers in the coal sector would be providing energy into the future, there is a no-change
basis in the assumption from the government on the availability of supply of the existing coal
generation in Victoria up until 2030 as the basis of this policy. That is predicated on an understanding
of how they would maintain their asset—they would stay in the market—and an assessment about
their ability to be viable in that market up until 2030. So on any question that you have now in relation
to the economic viability or the maintenance of that effort between now and 2030, everything in the
model assumes that those entities will still be in place as they currently have it made it clear to the
Victorian economy of their intention to be.
Dr RATNAM: Minister, my first question is: Victoria’s current coal power stations are old and
unreliable, so will the government be investing in and supporting new renewable energy projects
beyond the targets set by these laws to ensure the lights stay on when Yallourn and Loy Yang fail over
summer in the years to come?
Mr JENNINGS: The government, as you know, has run a number of programs in parallel in our
existing policy settings, which include the reverse auction that was undertaken in 2017, which led to
energy suppliers taking up 928 megawatts of new energy capacity that will come online by 2020 as
part of that process. There was a renewable certificate purchasing initiative which, again on the basis
of that market support, provided $700 million worth of investment and a further 351 megawatts
coming into play. The government has also taken an initiative to support the reliability of the
distribution network and the continual basis of availability of supply through initiatives such as the
battery storage initiative that runs in parallel with this. We have also had the Solar Homes program to
try to lead to greater diversification and localised generation of capacity. So the government has
already had a number of programs—significant programs—to support this policy.
We are confident that in fact, with sufficient laying of the clear tracks of what the industry transition
may be, the market will be able to do most of the lifting in relation to achieving this outcome. But we
are not ruling out any intervention, such as the interventions that we have had if in fact there is a way
to enhance and support that market transition, because ultimately the bill is not only entitled
‘Renewable energy’ but is interested in jobs and investment that occurs in Victoria. If we can take
some initiative to lead to greater job outcomes throughout the regions, that greater economic activity
that takes place through investment as distinct from depreciating assets in Victoria—if it is a
productive investment—then we as the government have an interest not only in terms of energy supply
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but in terms of the jobs associated with it, so we will keep our options open in relation to programs
that may support that.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you for your response, Minister. I have got a few further follow-up
questions. Following on from that, over the past months we have seen much commentary about the
likelihood of Yallourn’s early closure. Yallourn power station in the Latrobe Valley is the dirtiest,
most polluting power station in Australia. It is increasingly unreliable and is also a huge source of
toxic emissions and waste. Will the government stand up to EnergyAustralia and its billionaire owner
and move forward the retirement of the Yallourn power station to a realistic date to give certainty for
the surrounding community and workers? My follow-up question is about the alternative, leaving them
to the whim of a giant energy corporate.
Mr JENNINGS: I was going to say that, if I had given you any comfort in relation to the answer
to your question, I would have been howled down from the back stalls, but those in the back stalls
have gone.
Dr Ratnam: Now you are free to do so.
Mr JENNINGS: No, I am not entirely free to do so. The policy that is associated with this piece
of legislation does not rely on or drive the closure of Yallourn. That will be a market response by the
operators of Yallourn and in terms of what they see to be the tip-over point between their depreciating
asset, the need to maintain that depreciating asset and its economic viability. That will be the
determinant of the decision that is made. History tells us that increasingly those decisions are made by
corporate leaders, regardless of where they are around the world. Some people may ignore the fact
that we operate in a world financial market, that investors operate on a world scale and that they see
the writing on the wall for coal around the world.
Mr Finn: Except China and India.
Mr JENNINGS: I have already accounted for them in my initial comments. The Western world
makes it very clear what their view is of coal assets, and corporate leaders and finance will make their
decision based upon what they see as the combination of market forces and economic opportunity,
and if it suits their corporate interests, they will stay in the energy sector, and if it does not, they will
not.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister, for your response. I hear what you are saying. However, what
we have seen is market failures repeatedly when it comes to renewable energy and our transition away
from coal. If we leave it solely up to market operators, what we ultimately get is much poorer outcomes
for communities, because people are left suddenly, like in Hazelwood, without a proper transition for
their jobs and their communities, which is where I think the greatest urgency and rationale for
government support and intervention comes, hence the question. Minister, you mentioned grid
upgrades in a previous response. Would you be able to expand on what those grid upgrades are and
what has been planned?
Mr JENNINGS: What I referred to was the recognition that there needs to be supplementation of
battery supply to smooth the distribution network in Victoria, and it will mean that from time to time
there will need to be investment in the distribution network. In the first instance in the actions that we
have taken in relation to battery storage we have seen $25 million allocated to the first battery. It was
the 30-megawatt hour system connected to the grid intersection at a substation at Warrenheip near
Ballarat, and the second is a 25-megawatt/50-megawatt hour behind-the-meter Tesla battery at the
Gannawarra solar farm south-west of Kerang. The Gannawarra battery is the largest integrated solar
farm and battery in Australia and among the largest in the world.
As an example of some interventions that the government has taken, when we diversify the sources of
energy supply generation across Victoria, there will be a need to augment the distribution network to
enable the transmission and distribution network to take account of the diversified and changing profile
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from large to smaller generating capacity on both an industrial and a household scale. So we would
anticipate that there would need to be further support provided. It will be a combination of some
actions being taken by the state, some being taken by AEMO and some actually being taken by the
transmission and distribution networks themselves. There will probably be a combination of all of the
above into the future.
Dr RATNAM: Can I take from what you have intimated there in terms of the support that could
come from a variety of means, including state support for that grid network and the changes that are
needed to transition to more renewable energy, that you are indicating that there could be some renationalising or bringing some of that grid back into public hands as part of those options going
forward?
Mr JENNINGS: I am not saying anything more than I have said.
Dr RATNAM: A further follow-up question, Minister: can I ask about the Latrobe Valley
Authority funding beyond 2022 and what is planned for funding the authority beyond that time?
Mr JENNINGS: The Deputy President, almost by thinking out loud, said to me that it is beyond
the scope of the bill. It is a little bit outside the scope of the bill. I might see whether I can get any
augmented support from my colleagues in the box, because off the top of my head I am not sure of
what the funding profile is of the Latrobe Valley Authority. They may be able to tell me, and if they
cannot tell me I will come back and tell you it is outside the scope of the bill.
The best advice that I have got is that at the moment any subsequent decisions about the ongoing
nature of the authority would be dependent upon future government decisions.
Dr RATNAM: Just to provide some context for why I ask that question, it was in the context of
my previous question about Yallourn and a transition for workers in that community and the
government’s role in looking at what is happening in the market, particularly anticipating market
failures. We have seen these market failures; they are not going to be new market failures. The market
is failing us. It has failed us before, leaving people out of work and communities in the lurch.
The reason I am asking about the Latrobe Valley Authority is that if you cannot guarantee funding for
that authority and you do not have a transition for Yallourn, which is likely to close much earlier than
what is anticipated because of some of the reasons you yourself have outlined—the commodity price
of coal and the global awareness that we cannot keep investing in burning coal if we are really serious
about tackling climate, and countries around the world are realising that—if we do not fund the
transition services and if we do not intervene in the market that is failing, then we are leaving it to the
whim of these big energy giants, these big corporate entities, who have a profit motive and who do
not have a community benefit motive. That is where government’s role is. That is the rationale for me
asking a question about that funding, and I would urge, encourage and ask that we get some surety
about that future funding, because the people of Latrobe Valley deserve to know what is going to
happen to their future. At the moment their future is in the hands of this giant energy corporate.
My next question is around what the government is doing to support the proposed Star of the South
offshore wind project, which is the first of its kind in Australia and a project that could supply close to
20 per cent of Victoria’s power and provide 2000 direct construction jobs, 10 000 indirect jobs and
300 ongoing jobs over the 25-year life span. The question is: what is the government doing to support
this project?
Mr JENNINGS: I am going to go and ask my colleagues in the box about that. You do know that
you asked me about four questions that you then immediately discounted and then moved on to a fifth,
which was a different subject matter. You do know that. But when I go off to the box to talk about the
Star of the South project, maybe you, Mr Limbrick and Mr Quilty can talk about what market failure
is, because what you describe is the consequences of market-based decisions that have actually led to
transitional difficulties for the community. That is a different thing from market failure. In a sense you
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would be quite happy with that to be the effect of the market as distinct from market failure. I am just
saying this is a philosophical discussion that you could have for a few minutes.
In relation to the specific project that you are interested in, there have been ongoing conversations with
the Victorian government. As you know, it is a very large project that could deliver significant benefits
not only to Victoria but to the nation. It is a business model that the market, at this point in time,
appears not to be able to support. It is a combination of the federal government’s considerations and
the size of the market-based opportunity. Again, it is the reason why you think I was being semantic
and silly, but in fact if the market works in the way that you want it to work, ultimately it becomes
more viable. The greater the gap between supply and demand, the greater the opportunity for a project
such as that. That would be, in your terms, a success in the market. But the Victorian government is
engaged, will continue to be engaged and will be interested in the circumstances by which a proposal
may become viable.
Dr RATNAM: I appreciate that response and indication of support for that project. Going back to
the previous discussion, I am happy to have the philosophical discussion. Perhaps it would have been
better framed as talking about government failure—about what happens when governments, who are
tasked with providing for and looking after and supporting their communities, do not anticipate gaps
in the market or market transitions which leave them in the lurch without jobs, decimating their
communities. That is what we are actually talking about: the people who are left behind and fall
between the gaps when we do not anticipate. That is our job here. That is what we are doing here in
this Parliament. Our job is to look after people and look after our environment.
So perhaps it was better framed—thank you for pulling me up on it—as a government failure, which
then puts more of an impost on us to do more to protect those workers. And we do care about those
workers. We want to make sure that they have sustainable jobs going into the future. The market is
leaving coal. People know that we have to move away from coal, which is why we are getting the
early closures of these coal-fired power stations. Some on the other side of this Parliament seem in
complete denial about this. I thank you for your response, Minister.
My final question in this series is: what is the government doing to support household, commercial
and large-scale users of gas to transition to renewable sources of power from using gas?
Mr JENNINGS: The issue about household decisions in moving from gas to electricity, I would
acknowledge, is a significant issue. It would require some further thinking and exploration about the
appropriate way in which that could or should occur. I have already indicated in an answer to Mr RichPhillips that it is not my intention to discuss at great scale, outside the scope of this piece of legislation,
pressures in the gas market or the cost of gas.
I take your point that there could or should be some work undertaken in that regard. That would be
my preference. I am very reluctant to go back about whether the government failed or not. I know that
I was part of a government that did commit to the very action and the very sequence of events that you
have now criticised us for not preparing for, but the people did not support us with that commitment
in 2010.
Mr LIMBRICK: I just heard Dr Ratnam talk about government failure, so this is a great day.
Mr Jennings: Exactly. The revolution has come.
Mr LIMBRICK: The revolution has come. I have got a few questions. One of the things that
disturbs me most about this bill is that while the intent is to reduce carbon emissions, which I accept
is an admirable goal, the objective, as per the bill, is to increase the amount of renewable energy. My
concern is that there is going to be another 50 per cent of energy in our network. Let us say for
example—and I am not going to bang you over the head with nuclear energy—that there is another
option for rapidly reducing our carbon emissions that is not renewable energy. Let us say, for
example—let us ignore the economics for a minute—that gas all of a sudden became very cheap, and

BILLS
Thursday, 17 October 2019

Legislative Council

3479

it was easy to replace our coal power plants with gas, which would result in a large reduction in carbon
emissions. These sorts of options that are outside of adding more renewables—how do we deal with
them with this sort of framework?
Mr JENNINGS: Well, ultimately the answer is what you want, which is the market, isn’t it? It is
a combination of science, innovation, technology and the market. Ultimately, I was asked a series of
questions. I have been asked questions on the issue of either maintaining coal or getting rid of coal in
relation to the cost structures of other alternatives. Renewables are the ones that we are highlighting,
but not exclusively. I certainly would not pick up the ones that you have raised, but there could be
other ways. Science could lead to a variety of other ways. The idea of environmental efficiency and
sustainability, I think, should override it. I think that is the reason why it defaults to renewable energy,
because in fact it is easy to see how every laudable objective is met through the technology, and
without depleting natural resources. That would be a perfect solution, but there may be some other
solutions. At the end of the day it is the quality of the science, the technology and whether it can be
produced at scale and a price that means that it actually beats its competitors.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for his answer. I will come back to gas again. Dr Ratnam
was talking about renewables companies and fossil fuel companies as if they are separate things, but
I am sure you would be aware that a lot of the time these are actually the same company, and fossil
fuel companies have been actively promoting renewables because on the one hand they can get
government subsidies and on the other hand they can provide the solution to intermittency through
gas. How does the government propose dealing with the possibility of these sorts of companies taking
advantage of these government market interventions through renewable energy subsidies on the one
hand and then the absolute necessity to provide solutions to intermittency on the other, through gas?
As we have seen, many countries that have increased renewable energy capacity have also increased
gas because, as we know, coal cannot ramp up and down very quickly, and gas can do that—at great
expense. I would like to hear some comments on that if the minister may offer some, please.
Mr JENNINGS: Ultimately, without necessarily being able to provide you with answers that you
will find satisfactory, what I can say is that the framing of your question, the coincidence of the framing
of your question, is the reason why the government supports a 50 per cent target rather than a 100 per
cent target; it is for that reason. It is to enable the market intervention, the technology and the financial
settings that underpin the energy sector to transform at a pace and a scale with which we can achieve
all of those outcomes without the government or consumers having a disproportionate cost shifted to
them in relation to achieving those outcomes. Ultimately it may well be that through international
regulation in relation to environmental standards, or by being led by the market, that the transformation
takes place faster than what this bill provides for. It may well be.
In those circumstances we go back to the phrase that Mr Hayes used in his contribution. It may well
be that in the next 10 years this policy is revisited on about three or four occasions in relation to the
rate of change at which the world—either through environmental regulation, demand, financial
considerations or technology—may drive this debate. I will be very happy if this is a redundant debate
well and truly by 2030; it probably will not be, but I would be very happy if it was.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister again for his answer. With regard to another issue, which I
am sure you are very well prepared for, because we have spoken about it a few times—and it is an
issue that concerns me; as we are seeing throughout the world, it has turned into a bit of an issue—one
of the problems with renewables is their fairly short life span and the large amount of materials that
are required for their production, and then because they are done in small chunks it will require
perpetual commissioning and decommissioning and there is also a large volume of waste associated
with that. We have spoken about that a few times. I am interested in hearing how the government plans
to handle these large volumes of waste and also this perpetual commissioning that is going to have to
happen once we start reaching the end of life for the wind and solar power systems that are being built
or have been built in the last decade or so.
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Mr JENNINGS: Well, in fact I am nowhere near as well prepared as I thought I might be, but I do
know that just before question time I did sign off on a piece of correspondence that came to you from
my colleague. I wished the last paragraph in that answer was far more expansive than it was, because
I think the last paragraph of that answer talked about a project the Victorian government has entered
into with an educational institution to try to look at the best way in which we can ensure that what
effectively is going into the waste stream is being kept separate to enable the maximum ability to
recycle material and to re-use it, to minimise waste recovery for the reasons that you have outlined.
But at this moment I am not as well-informed as I might have been in relation to answering your
question.
I think that the point you make is well-made. It is consistent with many conversations we have in the
chamber about our needs to try to make decisions which give no regrets in relation to resource
efficiency, to maximise the shelf life of any product of any type or any manufacturing process, and to
work out how we can maximise the whole-of-life use of such a technology or product or what might
be the way in which the resource can be recovered and re-used. I think you have called out—and you
have called it out twice in this Parliament already, to my memory—in terms of solar panels the nature
of their construction and the complexities of being able to re-use that material. You would actually
hope that their manufacture in the future would improve significantly to enable that to occur beyond
the current capability, but ultimately until that piece of work comes to maturity I think my answer is
going to be somewhat dissatisfactory to you and to me.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister again for his answer, and yes, it is a little bit unsatisfactory—
but I also appreciate the fact that this is not a problem that Victoria or Australia, or indeed anyone
trying to do this, has successfully solved yet, although there are some promising developments.
Another issue with regard to having a target for a technology type rather than carbon emissions is that
it is difficult to know whether the particular technology that we are purchasing or the particular thing
that we are purchasing actually results in carbon emissions. For example, in the case of wind turbines
there is a carbon payback period, because it takes carbon emissions to make them in the first place,
because they are actually made from coal, fossil fuels and other things. So how do we make sure that
the things that we are purchasing are actually going to result in global carbon emission reduction?
These things are made in other countries, like China and so forth, and unless we have some
understanding of the supply chain for these things, how do we know that we are actually getting the
carbon emission reductions globally that we expect? Locally we will get them of course because they
do not emit any carbon when we use them here, but their construction produces these emissions, and
unless we have visibility of the supply chain I am not sure how we can know their effectiveness.
Mr JENNINGS: Yes. Now, off the top of my head, there is a whole part of the federal jurisdiction
for which carbon accounting is a primary purpose and function. In the past it used to be that the
greenhouse office of the Australian government, which was an offshoot of the federal environment
department, was responsible for this. I think the department now maintains the national greenhouse
gas inventory, and this would be the place where modelling such as what you have described would
be accounted. The area that you have taken us to, as you fully appreciate in your question, in terms of
whole-of-life carbon accounting is a very complicated and a very rigorous discipline, and they would
be the repository of knowledge on those issues across the country at this point in time, depending upon
the resourcing allocation and the priority that it is given. But ultimately you would think it is a part of
a regulatory environment and a knowledge base by which the nation could make decisions in the
future. I would hope that this is a capacity and a discipline that increasingly governments pay attention
to, but we would rely on that inventory.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister again for his answer. Another factor with this, which brings
me to another point and another factor with this legislation, is about generation capacity or the amount
of electricity that is generated using renewables. One of the issues around that is that when we need to
make up for the intermittency of the renewables, we have a couple of options. One is we can just
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replace that with a gas peaking plant. We can ramp it up, and that is fine. We do not need any more
renewable capacity to handle that, so it will be able to balance itself. Other options are batteries and
things like pumped hydro. There are large losses associated with storing energy. My understanding is
that with pumped hydro it is in the order of 40 per cent energy loss, so in that case where we have
pumped hydro available we will need a very large amount—40 per cent extra—of renewable energy
generated, which in reality will generate no extra energy for consumers. But will that contribute to this
target? Do you get where I am coming from there? So we need a lot more energy just to make up for
the wastefulness of this storage, and then that will make the target look bigger as if we have actually
generated more energy instead of actually wasting a lot of it.
Mr JENNINGS: Yes, I understand the issue that you raise. Many people in the community may
not understand—and you do because of the nature of your question—the complexities of how the
electricity energy supply market works across the country in terms of the way in which energy can go
through the transmission lines between different states at different times, through all of those different
sources. Somewhere about 95 per cent of the time there is a significant oversupply or a capacity that
is oversupplied, so demand very, very, very rarely meets or exceeds the supply capacity—very rarely.
The whole market all the time works on an oversupply of electricity. You can see it: there is latent
supply capacity all the time. Probably 90 per cent of the time there is more available technically to you
than what you are going to be using. It is a matter of how the market is orientated in terms of the time
of day and the circumstances that you have described. Everybody talks about wind and solar as being
the lowest common denominator. It is not necessarily the lowest common denominator, because in
fact last summer the reason why we had a shortage in supply was not because of wind; it was because
the coal-fired power station went down at a critical point in time. That was the reason.
Mr Rich-Phillips: It wouldn’t have been an issue if Hazelwood hadn’t closed.
Mr JENNINGS: If you want to yell that out, go out in the street and yell it to those who owned
the power station in France. Do not waste our time by yelling it out in this committee. Go and yell it
to them, because they made the decision.
Mr Finn: It had nothing to do with the tax you slugged them with!
Mr JENNINGS: No, it didn’t. No, it absolutely didn’t.
In relation to the way in which AEMO manages entries and exits on a daily basis—the switching that
occurs so that what is available can be used by industry and households—they are in the business of
doing that all the year round, at all times of the day, and they can satisfy the market over 95 per cent
of the time. I do not know what the exact number is, but it is over 95 per cent of the time. Sometimes
there is a very close margin between how much is available and how much is going to be used.
So using that as the answer to your question, there will be an anticipation of what is the peak demand
that is required in the system—not what is the usual demand but the peak demand—which will
determine how much needs to be generated to meet that peak. So in terms of our policy settings as a
Victorian government, we will create an industry and an energy sector that internally, domestically,
will always be able to meet our peak demand even though our peak demand will only be used or
exceeded very, very rarely. So we are going to grow the supply to be able to reach that peak as
Victorian industry and households grow over time in how many there are. Hopefully, and our
expectation is, we will be not relying on external sources—South Australia, New South Wales,
Tasmania. In terms of augmenting our supply, we will be able to satisfy our peak.
That will mean there is sufficient headroom to get significant investment in renewable energy between
now and 2030, and we think that financially and in terms of it being built, constructed and financed
that can be met by and large through the market. Some intervention may be supported but by and large
it can be through the market, and there will be sufficient headroom for wind to be a contributor to that
and for solar to make a contribution to that. There will be issues about batteries and other issues about
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the distribution network in relation to smoothing that, not making up for huge deficiencies from day
to day.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for his answer. I am aware that most of the battery systems
that are being installed, even though they are large by global standards in terms of grid-scale energy
storage, are nowhere near sufficient and they are there to smooth these issues. So are you saying you
are not foreseeing that there would be large-scale storage capacity during this period that we are talking
about for the purposes of the bill, like a very large scale pumped hydro system or very large scale
batteries that can supply hours worth of grid electricity—this sort of thing?
Mr JENNINGS: I do not want to get too far ahead of the policy settings or the technology, but let
us just say that at the moment in South Australia, which is I think a very unfairly maligned
jurisdiction—but let us just leave that aside—the battery capacity that they introduced did keep the
system running and can keep the supply running for a number of minutes, which then accounts for
those peak demand pressures which otherwise would lead to blackouts. So they can play a role in
preventing that from occurring. That is the type of investment that it would be wise to make. As you
said, on a grid scale they may seem relatively modest but they keep the grid viable for precious minutes
whilst there is that peak in demand. That is the really good contribution they make.
In relation to batteries at a household level—if we go back to considering ultimately the cost structures
for households, the same logic applies to industry and basically to households—over time you would
expect it to be economically viable and appropriate for households across the nation to have solar
panels on their roofs and a battery to augment their individual time-of-day energy consumption.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for his answer, and I have no further questions.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Minister, you have referred in your responses to both Dr Ratnam and
Mr Limbrick to the need for changes to the distribution network arising from the fact that we are going
from a consolidated generation source in the Latrobe Valley to a distributed source across the state.
What assessment does the government have of the cost of the changes to that distribution network,
and how will those costs be managed within the retail framework?
Mr JENNINGS: Obviously in terms of our discussions with AEMO, who is the market operator
and regulator, and the distribution networks, we are mindful, from time to time, of key investments
that may need to be made now or, as their profile of decentralised energy sources becomes a feature
of the supply—which may be due to a proliferation of solar panels in certain communities—that there
will need to be modest investments made in terms of smoothing the distribution network or the
interface between the major supply lines for electricity with what those adjustments may be.
It would be premature of me to indicate to the committee what that ultimately may look like. As you
have probably heard by commentary over the last decade or so, Mr Rich-Phillips, there have been
many instances where governments, sometimes AEMO and sometimes other commentators may
comment on what is sometimes gold-plating in the distribution network beyond really what the
capacity or the demands of the network would be. We are not interested in gold-plating; we are
interested in the efficient distribution of energy. We want to make sure that any investment that is
made, either by the distributors themselves or by other interventions, is cost-effective rather than costprohibitive in relation to efficiently getting electricity to where it needs to get to.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. Obviously that is a big unknown. You talk about
modest investments in distribution, but ‘modest’ is most likely hundreds of millions of dollars. What
assurance or what policy intent does the government have to insulate retail consumers from the flowon costs of those distribution network enhancements, given they are arising from this policy of the
government?
Mr JENNINGS: As you know, the more that we get into that area, the more we are dealing with
the Essential Services Commission determination of price structures within the sector, and they are
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the appropriate body that provides scrutiny of wholesale and retail costs and the fair apportionment of
costs to consumers, whether it be on a household or an industrial scale. There will continue to be
scrutiny and expectations applied through that regulatory framework. The government will make it
clear that its policy objective, which underpins the construction of this policy setting in this piece of
legislation, is designed to reduce wholesale prices of electricity and that we have expected outcomes
in the retail market. If they are stretched because of this issue that we are talking about now, the
government will have a degree of vigilance and determination and make it very clear to the regulator
what the government’s expectations are about containment of costs going to consumers.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. I would like to ask you about the Portland Alcoa
situation. Obviously Alcoa at Portland would be the most significant individual user of electricity in
Victoria—certainly one of them—and requires a stable base load to underpin its operations. It has long
been the subject of preferential electricity contracts negotiated through the state government back in,
I think, 1984, and they are due to expire in the near term—in the next 18 months to two years. The
continuation of that operation and that demand, or the lack of continuation of that, will have a big
impact on total demand for electricity in Victoria and will indeed have a significant impact on VRET,
as to whether the demand needs to be met from base load or renewable. Is it the government’s policy
intention or policy desire that that operation continue at Portland, and in doing so, continue with
subsidised electricity, as we have had to date, or is it the government’s policy intent that that cease?
Mr JENNINGS: In the first instance, in terms of the supply and demand assessment that is
consistent with this piece of legislation, we would assume that the demand, as Alcoa is a significant
user of electricity, will be maintained during the period out to 2030—just as we have made
assumptions about the supply availability through the existing generation capacity. So there is no
policy change or assumption in relation to a change in supply or demand through either Yallourn,
which we have talked about before, or Alcoa, which is the subject of your question. So there is a nochange policy basis upon which this bill is assessed.
The second issue, which relates to decisions about the availability or the price that Alcoa pays for
electricity, would be a matter primarily between Alcoa and its energy supplier and may or may not
require some consideration of the government. But that is not something that will directly affect this
bill and is not something that, to my knowledge, has been concluded between Alcoa and its energy
supplier.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Can I move on to the Ernst & Young report, which the government
commissioned and which is on the Energy Victoria website, looking at the modelling around this
VRET proposal. Inherent in that modelling is the assumption that a carbon price would be reintroduced
in 2021. There is seemingly no reason for that assumption. I do not think there is any indication from
the commonwealth of an intent to introduce a carbon price in 2021. Given that is unlikely to occur,
what is the impact on the modelling that the government has used, given that key assumption is
unlikely to eventuate?
Mr JENNINGS: The modelling that was shared with me for the preparation of this discussion
today was from Jacobs, which I referred to earlier, and Acil Allen in relation to the economic impacts.
Before me I have not got the EY modelling, and what it was then used for in the policy considerations
I can go and check, but there is nothing in the material that has been furnished to me in terms of my
background information that would indicate that the parameters of this legislation are dependent upon
either EY’s assessment or the assumptions in it. But I will go and have a conversation.
I am reminded—my memory failed me—that EY was used in terms of the assumption about the initial
policy settings, not the current ones. Interestingly enough, that EY work that you have referred to was
used in assumptions that were associated with the policy settings out to 2025, as distinct from the new
policy settings out to 2030. So that is one issue.
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The second issue is in relation to the material that was provided to me in terms of the assumptions that
underpin this model. A lot of the effect of the government’s previous decision has led to significant
investment already being identified and in the pipeline that will be delivered within the next year or
two years, and then the level of investment and the scaling up of activity will be maintained at a
reasonable level after 2021 through to the last couple of years, which is always above what would
otherwise be business as usual in relation to renewable investment. There might be a slight peak around
2025 but it really kicks in in 2029–30 in relation to a big uplift at the end.
The reason I am drawing that picture in front of my eyes is that the effect of the original policy setting
was to give us a peak of investment. It is current and it will lead to the delivery of renewable energy
in 2020–21, then above business as usual and then peaking again in terms of the flow of investments
out to 2028–29, and there is no carbon price based in that modelling.
Mr LIMBRICK: I know that I said I had no more questions. I have one more question.
Mr Jennings: False hope.
Mr LIMBRICK: False hope. In one of the answers to one of my questions around supporting
network stability that you gave me during Parliament, and it was a very good answer, you mentioned
one of the tools available to the government for managing network stability was demand management.
Could you please describe what that is, how it works and how it might affect energy consumers?
Mr JENNINGS: I thank you for reminding me of something that has been a feature of my
commentary in relation to this issue over a long period of time but has not been a feature of my
commentary today. You are quite right: perhaps the best way to keep energy costs down is to find
ways of not using it. Again, I do not want to be mischievous in relation to this, because in fact Mr Finn
asked me a legitimate question about a vulnerable household. In my answer to him I did not actually
have any false expectations about the design or the construction of the house in which such a customer
may live or indeed, applying that to an industry scale, what might be decisions in relation to processing
and processing efficiency that may be associated with any manufacturing component.
But by design you would want to ensure that you use very efficient products and services and
equipment. In design you would like to construct dwellings and buildings to reduce the need for energy
to heat them or to cool them, in particular, and for them to be as efficient as possible. You know and I
know it is possible to design a net-zero-energy requirement in dwellings and in larger scale buildings.
It does involve some whole-of-life decisions in relation to construction costs and usually they come
with an additional cost structure at the beginning, but there is a tipping point there about the value of
the return.
Those are the decisions that should be made and can be made, sometimes driven by things you do not
like, which is regulation or intervention in terms of trying to have design elements about what
efficiency standards might be, or performance standards or construction standards, but nonetheless
they would ultimately serve a benefit in dampening down how much demand there is from either the
individual consumer or the economy. They are the things that are demand management matters.
Dr CUMMING: My question is around the current targets. Will we meet what the current target
is, which is 25 per cent by 2020—which is next year, so predicting the future—given that the secondreading speech said as of 2018 we were at 20 per cent? So as of last year we were at 20 per cent; we
are almost at the end of 2019 and the target is 25 per cent. Will we meet that target? I understand that
this current bill is changing the target to 50 per cent and adding an additional five years on, but how
on track have we been, and would we have met that in some way, shape or form?
Seeing that I am on my feet and I have been waiting a fair amount of time, I will say that I do support
the amendment on hydro energy being included in the definitions. On Monday I brought that to the
crossbench’s attention—wondering why that was actually not there. It escaped me. So I am very glad
that Mr Bourman has brought it up given that 90 per cent of hydro comes from his area. Also, yes, you
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must understand by watching the whole crossbench sitting here for most of the time while on clause 1
the community’s real desire to actually have renewable energy. I am very pleased to see that 50 per
cent target in place, and I share the same hopes and dreams that one day it may be 100 per cent, but I
also understand that there are a multitude of different energy sources to be sought. One of the ways is
obviously waste to energy, and another way is obviously lessening our carbon by making sure that
organic waste is taken out of our waste stream. So without actually having a good waste policy and
waste targets, as well as also integrating that with some kind of waste-to-energy system, which needs
to be done, the government obviously needs to invest in not just larger battery systems but those
smaller battery systems for the general community.
Mr JENNINGS: Thank you. I am going to do perhaps a crazy-brave thing. I have got some
material in front of me, and I am just going to give a summary in broad terms about what it says
without necessarily stealing anybody’s thunder for how they might want to describe it in the future.
So let us just say that in 2018 there was somewhere around 6000 megawatts capacity of in-store
renewable energy eligible to contribute to VRET at that time—about 6000. The effect of our first
policy in relation to delivering by 2020 has led to investments that I was talking about a few minutes
ago with Mr Rich-Phillips of somewhere in the order of 3000 megawatts—do not take it actually as a
plus or minus, but roughly 3000. We have gone from 6000 to roughly 9000 megawatts in terms of by
2020. That will exceed the target that is required by 2020 because of the effectiveness of our policies
that have already been in place.
So cumulatively we have exceeded our target on the basis of the legislative commitment and the other
things that I referred to before by having the reverse auction and the renewable certificate purchasing
initiative. So we will get out ahead of 2020 and we will get to our 2020 target by about 2020–21. That
will mean that in terms of meeting the pre-existing target in relation to 2025 somewhere in the order
of hundreds of megawatt hours are required between 2020 and 2025 to get to 2025’s target, and
between 2020 and 2030 somewhere in the order of about 2500 megawatts are required to achieve the
result by 2030. So is it doable? Yes, it is doable. On the basis of our track record we have already
driven about 3000 megawatts into the system, and we have got to get somewhere around an additional
3000 megawatts to get to the 2030 target. Is it doable? Of course it is doable. Does that actually—
Dr Cumming: No, it was more around the actual target—
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Dr Cumming, the minister has the call.
Dr Cumming: The current target.
Mr JENNINGS: But that is what I have just said to you: we are going to exceed the current target.
We are going to exceed it on the basis of the success of the policy settings that we actually put in place
between 2017—
Dr Cumming: Next year we will be at 25 per cent?
Mr JENNINGS: No, we are going to exceed 2020, we are going to meet 2025 easily and we are
very confident that we are going to meet 2030 as well. Most of the confidence that I have about that is
based on what we have already achieved. Our track record of achievement indicates that it can be
done. That is what I was conveying to you. We will meet 2020 easily—easily.
Dr RATNAM: Just one further question: I am asking this because it affects where we set our
targets, but it is a question about energy efficiency. Could the minister outline what the government is
doing to reduce emissions through energy efficiency upgrades and building standards for more energyefficient buildings?
Mr JENNINGS: Mr Limbrick was really happy before when you actually identified that there
might be government failure. I am not quite sure. I am here often, and I hear you talk about government
failure a lot, but Mr Limbrick has actually heard it for the first time today. But that is on a unity ticket.
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A few minutes ago Mr Limbrick asked me a substantive question about demand management.
Demand management relates to the issues that you are talking about, and from time to time there have
been significant interventions in both commercial and domestic household regulation in relation to
energy efficiency ratings and certain environmental performance, and the requirement of households
at various times in relation to increasing their energy efficiency and reducing their demand.
Over time, the government that I have been a part of has had a variety of regulatory interventions in
relation to 5-star housing. There are ongoing debates about how hard and fast you should drive those
regulatory instruments and how much you should incentivise households, such as the significant
investment—the very, very, very significant investment—that we made in relation to supporting the
installation of solar panels on people’s roofs in relation to their energy supply and demand
management and a whole variety of other distributive energy benefits. We hope eventually to have a
million households in Victoria that have solar panels on their roofs. That is the major policy that we
have been associated with in the last 12 months since the election—to generate that degree of activity.
The government will always reflect upon the policy mix to achieve those outcomes, but you should
assume that the government will continue to be interested in households being energy efficient and
reducing the cost of their energy.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you very much, Minister, for your response. Just to clarify in terms of your
opening remarks, I am certainly not on a unity ticket with Mr Limbrick on this issue or on a number
of other issues, because I believe Mr Limbrick does not believe government has any role in our lives
and should not intervene in any way. I am actually quite hopeful about the role of government in our
lives, because government can actually intervene so meaningfully and has so much potential to
improve our wellbeing and improve the wellbeing of our environment, which is why I am urging the
government in this regard to do more and to set much higher targets. As you have outlined, we are on
track to meet the targets that were set earlier. We are on track to meet 50 per cent renewable energy
by 2029. We should be setting much higher targets, because we are actually capable of achieving them.
I am happy to move my amendment now if there are no further questions.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: No, there is an order for the amendments. If there are no further
questions on clause 1, I invite Mr Limbrick to move his amendment 1 standing in his name.
Mr LIMBRICK: I have already spoken to my amendment.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: You still have to formally move it. You circulated it and spoke to
it and I think most people indicated their position on it, but you need to formally move it.
Mr LIMBRICK: I move:
1.

Clause 1, after line 4 insert—
“(aa) to provide that renewable energy sources include nuclear energy; and”.

Mr JENNINGS: Initially I did not discuss Mr Limbrick’s amendment at great length apart from
indicating that the government would not support it at this point in time. Without necessarily repeating
exactly what Dr Ratnam said in relation to her concern about nuclear energy, the government shares
many of the concerns that she raised. The issue that, perhaps unsurprisingly, I would just call out is an
issue that under normal circumstances you would call out. Part of the reason why nuclear is not often
considered to be part of the mix is that not only are there regulatory and legislative restrictions on it
but indeed there is the economics of it, which I would have thought is normally one of the key
organising principles that you would bring into consideration.
If you actually think about the replacement of Hazelwood, for instance, and the capacity in the
Victorian economy that came through that, a nuclear power plant to replace that capacity would cost
in the order of $25 billion or $26 billion, as estimated by CSIRO. In relation to renewable capacity, to
replace it would cost in the order of $5.6 billion. So nuclear is somewhere in the order of four to five
times the cost of what would otherwise be the renewable energy capacity. I know that you have
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profound differences in your view about the reliability of nuclear compared to renewables, but that
cost structure is something that normally would be your default setting—the technology and the
market should determine it. The market will not follow the nuclear industry—the usual framework
that you would apply to the arguments that you mount in the chamber. The government is certainly of
that view.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister. My main concern with that, around cost, is that under
prohibition markets do not exist for that particular product that we are talking about, and therefore it
is impossible to determine a price. Therefore I would dispute the fact that it is even possible to price it
correctly. That also discounts future technologies based on this that are either coming onto the market
now or are just around the corner, so I would dispute that around the cost. However, I accept that the
government will not support this, and I thank you for your explanation.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The question is that Mr Limbrick’s amendment 1, which is a test
for all his remaining amendments, be agreed to.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 6
Bourman, Mr (Teller)
Cumming, Dr

Grimley, Mr (Teller)
Limbrick, Mr

Maxwell, Ms
Quilty, Mr

Noes, 34
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr (Teller)
Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr

Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms

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

Amendment negatived.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Mr Bourman, I invite you to move amendment 1, standing in your
name, which is a test for your remaining amendments.
Mr BOURMAN: I move:
1.

Clause 1, after line 4 insert—
“(aa) to provide that renewable energy sources include hydro energy; and”.

My amendment 1 is to add hydro to the list of renewable energy sources, which I think at the moment
is done by regulation but I think it needs to be in the legislation. Basically in this country, of all
countries, hydro is good, clean renewable energy. Water falls from the sky—not often enough, but it
does—and it also provides for water storage, so I think it is a no-brainer.
Mr JENNINGS: Sometimes a no-brainer is a very difficult test for a minister to pass, but on this
occasion I might have the good fortune of being able to say that the government will accept the
amendment from Mr Bourman because of the reasons that he has outlined. Since June 2018 the
Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change has had the ability to declare certain energy
sources, of which hydro was one, that satisfy the Victorian renewable energy target, and the continuing
logic of that is that hydro can easily be accommodated within the bill.
Amendment agreed to.
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I invite Dr Ratnam to move amendment 1, standing in her name,
which is also a test for her further amendments.
Dr RATNAM: I move:
1.

Clause 1, line 6, omit “50%” and insert “100%”.

As I explained in my second-reading contribution, this is a simple yet necessary amendment, changing
the renewable energy target from 50 per cent to 100 per cent by 2030. I reiterate we are moving this
amendment because this is what the science tells us we need to do if we are to avoid catastrophic
climate change.
Mr Rich-Phillips in his earlier contribution argued that Victoria’s emissions are a drop in the ocean
and that we should not even bother, but that is actually an argument for us to do more, not less. We
need to make sure that we count in our action and that we can demonstrate leadership.
We appreciate that Ms Patten supports the call for a climate emergency and is supportive alongside
Mr Hayes of the aspiration of our amendment. But the point of declaring a climate emergency and
supporting the aspiration is then to be held accountable for your actions. In a climate emergency the
least we need to be doing is getting to 100 per cent renewable energy as fast as possible. We have
proposed a range of initiatives to get us there. We are more than prepared to sit down and talk with the
government about the solutions available now to get Victoria to 100 per cent renewable energy faster.
It is perfectly feasible. Yes, it will take public investment but that is the role of government.
The issue of the impact to the economy of confronting climate change is one we are well used to, but
actually we have known for decades that the cost of not taking this action is more than the cost of
taking it, and the more we waste time the more damage will be done to our economy and our society.
The Australia Institute has estimated the cost to the Australian economy of not acting on climate
change is around $130 billion each and every year.
Meanwhile, glaringly lacking in today’s discussion has been the criminal conduct of energy
corporates. These are the companies who are actively profiting from burning coal and gas—companies
like EnergyAustralia and AGL. They are the companies that are mega profitable and ripping off
customers while destroying our world. Politicians need to be standing up against these corporates, not
giving them a free pass to profit and pollute.
EnergyAustralia, owners of Australia’s dirtiest coal power station, Yallourn, made an income of
$6.3 billion in 2016–17 alone, while paying exactly zero tax. This is the company that refuses to install
life-saving pollution controls to protect the health of the community in the Latrobe Valley. So yes,
Mr Limbrick, when we experience blackouts we will blame these companies, because it is the failure
of those companies to transition their businesses to one that is compatible with human life in 100 years
time. That is the problem, and make no mistake about it.
In contrast to the perspective of the Liberal Democrats of leaving this existential threat to the mythical
perfect market, climate change is actually the biggest market failure the world has ever seen. One thing
that capitalism fails to do is account for the externalities of the destruction of the environment. The
separation of capitalist economics from it demonstrates that when you ignore the material reality of
the planet, it will come back and bite you. If we want our society to continue and for the next generation
to live the lives that we have been privileged to, we need to work with our natural environment not
against it. And for those of you who deny the reality of climate change and its impacts, you will be
judged by history.
The reality is we need to aim to win the fight against climate change, and 100 per cent renewables is
a necessary step. Today everyone in the chamber is faced with a choice: to be on the side of combating
climate change and transitioning as quickly as possible away from burning coal and gas towards
100 per cent renewables or to condemning the next generation to a world that is worse than ours. I
urge you to vote for the future.
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Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Just briefly, having heard Dr Ratnam recite the communist manifesto, we
do not support a climate emergency, we do not support any other hysteria and we will not support
Dr Ratnam’s amendment.
Mr LIMBRICK: The Liberal Democrats will not be supporting this amendment either. There were
lots of attacks on capitalism and those sorts of things. I will not get into that debate—we will have that
capitalism/communism debate another day—but we will not be supporting this for many of the reasons
that we have discussed in committee of the whole. I think that many of the minister’s answers
explained a lot of these reasons why we would not go to 100 per cent renewables, including the
problems with mass grid scale capacity and the backup which would be required for this, which are
very big challenges. We have seen problems when you have penetration over certain levels of
renewables, where it gets more and more and more expensive to integrate those renewables into the
network due to stability and storage issues. I think the government appears to have considered these,
and that is why they are not supporting 100 per cent renewables. We are not supporting it either.
Dr CUMMING: I support 100 per cent renewables, but I do not believe it could be achieved in
those targets set by this amendment. I do accept the current target that the government is setting itself.
Mr JENNINGS: I do not really want to have a set response. I want to have, as much as I can, an
honest response to some of the issues that Dr Ratnam has put on the public record. The government is
very, very clearly supportive of the science and the urgency of dealing with our environmental
challenges. We are also on the side of giving hope to this and future generations in terms of their
confidence that they are going to have a planet that is viable. I do not want any actions that the
government takes to be construed as not philosophically being in that centre of gravity. That is where
our centre of gravity is, and that is where our commitment lies.
Beyond that the government has a variety of obligations to its citizens to provide for a degree of
confidence to support communities in transition. That is the logic that you actually outlined to me in
terms of how you would expect the government to act in protecting all of its citizens, all of its citizens’
interests, its economy’s interests and driving the transformation of our energy sector, but also
providing protections and certainty to our community is our obligation. We have assessed those
measures, and at this point in time we believe that with this piece of legislation, in terms of its interface
with the energy sector, the rate of transition, our obligations to all of our citizens, to Victorian industry
and to our commercial viability and the rate of change that a community accepts, we are at that
appropriate setting.
In the contributions to the committee we teased out that all of us would actually like outcomes that
satisfy all of our environmental needs, all of our commercial interests and all of our citizens’ interests
over time, and hopefully this bill moves positively towards doing a lot of that heavy lifting without
necessarily saying at a point in time, ‘The job is done’. We cannot be complacent. We always have to
revisit what are the appropriate settings of the rate of change that the economy and the community is
supportive of. The government is of the view that this bill strikes a balance at this point in time. It is
confident that it can be achieved. It is confident that it can be achieved in a way that is not disruptive,
that supports a community in transition and that supports investment, job creation and distributed
wealth throughout Victoria, and it can do so confidently.
On that basis the government supports the legislation as it is. We are not arguing about the future of
the planet or our commitment to this generation or future generations—we are not arguing about that.
On that basis I say that there are many things from all vantage points in this debate, remarkably, that
we have agreed on, but we cannot actually hold onto that agreement for very long because we all
automatically go to the parts where we disagree and we teach one another lessons about why our
position is a little bit superior to somebody else’s. Ultimately the planet will only survive if all of us
reconcile our narratives and our sense of a better future, because there is great resistance—terrible,
terrible resistance—that is being given by grumpy old men across the planet in relation to something
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that is an irresistible truth that has to be responded to. On that basis I am supporting this piece of
legislation.
Dr RATNAM: I just want to thank the minister for his response and other members for their
contributions. I am glad to hear that we are not debating or arguing with the Labor government about
the need to protect our climate from catastrophic climate change. We are, however, debating about
how fast we need to act and how urgently we need to act in this regard. I cannot say the same for those
opposite in the coalition with whom we seem to be arguing about the very fact of climate change and
whether it is happening to us. We have had incredible arguments of denial in this chamber. All I can
say is that you do not deserve the reins of power in this state at any time in the future, and I will make
sure I work to ensure that you are not in power, because that type of denialism is going to condemn
future generations to a horrific future.
On that note, I also note and know that there are many within the parties represented within this
chamber who do not hold the views that are espoused by the most extreme in their parties. I encourage
those members on all sides in this chamber who are working within parties and who do not hold the
positions of the extremes espoused within their parties—as we have heard today, extreme denialism—
to do your best to work within your parties to make sure those extreme voices do not have the airtime.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Dr Ratnam, I am not sure that you are talking to your amendment.
I think you have strayed from the bill and the amendment, and I draw you back to your amendment.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Deputy President. I would encourage everyone in this chamber, in
responding to the commentary on the amendment, to move much more urgently than the time line for
action this bill has set out and to do everything you possibly can to move yourself as an individual or
the party that you are part of to much greater, more urgent action on climate change. There is no greater
task before us. We had hundreds of thousands of people marching on the streets—
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Dr Ratnam, this is not a chance for another second-reading speech.
Dr RATNAM: I am speaking to my amendment.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Speak to your amendment, please.
Dr RATNAM: We had 150 000 or more people marching on our streets, absolutely frustrated
because our parliaments are not taking the action that is needed, and one of their asks was for 100 per
cent renewable energy by 2030. It is time we listened to the growing masses of people around the
world to restore faith in our parliaments, and it starts with us taking much stronger and much more
urgent action now. I commend this amendment to the house.
Mr QUILTY: On the question that went to the minister earlier about the ongoing, never-ending
waste stream from the renewables, with 100 per cent renewables, what are we going to do with it? I
was going to make a particular point about the wind turbine blades that are going into landfill with no
possible use, but I just found out that in fact they can be chopped up and fed into waste-to-energy
plants, so there is a useful purpose for them.
Mr JENNINGS: I was very happy with how I summed up before.
Mr FINN: Just one comment, Deputy President. I would just like to thank Dr Ratnam for
vindicating the positions that I took in my second-reading speech.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members need to remember that there is a time for second-reading
speeches and also that there is a time for questions and comments on bills. We are now into moving
amendments, so the comments should be around the amendments.
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Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 2
Ratnam, Dr (Teller)

Meddick, Mr (Teller)

Noes, 38
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Grimley, Mr

Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Limbrick, Mr (Teller)
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Patten, Ms

Pulford, Ms
Quilty, Mr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
Wooldridge, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Amended clause agreed to; clause 2 agreed to.
New clause (16:39)
Mr BOURMAN: I move:
2.

Insert the following New Clause to follow clause 2—
‘2A Definitions
In section 3 of the Renewable Energy (Jobs and Investment) Act 2017, after paragraph (b)
of the definition of renewable energy source insert—
“(ba) hydro;”.’.

New clause agreed to; clauses 3 to 5 agreed to.
Reported to house with amendments.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (16:41): I move:
That the report be now adopted.

Motion agreed to.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (16:41): I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The question is:
That the bill be now read a third time and do pass.
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House divided on question:

Ayes, 25
Barton, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Elasmar, Mr (Teller)
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr

Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Maxwell, Ms
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Ratnam, Dr

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

Noes, 14
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr

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

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

Question agreed to.
Read third time.
The PRESIDENT: Pursuant to standing order 14.27, the bill will be returned to the Assembly with
a message informing them that the Council has agreed to the bill with amendments.
Business of the house
VICTORIAN AUDITOR-GENERAL’S OFFICE
Performance audit
The PRESIDENT (16:47): I have a message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly has agreed to the following resolution—
Under section 82 of the Audit Act 1994, Mr Paul Houliston, Managing Partner, Allen and Clarke Consulting
be appointed:
(a) to conduct the performance audit of the Auditor-General and the Victorian Auditor-General’s Office in
2019–20;
(b) in accordance with the terms, conditions and specifications as set out in the Request for Tender issued
by the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee on 7 August 2019; and
(c) at a fixed fee of $271,475 (excluding GST).
which is presented for the agreement of the Legislative Council.

Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (16:48): I move, by leave:
(1) That the Council concurs with the Assembly and resolves that, under section 82 of the Audit Act 1994,
Mr Paul Houliston, managing partner, Allen and Clarke Consulting, be appointed:
(a) to conduct the performance audit of the Auditor‑General and the Victorian Auditor-General’s
Office in 2019–20;
(b) in accordance with the terms, conditions and specifications as set out in the request for tender issued
by the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee on 7 August 2019; and
(c) at a fixed fee of $271 475 (excluding GST).
(2) That a message be sent to the Assembly informing them that the Council have concurred.

Motion agreed to.
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Bills
HEALTH LEGISLATION AMENDMENT AND REPEAL BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Ms MIKAKOS:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (16:51): I am very pleased to be able to rise and speak this
afternoon into the Health Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill 2019. This is fairly self-explanatory
in relation to what has been provided in addition to this omnibus bill. The main purposes of this bill
are to repeal the Access to Medicinal Cannabis Act 2016 and to amend the Health Services Act 1988.
Then it goes through a number of areas which I will highlight in more detail: to amend the Mental
Health Act 2014 in relation to information sharing; to amend the Tobacco Act 1987; and to make
minor and consequential amendments to other acts.
As I said, this bill has a number of areas it is dealing with. Firstly, it amends the Access to Medicinal
Cannabis Act 2016. I would just make the point that when this bill came in it was highlighted that the
federal government were already undertaking what they were doing—and clearly that was a bit of a
stunt from the Andrews government at the time, wanting to be first in this space—and nevertheless
they pushed through, and now we need to repeal this act because it will reduce the regulatory
duplication. It has never been used here in Victoria, so therefore it is not required.
As I said, the federal government was already working on this element. The Andrews government
insisted on bringing this in. The federal government’s own regulatory framework is already being used
in Victoria thanks to the work of the federal minister, Minister Greg Hunt, and I would like to place
on record my thanks in relation to the support that he is giving to this and his announcement just a
couple of weeks ago with Olivia Newton-John, which I was pleased to attend, in relation to providing
further funding of $3 million for more research into the effects of medicinal cannabis. I think that is a
very positive move, and I think all would agree that that needs to be undertaken. So that work has been
undertaken at a federal level, but also there is that work that has already been done in relation to access
to medicinal cannabis.
I know Ms Patten has some concerns about that, which she will be raising in her debate, and I want to
thank her for the courtesy she has given me in explaining her position in relation to the streamlining
of that. I believe that there are some issues, and other states are working through that. I have had
discussions with various departments, and I am hoping that this government, the Andrews
government, will bring that forward and ensure that that happens, because that needs to be done, and
I have had that undertaking that they are looking towards that. It is my understanding that there was a
backlog in New South Wales that was much larger than in Victoria, but I will get the government to
possibly clarify those details rather than I, because they will have that information.
As I said, part of what the federal government has recently done is to announce a new manufacturing
facility and that investment in research to help those patients that require medicinal cannabis. I think
that is a sensible part of this bill. I have absolutely no problem with it, and I look forward to the
government pursuing this further.
The next part of the bill relates to the Health Services Act 1988, to amend it:
to clarify the operation of the offences in section 111 of that Act;
to make minor amendments in relation to provisions concerning the directors of public hospitals and multi
purpose services;
to introduce term limits for the appointment of members of Health Purchasing Victoria;
to include a regulation-making power in relation to governance of health service establishments;
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to make minor amendments in relation to multi purpose services and name changes of public hospitals and
public health services;
to include provisions for the sharing of information for purposes of the quality and safety of the Victorian
health system …

Now, I would really like to just state that all those things are very important. I think that there are some
sensible elements to this, but I do want to make a few comments in relation to the sharing of
information. Of course the coalition believes in a strong ability to have some transparency and the
sharing of information and to be able to communicate that very clearly. It is incredibly important that
our health services can provide a high quality of health care and safety within those health service
providers.
I have to make comment in relation to that very issue, which has been highlighted today in relation to
health information. While there are privacy concerns, I think what has happened today at Barwon
Health, as I said in question time, is completely unacceptable, and I am asking for a briefing. I hope
that will happen, because that is exactly what we are talking about in terms of communication and
what has happened in this health service, in Barwon Health. I do not want to labour the point. I just
need to make the point that such a situation has arisen where the communication failure has been
monumental, and as a result a very serious and sad situation has arisen. I think we need to understand
that, and in relation to transparency and general sharing of information it is also critical that we have
that information shared to see where things are working and where things are not working.
Clearly we have got some serious problems here in Victoria in relation to health. We have got a
crumbling health system—
Ms Mikakos interjected.
Ms CROZIER: We have got a crumbling health system, I say again.
Ms Mikakos interjected.
Ms CROZIER: The minister interjects, Acting President.
Ms Mikakos: You are actually denigrating the health staff.
Ms CROZIER: I am not denigrating the health staff, Minister. Through you, Acting President, the
minister is sensitive because of her failures in this very critical area. It is the responsibility of
governments to provide strong and secure health care in this state, and the minister is incredibly
defensive about her failings. I understand that. We have seen so many issues, whether it is the Austin
washing debacle, whether it is the cyber attacks, whether it is today’s news—
Ms Mikakos: How is this relevant to this bill?
Ms CROZIER: I am just responding to your interjection, Minister. You have interjected—
Ms Mikakos interjected.
Ms CROZIER: Through you, Acting President, as I said—again—the minister is incredibly
sensitive about her failings, and this is about the quality and safety of our health services. What we
have seen today is a monumental failure of quality and safety in our health system at Barwon Health.
That is an example of the quality and safety issues that I am talking about—a monumental failure, and
the minister did not even know about it. So when we are talking about the failings, I will continue to
highlight the failings of the minister and of the Andrews government. The Victorian public is fast
losing trust in this minister and in this government in relation to that. We have got a government that
is unable to manage money, and as a result our health networks are absolutely suffering in relation to
their issues. There is no question; the minister is right that we have had a severe flu season, but I would
make the point that we have a flu season every year, and to come out in October—
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Ms Mikakos interjected.
Ms CROZIER: Why didn’t you put the money in back in January, February, March, when it was
really critical? You were silent, and you were silent on children’s flu vaccines and then you—
Ms Mikakos: You wanted us to predict before the flu season started how severe it would be?
Ms CROZIER: Minister, you have failed in this area like you have failed in so many other areas.
Ms Mikakos interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): Order! Ms Crozier has the floor.
Ms CROZIER: As I say again, this is just a cover-up, a diversion for the failings of the government,
because they know—the minister admitted today—the statement of priorities has not yet been signed.
Ms Mikakos: On a point of order, Acting President, the member has in the last 5 minutes
completely digressed from speaking about this bill. The issues she has canvassed have got nothing to
do with this bill whatsoever, and I ask you to bring her back to the subject matter of this bill.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): Ms Crozier is the lead speaker, so there is a bit of
leniency, and she is responding to some interjections across the chamber, but I would ask Ms Crozier
to return to the substance of the bill.
Ms CROZIER: Thank you, Acting President, for your guidance, and again I will say that the
quality and safety of our health service providers and their ability to deliver services to our patients are
what we are talking about in relation to this legislation and indeed what our health system needs to do,
and when there are failings they need to be called out. I will continue to call them out. I am not going
to take those interjections and just brush them off lightly, because I am out there speaking to
management, who are concerned about the quality and safety of the services they can deliver, and they
are telling me like they are telling others—I am not sure if they are telling the minister; I am not sure
where she is—about the huge pressures that they are under. When you see ambulances ramping, when
you see bypass being undertaken on a regular basis, after it was promised by the Premier himself and
others that that was the end of that, that it would never occur again, we know again that it is just hollow
words from this government. Again I say the quality and safety of our health services is incredibly
important.
Ms Mikakos: Nothing to say about the bill?
Ms CROZIER: Minister, you interject again. I have actually been speaking about the bill, but I am
talking about quality and safety. So whilst I am on that, we do want to make sure that quality and
safety are maintained in our health services so they can deliver the services.
Part of the briefing was to talk about the rogue operators, the cosmetic surgeons that have been
highlighted in recent months that are operating behind closed doors, and I think that is important. I
think that is what this bill addresses too—to stamp out that sort of activity—and I have got absolutely
no problem with that, but that is just one element of the health and safety components of a productive
and efficient and very vital health service if we are to maintain a high-quality health service in Victoria.
I fear we are slipping from that ability to do so because of your actions and your government’s actions,
and I will continue to highlight those for the next three and a half years, Minister. You might be shaking
your head over there, but the community of Victoria are fast losing trust in you and your capacity to
be responsible for this portfolio area, and that is becoming evident each and every day.
I have also got concerns and I am going to move an amendment in relation to the medically supervised
injecting room, as it is not included as a health service entity and I do believe that there are safety and
health concerns around that particular facility. I do want to speak a bit more about that, but I will say
that the community know, the residents know, so many other people know that there are massive
concerns with that facility and the safety and health of not only those people that are attending the
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facility but also those outside the facility, and I do not understand why a facility like that—where there
is potential for needlestick injuries, where there is potential for assaults and other high-risk activity—
is not included in this bill. I would like it to be included, and that is why I am going to move the
amendment, because it is important that we have the proper sharing of information about what is
actually happening.
When I make FOI requests on this facility, I cannot get them. I am refused. I am not able to access
anything on what is going on. When I ask questions of you, you say it is for the Minister for Mental
Health. When I ask him, he says it is connected to the North Richmond Community Health centre. So
there is a whole lot of hidden activity by your government, and this is just another example of where
an entity should be included as an entity, because it might not be doing massive operations but it is
still a high-risk area, and if we are talking about the safety and health aspects and sharing of
information, then why on earth would this not be reporting to Safer Care Victoria as well? That is the
reason why I will be moving that amendment later on in the committee stage.
I also asked, on this area, why I had not been followed up with. I thank the Department of Health and
Human Services and the minister’s office for providing the briefing, but I did have questions around
why community health services were not to be included either. During the briefing and the subsequent
communication I got, it was said that they may be considered later on through regulation—I think they
were the words in the email. In fact I will just read the note that I have regarding the briefings that
were given to various CEOs in relation to this bill:
… the Department of Health and Human Services briefed a meeting of CEO’s of registered community health
services on the information sharing provisions and explained that while the provisions will not apply to these
entities automatically, the legislation is purposefully constructed to allow them to be prescribed in the future.

I think they should be prescribed now, and I think the supervised injecting room needs to be absolutely
a part of this because of the high risks around safety issues with that entity. When you are talking about
community health centres, they are not without risk. They conduct dental procedures and other small
procedures, and they are not without risk. They are not major operations, but if we are talking about
the true sharing of information, then I have got no idea—and I will be asking the minister—when this
will be coming to be in the future.
I also note that in the briefing I received was feedback that included a comment from one board chair—
and I am paraphrasing, I admit—who said that the community would be surprised to learn that this
reform is necessary and that information is not shared in this way already. Again, I go to my point
about the risks around the injecting room. I think the community would be equally as surprised as that
board member that that information is not being shared with Safer Care Victoria to see what is actually
happening. So I make the point that if we are going about this to improve our safety around these
entities, then it should be included as well.
The other areas I wanted to comment on in relation to the Mental Health Act 2014 also go to
facilitating the sharing of information between the mental health complaints commissioner and other
entities. It also has other amendments in relation to the handling of complaints. So again the opposition
supports measures to increase transparency and allow independent oversight of health services and
that ability to share that information at the appropriate time and with the appropriate entities.
I will just move to the elements around the Tobacco Act 1987 amendments. As was explained in the
memorandum of understanding, the amendment to the Tobacco Act in this bill is:
to prohibit indirect advertising by tobacco manufacturers and e-cigarette manufacturers; and
to repeal exemptions for the display of tobacco or e-cigarette advertisements …

Can I say that the opposition has always had a bipartisan approach, and we continue to have a
bipartisan approach and commitment, to doing what we can to reduce the smoking rate, and I am
pleased that the smoking rate is coming down. I think that is a very positive sign that more people in
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our community understand the significant and dangerous effects of smoking and those associated
health risks. We are supportive of these measures.
I note that as part of that advertising, as it was explained to me, there were concerns around some
advertising in relation to the Formula One Australian Grand Prix to allow e-cigarette product logos on
their race cars. The government argues that this amendment will remove any ambiguity in the
legislation so that if there is a legal challenge, then that advertising will be ruled out, as this bill intends.
So I understand the intent of that; the coalition does not have any problems with that. As I said, we are
committed to doing what we can to reduce smoking rates. My concluding remarks: whilst I do have
concerns in relation to why some entities are not included in this bill to share in the information, I hope
that I will gain the support of the crossbench and the government and that they will have a change of
heart in supporting my amendment to include the injecting room so that we can have the sharing of
information with Safer Care Victoria so that we understand what is going on. But we will not be
opposing the bill.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (17:11): I am pleased to have the opportunity to
speak on the Health Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill 2019. This bill is an omnibus bill which
introduces changes to several acts. The repeal of the Access to Medicinal Cannabis Act 2016
demonstrates how far Australia has really come in our first steps towards a more rational approach to
drugs. The federal scheme makes the state laws redundant, and we can hope that more work continues
to ease the pathway for unwell people to get access to effective medication. It would be no surprise to
members present here that the part of the bill that is of most concern to me involves changes to the
Tobacco Act 1987. Before getting into the specifics of these changes I think it is worth reflecting on
the stated objective of the Tobacco Act. The preamble covers the risks of tobacco and smoking and
the need to discourage people from smoking. The objects of the act highlight, and I quote:
… the promotion of health and illness prevention.

The bill before the house brings in further restrictions on advertising and sponsorship for tobacco
companies. While this is in line with previous reforms in Australia, we are slightly different to many
other comparable countries in that we have regulated e-cigarettes as though they are the same as
smoking. This may well undermine the very aims of the Tobacco Act itself. While there have been
suggestions that proponents and advocates for vaping are somehow in the pocket of big tobacco, it
shows an astounding ignorance of what vaping is, who it benefits and how the technology was created
and has evolved. The modern iteration of e-cigarettes began with Chinese pharmacist and medical
researcher Hon Lik, who was terribly addicted to cigarettes and feared that he would follow his father’s
fate and die of smoking-related illnesses. After an inspiration from a dream he developed the first
e-cigarette product and patented it in 2006. For the next several years ex-smokers tinkered with new
products, creating improvements and new techniques and sharing tips between one another. The
industry developed and evolved without government support and, for a long time, without government
interest as smokers found a new way to improve their health and kick the habit of smoking. Big tobacco
was nowhere to be seen, and their involvement in the market is a relatively new phenomenon.
Over the last couple of months opponents of vaping have jumped on a recent emergence of health
issues related to vaping. They have been waiting for some significant health issue related to vaping
and thought they finally found their opportunity. They have jumped the gun, however, and probably
done harm to public health in their efforts. Updated information from the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention in the United States says that about 80 per cent of confirmed cases involve illicit
cannabis products. A lab in Colorado may have highlighted the specifics of these cases, suggesting
that the presence of cadmium in some silver solder may have created a reaction known as metal fume
fever and a particularly concerning variety called cadmium pneumonitis. But those opposed to tobacco
harm reduction would never let the facts get in the way of a good story, using this incident, isolated to
the USA, as a way to discredit the safety of all vaping products rather than considering this for what it
is: black market and poorly regulated products.
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To claim that proponents of vaping are not concerned with public health is to claim that the UK and
New Zealand are somehow singing to the tune of big tobacco. The New Zealand Ministry of Health
encourages smokers who want to use vaping products to quit smoking to seek the support of local stop
smoking services. Local stop smoking services provide smokers with the best chance of quitting
successfully and must support smokers who want to quit with the help of vaping products. Is there
really a suggestion that the government, led by Prime Minister Jacinda Ardern, is undermining public
health by supporting vaping? I would encourage members that are still confused to visit
vapingfacts.health.nz. The New Zealand health department seems to be actually interested in facts
rather than spurious accusations that are based on paranoia that somehow all of the science and actual
experience of ex-smokers who credit vaping with saving their lives are somehow just puppets of big
tobacco.
Meanwhile in the United Kingdom two vaping stores have recently opened inside hospitals. Rather
than strangling the emerging vaping market, it is being actively supported by the agencies concerned
with reducing smoking and the burden of disease—the very aims of the Tobacco Act.
Economic modelling conducted by the New Zealand Ministry of Health has highlighted that a liberal
approach to vaping has the possibility of both net health gains and economic savings. The researchers
have pledged to make this data available for other health departments if the health minister wishes to
take them up on this offer.
As it goes to the heart of questions about advertising and health promotion, I will quote a section from
a 2016 peer-reviewed article published in BMC Public Health titled ‘Obsolete Tobacco Control
Themes Can Be Hazardous to Public Health’. I quote:
When the cigarette control movement learned to oppose the powerful pro-tobacco arguments with evidencebased symbolically-charged responses, it was a large leap forward for cigarette control. When these
arguments are misapplied to products that do not approach cigarettes in the damage caused to users and
bystanders, it is fallacious, misleading, and compromising to credibility. While it has been feared that ANDS—

alternative nicotine delivery systems—
will re-normalize smoking, it could be likelier that the availability of satisfying, much less dangerous cigarette
substitutes will act to make it be all the more abnormal for someone to be smoking deadly
cigarettes/combustibles.
Those who want to advance tobacco control should appreciate that (a) cigarette/combusted tobacco control
remains the highest priority and (b) the arguments against the use of products like vape and snus should not
be grounded inappropriately in broad-based all or nothing anti-cigarette arguments.

If you are wondering what snus is, it is like a little teabag with tobacco that people in Sweden put in
their mouth instead of smoking, which has resulted in Sweden having one of the lowest rates of lung
cancer in the world.
Everything written about smoking and public health highlights the fact that disadvantaged groups have
higher rates of smoking and higher risks of suffering the health-related harms. Indeed the debate on
this bill in the other place highlighted that rural communities have higher rates of smoking than
metropolitan regions and have less access to quality health services when they suffer poor health
related to their tobacco use. One of the tragedies of our current approach to vaping is that it further
exacerbates this disparity. For the well-educated, well-off and internet-savvy smoker wanting to use
vaping as a pathway to quit, they can easily do this. But for rural people, people without internet access
or without easy access to specialist vaping retailers, or people that are less likely to have friends who
vape, this becomes all the harder.
This year has seen more evidence emerging about the relative safety of these products as a smoking
cessation tool. The New England Journal of Medicine published a randomised controlled trial that
demonstrated e-cigarettes are almost twice as effective as other nicotine replacement therapies.
Significantly this was partially funded by Cancer Research UK, hardly a supporter of the tobacco
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industry. In August of this year a review of the research into the respiratory effects of e-cigarettes
published in Expert Review of Respiratory Medicine concluded that e-cigarettes have a significantly
lower risk to respiratory health. The evidence is there for people to review themselves, but there is a
strange phenomenon with vaping. If there is the slightest whisper of tobacco companies anywhere
near it, suddenly the evidence does not seem to matter. If this approach was taken with renewable
energy, support would evaporate with the involvement of fossil fuel companies in renewables.
We often hear in debates about important matters that we need to listen to the affected communities.
What about ex-smokers that have used vaping to quit? Governments in Australia seem content to
disregard and demean the real-world experience of people who credit the smoking alternatives with
improving their health or indeed saving their lives. A recent survey of 3300 vapers conducted by
Legalise Vaping Australia (LVA) gives some insight into what this group looks like. Seventy-five per
cent had smoked for longer than 10 years, 75 per cent had tried and failed to quit smoking using
nicotine gum, 76 per cent had tried and failed to quit using nicotine patches and 48 per cent had tried
four different methods of quitting before turning to vaping. More than 93 per cent of Australian vapers
want the ingredients in all vape liquids to be listed, and 87 per cent want vaping equipment to meet
the same standards as other electronics sold in Australia.
The issue of youth uptake of vaping has been raised when vaping has been debated previously. The
LVA survey found that less than one in 400 vapers are under 18. Professor Hayden McRobbie, one of
the authors of the previously mentioned research in the New England Journal of Medicine, appeared
on Radio National’s Health Report earlier this week. Rather than an epidemic of youth vapers, the
rates quoted on the program for under-18s that have never smoked taking up vaping were about 0.5 per
cent in the UK, 0.4 per cent in New Zealand and 0.1 per cent in the United States.
It is perhaps worth quickly touching on the research of Dr Stephen Bright, a senior lecturer in addiction
studies at Edith Cowan University. In 2013 he was the lead author in a study that looked at drug moral
panics in the media and how they interacted with consumer behaviour. The findings highlighted that
moral panics about new drug trends, rather than discouraging use, actually saw an uptick in curiosity
and experimentation. In the modern media environment this is an important consideration while we
are considering legislation targeted specifically around advertising tobacco and e-cigarettes. If we
appropriately regulate vaping products and discourage youth uptake, with the recognition that we can
never control all behaviour, we will see large benefits to public health in line with the aims of the
Tobacco Act 1987. If we panic about very small rates of vaping among Australia’s youth, Dr Bright’s
research suggests that the outcome of this will be essentially to advertise the products through the
media and shared on social media, undermining the very aims of the amendments before this house.
Last year the federal government Standing Committee on Health, Aged Care and Sport reported on
the use and marketing of e-cigarettes, and the federal member for Bowman, Andrew Laming, wrote
what might be the shortest dissenting report in history, and I quote:
Life is short and shorter for smokers. Just legalise vaping.

That was his report.
The Liberal Democrats will support this bill. However, we do have some concerns, as I said, about
nicotine delivery. We also have two amendments, which I would like circulated now please.
Liberal Democratic Party amendments circulated by Mr LIMBRICK pursuant to standing
orders.
Mr LIMBRICK: The two amendments I have proposed to the Health Legislation Amendment
and Repeal Bill 2019 are relatively simple. I will not rehash all the arguments in my earlier speech, as
I think the broader issues were well covered. The first amendment goes towards rectifying a failure in
the Tobacco Act 1987 that undermines the very aims of this act. It removes the state prohibition on
smokeless forms of tobacco. While I understand that there are still federal prohibitions on the
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importation of these products, my argument is similar to my arguments on nuclear prohibition:
removing the state prohibitions is the right thing to do.
It seems like madness that the only form of tobacco that is legal is the most harmful form. In Sweden,
the main country that has a wide use of oral tobacco—called snus, which I mentioned earlier—they
have far surpassed our efforts in reducing smoking. Tobacco consumption is higher, yet smoking is
the lowest in Europe. In fact Sweden has the lowest rate of lung cancer in males—who use snus at a
higher rate—in the world. As with the push against vaping here, there are people that are just not
interested in the evidence. Its use has been researched for long periods in large populations with
rigorously designed studies. These studies estimate that it has maybe 1 per cent of the harm of smoking
tobacco and that it tends to displace smoked tobacco rather than add to overall tobacco use. If we want
to address the harms of tobacco, we should probably look at one of the countries that has gone the
furthest in achieving this.
The second amendment is really quite a modest change. When the vaping industry was regulated by
the last government in 2016, the only stores that were currently operating were eligible to be regulated
as, I quote, ‘certified specialist e-cigarette retailing premises’. These regulations do not allow the sale
of tobacco or indeed nicotine. Nevertheless, they are regulated as specialist providers as though they
are fancy cigar stores. While these regulations are still overly restrictive, for a store that does not sell
any addictive products at all, they at least provide some guidance for stores and allow them to display
the products that people have walked into the store to purchase. This modest amendment would simply
allow stores that are essentially operating as specialist e-cigarette retailers to operate as such by the
government’s own guidelines. It is not an amendment to legalise the retailing of nicotine. Australian
companies will still have to set up shop in New Zealand and ship back to the discerning customers in
Australia. It will not allow companies to start advertising the benefits of vaping. It will not result in
large-scale liberalisation of the vaping market, despite the fact that this would address the aims of the
Tobacco Act more broadly. This amendment simply allows for consistency of regulation for the
current status quo and provides guidance for the inspectors that ensure compliance to understand how
these stores are supposed operate.
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (17:26): I rise to speak on the Health Legislation
Amendment and Repeal Bill 2019. The bill amends the Tobacco Act 1987 by extending the definition
of a tobacco or e-cigarette advertisement and repealing a redundant mechanism that provides for
exemptions to the advertising prohibitions by way of regulation. It repeals the Access to Medicinal
Cannabis Act 2016 and makes consequential amendments to other acts. It allows for greater sharing
of information across the health system. The bill also makes miscellaneous minor amendments to the
Health Services Act 1988, the Mental Health Act 2014 and the Health Complaints Act 2016.
It was Labor who first introduced smoking bans in Victoria in 2001 in enclosed restaurants, then
workplaces, pubs and clubs. We know that smoking kills, and we know that second-hand smoke puts
the health of non-smokers at risk. That is why our 2016 legislation banned smoking in outdoor dining
areas, restaurants, cafes, takeaway shops and licensed premises. Upon coming back into government
the Andrews Labor government brought forward bans on smoking within 4 metres of the entrances to
public hospitals, community health services, schools, childcare centres, kindergartens and preschools,
and many government buildings, including Parliament, courts and police stations.
The Victorian government has been a world leader in tobacco control by restricting the advertising of
tobacco and e-cigarette products and by severing the association between the tobacco industry and
sports, arts and entertainment. In Victoria smoking rates are continuing to decline. A 2018 Cancer
Council survey shows that rates dropped from 13.5 per cent in 2015 to 10.7 per cent in 2018. That is
a very significant drop. However, this means that there are still over 700 000 smokers in Victoria.
Smoking continues to be a leading cause of preventable chronic disease and death. In Victoria smoking
claims about 4400 lives each year. That number is just unimaginable. Smoking is linked to various
diseases: cancer, stroke, cardiovascular disease, kidney disease and more. We also know there are
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emerging health concerns associated with e-cigarettes and vaping. There is not enough research on the
long-term impact of vaping and e-cigarettes, but there is growing evidence of direct health harms,
including increased risk of respiratory disease, cardiovascular disease and carcinogenesis. We cannot
put Victorians on the line. We cannot risk the health of Victorians, particularly our younger generation.
The younger generation, especially teens, are the most vulnerable population for new tobacco
products. The tobacco industry has always targeted younger people. The e-cigarette and vaping
devices are being designed so that they look cool, technologically advanced and fancy. It is clear that
these companies are targeting the younger crowd. In fact emerging evidence from Canada, the US and
the UK all shows a trend between young people taking up vaping and then taking up combustible
smoking.
We cannot let big tobacco sneak back into our sports and major events. We cannot undo our progress.
That is why this legislation is so vital. Big tobacco has used new advertising sponsorship partnerships
with several motorsport teams for both the Formula One and motorcycle grand prix championship
seasons. We are making strong efforts to protect Australians from the commercial interests of the
tobacco industry. We understand that nicotine addiction is a problem for many Victorians. That is why
the Victorian government invests around $9 million annually in a comprehensive range of tobacco
control measures.
This bill also repeals the Access to Medicinal Cannabis Act. The Andrews Labor government is proud
to have led the nation when it comes to medicinal cannabis. The Access to Medicinal Cannabis Act
was an Australian first and introduced at a time when our federal government would not act. However,
we did. Because of us, for the first time in this country there was legislation in place to enable access
to safe, quality controlled medicinal cannabis. Soon after the Victorian Access to Medicinal Cannabis
Act was passed, the commonwealth changed their mind and established a comprehensive national
regulatory system for patient access, cultivation and manufacture. As a result, the Access to Medicinal
Cannabis Act became unnecessary and duplicative, and hence was never implemented.
With this bill the Andrews Labor government is once again demonstrating our commitment to
ensuring that Victorian hospitals are the very best and the very safest in the world. The bill will
improve the quality and safety of health services in Victoria by enhancing the flow of information and
supporting safety and quality oversight. The bill only allows confidential information to be shared to
the extent necessary to achieve quality and safety purposes. I commend this bill to the house.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (17:32): I rise to speak to this bill, the Health Legislation
Amendment and Repeal Bill 2019. As many others who have spoken before me have said, this is an
omnibus bill that covers a whole range of areas, particularly around information sharing. I will not go
into those segments of the bill; I think they are largely uncontroversial. The bill is said to strengthen
existing tobacco and e-cigarette advertising prohibitions. It also repeals the Access to Medicinal
Cannabis Act 2016, which will result in consequential amendments to other acts. I would like to touch
on the section repealing the Access to Medicinal Cannabis Act and speak about an amendment that I
will bring to the house today.
I would like to start by speaking on e-cigarette advertising. I note in the second-reading speech the
minister refers to ‘the pervasive and harmful impact of smoking and tobacco and e-cigarette
advertising’. Let us be quite clear about what an e-cigarette is. For one, it is not a cigarette; it is a
device. It is an electronic device, and we are comparing it with a combustible tobacco product. We are
comparing an electronic device and saying that in itself this electronic device is dangerous. Even if
you put water in it, somehow this is as dangerous as smoking and as tobacco. That is preposterous—
absolutely preposterous. In 2016 when we first had these conversations I tried very hard to convince
this government that we should separate and we should regulate non-combustible nicotine products.
The more I have learned since 2016 the more committed I am to the view that governments should be
regulating this, not pushing it into the black market, which is exactly what we are doing now.
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I have to admit—and I will say it under privilege—that I am a criminal: I vape and I do not have a
prescription for it. According to Victorian law, if I want to use a vaping device and I want to use
nicotine in it, I must get a prescription for it. I have to say that I will get a prescription for it. However,
what that prescription will provide me with is absolutely nothing except something to show customs.
When I go and buy from some Chinese company offshore a juice that I might use in the vaping device
that I legally bought in Australia, that does not protect me. The government is not doing anything to
protect me. This bill is not doing anything. In fact I think Mr Limbrick’s amendments on allowing
greater demonstration and display of these products would help protect the consumer.
What I would like to see is this government regulate the industry and ensure that those devices that are
being sold are safe and the e-juices—the juices that are being used in those devices—whether they
contain nicotine or not, that we know what is in those juices and that there is some regulation about
the packaging of those juices so that we do not have, as we did just some months ago, the very tragic
circumstance where a young child died after consuming some juice that contained nicotine. That was
absolutely tragic. What we did is we said, ‘Let’s keep prohibiting it. Let’s keep having this product
being sourced overseas’. Nicotine is a very, very addictive product. We know that. But do you know
what? People smoke to get the nicotine but it is the smoking that kills them—it is not the nicotine.
We are seeing remarkable success in people moving from the very dangerous habit of smoking to get
their nicotine to the far less dangerous—I am not saying it is harmless and I am not saying it is safe; I
am just saying it is far less harmful—use of getting their nicotine through a vaping device. To lump
these products in with tobacco is misleading, it is misguiding and it does not keep our community safe.
I acknowledge that Victoria in actual fact has been one of the leaders in harm minimisation in tobacco.
I believe we were the first state to prohibit tobacco advertising at sporting events. We have been in the
lead in this areas. Australia is considered a leader in harm minimisation around smoking, but we are
losing that title of being one of the world leaders. We are also losing the battle on the cessation of
smoking. Our smoking levels have plateaued, and they have for the last few years. But guess what? In
the countries where vaping is allowed and is legal—and in many cases, such as the UK and New
Zealand, is actually endorsed by the government—they are seeing their smoking rates continue to
decline.
I heard the federal Minister for Health just the other week at the press club. He announced that by 2025
we will have a target of 10 per cent smoking rates in Australia. That sounded familiar, because the
health minister in 2010 said that by 2025 we would have smoking rates of 10 per cent. We have
plateaued. New Zealand has got a towards zero goal by 2025. They estimate that less than 5 per cent
of their community will use combustible tobacco to get nicotine. In Australia we have plateaued. Even
the UK has less smokers. If you look at somewhere like Japan, where they have the heat-not-burn
tobacco products, they have seen an absolutely enormous drop in their smoking rates—a plummet in
their smoking rates.
I understand that people say, ‘We don’t know enough about this product. There’s not enough research’.
I can tell you that if we used that same test, we would not have a polio vaccination. We would not
have the pill. We know and the science tells us, and we can rely on the science, that this is not as
harmful as copping a mouthful of carbon monoxide, tar and the thousands of chemicals that are in
tobacco—those chemicals that we do not even list. We do not even care what the tobacco companies
put in those products. We seem to care an awful lot about e-cigarettes.
So I think we should not be banning e-cigarette advertising. In many other countries they are doing
quite the opposite. They are actually promoting e-cigarettes because they see them as a way of saving
lives. They see them as a way of getting smokers off cigarettes. They see them as a way of saving the
grief of families losing their parents and losing their children. But here we just get: ‘Just say no’.
I am very supportive of the modest amendments that Mr Limbrick has put to this house. In 2016 we
recognised that there were some stores that were only selling vaping devices, and these were devices
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that were electronic devices. At the time the government said, ‘Well, they shouldn’t be able to display
them. They shouldn’t be able to demonstrate them. They shouldn’t even be able to take them out of
the box’. We allowed for a grandfather clause for those existing stores, and now I understand that with
this legislation, while that grandfather clause remains, any new stores and any new businesses that
want to sell these devices must sell them like they are selling a tobacco product. Yet this device
contains no tobacco. It actually contains no nicotine. It is an electronic device, and yet somehow we
are treating it like a combustible tobacco product. It makes absolutely no sense, and I hope one day
we will see some leadership in this area.
To turn to the repeal of the medicinal cannabis legislation, I would really like to commend the
Victorian government for taking the lead with the introduction of the Access to Medicinal Cannabis
Act 2016. It acted as a catalyst, and it certainly was the right thing to do at the time. It responded to
the needs and demands of our community for access to this very good medicine, and the legislation
that we developed really did nudge the federal government to jump up and act and introduce federal
legislation—albeit not very good legislation federally, but legislation nonetheless. So I think Victoria
can be very proud for what we did at that time.
The fact that we no longer need the legislation here and the fact that it is redundant is quite right. The
fact is that it duplicates what is happening federally, and the fact is that it might sometimes mislead
people into thinking that there are these two levels of regulation. It might look like it is an increased
burden on the industry. That regulatory duplication might be seen as a disincentive to people wanting
to get involved in the industry, whether that is as a medical provider, as a doctor or as someone growing
cannabis. I agree. That is why I would like to propose amendments to this bill to further streamline
access to medicinal cannabis in this state. I ask that my amendments be circulated.
Fiona Patten’s Reason Party amendments circulated by Ms PATTEN pursuant to standing
orders.
Ms PATTEN: My amendments are designed to streamline the prescribing pathway for medicinal
cannabis. Given the government’s announcement about expanding some of the trials for young
children with epilepsy, to further increase the access to medicinal cannabis and the fact that they
recognise that by repealing the Medicinal Cannabis Act 2016 in Victoria, this again ensures that there
is no duplication and ensures that there is no confusion and no increased burdens on industry by
enabling people to do this.
Currently in Victoria state-level approval is required for federally authorised prescribers of THC
products that are considered schedule 8. This is medicinal cannabis that may have a component of
THC in it. This means that a medical practitioner has to apply separately to both state and federal
departments for approval to prescribe medicinal cannabis. While the federal TGA has improved its
turnaround for approvals—doctors tell me it is now about 2 to 3 hours—state-level approvals still can
take a while. I appreciate that some of those turn around quite quickly, but there are circumstances
where it has taken two to four days. Generally the average time for the state approval is about 48 hours.
This is 48 hours for a very sick patient. We might be talking about a patient who is undertaking
chemotherapy, who is struggling to swallow food or who is struggling to keep food down, and the
medicinal cannabis product could greatly alleviate that and bring great comfort to that person in a very
difficult time of their life. Forcing that very sick person to have to wait at least another two days for
this product seems cruel, and it certainly is not compassionate, as I would like to think we are. Also, it
is unnecessary.
We have a federal approval system through the Therapeutic Goods Administration. These are products
that are being approved. The prescription is being approved at the federal level, and yet that approval
must be duplicated at a state level. I have heard that some people are concerned that this would open
it up to other cannabis products, that we might see Victorian doctors once they did not have to get the
double check-off—one from the federal, one from the state—all of a sudden start providing illicit
products through their surgeries. This is not the case. These doctors must be approved. The
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prescriptions must be approved at that federal level. We have seen that New South Wales and
Queensland have streamlined this system by suggesting that the approval system at that federal level
is appropriate.
I put some exemptions to that. I have said in my amendments that when a doctor is prescribing the
medicinal cannabis to a person who is drug dependent or when they are prescribing to supply for a
clinical trial or they are prescribing to treat a child, then certainly the state should provide some
approval in those circumstances. But in the other circumstances, where we have a very thorough and
robust federal system, I see no reason why we would duplicate this red tape at a state level. This model,
as I mentioned, has already been introduced in New South Wales, and a simpler version has been
introduced in Queensland. We are seeing various models where the states are removing themselves
from the equation happening around Australia. I think as Victoria steps out of regulating medicinal
cannabis these repeals and these amendments make a lot of sense.
It will slightly help those thousands of Victorians who want to access this material. It will slightly help
those doctors who are considering prescribing it but who look at it and say, ‘If I prescribe OxyContin’
which is a schedule 8, ‘I must get approval from the state. But if I am to prescribe medicinal cannabis,
I must get approval from the federal government and approval from the state’. So it gives the
appearance that somehow that medicinal cannabis product is more dangerous and more harmful than
other schedule 8 products or other products that require state approval but do not require federal
approval.
I understand that the government is not going to support this, but I implore them to look at streamlining
systems so the thousands of Victorians who are not accessing medicinal cannabis through legal means
can find greater ways. This would encourage more doctors to become prescribers, which would
inevitably help the industry that is growing the medicinal cannabis in Victoria, and obviously it would
help the patients who desperately want this product.
I would finally like to speak quickly to Ms Crozier’s amendments about requiring further reporting
for the medically supervised injecting room in North Richmond. As many people know, this is a trial.
The centre has just completed the first year of the trial. The legislation has very strict reporting
requirements within it currently. At one point when I was considering these amendments I thought,
‘Well, this is great, because I think the medically supervised injecting centre is doing extremely well.
It is saving lives. We have not seen overdoses there. It is providing pathways to other health services.
It is providing pathways to things like hepatitis C treatment and pathways into rehabilitation. Yes,
maybe we should be shouting these successes from the rafters’. But as I looked into this more deeply,
the burden that this would place on a very small centre that is under trial and in a community health
centre would be above and beyond its capability.
I would like to note that as of last Friday the centre reported that there were 2908 registered clients
using the service, 61 823 visits to the service and 1232 overdoses safely managed by the staff inside.
Quite often the clients did not need opiate-reversing medication like Naloxone; they could just use
oxygen. This has proved to be a remarkably successful service. In speaking to the managers and the
workers there, they convinced me of their considerable concerns about the overreach of Ms Crozier’s
amendments.
As I have highlighted, we are seeing this government pushing us into black markets, and that does not
make our community safer. Whether that is because patients cannot access medicinal cannabis easily
or smokers cannot try a less harmful alternative to getting their nicotine, I am troubled by this
legislation. I will not oppose this legislation, but I implore this government to reconsider its position,
to look at New Zealand, to look at the UK and to look at the success of alternative nicotine products
when regulated and used safely.
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Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:52): I rise to speak in opposition to the two
amendments proposed by Mr Limbrick and also in opposition to the amendment proposed by the
Reason Party in regard to medicinal cannabis. I will just quickly speak initially on the issue of
e-cigarettes. In terms of repealing this part of the Victorian Tobacco Act 1987, it would actually in fact
place Victoria in contravention of federal law. The permanent federal ban on the manufacture,
importation and commercial supply of snus, for example, came into effect in June 1991. In addition,
since 1 July 2019 the Australian Border Force has also issued new laws making bringing tobacco
products into Australia illegal. According to these laws the importer requires a permit from the
Department of Home Affairs. Additionally, we must also ensure that products such as snus, or other
e-type cigarettes, are not seen to renormalise smoking behaviours. That would potentially lead to the
greater uptake of cigarettes or tobacco or—
Ms Patten interjected.
Ms TERPSTRA: Sorry, can you hear me? Let me go on. If you actually listen to the answer, you
will understand why. There is emerging evidence in other countries that there is a direct link: once you
normalise these sorts of smoking behaviours, it can in fact lead to a greater uptake of smoking.
Participating in those sorts of behaviours is obviously detrimental to the health of all of us, and I can
say that as somebody who has lost a parent to smoking. When my father was 52 years of age he died
of lung cancer. As a 16-year-old I had to witness him die of lung cancer. I can speak from personal
experience about the devastating health impacts that smoking does have. And of course if you were to
expose young people at an impressionable age and renormalise smoking behaviours, that would be
entirely detrimental and it would be something that would be absolutely ridiculous to even
contemplate.
We must talk about the evidence base in regard to this. We know there are emerging health concerns
associated with e-cigarettes and vaping. There is growing evidence of direct health harms, including
increased risk of respiratory disease, cardiovascular disease and carcinogenesis. In 2019 the United
States Centers for Disease Control and Prevention issued a clinical alert following an increase in cases
of severe pulmonary disease in several states across the US which was linked to the use of e-cigarettes,
or vaping.
The extent to which e-cigarettes reduce harm to the user through exposure to fewer toxic chemicals
than conventional tobacco cigarettes has not been determined. The general rule of thumb really needs
to be followed here, and it is not really anything that is groundbreaking or earthshattering: ‘If in doubt,
don’t!’.
Ms Patten: Just say no!
Ms TERPSTRA: Well, Ms Patten, you can say those sorts of things, but we follow an evidence
base. People might like to try out new sorts of things and test all these things out—that is great—but
we know what the evidence says. The evidence is clear and unequivocal, and in fact there is just more
and more emerging evidence coming out in regard to this.
In regard to the issue of seeking the amendment to have medicinal cannabis removed from the
schedule 8 permit, obviously the Andrews Labor government has led the way when it comes to
medicinal cannabis. Victoria was the first jurisdiction in Australia to legalise access to medicinal
cannabis. We took very important and critical steps. We know the impact that access to medicinal
cannabis has had on children who suffer from severe health conditions, and we know that this is
beneficial. The Victorian schedule 8 treatment permit system is an important safety oversight
mechanism. It allows doctors to make safer clinical decisions, and that is extremely important.
Victoria’s nation-leading SafeScript becomes mandatory in April 2020. We know that that is already
saving lives. Prescription medicine dependency can happen to anyone, and we want them to get the
help that they need. Having said that, we need to make sure there are appropriate checks and balances
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that are included in any system that allows access to these sorts of medications. From our perspective
the main barrier to access to medicinal cannabis right now is price. The commonwealth government
should act to list these medicines on the PBS, and that would indeed make it a lot easier for people to
access these medications because it would indeed bring the price down.
I might just leave my contribution there for others to speak on. In summary, it is critically important
that we make sure that we do not normalise smoking behaviours for young people and make it easier
for them to take up smoking. We know that there is emerging evidence about the use of e-cigarettes
and other non-tobacco-based products. It is too early to tell.
Of course in regard to the removal of medicinal cannabis from schedule 8, we want to make sure that
doctors are empowered to make appropriate clinical decisions, taking into account all the relevant
information they need to make an assessment as to whether these sorts of medicines should be
prescribed. In saying so, I oppose, on behalf of the government, those amendments as proposed.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(17:57): I will seek to be brief to enable us to have an expeditious committee stage on this bill. Can I
firstly thank members for their contributions on this bill. This is essentially an omnibus health bill that
seeks to make a number of changes in a number of discrete areas, so we have traversed quite a lot of
ground in the course of the debate.
I just want to firstly make some comments about the Tobacco Act 1987 amendments. I am very proud
that Victoria, and indeed Australia, has been a world leader in tobacco control by restricting the
advertising of tobacco and e-cigarette products and by severing the connection between the tobacco
industry and the sport, arts and entertainment industry. We have had a number of changes over the
years; in particular, Victoria was the first state to introduce restrictions on outdoor tobacco advertising
on billboards, including billboards at sporting events, back in 1987.
There have been a number of other changes, but the key one that I want to focus on is that since
1 August 2017 changes to the Victorian Tobacco Act 1987 have meant that the display, advertising
and sale of e-cigarette products have been regulated in the same way as tobacco products. It was
concerning to me to see, off the back of the Japanese grand prix last year, an attempt by big tobacco
to try to wiggle their way back into what is a very significant international sporting event and a very
important part of our sporting calendar here in Victoria. In the lead-up to the 2019 Australian Formula
One Grand Prix it was clear that the tobacco industry had established new advertising sponsorship
partnerships with several motorsport teams for both the Formula One and motorcycle grand prix
championship seasons. This was a new and indirect form of advertising designed to circumvent
tobacco control laws around the world.
We need to ensure that we can put a stop to big tobacco’s sneaky tactics to get around our tough laws
and promote their dangerous products. I note that on 14 March 2019 the World Health Organization
delivered a statement in response to these new big tobacco campaigns, urging governments around the
world to enforce bans on tobacco advertising, promotion and sponsorship at sporting events, including
when hosting or receiving broadcasts of Formula One or MotoGP events. It is important that we move
to address these attempts to find a way around our laws by big tobacco and to do so in an expeditious
manner as we have of course the MotoGP event coming up in Victoria very, very soon.
I have to say that I have been pleased with the cooperation and support I have had from other health
ministers around these issues. I have raised this issue at the COAG Health Council. It has been pleasing
that this is an issue that until now we have had bipartisanship on, and I hope that that continues. I have
raised issues around the young child that we are aware of and the coronial inquest—the child
swallowing and tragically dying from liquid nicotine—with other health ministers, and there is
certainly a willingness there for us to work together on these issues. But we have issued, and Safer
Care Victoria have prepared, advice for parents around these issues, and we will continue to work to
get the message out to parents around the risks involved with these types of products.
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On the issues around medicinal cannabis, can I just say really quickly that we are repealing the Access
to Medicinal Cannabis Act 2016, but we are very proud that our government led the nation when it
came to medicinal cannabis and that we legislated first. We did so—although some members here
might want to rewrite history—when the federal government would not act and we did ensure that we
provided legislation to enable access to safe, quality-controlled medicinal cannabis. I am pleased that
the commonwealth did legislate in this area subsequently, but we need to ensure that we are not putting
a brake on industry and that we are not duplicating legislation unnecessarily, and this is why we never
implemented our legislation once the commonwealth passed its own legislation. We want to make
sure that we are sending a very clear signal of the opportunities there for industry to come and invest
in our state, and Agriculture Victoria and Minister Symes have been instrumental in bringing new jobs
from this industry to our state.
We made a commitment—and I have spoken about this in the house before—to prioritise access for
seriously ill children with intractable epilepsy and establish a compassionate access scheme. I have
been proud to talk to families who are getting access to this and to see other significant changes this
has made in their lives. I announced on Sunday our expansion of that scheme to 90 Victorian children,
giving more children those same opportunities to access this life-changing medicine.
Since we passed our legislation we have had the establishment of the industry in our state. We have
got the cannabidiol product now that we have produced through our own cultivation and production
as the Victorian government. I have indicated to the health and medical research sector that we will
soon be opening an EOI process to work with them about the best use of that product that has been
produced. We are proud of our health and medical research sector, and we want to assist in making
the case for how this product can be used by other people into the future.
The final point I make in respect of this issue is that whilst we have provided a compassionate access
scheme for children with intractable epilepsy, there are many other Victorians who would benefit from
medicinal cannabis. As a result of the federal changes, any doctor in Victoria can now prescribe
medicinal cannabis to any patient to treat any illness or condition with the right permits. My concern
now is that cost is standing in the way of more patients accessing medicinal cannabis, and this is why
it is important of course that further steps are taken to ensure that it is able to be listed on the PBS to
make it more affordable and accessible.
Finally, on information sharing, our government has made very, very significant changes to ensure
patient safety in our health system. I want to express my gratitude to Minister Hennessy, as the
previous Minister for Health, firstly, for commissioning the Targeting Zero report from Stephen
Duckett and then moving to implement those recommendations following the publication of that
report in 2016. There have been profound changes to our health system as a result of that report and
Minister Hennessy’s work, and I want to thank her for undertaking that important work. We want to
ensure that our hospitals are both the very best and also the very safest in the world. Since that report
the government has implemented the vast majority of the Targeting Zero reforms, including the
establishment of Safer Care Victoria and the Victorian Agency for Health Information. I particularly
want to single out Professor Euan Wallace, who heads Safer Care Victoria, for his leadership and to
acknowledge the important work that Safer Care Victoria is doing to assist our health services around
safety issues and quality issues.
Some of the work that they have done just in the short period of time that I have been minister that I
have become aware of is really, really important in terms of things like sepsis, infection control,
making sure that elderly patients are more active and helping them to recover more quickly. There are
so many examples, particularly around trying to reduce the number of stillbirths. Working with
government around setting a target and trying to make sure that pregnant women and their families
can have positive outcomes and healthy and positive experiences are things that will make a profound
difference to our health system and to patients in Victoria.
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This is really important work, and this bill is building upon those changes. It has come about as a result
of hospitals seeking legislative amendment to remove any doubt that when they share information
with my department—with Safer Care Victoria—they do not have to spend an awful lot of time and
energy talking to lawyers to satisfy our privacy legislation and to ensure that we can focus on quality
and safety purposes. So the changes are really about putting things beyond doubt that confidential
information—that is, information that identifies a patient—can be shared with the Department of
Health and Human Services (DHHS), including Safer Care Victoria. Currently hospitals may be
reluctant to do so because they may be concerned about inadvertently breaching our privacy laws and
being sued. This does limit Safer Care Victoria’s capacity to perform its role in working towards zero
avoidable harm.
I want to stress that the bill does not allow confidential information to be shared with the public. In the
majority of situations the information would come from hospitals to government—that is, to DHHS
or Safer Care Victoria or the Victorian Agency for Health Information. In a limited number of
circumstances information will be shared between health services, such as from one hospital to
another. The health services entities will include public and private hospitals, private day procedure
centres, Ambulance Victoria, non-emergency patient transport providers and Forensicare. The bill
only allows confidential information to be shared to the extent necessary to achieve quality and safety
purposes. It does not compel the sharing of information, but it removes any doubt that to the extent the
confidential information is required for a quality or safety purpose it can be shared legally. So this
builds upon our zero-tolerance approach to risk in health care and will improve the flow of information
to allow more opportunities for improvement to be identified and acted upon.
There are other miscellaneous amendments in the bill as well. I think they have been canvassed by
other members and by members of the government. I will address the various amendments that have
been proposed to the bill in the committee stage, so I do not think I should take up any more time in
doing that now. But I want to thank members for their contributions. This is an important bill
canvassing so many different issues and so many areas where we continue to strengthen our health
system in Victoria to make sure that Victorians can continue to access world-class health care.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Instruction to committee
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (18:10): I move:
That it be an instruction to the committee that they have the power to consider amendments and a new clause
to amend the Tobacco Act 1987 to remove the prohibition on the manufacture and sale of smokeless forms
of tobacco and to further provide for the regulation of specialist e-cigarette retailing premises.

Motion agreed to.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (18:11): I move:
That it be an instruction to the committee that they have the power to consider amendments and a new clause
to amend the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981 in relation to streamlining the processes
for administering, supplying and prescribing cannabis and cannabidiol for medicinal purposes.

Motion agreed to.
Committed.
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Committee
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I ask Ms Crozier to circulate her amendments, please.
Ms CROZIER: Could I have my amendments circulated, thank you.
Clause 1 (18:13)
Ms PATTEN: Minister, in amending the Tobacco Act 1987 you have made the same prohibitions
on advertising by repealing the exemptions for the display of tobacco and e-cigarette advertising. Is
there any evidence to say that e-cigarettes and tobacco are equally dangerous?
Ms MIKAKOS: I thank Ms Patten for her question. I think it might be helpful if we try and group
the questions by theme. Obviously we are going to kick off with the Tobacco Act 1987 changes first.
Just in relation to e-cigarettes, I have expressed concerns on a number of occasions, I recall, in the
house about the health effects of e-cigarettes. The advice I have is that the long-term safety and health
effects associated with e-cigarette use and exposure to second-hand vapour are unknown. Whilst the
vapour omitted from e-cigarettes may not contain tar and some of the chemicals found in ignited
tobacco smoke, numerous other potentially hazardous substances have been identified in the vapour
of e-cigarettes. There is also emerging evidence that the use of e-cigarettes, or vaping, may have
adverse health impacts such as cardiovascular disease, respiratory disease and cancer. The use of
e-cigarettes, both nicotine and non-nicotine based, is considered particularly harmful for adolescents
and pregnant women.
In August of this year the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention issued a clinical alert following
an increase in cases of severe pulmonary disease in several states across the United States which have
been linked to the use of e-cigarettes or vaping, and I am sure members would be very familiar with
the media coverage around those issues. E-cigarettes may also pose immediate dangers, including
poisoning due to ingestion of the e-liquid used in these cigarettes, and the risk is particularly high
among small children, who may be attracted to the brightly coloured design and fruity odour of
e-liquids and vulnerable to injuries due to poor quality or faulty parts in e-cigarette devices.
The other point that I would make to the member, and she would be aware that I have raised this issue
before, is around the gateway effect between e-cigarettes and combustible cigarettes. Emerging studies
from the US, Canada, Asia and the UK have shown an association between e-cigarette use in nonsmokers and the uptake of combustible cigarette smoking in the future, suggesting there may be a
gateway effect from e-cigarettes towards combustible cigarettes. We must ensure that we do not
renormalise smoking behaviours and nicotine addiction for the next generation, particularly given the
well-documented issue in the US of increasing addiction to nicotine e-cigarettes amongst young
people. Findings of the US Monitoring the Future Survey have shown current e-cigarette use in the
past 30 days amongst US high school students increased from 11.7 per cent in 2017 to 20.8 per cent
in 2018.
I would also advise the house that on 13 September 2019 Victoria’s chief health officer, Dr Brett
Sutton, issued an advisory to health professionals and to consumers around e-cigarettes being linked
to severe lung illness—I will not quote from the whole document, because it is quite lengthy, but I am
happy to provide it to the member subsequently—making reference to what has come to light in the
United States but particularly encouraging clinicians to ask patients whether they are using e-cigarettes
or engaging in vaping so we can get a better sense of health consequences for people engaging in
vaping here in Victoria. He refers specifically to the international cases and the fatalities in particular
in the United States. So it is important that through this health advisory issued by Dr Brett Sutton we
collect that evidence from our hospitals about potential adverse health events amongst patients
presenting, because I guess unless clinicians are asking the right questions, someone might present
with a particular respiratory illness and it may not be associated with having engaged in vaping. The
issues that have arisen in the United States now mean, I think, that there is increased awareness in the

BILLS
3510

Legislative Council

Thursday, 17 October 2019

community amongst clinicians about those potential consequences, and hopefully clinicians now will
start asking those questions.
Ms PATTEN: Thank you, Minister; it was a fulsome response. I do not think we actually got to
the point of whether smoking and e-cigarettes could be comparatively equal in the dangers that they
present. I would also note that the outcome of what is happening in the United States is actually greater
regulation—that we are actually looking at how we control it. I commend our chief medical officer
for encouraging doctors to speak to their patients about vaping, because the only way that someone
can legally vape in Victoria is to ask their doctor about this. So the more information that doctors
have—as we say, Australia was a leader in harm reduction, and we are falling behind.
Just going on from this, I note that we have 15 000 tobacco deaths in Australia per annum at the
moment, and it is about the same each year. Are you aware of any deaths from the use of e-cigarettes?
I recognise that we did have that tragic death of the child who had taken it as juice—and in my mind
that would say that we need to regulate this better, that we need to control the packaging and make it
not attractive—but are you aware of any deaths in Australia or Victoria?
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you for the further question. The advice that I have is that we are not
currently aware of any cases directly linked to vaping but, as I just explained, Dr Brett Sutton only
issued this health advisory to clinicians on 13 September 2019, following the international cases. Now
that clinicians will be more focused on these issues, more pertinent questions can be asked and people
can connect the dots in future cases of respiratory illness.
Unless you go actively looking for these things, sometimes these things can be overlooked. Whilst we
are not aware of any, that is not to say that they may not have occurred. And of course you have
acknowledged the tragic case of the young child. I should also point out that Safer Care Victoria have
released advice to parents around safety issues around e-liquids, which is available to members if they
are interested. That information is available through the Better Health Channel.
Ms PATTEN: I just have one more in regard to the amendments to the Tobacco Act 1987. It is in
regard to advertising. I may have misheard, but I thought I heard one of the government members
mention the MotoGP event that is being held on Phillip Island. Will this legislation be passed and be
a law, and is that the reason why we are doing it today—to ensure that this prohibition is in place
before the MotoGP occurs?
Ms MIKAKOS: Whilst I am not a huge follower of the MotoGP, I understand the event is on next
week, and if the house is willing to pass this legislation today, the legislation will be able to be in effect
in time for that event.
As I explained, we moved quickly to take steps ahead of the grand prix earlier this year. We have
certainly been working very closely with the organisers of all of these events so they clearly understand
what our understanding and expectation of the law is. I acknowledge the Australian GP Corporation
has been very helpful, as were the participants in the Melbourne grand prix earlier this year, but we
want to put this matter beyond any legal doubt in time for the MotoGP next week.
Ms CROZIER: Minister, just following very quickly from Ms Patten’s questions around
e-cigarette use, in some correspondence I received from Quit Victoria, which was very helpful in
providing their perspective in relation to the various elements of this bill, they said that Quit is
receiving reports from parents and schools of Victorian teens using e-cigarettes. I am just wondering:
has the government got those figures from Quit, and do you know how many teens are using
e-cigarettes at the moment?
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you for the question. Firstly, I thank Quit Victoria for the important work
that they do in the community. I thank them for their correspondence, which I believe they may have
sent to all members. I have certainly received their very strong support for this legislation. I know the
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Cancer Council, the Heart Foundation and other organisations are very supportive of us maintaining
our very strict tobacco measures here in Victoria.
The advice that I have is in Australia the Australian Secondary Students Alcohol and Drug Survey
found that e-cigarette usage in the preceding 30 days among students aged 12 to 17 years increased
from 3 per cent in 2014 to 4 per cent in 2017. Obviously as health minister I am concerned by any
uptake amongst young people of these products. It is an issue that I have raised already at the COAG
Health Council, and I referred to that in my summing-up earlier. I will continue to take up this issue
with the federal minister and other state and territory ministers because I think we need to all work
together to ensure that we do not have the same problems in Australia that other countries are
experiencing at the moment, particularly the United States.
Ms CROZIER: Thank you for that. The figures are on the increase across Australia, but I take it
there are no direct Victorian figures then, Minister.
Ms MIKAKOS: I am advised that there is no Victorian data available. This is Australian data. But
it is an issue that I am very interested in pursuing further, and I look forward to working with Quit
Victoria and others to make sure that we are doing everything possible to prevent young people taking
up e-cigarettes.
Ms PATTEN: Minister, just following on from Ms Crozier’s question around e-cigarette use
amongst adolescents, you stated the figure had increased—I think 3 per cent had tried it. Do you have
figures for smoking for that same period? And did we see an increase or decrease in smoking amongst
adolescents?
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Ms SYMES: I move:
That the meal break scheduled for this day pursuant to sessional order 1 be suspended.

Motion agreed to.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS: It is national food week, Mr Ondarchie—not a good idea. I just want to make the
point to Ms Patten that whilst I do not have the data overlapping the exact same period—the data that
I do have is for 2013 to 2016—the advice that I have got is that in Victoria smoking rates have
decreased significantly over the last few decades. We had a reduction of 0.3 per cent in adult smoking
between 2013 and 2016. I will see if I can find data for young adults. I think that is what you wanted
to know. Is that right? Teenagers or young adults?
Ms PATTEN: I am just trying to compare the rates. Quit Victoria are saying they are seeing an
increase in adolescents accessing e-cigarettes. I was hoping to see the comparative of smoking.
Ms MIKAKOS: Ms Patten, just to expedite this, we will endeavour to come back to this if we can
find you the data in time. Otherwise we will take it on notice and provide it to you at a later point in
time if that data is available.
Ms CROZIER: Minister, if I could just go to an area that I raised in my second-reading
contribution in relation to the community health centres. I got advice from your office when I asked
why community health centres were not included as health services entities. When you go down that
list in the bill, the health service entity definitions include a public health service, a public hospital, a
multipurpose service, a denominational hospital, a private hospital, a day procedure centre, an
ambulance service, a non-emergency patient transport service, the Victorian Institute of Forensic
Mental Health and a prescribed entity that provides health services. I am just wondering why
community health centres are not included in that list. As your adviser very helpfully explained to me,
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the legislation is purposefully constructed to allow them to be prescribed in the future, so I am
wondering if it is going to happen, and when that will be.
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you very much. So that members are following this, this is in relation to
the information-sharing changes in the bill. The inclusions within the definition of ‘health service
entity’ under the bill have been determined according to risk-based assessment, whereby those entities
that provide high-risk health services, such as Victorian hospitals, are included. As community health
centres do not generally provide high-risk clinical health services—for example, whilst general and
preventative public dental services are provided in community health centres, higher risk clinical
dental services are delivered in hospitals—they are not included in the bill’s definition of a health
service entity.
I know that you are interested in knowing the numbers; I might move along to that. For this reason
Victoria’s 29 registered standalone community health centres are not included in the bill’s current
definition of health service entities. That means that the 54 community health centres that are covered
by information-sharing provisions in the bill are the ones that are part of Victoria’s public health
services, so they do come within the scope of a health service entity by virtue of being part of a hospital
network.
I am anticipating that you will be interested in the consultations that we have had around these issues.
My department briefed the registered community health centres around the information-sharing
provisions. They were advised that these provisions did not automatically apply to these entities but
they could be prescribed in the future, and they were also advised that this would not occur without
first consulting with the registered community health centres. They were broadly supportive of this
approach. If we were to do this at some point in the future, we would be consulting with them, but
there is no intention to bring them within scope at the moment.
Ms CROZIER: Thank you, Minister, for that response. You have explained the reasons why the
other entities are included—because of the high-risk nature that they pose—and I understand that in
relation to some of those procedures where it is deemed that a patient could be at risk through invasive
procedures or the like. We are talking about health and safety and quality, and this goes to the point in
relation to my amendment too. If you look at a standalone community health centre such as North
Richmond, which does undertake certain procedures—it undertakes dental work obviously—and has
referrals from the injecting room which sits outside it, I would assume that they would be deemed
potentially high-risk in relation to some of the issues that they have associated with them, meaning
what we know and what we are hearing from the public in relation to syringes and needles in the
surrounding areas. But if there was an incident with somebody who was injecting ice and became very
aggressive, then how is that not a high-risk environment, is really what I am asking.
Ms MIKAKOS: Firstly, the information-sharing provisions do not compel the sharing of
information. These changes have been introduced really at the request of hospitals wanting us to put
beyond any doubt that confidential information that is required for quality and safety purposes can be
shared legally with my department and with Safer Care Victoria. It does not compel that sharing of
information. It just ensures that if they were to do so, they would not be concerned about being in
breach of privacy legislation.
On the issue of North Richmond Community Health, if we want to come to the issue around your
proposed amendment, firstly, the North Richmond Community Health centre itself does not support
the organisation coming within the scope of these provisions by virtue of this amendment. That is the
advice that they have provided to my department. With the issue of the clinical service in question—
that is, supervising a person who is taking drugs and treating a patient who has an overdose with
naloxone—this is regarded as a low-risk service. If the situation escalates, then an ambulance is called
and the circumstance is handed over to a hospital to manage—and of course, as the member would be
aware, both Ambulance Victoria and hospitals are in scope. So the risk associated with the injecting
room in North Richmond involves no greater risk than in primary care.
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I should also point out that an important part of this service is its anonymity. Consumers do not provide
identifying information when they present to this service. By changing this and putting them within
its scope, that could lead to concerns that somehow now the service will keep records of clients and
they will lose the benefit of that anonymity and it being a confidential service. That would, I believe,
jeopardise the whole purpose of why the injecting room was established, and that is to provide a safe
environment and a confidential and anonymous environment for people who potentially would be at
risk of overdosing in the community.
The other point that I want to make is that since the injecting room opened on 30 June 2018, more than
3400 people have accessed the service. So it has been very well utilised, and the staff have safely
responded to more than 1800 overdoses—some of which would have otherwise been fatal. So that is
more than 1800 overdoses that have been carefully managed by the staff in that service, making sure
that those people have been able to be kept alive, and so that is showing that that service has in fact
been operating safely to this point in time.
Ms CROZIER: Thank you, Minister. Minister, I note in your response that you referred to North
Richmond Community Health centre, who said they were not willing to provide information. I note in
the bill itself, as to the meaning of ‘quality and safety purpose’, 134W(b) states:
monitoring and review of the quality and safety of health service entities and associated risks …

I understand that health entities do not need to be compelled to provide that information, but it seems
to me that there is an inconsistency when you have got community health centres that are attached to
larger health networks who are in scope and then ones such as North Richmond that are out of scope,
and they are not providing that information. So I am wanting to understand from you the
inconsistencies in the approach of the actual bill in relation to compelling health services to provide
the information. It might be low risk but it could be incredibly high risk. As I said, North Richmond
is closely associated with the injecting facility, where there are high-risk patients—if they have taken
a drug like ice and become aggressive and have a blood-borne disease or they are not fully aware of
the impacts of their own health. As I said, there are inconsistencies across the board in relation to this
bill. What do you see could be done to improve on those inconsistencies?
Ms MIKAKOS: Look, I believe I have addressed already in my earlier response that this is seen
as low risk, consistent with the type of care that is provided in a primary care environment. There is
no inconsistency. The point I would make is that the health services that are within scope are health
service entities; they are not a business activity. So it would be difficult to carve out a business activity
such as a community health centre run by a hospital. In fact in the amendment that you are seeking to
pursue, Ms Crozier, because you are seeking to capture the North Richmond Community Health
injecting room, you are seeking to capture a business activity only of the North Richmond Community
Health centre, but effectively your amendment would capture the whole of the North Richmond
Community Health centre, not just the injecting room.
Ms Crozier: I would be happy with that.
Ms MIKAKOS: The point that I have made to you is that you would be capturing clients who use
the injecting room and who, for example, also use the dental service or use other services there, and
you would be capturing them and potentially identifying them and capturing their personal
information, where this is predicated on an assurance of confidentiality to make this injecting room a
welcoming environment in saving people’s lives and saving people from overdosing in the
community.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Since there are no more questions for clause 1, I invite Ms Patten
to move her amendment 1, which is a test for her remaining amendments.
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Ms PATTEN: I move:
1.

Clause 1, page 1, after line 5, insert—
“(aa) to amend the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981, to streamline the processes
for obtaining medicinal cannabis; and”.

I am very pleased to move this amendment because I think it is a very sensible amendment, and I think
at the heart of it, it is exactly what we all want. We want compassionate, safe, simple and easy access
to medicinal cannabis. I do not think there is a political party in this room, including the crossbench,
that does not have policies about improved access to medicinal cannabis in this state.
So what the amendment does is it follows the lines of, as I mentioned, New South Wales and
Queensland in removing the double approval process that is in effect at the moment. Considering that
we are repealing our medicinal cannabis act because it is no longer necessary, I think now it is very
apposite to remove that requirement for a double approval. This will improve the confidence of doctors
who are considering prescribing medicinal cannabis. This will inevitably increase the number of
patients, and we have seen this in Queensland. Since this change was made we have seen a significant
increase not only in patients but also in doctors willing to prescribe medicinal cannabis. So we will see
an overall improvement in access to cannabis, but that will also flow on to the industries in our
communities that are starting to cultivate and manufacture medicinal cannabis. We know that we have
not hit the critical mark yet on patients, and this amendment will assist with that. I commend this
amendment.
Mr LIMBRICK: The Liberal Democrats will be supporting Ms Patten’s amendment. This seems
like a commonsense amendment to reduce red tape and administrative burden for doctors and also to
increase the speed at which patients can get access to this medicine, so we fully support this
amendment.
Ms CROZIER: The opposition will not be supporting Ms Patten’s amendment.
Ms MIKAKOS: Firstly, can I thank Ms Patten for her passionate advocacy for patients wanting to
access medicinal cannabis. I hope I gave members a sense of my enthusiasm as well in terms of
meeting young Madison and her mum Amanda at the Royal Children’s Hospital on Sunday. I have
seen the life-changing impact that this product can have at least for children with epilepsy. I know that
there are others in the community who are also benefiting. I share the enthusiasm and the advocacy
also of people like Olivia Newton-John, who have also championed this issue as well very
prominently. I certainly hope the commonwealth will act to remove the major barrier to access, which
is cost, and list these products on the PBS. I am hoping that what we are doing here today sends a very
clear signal to industry that certainly they should come and invest in Victoria and that our government
is supportive of this industry going forward.
The reason we will not support these amendments—and I will come to the others—should not indicate
to Ms Patten or to the house my lack of interest in addressing the issues that really go to the heart of
what she has spoken about. I am very interested in streamlining the process and streamlining access,
but I do not believe these amendments are the way to do this. Under these amendments any cannabis
or cannabidiol substance could be prescribed by a medical practitioner or a nurse practitioner without
a permit—for example, a medical practitioner could prescribe a homegrown cannabis plant, which is
a schedule 9 substance. Schedule 9 is mentioned in Ms Patten’s amendment, which is a different
schedule to schedule 8, which relates to medicinal cannabis as a pharmaceutical product. Schedule 9
relates to illicit drugs including cannabis and many other drugs—heroin and other drugs are listed as
a schedule 9 substances.
So the amendments do have some issues around internal consistency. The advice that I have is they
do not include nabiximols, which is more commonly known as Sativex. Sativex is the only medicinal
cannabis product that is listed on the Australian Register of Therapeutic Goods, so it would seem odd
that a prescriber would still need to obtain a Victorian government treatment permit for Sativex, which
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is listed on the ARTG, but not for other products which are not listed on the ARTG. The Victorian
schedule 8 treatment permit system is an important safety oversight mechanism. It enables us to allow
for the coordination of prescribing schedule 8 drugs of dependency between doctors and to reduce the
risk of multiple doctors inadvertently prescribing these drugs for the same patient. It also provides
information on a patient’s history of drug dependency, and effectively it has enabled doctors to make
safer clinical decisions.
However—and there is an important ‘however’ here—I am very proud that our state again is leading
the nation in the development of SafeScript, which is becoming mandatory in April 2020. In fact, for
members here who sometimes might get impatient with parliamentary committee processes and the
pace of change, I can assure you that I was on a parliamentary committee that recommended an
electronic, real-time monitoring system back in, I think it was, the Brumby government. The wheels
have finally turned, and we are introducing one. It has been a voluntary system this year. We have had
a great uptake of both pharmacists and doctors signing up to SafeScript, but it becomes mandatory in
April of next year. We know already that SafeScript is saving lives, and I know Ms Patten is very
interested in the uptake of SafeScript and how well it is going. We know that prescription medicine
dependency can happen to anyone, and we want them to get the help that they need. Thanks to this
SafeScript system, doctors and pharmacists are now getting more support and training to help stop
patients experiencing further harm.
I do think that there are opportunities to assess the ongoing role of schedule 8 treatment permits
following the mandatory rollout of SafeScript next year. It is important, however, that schedule 9
substances are not covered by SafeScript. Without a treatment permit there would be no regulatory
oversight of prescribing. We think also that it is important that schedule 8 permit processes are
assessed together to enable a consistent regulatory approach across all schedule 8 medicines and that
the implementation of any permit requirement changes should be done together to avoid any confusion
with medical practitioners who would otherwise be required to apply for treatment permits for some
schedule 8 medicines but not for medicinal cannabis.
I acknowledge that the member has referred to changes that have occurred in other states, and I do
want to make the point that we do think that we have a pretty efficient and effective processing system
here in Victoria. I know there have been anecdotal reports of long delays in other states, but here in
Victoria we have a single portal for doctors to apply for Victorian and TGA permits, and we routinely
meet the TGA time lines of turning around permit applications within 48 hours. I am interested in
removing unnecessary hoops for patients to have to jump through. I do think there are a range of
problems with Ms Patten’s amendments of a technical nature.
The other point that I would like to make is that there has not been any consultation with those people
that would be most affected by such a change. Patients obviously would be affected, and the wider
community, but also our medical practitioners. Because of this amendment and this debate my office
has raised this issue with the AMA today. They would be concerned about, I guess, a piecemeal
approach of just taking out one product—medicinal cannabis—from schedule 8 and doing it in a
piecemeal way and not giving them and their members an opportunity to have any input into this
change as well. So I am sympathetic to what Ms Patten is wanting to achieve here. I take on board her
concerns. I want to look at this issue more deeply in terms of all the schedule 8 drugs once we have
seen SafeScript implemented in a mandatory fashion in April of next year and look at what steps we
can take as a government and potentially as a Parliament to make life easier for people who want
access to medicinal cannabis and potentially other life-saving pharmaceuticals as well. I can give
Ms Patten the commitment that I will review the schedule 8 system once we have seen the full
implementation of the mandatory SafeScript system in April of next year.
I am happy to keep talking to her about this issue and give her a progress report at that time and to
come back and talk further about this with other members in the house who might be interested in this
issue also. I know there have been other members who, in the private conversations I have had with
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them about Ms Patten’s amendments, have expressed some interest in this issue as well. I will give
that commitment to members who are interested to come and have a conversation with me about it.
We will not support this amendment today, but we are going to do that bigger piece of work into the
future around schedule 8 medicines.
Ms PATTEN: Thank you, Minister. I think that was a really fulsome response. I have certainly
had much consultation with medicinal practitioners and particularly those who are registered
prescribers. The reason I put forward this amendment was their calls to me to help streamline the
system. They are also prescribers who have seen the improvement of access that has occurred in
Queensland since the changes have been made there.
I accept that this could be done as part of broader work. I do not accept that this provides unmitigated
access to these products, because we have the federal medicinal cannabis act and that provides very
strict controls and regulations about any product that would be prescribed. I accept what you say. I still
believe that this would have been a very good opportunity to really show the community, show the
medical profession and show the industry that we were absolutely concerned and we were absolutely
dedicated to improving the access to medicinal cannabis. I would still like to have seen this pass.
Amendment negatived.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I invite Mr Limbrick to move his amendment 1, which is a test for
his amendments 3, 4 and 5.
Mr LIMBRICK: I move:
1.

Clause 1, page 3, line 9, after “advertisements” insert “and to remove the prohibition on the manufacture
and sale of smokeless forms of tobacco”.

I have already given my pitch for this amendment, but effectively what it is doing and the point I am
trying to make is that I think it is very odd that the only legal form of tobacco that we sell in Victoria
is the most harmful form of tobacco. I made the point that there are other jurisdictions around the
world, such as Sweden, which have successfully reduced harm. In the spirit of tobacco harm reduction
I think that it would be a good idea to allow things like they do in Sweden that have shown significant
reductions in harm from tobacco consumption.
Ms CROZIER: I would like to thank Mr Limbrick for providing the opposition with an
explanation of his amendments, but as I think the minister might clarify for me, if I am correct, in
actual fact the lifting of the ban on this is a matter for federal legislation in terms of snus and other
components that he spoke of that are used around the world. The opposition will not be supporting
Mr Limbrick’s amendment.
Ms MIKAKOS: The government will be opposing Mr Limbrick’s amendments. Again I want to
acknowledge his interest around harm minimisation and smoking reduction strategies. I do not believe
that this is a way to achieve that. The advice that I have is that currently section 15 of the Tobacco
Act 1987 prohibits a person from manufacturing or selling a tobacco product other than a product
prepared for smoking, and this includes smokeless products such as snus and chewing tobacco. I thank
Mr Limbrick for giving me the opportunity to learn all about snus. I am sure many of us in this house
have been very well educated as a result of this amendment.
The advice that I have is that repealing this part of the Victorian Tobacco Act would place Victoria in
contravention of federal law. A permanent federal ban on the manufacture, importation and
commercial supply of snus came into effect in June 1991. In addition, since 1 July 2019 Australian
Border Force has issued new laws making bringing tobacco products into Australia illegal. According
to these laws, the importer would require a permit from the Department of Home Affairs. So there is
a lot of intersection between state and federal laws when it comes to tobacco regulation that members
need to be aware of.
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Whilst there has also been some suggestion that snus could be used as a harm reduction option for
smokers, I do not believe there is a strong case for lifting the ban. Snus in its various forms has been
in use in Sweden since the 18th century and its association with reducing smoking rates there has a
cultural context. You cannot necessarily replicate what has happened in Sweden in Australia, given
that cultural context.
Using low-nitrosamine smokeless tobacco products may reduce tobacco-related disease in individual
smokers who make the switch to snus, but it has been linked to other health risks such as mouth cancer
and other diseases, and widespread use could still result in population-level harm. Making snus more
broadly available would encourage new markets and potentially use by non-smokers. We have talked
already about how new products can be attractive to young people to experiment with, as we have
seen with e-cigarettes already. We do not want to create a new generation of tobacco users. So snus,
like other non-combustible tobacco products, is not harmless.
In Australia we have a range of measures to assist people to quit through TGA-approved quitting aids
and professional support from Quitline as well as other measures. I note also that Quit, Cancer Council
Victoria and the Heart Foundation have written to me voicing their opposition to this amendment.
Just in relation to the second amendment, I might briefly mention also in relation to that that we are
opposing Mr Limbrick’s second amendment also because to repeal—or are you going to speak to that
separately?
Mr Limbrick: I have already spoken about it, earlier.
Ms MIKAKOS: Okay, you spoke about it earlier so I might just add that we will oppose
Mr Limbrick’s second amendment because to repeal this part of the Tobacco Act would fly in the face
of the very amendments that we are making here today to restrict advertising these dangerous products.
The certification scheme was included in the legislation in 2016 when amendments were made to
regulate e-cigarettes in the same way as tobacco products, in recognition that some businesses had
already invested in premises prior to that legislative change. The provision was only intended to allow
existing businesses to continue the practices they had already established which did involve some
advertising of e-cigarettes and e-liquids. Businesses that were operating on and from 1 September
2016 where e-cigarettes constituted a significant proportion of their turnover were able to apply for
certification to be specialist e-cigarette retailing premises. This certification provides an exemption
which permits those businesses to display a limited range of e-cigarette products and e-cigarette
accessories such as e-liquids. New e-cigarette retailers are not eligible to apply for certification. They
remain able to enter the Victorian market but must do so knowing that they are prohibited from
displaying e-cigarettes in their retail outlets. In fact there are several non-certified e-cigarette specialist
businesses operating successfully and new businesses opening frequently without displaying or
advertising their e-cigarette products.
Again, those organisations I mentioned earlier have expressed their concerns and opposition to this
amendment. They are also concerned about greater advertising creating a new generation of younger
smokers in the future. These are the reasons the government will be opposing both of Mr Limbrick’s
amendments.
Amendment negatived.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I invite Mr Limbrick to move his amendment 2, which is a test for
his amendment 6.
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Mr LIMBRICK: I move:
2.

Clause 1, page 3, after line 10 insert—
“(iii) to further provide for the regulation of specialist e-cigarette retailing premises; and”.

I have already spoken about the amendment. This relates to the grandfathering clauses for e-cigarette
retailers.
Ms PATTEN: I support Mr Limbrick’s amendment. We are seeing an increasing number of
Victorians turning to other devices to receive their nicotine, and we are seeing a number of long-term
smokers turning to vaporising or e-cigarettes to reduce the harm of their nicotine addiction. They are
now going to have to go in and buy an electronic device. This is about banning the display of an
electronic device. It is not about banning the display of a tobacco product; it is about banning the
display of an electronic device. It is also about banning and prohibiting the staff member from
explaining how that device works. If we were concerned about those devices causing harm, we would
not prohibit the information and advice being given at that point of sale.
Let us also recognise that that point of sale could be in age-restricted premises. These can only be sold
to over 18s. We are talking about adults. We are talking about adults who by and large are trying to
stop killing themselves from smoking. They are trying to stop dying from smoking. They are trying to
try a less harmful product, and we are making it more difficult to do that. We are forcing them into the
black market and we are forcing them offshore, so I support Mr Limbrick’s amendment.
Committee divided on amendment:

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

Patten, Ms (Teller)

Quilty, Mr

Noes, 36
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr (Teller)
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Grimley, Mr (Teller)

Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr

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

Amendment negatived.
Ms MIKAKOS: I just want to respond to Ms Patten’s question earlier about some data. I had
referred earlier to the past 30 days amongst students aged 12 to 17 years of age. I referred to e-cigarette
use increasing from 3 to 4 per cent between 2014 and 2017. Ms Patten had asked me a follow-up
question in relation to combustible products and Victorian students. The advice that I have is that that
same survey I referred to earlier found that in 2017 in the last 30 days 7 per cent of 12 to 17-year-old
Victorian students smoked combustible products. So I just have point-in-time data for you, not a time
period over a number of years, but in 2017 it was 7 per cent of 12 to 17-year-olds.
Ms Patten: It doesn’t show that.
Ms MIKAKOS: No, I know. I am happy to look at whether we can provide you with any further
data after this debate, but that is the only data we have available today.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 84 agreed to.
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Clause 85 (19:17)
Ms CROZIER: I move:
Clause 85, page 30, after line 10 insert—
“(ga) the licensed medically supervised injecting centre within the meaning of the Drugs, Poisons and
Controlled Substances Act 1981; or”.

I spoke in the substantial part of the debate in relation to my concerns around the injecting facility and
why it should be included in this, and I just refer again to that discussion I was having with the minister
on clause 1 in relation to the meaning of ‘quality and safety purpose’. Subsections (b) and (c) of new
section 134W say:
(b) monitoring and review of the quality and safety of health service entities and associated risks;
(c) reporting to the Secretary or to a quality and safety body in relation to the—
(i)

performance of a health service entity; or

(ii) risk to an individual or the community associated with the performance of a health service entity …

I know that the minister has said this would capture the North Richmond Community Health Centre
if this amendment was passed, but I would urge members to understand that I think that would be a
good thing because of exactly what I have just described. We know there are risks to the community
associated with the injecting facility. Despite what the government is saying in relation to the lives
saved, there is still a risk to the surrounding community, and that is being played out each and every
day in the community and amongst residents and businesses. I have spoken about that at length. I see
that there is an inconsistency in this legislation not to include the injecting facility and the North
Richmond Community Health Centre, which do deal with relatively low risk at times, with dental
health services and other procedures, but they can become high risk at any stage. I think it is incumbent
on us to include those entities in this legislation and to provide reporting to Safer Care Victoria so that
we actually know what is going on. At the moment, we do not. We cannot get any FOIs out of the
facility or the North Richmond Community Health Centre. It is impossible to understand exactly what
is going on. In the interests of transparency and in the interests of community safety, I urge all members
to support my amendment to include the injecting facility in the bill.
Ms MIKAKOS: I have already outlined in the course of earlier discussion with Ms Crozier about
her amendment the reasons why the government will be opposing this amendment. I do not propose
to cover that ground again. Given members are in the house, I would encourage them to stick around
for a vote shortly.
Mr LIMBRICK: I am sympathetic to Ms Crozier’s wish to get more transparency around the
centre. However, I am concerned that this amendment might have unintended consequences for that
centre. I am very supportive of the injecting centre trial. I would be loath to take any action that would
somehow interfere with that trial. I would like to see it run out to its conclusion. Maybe when it
becomes a permanent thing, if that time happens, we could revisit this reporting issue. But the Liberal
Democrats will not be supporting this amendment for those reasons.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 13
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr

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

O’Donohue, Mr (Teller)
Ondarchie, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr (Teller)
Wooldridge, Ms
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Noes, 27
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Hayes, Mr (Teller)
Jennings, Mr

Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Quilty, Mr

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

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 86 to 88 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendments.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(19:28): I move:
That the report be now adopted.

Motion agreed to.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(19:28): I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

I thank members for their support of this bill.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
The PRESIDENT: Pursuant to standing order 14.27, the bill will be returned to the Assembly with
a message informing them that the Council have agreed to the bill without amendment.
CHILDREN’S SERVICES AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Introduction and first reading
The PRESIDENT (19:29): I have a message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act to amend
the Children’s Services Act 1996 to further provide for the regulation of children’s services, consistently
with the Education and Care Services National Law (Victoria) where appropriate, including establishing a
scheme for the approval of persons who provide the services and for the operation of the services and to
provide for the monitoring and enforcement of the scheme, to make related minor and consequential
amendments to other Acts and for other purposes’.

Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (19:30): I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

Motion agreed to.
Read first time.
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Mr SOMYUREK: I move, by leave:
That the second reading be taken forthwith.

Motion agreed to.
Statement of compatibility
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (19:30): I lay on the table a statement of compatibility with the Charter of Human
Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 (Charter), I
make this Statement of Compatibility with respect to the Children’s Services Amendment Bill 2019 (Bill).
In my opinion, 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 purpose of the Bill is to amend the Children’s Services Act 1996 (Act) to further provide for the regulation
of children’s services, in a manner that is consistent, where appropriate, with the regulation of education and
care services under the Education and Care Services National Law (Victoria) (National Law). It does so
primarily by establishing a scheme that provides for the approval of persons who provide the services and the
operation of the services, and providing for the monitoring and enforcement of the scheme.
For the purpose of this statement, the key part of the Bill is clause 8, which substitutes the current children’s
services licensing regime contained in Parts 2–5 of the Act with new Parts 2–5D. These new parts relate to
provider and service approvals (Parts 2 and 3); operational requirements (Part 4); compliance with the Act by
service providers (Part 5); review of decisions made by the Regulatory Authority, which is currently the
Secretary to the Department of Education and Training, (Part 5A); monitoring and enforcement (Part 5B); the
functions of the Regulatory Authority (Part 5C); and information, records and privacy (Part 5D). Clause 15
also inserts new sections into the newly named ‘Miscellaneous’ part (Part 6) and clause 16 substitutes Parts 7
and 8 of the Act with new Part 7 in relation to transitional provisions.
Human rights issues
The human rights protected by the Charter that are relevant to the Bill are:
•

the right to protection of children: section 17(2)

•

the right to privacy: section 13(a)

•

the right to property: section 20

•

the right to the presumption of innocence: section 25(1)

•

the right to freedom of expression: section 15(2)

•

the right to freedom of movement: section 12

•

the right to privilege against self-incrimination: section 25(2)(k).

Section 17(2) of the Charter provides that every child has the right, without discrimination, to such protection
as is in their best interests and is needed by them by reason of being a child. Section 17(2) recognises that
children are vulnerable because of their age and entitled to special protection.
The new sections of this Bill operate for the overarching purpose of the protection of children, thereby
promoting the right in section 17(2) of the Charter. Clause 7 of the Bill inserts new section 8 into the Act,
which provides that one of the objectives of the Act is to ‘ensure the safety, health and wellbeing of children
attending children’s services’. It also provides that one of the guiding principles of the Act is that the rights
and bests interests of the child are paramount. New section 9 states that the Regulatory Authority must
exercise its functions having regard to the objectives and guiding principles of the Act.
The underlying purpose of the protection of children permeates every new section of this Bill. To the extent
that certain new sections limit human rights under the Charter, as I will discuss, those limitations are
reasonably necessary and justified for the purpose of protecting children.
Right to privacy
The right to privacy under 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. An interference will be
lawful if it is permitted by a law which is precise and appropriately circumscribed, and will be arbitrary only
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if it is capricious, unpredictable, unjust or unreasonable, in the sense of being disproportionate to the legitimate
aim sought.
A number of new sections inserted by the Bill engage the right to privacy for the purpose of ensuring the
protection of children in education and care services. However, for the reasons set out below, it is my view
that these interferences are neither unlawful nor arbitrary and as such do not constitute a limit on the right to
privacy. Some of these new sections also engage other rights under the Charter. Where relevant, I will address
those rights alongside the right to privacy.
Prohibition on employment
Provider and service approvals are required for a person to provide children’s services and operate a children’s
service premises. The Regulatory Authority can suspend or cancel a provider or service approval for various
reasons under new sections 25, 31, 70 and 76, including if the Regulatory Authority is satisfied that the
approved provider is not a fit and proper person or if continued operation of the children’s service would
constitute an unacceptable risk to the safety, health or wellbeing of a child.
Clause 8 of the Bill inserts into the Act new section 123, which provides that the Regulatory Authority may
issue a prohibition notice to a person involved in the provision of an approved children’s service if it considers
that there may be an unacceptable risk of harm to children if the person were allowed to remain on the
premises or to provide education and care to children. Under new section 126, a notice issued under
section 123 prohibits the person from doing one or more of the following: providing education and care to
children for a children’s service, being engaged as an educator, employee, contractor, staff member or
volunteer at a children’s service, or carrying out any other activity relating to a children’s service. In effect,
the prohibition notice bans the person from being on the children’s service premises or from providing
education and care services to children.
The purpose of the right to privacy is to protect the individual’s interest in the freedom of their personal and
social sphere. The courts have interpreted this right to potentially protect against restrictions on employment
and business activity if the restriction sufficiently affects an individual’s personal relationships and capacity
to have a private life. However, the restrictions in the Bill with respect to prohibition notices and the
suspension or cancellation of approvals are reasonably proportionate to the legitimate purpose of protecting
the safety and wellbeing of children. The effect of any suspension or cancellation of approval or any
prohibition notice is limited to employment in a specific industry and is not of a kind that would give rise to
social stigmatisation or serious impediment to earn a living. In particular, a prohibition notice may only be
issued if, after considering all of the evidence, the Regulatory Authority forms the view that the person poses
an unacceptable risk of harm to children. This imposes a high threshold.
In my opinion, these provisions promote the rights of children to be protected under section 17(2) of the
Charter. They are necessary to protect children from the risk of harm that may arise either at a children’s
service premises or in the provision of education and care services. Therefore, any potential interference with
a person’s privacy that arises from restricting their capacity to pursue employment of their choice will be
neither unlawful nor arbitrary, and will be confined to the legitimate purpose of protecting children.
The provisions in question contain safeguards to protect against the arbitrary exercise of power by the
Regulatory Authority. In most cases, the Regulatory Authority is obliged to send a show cause notice to the
relevant person before it suspends or cancels the person’s provider or service approval or issues the prohibition
notice. A show cause notice informs the individual of the reasons for the proposed suspension, cancellation
or prohibition notice and provides them with the right to make written submissions to the Regulatory
Authority (sections 26, 32, 71, 77 and 124). The Regulatory Authority is obliged to consider any written
submissions when deciding whether to suspend or cancel the approval or issue the prohibition notice
(sections 27, 33, 72, 78 and 125(1)). In limited circumstances, the Regulatory Authority is permitted to
suspend an approval or issue a prohibition notice without first issuing a show cause notice. This can occur
where it is satisfied that there is an immediate risk to the safety, risk or wellbeing of a child (sections 28 and
73) or where it is necessary, in the interests of the safety, health or wellbeing of a child, to immediately issue
a prohibition notice (section 124(2)). In my opinion, these powers are reasonably required in order to prevent
any immediate risks to the safety, health and wellbeing of children while they are being educated and cared
for by a children’s service. The powers enable the Regulatory Authority to act swiftly and responsively in the
interests of the protection of children. Any suspension of approvals under sections 28 and 73 are temporary,
and the power to issue a prohibition notice under section 124(2) is intended to be used rarely and in
circumstances requiring immediate action only. Further, cancellation of a service or provider approval always
requires a show cause notice to be issued first.
In addition, the Act provides ways to challenge the Regulatory Authority’s decision to suspend or cancel a
provider or service approval or issue a prohibition notice. A decision to suspend or cancel an approval is
subject to internal review under new Part 5A and/or external review in VCAT under new Part 5B. It is also
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subject to judicial review, where applicable. In relation to prohibition notices, the Regulatory Authority is
obliged to cancel the notice if it is satisfied there is no sufficient reason for it to remain in force. A person to
whom the notice applies may also apply for cancellation of the notice by submitting relevant information to
the Regulatory Authority (section 127). Judicial review is also available in respect of the decision to issue a
prohibition notice, where applicable. Therefore, in light of the purpose of the provisions relating to suspending
or cancelling approvals and issuing prohibition notices, as well as the safeguards in place to prevent arbitrary
exercises of power, I do not consider these provisions to limit the right to privacy. Further, to the extent that
these provisions may engage the right to a fair trial under section 24(1) of the Charter, in my view, the overall
procedure is fair and therefore the right is not limited.
Information sharing
There are several new provisions relating to the collection, retention, use, disclosure and publication of
information under the Act.
Collection, retention and use of information by Regulatory Authority
New section 161(2)(a) gives the Regulatory Authority a broad power to collect, hold and use information
relating to the provision of children’s services to children, including information about outcomes for children
and information about providers of children’s services.
Not all information dealt with under this provision will be private in nature. However, to the extent that this
provision does relate to private information, any interference with the right to privacy will be neither unlawful
nor arbitrary. This provision only relates to information obtained by the Regulatory Authority during the
performance of its legitimate functions under the Act itself. Any use of that information will be restricted to
legitimate purposes under the Act. Further, the Regulatory Authority’s collection, retention and use of
information about providers and nominated supervisors will be subject to the Information Privacy Principles
under the Privacy and Data Protection Act 2014.
In my opinion, the collection, retention and use of such information is reasonably necessary to effectively
regulate the provision of education and care services for children. It allows the Regulatory Authority to make
decisions and carry out its functions in regulating the industry with the most accurate and up-to-date
information available. This enables the Regulatory Authority to protect the rights and interests of children by
ensuring they are receiving appropriate education and care, thereby promoting their right to protection under
section 17(2) of the Charter. Therefore, I consider new section 161 to be compatible with the Charter.
Disclosure of information by Regulatory Authority
New sections 166 and 167 of the Act provide for the sharing of information, both between bodies in different
jurisdictions and from the Regulatory Authority to approved providers in certain circumstances.
The first type of disclosure permitted by the new provisions of the Bill is disclosure between regulatory
authorities and government agencies. New section 166(1) provides that the Regulatory Authority may
disclose information in respect of a children’s service to the National Authority or a regulatory authority of a
State or Territory under the National Law, or to any local, State or Territory or Commonwealth government
department or public authority. This power is strictly confined to disclosure for the limited purposes specified
in new section 166(2), including where the disclosure is reasonably necessary to promote the objectives of
the Act. The objectives of the Act, contained in new section 8, are to ensure the safety, health and wellbeing
of children attending children’s services, to improve the educational and developmental outcomes of those
children, and to promote continuous improvement in the provision of quality children’s services.
Section 166(2) also permits disclosure for the purposes of enabling or assisting the receiving regulatory
authority or public authority to fulfil its powers or functions under the Act or National Law, or for the purpose
of research or development of Commonwealth, State or Territory policy with respect to children’s services.
This inter-jurisdiction disclosure mechanism is necessary to ensure that individual schemes in each
jurisdiction are interconnected and that relevant regulatory bodies and government agencies are able to access
all information necessary to effectively regulate the children’s services industry across Australia. The
purposes for which information may be disclosed are closely defined in the Act and relate either to furthering
the objectives under the Act or the fulfilment of particular functions and powers of participating regulatory
authorities or government agencies. Further, I consider that the disclosure of information about approved
providers and nominated supervisors is reasonable given that those persons have voluntarily agreed to
participate in a regulated industry involving the provision of children’s services.
In addition, new section 166(3) contains a safeguard to minimise the impact on a person’s right to privacy
when disclosure is for the purpose of research and development. It requires the Regulatory Authority to
remove the identifying details of any person who is not an approved provider or nominated supervisor, or
who is not subject to a prohibition notice or a prosecution for an offence under the Act. As stated above,
approved providers and nominated supervisors are likely to have a reasonable expectation that their
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identifying information may be disclosed under this Act, given that they have voluntarily agreed to participate
in the industry. I also consider the disclosure of identifying details of a person who is subject to a prohibition
notice or a prosecution for an offence under the Act to be reasonable to ensure that regulatory authorities in
other jurisdictions are aware of persons subject to prohibition notices and prosecutions in Victoria in the event
that any of those persons attempt to work in children’s services in another State or Territory.
The second type of disclosure relates to disclosure by the Regulatory Authority to an approved provider, that
is, a provider of children’s services that has been approved by the Regulatory Authority under new section 15.
New section 167 allows the Regulatory Authority to, at the request of an approved provider, disclose to that
provider, information about a person who may be the subject of a prohibition notice. However, this can only
occur if the Regulatory Authority considers on reasonable grounds that the provider requires the information
to comply with its obligations under the Act. I consider disclosure of this kind to be necessary to assist approved
providers to self-regulate, thereby promoting a culture of compliance with the Act. For example, the provider
may request the information about a prospective employee, contractor, educator or volunteer. If that person is
subject to a prohibition notice, it would be reasonable for the Regulatory Authority to disclose that information
to the provider to, in effect, warn the provider of matters relevant to engaging the prohibited person.
Therefore, having regard to the circumstances in which information may be shared and disclosed, I conclude
that new sections 166 and 167 will not unlawfully or arbitrarily interfere with the privacy of individuals and
therefore not limit the right to privacy under the Charter.
Duty of confidentiality—Right to the presumption of innocence
New section 168 provides a safeguard in the form of a duty of confidentiality applying to persons exercising
functions under the Act in relation to ‘protected information’. ‘Protected information’ is defined to mean
information that is personal to a particular individual and that identifies or could lead to the identification of
that individual, where that information came to the person’s knowledge because or in the course of exercising
functions under the Act. This provision imposes a duty of confidentiality to prevent unauthorised disclosures
by persons exercising functions under this Act. It enhances the protection of an individual’s right to privacy
and promotes section 13(a) of the Charter.
Section 168(1) provides that it is an offence to breach the duty of confidentiality. However, section 168(2)
provides certain exceptions to the application of the duty in section 168(1), including where the information
is disclosed in the exercise of a function related to this Act, where disclosure is required or permitted by law,
where disclosure occurs with the consent of the person to whom the information relates, where the disclosed
information relates to public court proceedings, or where the disclosed information is publicly available.
Section 25(1) of the Charter provides that a person charged with a criminal offence has the right to be
presumed innocent until proved guilty according to law. The right in section 25(1) is relevant where a statutory
provision shifts the burden of proof onto an accused in a criminal proceeding such that the accused is required
to prove matters to establish, or raise evidence to suggest, that they are not guilty of an offence.
The exceptions in section 168(2) place an evidential burden on the accused in requiring them to raise evidence
of the relevant exception; however, in my opinion, this provision does not limit the right to be presumed
innocent. Section 168(1) provides a necessary safeguard against arbitrary disclosures of information, thereby
promoting the right to privacy of individuals whose protected information may otherwise be shared. The
exceptions in section 168(2) provide a mechanism by which accused persons exercising functions under the
Act may avoid liability if they fall under a relevant exception. Although the exceptions place an evidential
burden on the accused, in doing so, the legal burden of proof is not transferred to the accused. Once the
accused has pointed to evidence of a relevant exception, which will ordinarily be peculiarly within their
knowledge, the burden shifts back to the prosecution to prove the essential elements of the offence in
section 168(1). I do not consider that an evidential onus of this kind limits the right to be presumed innocent,
and courts in other jurisdictions have taken this approach.
In my opinion, the offence provision attaching to breach of the duty of confidentiality does not limit the right
to the presumption of innocence. Indeed, new section 168 provides a safeguard to protect against unauthorised
disclosures of protected information, thereby promoting the right to privacy in section 13(a) of the Charter.
Therefore, I consider section 168 to be compatible with section 25(1) of the Charter.
Publication of information by Regulatory Authority
New section 165(1) provides that the Regulatory Authority may publish the names of approved providers,
approved services and nominated supervisors and the address of each children’s service premises, as well as
other details prescribed in the regulations. The Regulatory Authority may also publish information about any
enforcement actions taken by it under the Act, including compliance notices, prosecutions, and cancellations
or suspensions of approvals (under new section 165(3)).
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In particular, new section 161(2)(c) gives the Regulatory Authority the power to maintain and publish
registers of approved providers and approved children’s services. New sections 163(1) and 164(1) require the
Regulatory Authority to keep a register of approved providers and a register of approved children’s services
containing the name of the approved provider, the name and address of each children’s service, and other
details prescribed in regulations. Any person, for example, a parent or guardian of a child seeking to find out
details about a children’s service before engaging that service, may obtain a copy of, or extract from, the
register of approved children’s services for a fee payable to the Regulatory Authority (under new
section 164(3)). As new section 165(2) also requires the Regulatory Authority to publish the register on its
website, the public is provided with online access to the register.
Not all information dealt with under these provisions will be of a private nature. However, to the extent that
the provisions relate to private information, any interference with the right to privacy will be neither unlawful
nor arbitrary. The type of information that may be published is clearly specified, and publication of that
information serves the necessary purpose of ensuring that parents and other members of the public are able
to make informed decisions about their dealings with children’s services. Persons whose details may be
published by the Regulatory Authority have voluntarily agreed to participate in an industry in which
regulation is necessary to ensure that only appropriate persons provide children’s services, thereby promoting
and protecting the rights and interests of the children attending a service. Furthermore, section 165(4)
minimises the impact on a person’s right to privacy by requiring the Regulatory Authority to remove the
identifying details of any person who is not an approved provider or nominated supervisor or is not subject to
a prosecution for an offence under the Act. The Regulatory Authority must also remove the identifying details
of a person with management or control of a children’s service if it is in the public interest to do so.
The publication of the identifying details of an approved provider or a nominated supervisor or person who
is subject to a prosecution for an offence under the Act, or for public interest reasons, is reasonable and
necessary in a scheme where the right to young children’s safety and protection is paramount. I therefore
consider that sections 161, 163, 164 and 165 are compatible with the Charter.
Powers of entry and inspection for waivers and approvals
Clause 8 of the Bill inserts new Part 3 of the Act, which includes certain powers of entry and inspection on
the part of the Regulatory Authority. These powers interfere with the right to privacy; however, in my opinion,
none of the provisions are unlawful or arbitrary, and therefore do not limit the right to privacy.
Under new section 45, the Regulatory Authority may inspect a children’s service premises at any reasonable
time for the purposes of determining an application for approval of a children’s service. Similarly, the
Regulatory Authority has powers of entry and inspection over a children’s service premises and office of the
applicant for the purposes of determining an application for service waiver (section 87(1)(b)) or a temporary
waiver (section 94(1)(b)). Under sections 85 and 92, an approved provider may apply for a waiver to exempt
them from complying with a particular requirement for a children’s service under the prescribed requirements
of the regulations. For example, an approved provider may seek a waiver of the staff to child ratio in
circumstances where it cannot comply due to staffing issues.
These entry and inspection powers may interfere with the provider’s right to privacy under section 13(a) of
the Charter; however, in my opinion, the interference is neither unlawful nor arbitrary. The Regulatory
Authority may only exercise its powers for the limited purpose of assessing an application. As it is the provider
who makes the application under new sections 42 (service approval), 85 (service waiver) or 92 (temporary
waiver), and this is the ‘trigger’ for the Regulatory Authority’s inspection, it is expected that in most cases,
the provider would consent to or at least have an expectation of the inspection taking place as it is for the
purpose of assessing their application. Further, section 45 specifies that any inspection for the purposes of
assessing an application for service approval is required to take place at a reasonable time.
Therefore, in my view, these provisions are appropriately confined and do not limit the right to privacy.
Powers of entry, inspection, search and seizure for monitoring and enforcement
Clause 8 of the Bill also inserts new Part 5B of the Act, which includes various powers of entry, inspection,
search and seizure on the part of the Regulatory Authority for the purpose of monitoring and enforcement.
Under new Part 5B, authorised officers are provided with particular powers of entry onto a children’s service
premises for three main purposes. In my opinion, these powers are neither unlawful nor arbitrary and therefore
do not limit the provider’s right to privacy. Some of the provisions also engage other rights under the
Charter—I will discuss the right to property (section 20) alongside the right to privacy below and I will assess
the compatibility of the provisions with other relevant rights separately below.
First, two new sections provide the Regulatory Authority and authorised officers with entry and inspection
powers for the purpose of ensuring the safety, health and wellbeing of children.
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New section 138(2) gives an authorised officer the power to enter and inspect any children’s service premises
at any reasonable time for two clearly defined reasons. The first is to monitor compliance with the Act, thereby
ensuring the safety, health and wellbeing of children and the quality provision of children’s services. The
second is to obtain the contact details of the parents or guardians of all children enrolled at the children’s
service in circumstances where the Regulatory Authority has asked the provider for this information under
new sections 35 or 81 because, after issuing the provider with a show cause notice, the Regulatory Authority
has determined to suspend or cancel the provider approval or service approval, and the provider has failed to
provide the requested contact details of parents. This information is required to enable the Regulatory
Authority to forewarn parents about its decision to suspend or cancel the provider or service approval and to
ensure that parents can make an informed decision about alternative care arrangements for their children.
Under section 138, authorised officers have wide powers to inspect the premises and any plant, equipment,
vehicle or thing on the premises, make copies of documents found on the premises and take any document or
thing at the premises (to the extent that the document or thing is used or is likely to be used in the provision
of children’s services). Authorised officers also have the power to ask a person at the premises to answer
questions or take reasonable steps to provide information or produce a document.
New section 131 provides the Regulatory Authority with the power to enter a children’s service premises
without a warrant if it reasonably considers that there is an immediate danger to the safety or health of a child
or children being educated and cared for by the children’s service. The Regulatory Authority has the power
to remove a child or children from the premises and use reasonable force if necessary. Although these powers
are extensive, I do not consider them to constitute unlawful or arbitrary interferences with privacy. This
provision is intended to apply in extremely limited circumstances, where entry onto the premises, removal of
a child and/or use of reasonable force is necessary to prevent or mitigate an immediate danger to a child.
There are internal safeguards to protect against arbitrary interferences with privacy in that any exercise of
power must be ‘necessary’ and any danger must be ‘immediate’. Further, any force that is exercised must be
‘reasonable’ in the circumstances for the protection of children. Given that the paramount objective of the Act
is to ensure the safety, health and wellbeing of children attending children’s services, these powers are
necessary to enable the Regulatory Authority to appropriately and effectively carry out its regulatory and
enforcement powers under the Act. This may also engage other rights under the Charter, for example, the
right not to be treated or punished in a cruel, inhuman or degrading way (section 10(b)) and the right to liberty
and security (section 21(1)); however, in my view, given that any use of force under new section 131 must be
‘reasonable’, the provision is appropriately confined so as not to give rise to any limit on those rights.
Therefore, given the paramount purpose of ensuring the protection of children, I consider the powers in
sections 138(1) and 131 to be reasonably aligned with the purposes for which they are to be exercised. Further,
in most circumstances, these powers will operate in relation to business premises instead of private premises,
and occupiers of such premises would have a limited expectation of privacy. If the premises is residential,
then section 138(5) provides that an authorised officer may only enter if an approved children’s service is
operating at the time of entry or with the occupier’s written consent.
Second, new section 139(1) provides that an authorised officer may exercise the powers to investigate an
approved children’s service if they reasonably suspect that an offence may have been or may be being
committed under the Act. Section 139(2) allows the authorised officer to enter the premises of the approved
provider, with any necessary assistants and at any reasonable time, with or without the provider’s consent,
and exercise various investigatory powers. These include searching the premises, testing or photographing
any part of the premises, taking a thing or sample from the premises for analysis or testing, and taking a copy
or extract of a document. The authorised officer can also require the occupier to provide information or
otherwise assist in the conduct of the investigation.
Similarly to sections 138 and 131, the powers in section 139 can only be used in clearly defined circumstances.
The powers of authorised officers are extensive; however, they are necessary for the important purpose of
investigating suspected offences under the Act and ensuring compliance with the regulatory scheme. In all
cases, the powers may only be exercised at a reasonable time and, in most cases, the powers would only be
exercised at a business premises where occupiers would have a limited expectation of privacy. In the event that
the powers are exercised at a residential premises, section 139(4) places a limit on this power by preventing an
authorised officer from entering a residence unless the authorised officer reasonably believes that an approved
children’s service is operating at the residence or the occupier of the residence has consented in writing.
New section 140(1) extends the power in section 139 to the principal office or business office of the approved
provider if the authorised officer reasonable suspects that documents or other evidence relevant to the possible
commission of an offence against the Act are present there. The powers under section 140(2) are the same as
those under section 139(2), however, the powers with respect to offices may only be exercised with the
consent of the occupier. Section 140(3) contains a safeguard to ensure that, before entry, the authorised officer
produces their identity card for inspection and informs the occupier of particular information, including the

BILLS
Thursday, 17 October 2019

Legislative Council

purpose for the search, the powers that may be exercised, and the right of the occupier to refuse to consent to
entry or to the taking of any document of thing from the premises.
Third, new sections 141(1) and 142(1) provide powers to authorised officers to enter premises upon the
reasonable belief that a person is operating a children’s service without the necessary provider and service
approvals, thereby in contravention of new section 99. The authorised officer must have reasonable grounds
for such a belief. Section 141(1) gives an authorised officer the power to enter any premises (including
residential or business) with the written consent of the occupier, for the purpose of determining whether a
children’s service is operating without a service approval at or from the premises. Section 142(1) gives an
authorised officer the power to enter any premises with a search warrant for the same purpose as in
section 141(1). The authorised officer who exercises a power of entry under either section may do a number
of things, including searching any part of the premises, inspecting or filming any part of the premises, copying
or taking an extract of any document on the premises, and taking any thing from the premises.
In my opinion, the entry and search powers in sections 141 and 142 are sufficiently constrained.
Section 141(2) specifies that, before entry, the authorised officer must produce their identity card for
inspection and inform the occupier of particular information, including the purpose for the search, the powers
that may be exercised, and the right of the occupier to refuse to consent to entry or to the taking of any
document of thing from the premises. It is only once these steps have been taken, and the occupier has given
their informed consent, that the entry and search powers under section 141 are enlivened. Further, although
the occupier’s consent is not required under section 142, the powers may only be exercised under the authority
of a warrant.
Having regard to the powers in sections 138, 131, 139, 140, 141 and 142, I consider that any interference with
the right to privacy is lawful and not arbitrary. First and foremost, the powers are reasonably required to
monitor compliance with the regulatory scheme and are limited to that purpose. They are necessary to ensure
the detection and prosecution of offences against the Act, which assists the Regulatory Authority (and, more
broadly, the industry) to promote the paramount right to protection of children under section 17(2) of the
Charter. Further, the powers are proportionate to the purposes for which they will be used. In most
circumstances, the search and entry provisions will operate in relation to business premises, as opposed to
private residences where occupiers may have a higher expectation of privacy. In the event that the powers are
exercised at residential premises, the provisions provide that the powers may not be exercised except in certain
circumstances, including with the consent of the occupier. The provisions themselves also embed protections,
including a requirement that certain inspections occur at a ‘reasonable time’ and, if a children’s service
premises is suspected of operating without a service approval, restrictions on the exercise of powers without
the informed consent of the occupier or a search warrant.
Therefore, I consider that any interference with privacy caused by the exercise of powers in new sections 138,
131, 139, 140, 141 and 142 is neither unlawful nor arbitrary. Accordingly, I consider those sections to be
compatible with the right to privacy under section 13(a) of the Charter.
Right to property
The search and seizure powers in new sections 138, 139, 140, 141 and 142 may also engage the right to
property under section 20 of the Charter, which provides that a person must not be deprived of their property
other than in accordance with law. Those sections allow an authorised officer to seize and retain items from
a children’s service premises, or from the principal or business office of an approved provider, for the
purposes of monitoring compliance with the Act and/or obtaining evidence about whether an offence under
the Act has been, or is being, committed.
However, there are multiple safeguards in the Act in relation to the seizure and retention of property. First,
sections 138(3) and 139(3) confine the taking of documents or things by an authorised officer to only those
documents or things that are used or are likely to be used in the provision of a children’s service. Second, the
Act regulates the retention and return of those things or documents to the owner. A document or thing may
only be taken pursuant to section 138 after notice is given to the person in charge or to the occupier of the
premises and must be returned within seven days. Section 143 regulates the retention and return of things
taken pursuant to sections 139, 140, 141 and 142 by providing that the authorised officer must take reasonable
steps to return the thing to the owner if the reason for the taking no longer exists. It also sets the maximum
period of retention at 60 days (subject to limited exceptions) and provides a right of reasonable access to the
owner while the item is in the possession of the authorised officer. In light of these factors, I consider that any
deprivation of property caused by new sections 138, 139, 140, 141 and 142 will be temporary, lawful and
therefore compatible with the right to property under section 20 of the Charter.
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Requirements to provide information to the Regulatory Authority or an authorised officer
I will now address the human rights impacts of numerous new provisions in the Act, to be inserted by clause 8
of the Bill, that require a person to provide information to the Regulatory Authority. These new sections are
sections 11, 14, 22, 35, 37, 39 and 40 (in Part 2 regarding provider approvals), sections 43, 44, 45, 53, 55, 56,
59, 64, 81, 83, 86, 87, 93, 94 (in Part 3 regarding service approvals), section 127 (in Part 5 regarding
compliance with the Act), section 133 (in Part 5A regarding reviews) and sections 138, 139, 140, 141, 142,
145, 146, 147, 155 and 156 (in Part 5B regarding monitoring and enforcement).
These provisions require a person to provide information in clearly specified circumstances to the Regulatory
Authority. The circumstances in which information must be provided include for the purposes of provider
and service approvals, for the purposes of variations, suspensions, transfers or reviews of such approvals, for
the purposes of temporary waivers or service waivers, for the purposes of applications to lift prohibition
notices, and for the purposes of monitoring and enforcing compliance with the Act. In all of the relevant
provisions, the information that is sought from particular persons is reasonably required for the fulfilment of
one of the specified purposes.
The information that must be provided under the Act is, in some circumstances, likely to include personal
information and may include information regarding an applicant’s criminal history, medical condition or
financial status. It is particularly likely that persons will be required to provide personal information where
the Regulatory Authority is assessing or reassessing whether they are ‘fit and proper’ to provide services to
children for the purpose of section 12 (see also sections 13 and 21). It is also likely that personal information
will be required to be shared with the Regulatory Authority if it is investigating suspected non-compliance
with the Act. To the extent that information required under these provisions relates to individuals, these
provisions engage the right to privacy under section 13(a) of the Charter.
However, any interference with the right to privacy caused by these sections is neither unlawful nor arbitrary.
The instances in which persons must provide information to the Regulatory Authority are clearly defined in
the Act. Furthermore, the provisions are necessary to uphold the rights of children to protection by ensuring
that the Regulatory Authority is well-placed to make informed decisions about the fitness and propriety of
particular persons to provide or engage in children’s services or be present at children’s service premises. For
the same reasons, the provisions are critical for ensuring that the Regulatory Authority can properly monitor
compliance with the Act and provide relevant, accurate and up-to-date information to the public, most
importantly parents of children receiving children’s services, about children’s services. Further, the provisions
only operate with respect to persons who have voluntarily agreed to be regulated by the legislative scheme
under the Act, or who have applied to be. Therefore, to the extent that those persons wish to participate in the
children’s services industry, the requirement to provide information to the Regulatory Authority in certain
circumstances dually furthers the interests of those persons and protects the interests of children.
Further, sections 35 and 81 identify the circumstances where an approved provider must provide the
Regulatory Authority with the identity and contact details of all parents or guardians of children enrolled at a
children’s service. These sections engage the right to privacy of those parents and guardians. However, I
consider that any interference with such right is neither unlawful nor arbitrary. The circumstances in which
such information is to be provided are clearly defined in the Act, and the purpose of sharing the information
is to ensure that the Regulatory Authority is able to keep parents and guardians informed of any changes to
the approval status of an approved provider or children’s service. This also ensures that parents and guardians
are able to make informed decisions regarding where their children receive education or care services.
I therefore consider that the new sections of the Bill relating to the provision of information to the Regulatory
Authority or an authorised officer are compatible with section 13(a) of the Charter.
Right to freedom of expression
Section 15(2) of the Charter provides that every person has the right to freedom of expression. This includes
the right to seek, receive and impart information and ideas of all kinds. Section 15(3) provides that special
duties and responsibilities attach to the right of freedom of expression and the right may be subject to lawful
restrictions reasonably necessary to respect the rights and reputation of other persons, or for the protection of
national security, public order, public health or public morality.
New section 100 of the Bill engages the right to freedom of expression by providing that it is an offence to
knowingly advertise a service as a children’s service if that service has not been approved. The offence
provision may interfere with the rights of providers of unapproved children’s services to express themselves
by advertising children’s services. However, in my opinion, any restriction on the right to freedom of
expression falls under the exception in section 15(3) as it is reasonably necessary to respect the rights of
children and protect public health and public order. Services that have not been approved cannot be
guaranteed to meet the standards enforced under the Act, and so could potentially pose a risk to the safety,
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health, and wellbeing of children in their care. This provision both protects the best interests of children and
promotes public health and public order by ensuring parents can make confident and informed choices about
providers of children’s services that can be entrusted with the care of their children.
The right to freedom of expression also includes the right not to express oneself. As discussed above in the
context of the right to privacy, there are several provisions in the Bill that compel individuals to provide
information to the Regulatory Authority or authorised officers so as to enable them to carry out their functions
in relation to monitoring and enforcing compliance under the Act. Other new sections require the display of
certain information at the children’s service premises (for example, new section 112), or the communication
to the Regulatory Authority, or relevant parents, of certain events (for example, new sections 35, 36, 37, 38,
39, 55, 56, 59, 69, 81, 82, 83, 84 and 114). These provisions thereby interfere with the rights of individuals
not to express themselves.
To the extent that these provisions engage the right not to express oneself, I consider that they fall within the
internal limitation in section 15(3) of the Charter. These restrictions are reasonably necessary to respect and
protect the rights of children to protection, particularly in line with section 17(2) of the Charter. The provisions
are also reasonably necessary for the protection of public health and public order, specifically the safety,
health, and wellbeing of children, so as to ensure the effective monitoring and enforcement of the regulatory
standards in the Act. Any limitation on the right to freedom of expression is reasonably proportionate to these
purposes. Accordingly, I consider that the provisions are compatible with the Charter.
Right to be presumed innocent
Section 25(1) of the Charter states that a person charged with a criminal offence has the right to be presumed
innocent until proved guilty according to law. I will now address the provisions in the Bill that may impact
this right.
As discussed above, the right to the presumption of innocence is relevant where a statutory provision shifts
the burden of proof onto an accused in a criminal proceeding so that the accused is required to prove matters
to establish, or raise evidence to suggest, that they are not guilty of an offence. The Bill contains a number of
new offence provisions which include various exceptions through which an accused may escape liability,
including new section 168 in relation to breach of the duty of confidentiality as discussed above. These
sections, read in conjunction with section 72 of the Criminal Procedure Act 2009, impose an evidentiary
burden on the accused in requiring them to raise evidence of the particular exception. In my opinion, none of
the provisions limit the right to be presumed innocent.
Section 149 provides that a person must not, ‘without reasonable excuse’, refuse to answer questions or
produce documents as required by an authorised officer, or fail to assist an authorised officer in conducting
an investigation under a search warrant. Section 150 provides that a person must not, ‘without lawful
authority’, destroy or damage any notice or document given, prepared or kept under the Act. By including the
words ‘without reasonable excuse’ and ‘without lawful authority’, these provisions impose an evidential onus
on an accused to adduce or point to evidence that goes to the excuse or authority.
Similarly to new section 168 as discussed above, these provisions do not inappropriately transfer the burden
of proof to the accused. Once the accused has adduced or pointed to evidence to establish the exception, the
burden shifts back to the prosecution to prove the absence of the exception beyond a reasonable doubt. The
defences of reasonable excuse and lawful authority relate to matters within the particular knowledge of the
accused and, if the onus were placed on the prosecution, would involve proof of a negative which would be
logistically difficult. Furthermore, the burdens do not relate to essential elements of the offences and are only
imposed on the accused to raise evidence that supports the existence of a reasonable excuse or lawful
authority. Therefore, I do not consider that the evidential onus imposed on the accused in these offence
provisions limits the presumption of innocence under section 25(1) of the Charter.
Right to freedom of movement
Section 12 of the Charter provides that every person lawfully within Victoria has the right to move freely
within Victoria and to enter and leave it, and has the freedom to choose where to live. The right to move freely
within Victoria is not dependent on any particular purpose or reason for a person wanting to move or stay in
a particular place. It encompasses a right not to be forced to move to, or from, a particular location.
New sections 110 and 111 of the Bill limit the ability of certain people to attend the premises at which a
children’s service is operating, thereby limiting their freedom of movement. Section 110 imposes obligations
on approved providers and nominated supervisors to ensure that ‘unauthorised persons’ do not remain on the
children’s service premises while children are being educated and cared for unless they are under the direct
supervision of an educator or staff member. An ‘unauthorised person’ is generally someone who does not
hold a working with children assessment notice or is not a parent or guardian of a child at the children’s
service. Section 111 limits the right to freedom of movement by providing that the Regulatory Authority may
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make a direction that an ‘inappropriate person’ be excluded from a children’s service premises. An
‘inappropriate person’ is a person who may pose a risk to the health, safety and wellbeing of a child attending
the service, or whose behaviour or state of mind is such that it would be inappropriate for that person to remain
on the premises while children are present (for example, a person under the influence of drugs or alcohol).
Further, new section 155(2)(c) provides the Regulatory Authority with powers to compel approved providers,
nominated supervisors, staff members and volunteers at a children’s service to appear before it to give
evidence or provide documents if it reasonably suspects that an offence has or may have been committed
against the Act. This provision limits a person’s freedom of movement to the extent that the person may be
compelled to be physically present before the Regulatory Authority at a particular location at a specified time
for the purpose of giving evidence or producing documents.
The right to freedom of movement is not an absolute right and may be subject to reasonable limitations
pursuant to section 7(2) of the Charter. In my opinion, the limitations on the right to freedom of movement in
sections 110 and 111 are reasonably necessary for, and directly and rationally connected to, the purpose of
preventing harm to children. They ensure that children are protected from exposure to unauthorised or
inappropriate persons who may present a real risk to their safety, health or wellbeing. Their operation is
limited to the children’s service premises and does not otherwise affect freedom of movement outside these
premises. In any event, unauthorised persons are permitted to attend the premises if they are supervised by an
educator or other staff member of the service. And although inappropriate persons will be entirely excluded
from such premises if the Regulatory Authority makes a direction to that effect, such directions are intended
to be used as an emergency measure of limited duration. If appropriate, a person who considers they have
been wrongly subject to such a direction may seek judicial review of the Regulatory Authority’s decision.
Similarly, the limitation on the right to freedom of movement in section 155(2)(c) is reasonably necessary for
the furtherance of investigations under the Act. Such investigations are integral to the effectiveness of the
regulatory regime and, in a more general sense, to advance the best interests of children receiving children’s
services. The provision compels particular individuals to participate in the Regulatory Authority’s
investigation of suspected offences under the Act when those individuals have knowledge or insight into the
relevant events or persons involved. This measure is required to ensure the cooperation of participants in the
regulatory scheme.
In my opinion, there are no less restrictive means available to achieve the purposes of the limitations.
Therefore, I consider that the limitations on the right to freedom of movement in new sections 110, 111 and
155(2)(c) are demonstrably justifiable and the provisions are compatible with the Charter.
Privilege against self-incrimination
Section 25(2)(k) of the Charter provides that a person charged with a criminal offence is entitled not to be
compelled to testify against themselves or to confess guilt.
New Part 5B of the Bill contains various sections that compel persons involved in the provision of children’s
services to answer questions, provide information or produce documents in certain circumstances. The
privilege against self-incrimination is expressly preserved by new section 152, which states that an individual
may refuse or fail to give information or do any other thing that they are required to do under the Act if it
might incriminate them. Further, new section 153 provides that an authorised officer must advise a person of
the effect of section 152 before requiring them to answer a question or provide information or a document so
as to ensure that they are aware that the privilege against self-incrimination is not abrogated.
There are three sets of circumstances in which the privilege will not apply. First, it does not extend to the
production of documents that are required to be kept under the Act. Nevertheless, section 152(3) provides an
immunity in respect of such documents obtained by the Regulatory Authority under its coercive powers,
stating that any document that is required to be kept under the Act that is produced by an individual or any
information obtained directly or indirectly from that document produced by an individual is not admissible in
evidence against the individual in any criminal proceedings (except for criminal proceedings under the Act)
or in any civil proceedings. For use in other proceedings, that information would need to be re-collected with
those proceedings as the purpose. To the extent that documents may be used in criminal proceedings under
the Act, this provision may limit the right to the privilege against self-incrimination.
Although the privilege against self-incrimination is important, courts have interpreted it as being subject to
reasonable limitations. In this case, the purpose of the limitation in section 152(3) is to ensure that the
regulatory regime can be adequately monitored and enforced, with the ultimate aim of protecting children
from harm. It is necessary that such documents are available to be used as evidence in proceedings under the
Act for the purpose of enforcing the regulatory scheme. Without those documents, it would be difficult to
prove breaches of many of the regulatory obligations under the Act, particularly those that require recordkeeping. I also note that the only documents affected are those which the Act specifically requires to be kept,
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so it is appropriate that they be available in proceedings under the Act. In any event, case law indicates that
the privilege against self-incrimination is stronger in relation to oral testimony than documentary evidence,
particularly as in this case where documents are required to be kept as part of a regulatory regime. Therefore,
given that the limitation gives effect to the best interests of the child as protected by section 17(2) of the
Charter, in my opinion, it is reasonably justified under s 7(2).
The second exception to section 152 is in relation to providing the individual’s name or address in accordance
with the Act. However, in my opinion, such information does not constitute information that would tend to
incriminate the person, and so the privilege against self-incrimination does not arise in these circumstances.
The third exception to section 152 is in relation to anything that is required to be done under new sections 155
and 156, which provide that the Regulatory Authority may require a person involved in the provision of
children’s services to answer questions, provide information or produce documents if it reasonably suspects
that an offence has or may have been committed against the Act.
The Act distinguishes between, on the one hand, documents produced under sections 155 and 156 and, on the
other hand, answers and information provided under sections 155 and 156. Section 159(2) provides an
immunity in relation to answers and information disclosed under sections 155 or 156, such that answers and
information, as well as information obtained directly or indirectly because of answers or information, are not
admissible in evidence against the individual in criminal proceedings (except proceedings under section 158
or 182 of the Act) or any civil proceedings. Section 158 relates to hindering or obstructing the Regulatory
Authority in its exercise of powers under sections 155 and 156, and section 182 relates to providing false or
misleading information or documents to the Regulatory Authority. To the extent that self-incriminating
answers or information are used in proceedings under section 158 or 182, this may limit the right to the
privilege against self-incrimination. However, given that information or answers obtained pursuant to the
powers in sections 155 and 156 may themselves form part of the obstruction or hindrance, or may constitute
false or misleading information, I consider that this exception is reasonably necessary to deter future attempts
to hinder, obstruct or mislead investigations by the Regulatory Authority under the Act.
In relation to documents containing self-incriminatory information that are produced pursuant to sections 155
and 156, section 159(3), like section 152(3), allows for documents of this kind to be used in criminal
proceedings under the Act. This may limit the privilege against self-incrimination. To the extent that
documents obtained pursuant to sections 155 and 156 may be used in criminal proceedings under the Act, I
refer to the discussion above in relation to section 152(3).
Therefore, in my opinion, the exceptions to the privilege against self-incrimination facilitate the proper
enforcement of the regulatory regime by enabling successful prosecutions for failure to comply with the
regime in specific circumstances. Further, I note that the limitations apply only to persons who voluntarily
choose to participate in the provision of children’s services, which is a highly regulated industry. They do not
apply to members of the general public. The Regulatory Authority requires the cooperation of participants in
the industry to monitor and ensure compliance. Given that the limitation on the privilege against selfincrimination only applies in confined circumstances and is necessary to ensure the proper enforcement of
the regulatory regime so as to protect the best interests of children, I consider that any limitation is
demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the Charter. Therefore, I consider sections 152 and 159 to be
compatible with the Charter.
The Hon. Gayle Tierney MP
Minister for Training and Skills
Minister for Higher Education

Second reading
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (19:31): I move:
That the second-reading speech be incorporated into Hansard.

Motion agreed to.
Mr SOMYUREK: I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.
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Incorporated speech as follows:
Objectives
This Bill aligns the Children’s Services Act 1996 with the National Quality Framework, where appropriate,
to ensure a consistent and contemporary regulatory framework for all Victorian early childhood services,
regardless of which regulatory regime applies to that service.
Most education and care services in Victoria are regulated under the National Quality Framework, or NQF.
The NQF is a jointly governed, unified regulatory framework covering long day care, family day care,
preschool and outside school hours care services.
The remaining services, primarily occasional care services, are regulated under the Victorian Children’s
Services Act.
Currently about 350, or 8 percent of services in Victoria are regulated under the Children’s Services Act, or
CS Act. The main feature of these services is that children attend for short periods of time, for example
occasional care at a Neighbourhood House or a sports and leisure centre.
These services are operated by a range of providers such as local government, not for profit, for profit, or
community organisations.
Quality early childhood education is important for early childhood development, educational outcomes, and
whole-of-life achievement. Occasional care services play an important role in providing access to flexible and
affordable care, particularly for regional and rural families.
It is important that services in this part of the sector are underpinned by a quality, contemporary regulatory
framework.
The first major review of the NQF by the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) was completed in 2017.
This review considered, but decided against, bringing the remaining out of scope children’s services within the
scope of the NQF, largely due to the complexity of bringing a diverse range of services into the NQF.
This decision presented an opportunity to update the Victorian children’s services law to better align it with
the NQF, particularly because the regulatory regimes are similar but not consistent. This can cause confusion
and administrative burden for services operating under both regimes. It also provides an opportunity to
improve educational outcomes for children in all Victorian education and care services, by helping to drive
quality in the children’s services sector.
The Bill better aligns the two regimes to simplify regulatory arrangements and ensure more consistent
minimum standards.
Aligning the regulatory regimes will realise a number of benefits for services and the regulator, including:
•

reducing red tape and the risk of confusion for providers and services

•

ensuring there is a robust, contemporary regulatory framework for all early childhood services in
Victoria

•

achieving greater consistency for families accessing services

•

establishing greater equity across operational requirements and offences

•

making available a more comprehensive suite of enforcement powers

•

enabling potential efficiencies for the regulatory authority.

A key area where alignment is not proposed is that children’s services will not, under the CS Act as amended
by the Bill, be assessed and quality rated against the National Quality Standard as services are under the NQF.
This is because it would be too burdensome for services operating for limited hours, and would require
significant additional regulatory investment.
The Bill is not expected to impose burden or cost on service providers. It will simplify matters for providers.
The Bill aims to reduce red tape, for example by streamlining licensing processes and allowing services to be
transferred between approved providers.
Transitioning to the new licensing regime will require minimal action on the part of providers. The Bill will
automatically convert licences to the new approvals, and declare key personnel to hold the equivalent roles.
The Department will provide support and guidance on the new requirements, at an individual provider level
if necessary.
The Children’s Services Act and the National Law set out the architecture of the licensing frameworks, whilst
the operational requirements for services such requirements for staffing and premises are in the Children’s
Services Regulations 2009.
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The Bill does not affect these requirements. However, the Regulations will also be reviewed and remade
before they expire in May 2020. Consultation on the amendments to the Regulations will occur later this year.
Summary of Bill
The Bill will align the current children’s services licensing regime in the Act with the provider and service
approval regime in the Education and Care Services National Law (National Law).
The Bill adopts the relevant objectives and guiding principles in the National Law. These focus on quality
educational and developmental outcomes, and the safety, health and wellbeing of children.
The Bill retains the term ‘children’s service’ so that it is clear that these services are separate to NQF education
and care services.
Other terminology in the CS Act will be aligned with the NQF, for example, licensees will become approved
providers, and licences will become service approvals.
The licensing structure and approvals processes will be aligned, so that fixed term licences will be replaced with
ongoing service approvals. An approved provider will be able to operate multiple services under the CS Act,
under a single provider approval. Service approvals will be transferrable between approved providers (subject to
approval by the regulatory authority), which will increase flexibility for approved providers. Furthermore, under
deeming provisions, approved providers under the NQF will be able to operate services under the CS Act without
going through an application process for a separate provider approval under the CS Act.
The basic requirements to operate a children’s service will be aligned with the National Law. For example, new
approved providers under the CS Act will have to appoint nominated supervisors and persons in day-to-day
charge of services. While these roles are fundamentally the same as the existing roles, there will be more explicit
requirements about what the approved provider must consider when appointing these responsible persons.
Currently, the CS Act requires an educational or recreational program that is based on the developmental
needs, interests and experiences of each child, and which is designed to take into account the individual
differences of those children.
This requirement will be strengthened by aligning it with the National Law requirement to deliver a program
based on an approved learning framework (i.e. a learning framework that is already approved for the purposes
of the NQF). The program will need to be proportionate and reflect the nature of the education and care
provided and how long the children attend. Information and resources will be provided to help services
develop programs appropriate for their service.
The compliance approach under the National Law gives the regulatory authority more flexible options. The
monitoring and enforcement provisions in the CS Act will be aligned with their equivalent provisions in the
National Law. This will include the ability to prohibit an individual from working in children’s services if
they pose an unacceptable risk of harm to children.
The Bill aligns the offences and penalties in the CS Act as closely as possible with those in the National Law.
The Bill introduces some new offences, like operating a children’s service without a ‘nominated supervisor’.
However, other offences will remain the same; for example, it is currently an offence under both regulatory
regimes to inadequately supervise children.
The CS Act will continue to express penalties in penalty units in accordance with Victorian legislative policy,
whereas the National Law expresses them in dollar amounts.
Alignment with the National Law will mean that an offence will carry a different maximum penalty for
individuals and corporate bodies. In most cases, the proposed new maximum penalties will be lower for
individuals and higher for corporate bodies.
The approved associated children’s service (AACS) is a service approval model that was devised when the
NQF was introduced to overcome the need for a provider to obtain service approvals under two regulatory
regimes. It enables an approved provider to operate a service under the NQF and a service under the CS Act
at the same location, under a single NQF service approval.
The Bill phases out AACSs in Victoria by 2022. This is because once the two regulatory regimes are aligned,
there will be no need for the AACS model in Victoria. Approved providers under the NQF will be able to
operate separate services under both regulatory regimes. They will enjoy the same flexibility as that offered by
the AACS model, such as lower staffing requirements in the AACS and reciprocal recognition of supervisors.
To minimise the impacts of the changes for service providers, transitional arrangements in the Bill:
•

recognise licence approvals in place on the commencement date, so current licence holders can
efficiently transition to the new CS Act regime
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•

ensure any service that is exempt from a requirement under the CS Act or Regulations (e.g. staffto-child ratios) has six months from when the reforms begin to apply for a service waiver in respect
of the equivalent requirement under the CS Act (as amended)

•

provide processes for dealing with licence applications that are in progress when the reforms
commence.

Conclusion
While the Bill is of a largely technical nature, in that it aligns the existing regulatory scheme with the National
Law, it will also ensure that all education and care services in Victoria are regulated under a contemporary
regulatory regime, with consistent requirements for all providers. This provides a significant opportunity to
modernise the regulation of children’s services in Victoria and to drive quality improvements across the
sector, which will in turn improve the educational and developmental outcomes of Victorian children.
I commend the Bill to the house.

Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (19:31): On behalf of my colleague Ms Wooldridge,
I move:
That debate on this bill be adjourned for one week.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for one week.
CONSUMER LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Introduction and first reading
The PRESIDENT (19:32): I have a further message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act to amend
the Australian Consumer Law and Fair Trading Act 2012, the Domestic Building Contracts Act 1995,
the Fundraising Act 1998, the Residential Tenancies Act 1997, the Residential Tenancies Amendment
Act 2018 and the Sex Work Act 1994 and for other purposes’.

Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (19:32): I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

Motion agreed to.
Read first time.
Mr SOMYUREK: I move, by leave:
That the second reading be taken forthwith.

Motion agreed to.
Statement of compatibility
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (19:32): I lay on the table a statement of compatibility with the Charter of Human
Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
Opening paragraphs
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006, (the Charter), I
make this Statement of Compatibility with respect to the Consumer Legislation Amendment Bill 2019.
In my opinion, the Consumer Legislation Amendment 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.
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Overview
Relevantly, the Bill will:
•

amend the Australian Consumer Law and Fair Trading Act 2012 (ACLFT Act) to give the Director
of Consumer Affairs Victoria power to obtain information, documents and evidence to investigate
or inquire into potential unfair contract terms and to allow private litigants to use as prima facie
(non-conclusive) evidence, admissions made by respondents in earlier proceedings;

•

amend the Domestic Building Contracts Act 1995 (DBCA) to insert a new ground to reject a
referral of a domestic building work dispute for conciliation under that Act where an application
concerning the dispute has already been made under the Building and Construction Industry
Security of Payment Act 2002 (BCISP Act); and

•

amend the Residential Tenancies Act 1997 (RTA) to introduce new requirements concerning pets
under a residential tenancy agreement, including a new ground for issuing a notice to vacate to a
tenant where a pet is kept without the appropriate consents.

Human Rights Issues
The human rights protected by the Charter that are relevant to the Bill are:
•

The right to privacy and reputation (section 13)

•

The right to freedom of expression (section 15)

•

The protection of families and children (section 17)

•

Property rights (section 20)

•

The right to a fair hearing (section 24)

•

The protection against self-incrimination (section 25(2)(k))

The right to privacy (section 13), protection of children and families (section 17) and property rights
(section 20)
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 17 of the Charter provides that families are the fundamental group unit of society and are entitled to
be protected by society and the State. Section 17 further provides that every child has the right, without
discrimination, to such protection as is in their best interests and is needed by them by reason of being a child.
Section 20 of the Charter provides that a person must not be deprived of their property other than in
accordance with law. This right requires that powers which authorise the deprivation of property are conferred
by legislation or common law, are confined and structured rather than unclear, are accessible to the public
and are formulated precisely.
New section 126A to be inserted into the ACLFT Act by clause 3 of the Bill will allow the Director of CAV
to use powers to obtain information about potentially unfair contractual terms from suppliers in an
investigation for the purposes of determining whether or not to make an application to the court under
section 250 of the Australian Consumer Law Victoria (ACL (Vic)) for a declaration.
To the extent that natural persons are affected, this proposal engages, but is unlikely to limit, the right of
individuals not to have their privacy, family, home or correspondence unlawfully or arbitrarily interfered with
by public authorities, and the right of individuals not to be deprived of their property other than in accordance
with the law.
Currently, the ACFLT Act allows the Director of Consumer Affairs Victoria (CAV) to issue a written notice
requiring a person to give information, produce documents, or appear before the Director to do so. The notice
can be given to a person whom the Director believes is capable of providing information or producing
documents that may assist the Director in ‘monitoring compliance’ with the Act or the regulations
(section 125), and providing information, producing documents or giving evidence relating to a matter that
‘constitutes, or may constitute, a contravention’ of the ACLFT Act or the regulations (section 126).
These powers are intended to apply broadly across the ACL (Vic) without any exceptions. However, the
unfair contract terms protections differ from other ACL protections by not requiring or prohibiting any
conduct as such. Rather, these protections allow a court to declare an unfair term in a standard form contract
void so that it cannot be enforced against a consumer.
As there is technically no legislative requirement or prohibition to comply with or to contravene, some
regulators have been challenged on their ability to obtain information about whether a term may be in a
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business’s legitimate interests. This information is critical to determining whether a term is ‘unfair’ (as defined
by section 24 of the ACL (Vic)).
This is an unintended drafting issue that inhibits the effective operation of the regulatory scheme. Where
voluntary information from a business is not available or reliable, regulators can only obtain relevant
information by initiating court discovery processes. Where the case against a defendant is weak, an
unnecessary court action can waste the resources of businesses, courts and governments.
Clarifying that the existing investigative powers under the ACLFTA extend to the ACL(Vic) unfair contract
terms protections will allow the Director of CAV and inspectors to access material evidencing unfairness.
This proposal will allow the Director of CAV to properly assess the merits of taking representative actions
for affected consumers and administer the legislative scheme effectively and consistently with other ACL
regulators that do not have this drafting issue. In relation to privacy and property rights, the investigatory
focus will tend to focus on the legitimate interests of a business, and not all information required is likely to
be of a private nature or belong to the individual in a personal capacity.
In any case, the information-gathering powers (and document seizure powers under section 127(c) of the
ACLFT Act, which remain unchanged) would not be unlawful or arbitrary and are proportionate to a
legitimate aim. They are circumscribed in scope and apply only to material necessary to establish whether or
not a term may be unfair under the ACL (Vic). The proposal would not affect the existing obligation for the
Director to return any documents that are seized (section 129 of the ACLFT Act), or for individuals to
complain to the Secretary of the Department of Justice and Community Safety about the exercise of the
Director’s powers (under section 131).
Section 13(a) of the Charter includes a right to protection from arbitrary or unlawful interference with a
person’s home. Section 17 of the Charter protects families as the fundamental group unit of society and the
State and protects the best interests of children.
Clause 47 of the Bill will insert a new notice to vacate rented premises in circumstances where:
•

VCAT has made an order excluding a pet from the rented premises;

•

at least 14 days have passed since the making of the order; and

•

the tenant has not complied with that order.

The circumstances in which a tenant may be given a notice to vacate under new section 262A are clearly set
out in the Bill and are appropriately circumscribed. The provision is necessary for the proper operation of the
residential tenancies scheme and can only be exercised in circumstances where a person has failed to comply
with an order of VCAT.
While the giving of a notice to vacate under the new provision may lead to a family’s exclusion from rented
premises, it will be in accordance with law and any limitation on the right to families will be reasonably
justifiable under the scheme of the Act. Accordingly, I am of the opinion that this provision is compatible
with the rights in section 13(a) and section 17of the Charter.
The right to freedom of expression (section 15)
Section 15(2) of the Charter provides that every person has the right to freedom of expression. Section 15(3)
of the Charter provides 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 and for the protection of national security, public order, public health or public morality.
New section 126A to be inserted into the ACLFT Act by clause 3 of the Bill may limit the right to freedom
of expression as it includes the power to compel answers to questions and require the provision of documents.
However, as I have noted, this right is not absolute and can be subject to lawful restrictions. Unfair contract
terms in standard form contracts have the potential to adversely affect the rights of a large segment of the
public, and regulatory powers to compel provision of information therefore have the important purpose of
protecting consumers.
Any limitation on the right to freedom of expression is reasonable, justified and proportionate to the legitimate
and important purpose of protecting the rights of others and ensuring an effective regulatory scheme. There
are no less restrictive means reasonably available to achieve the purpose of this proposal.
The right to a fair hearing (section 24) and protection against self-incrimination (section 25(2)(k))
Section 24(1) of the Charter provides that a person charged with a criminal offence or a party to a civil
proceeding has the right to have the charge or proceeding decided by a competent, independent and impartial
court or tribunal after a fair and public hearing.
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Section 25(2)(k) provides that a person charged with a criminal offence is entitled without discrimination to
not be compelled to testify against themselves or to confess guilt.
New section 126A to be inserted into the ACLFT Act by clause 3 of the Bill which includes the power to
compel answers to questions and require the provision of documents, could potentially require a person to
provide self-incriminatory material. While there is no penalty under the ACL(Vic) for using an unfair contract
term, there is the potential for material or information produced under s126A to incriminate a person in
relation to other provisions of the ACL(Vic) or under other laws.
Clause 5 of the Bill substitutes section 215 of the ACLFT Act which sets out circumstances in which findings
and admissions of fact in earlier proceedings may be used as evidence in subsequent proceedings under that
Act or under the ACL (Vic). Substituted section 215 will ease the evidentiary requirements for private litigants
by expanding the existing ‘follow-on’ provision in local laws that apply the ACL so that private litigants may
use facts admitted by the same defendant in an earlier proceeding as evidence in a consumer action for
damages or compensation.
However, the exercise of powers under proposed section 126A will be subject to existing direct use
immunities under sections 125(4) and 126(5) of the ACLFT Act. Any information provided by individuals
would not be admissible as evidence in any criminal proceedings except for proceedings alleging failure to
comply with the Director’s notice under new section 126A. The penalties for such failure are relatively low.
The bill does not limit section 25(2)(k), because the person required to provide answers or to produce
documents is not a person who has been charged with a criminal offence. The powers under section 126A
will exercised before any action for a contravention of the Act or regulations is taken. In addition, the person
is not being required to testify against themselves because they are not giving evidence in court. Finally, the
person is not being required to confess guilt.
Even if the bill could be said to limit section 25(2)(k), the limitations are reasonable and justified because of
the fact that the investigation could be blocked by non‐disclosure of the relevant information
No further or derivative immunity (to protect against the use of further evidence that is uncovered as a result
of the compelled material) is appropriate. In a regulated commercial context, further immunities may prolong
investigations, complicate trials, and create risks that defendants would volunteer information to immunise
themselves, giving some persons a forensic advantage in excess of what was ever contemplated under the
privilege against self-incrimination.
To the extent that the bill could enable a person’s right to protection against self-incrimination and a right to
a fair trial to be limited in compliance with the exercise of powers under proposed section 126A, which is
likely to be minimal, I consider this to be reasonable and justifiable.
Section 215 of the ACLFT Act, currently allows litigants seeking damages or compensation orders under the
ACL (Vic) to use findings of fact made by the court in previous proceedings (usually initiated by regulators)
as prima facie (non-conclusive) evidence in their own proceedings. The previous proceedings are limited to
civil actions for pecuniary penalties, injunctions, and orders to disqualify persons from managing
corporations.
The ‘follow-on’ provision amends the usual process of evidence collection but recognises the barriers that
private litigants face in seeking compensation or damages. The provision also facilitates greater efficiency in
the court process.
In practice, however, the provision has been limited in scope because many facts from previous proceedings
are not ‘found’ or determined by the court but are voluntarily admitted or agreed by a defendant or respondent.
Extending the ‘follow-on’ provision to cover admitted or agreed facts will not remove an individual’s right
to a fair and public hearing. The court remains independent and retains the discretion to determine whether
the evidence is sufficient to prove the relevant facts and can hear arguments to the contrary.
Access to admitted or agreed facts by third parties is already available and governed by existing court and
tribunal processes. This proposal would not alter those processes. Further, access to a fair and public hearing
may be promoted where the proposal helps reduce evidentiary barriers and associated litigation costs that may
otherwise discourage a person from taking court action.
Part 4 of the Domestic Building Contracts Act 1995 (DBCA) establishes the Domestic Building Dispute
Resolution Victoria (DBDRV) and sets out a process for the conciliation of domestic building work disputes
by DBDRV. Under the conciliation scheme in Part 4 of the DBCA, a party to a domestic building work
dispute cannot commence action in respect of that dispute in VCAT or a court unless:
•

they have first referred the dispute to DBDRV for conciliation; and
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•

the chief dispute resolution officer of DBDRV has issued the referring party with a certificate of
conciliation stating either that the dispute was not suitable for conciliation or had not been resolved
by conciliation; or

•

with the leave of the court.

Clause 8(3) of the Bill will amend section 45C(3) of the DBCA to insert a new ground on which the chief
dispute resolution officer can determine to reject a referral of a domestic building work dispute as not suitable
for conciliation. The chief dispute resolution officer will be able to reject a dispute as not suitable for
conciliation and issue the referring party with a certificate of conciliation where:
•

The dispute relates to a construction contract within the meaning of the Building and Construction
Industry Security of Payment Act 2002 (BCISP Act) where the building owner is in the business of
building residences and the contract was entered into in the course of , or in connection with, that
business and one of the following applies:

•

The dispute is the subject of an application under the BCISP Act which is yet to be determined;

•

The dispute is subject of a review under the BCISP Act which is yet to be determined;

•

The dispute has been resolved under the BCISP Act.

There have been instances where a party has commenced action under the BCISP Act and has then
subsequently referred the same dispute to DBDRV for conciliation. The proposed amendment to the DBCA
is designed to ensure that there is no overlapping jurisdiction between the BCISP Act and the DBCA and to
prevent “forum shopping” by parties to a dispute.
The right to a fair hearing in section 24 of the Charter also encompasses the established common law right
that each individual has unimpeded access to the courts of a state and extends this to tribunals. The right is
limited if a person is precluded from having effective access to a court or tribunal such that they are barred
from properly representing their case.
In my view, any limit associated with the amendment to section 45C(3) of the DBCA to be made by
clause 8(3) of the Bill is reasonable and justified. Significantly, effective access to a court or tribunal is
preserved once a party receives a certificate of conciliation “dispute not suitable for conciliation” from the
chief dispute resolution officer. Further, a court retains discretion to grant leave to a party to commence an
action in a court prior to the issue of a certificate of conciliation or any participation in a conciliation process.
Adem Somyurek MLC
Minister for Small Business

Second reading
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (19:33): I move:
That the second-reading speech be incorporated into Hansard.

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

Incorporated speech as follows:
This Bill illustrates the Government’s ongoing commitment to improving and updating the consumer
protection framework in Victoria. It will amend several Acts within the consumer affairs portfolio to improve
their operation, clarify their requirements and update outdated references. It also contains important
amendments that will facilitate the roll out of the Government’s Solar Homes Program and will enable early
commencement of important reforms around pets in residential tenancies.
Part 2 of the Bill will amend the Australian Consumer Law and Fair Trading Act 2012 to enable the Director
of Consumer Affairs to use their investigatory powers under that Act to determine whether or not to make an
application to a court under the Australian Consumer Law (Victoria) for a declaration in respect of an unfair
contract term.
Consumers who seek the support of Consumer Affairs Victoria in addressing what they perceive to be unfair
contract terms in their consumer agreements will be encouraged by the new ability of the Director of
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Consumer Affairs to investigate those claims and to require the production of information and documents
from traders.
The Bill will also amend the Australian Consumer Law and Fair Trading Act 2012 to enable litigants seeking
damages or compensation orders under the Australian Consumer Law (Victoria) to rely on admissions made
by, and facts agreed by, a respondent in previous proceedings. Previously, such a litigant could only rely on
findings of fact made by the court itself. This amendment aligns Victoria’s consumer laws with changes
already implemented by the Commonwealth to equivalent provisions in the Commonwealth Competition and
Consumer Act 2010.
The Bill will make a range of amendments to the Domestic Building Contracts Act 1995 to enable more
efficient, fair and effective resolution of domestic building contract disputes by Domestic Building Dispute
Resolution Victoria (DBDRV) under Part 4 of that Act.
These reforms will streamline the process for accepting or rejecting a referral of a dispute by enabling the
conciliation officer that assesses a referral to issue a notice of acceptance or rejection of a referral without first
having to make a recommendation to the Chief Dispute Resolution Officer and will enable DBDRV to request
additional information from a referring party at any time while a dispute is being conciliated. Currently, the
ability to request further information is limited to the initial assessment process.
The amendments will provide greater flexibility for the Chief Dispute Resolution Officer to require an
assessor to determine whether domestic building work has been properly carried out or to make a
determination for any other purpose necessary to further the resolution of a dispute. They will also enable the
Chief Dispute Resolution Officer to issue a Certificate of Conciliation, where they consider it appropriate to
do so, without first giving notice of the intention to issue the Certificate to each party. The existing requirement
to give notice has frustrated parties who wish to immediately progress their dispute to the VCAT once it
becomes clear that resolution at conciliation is not possible.
The Bill will also insert additional grounds on which the Chief Dispute Resolution Officer may issue a
Certificate of Conciliation further streamlining the process for participants.
Other amendments will enable DBDRV to issue a dispute resolution order where both parties agree to the
making of the order, enable a dispute resolution order to require payment of money by a builder to a building
owner in appropriate circumstances and enable a builder to end a domestic building contract in circumstances
where there is no finding that the building work was defective or incomplete.
The Bill will also allow the Chief Dispute Resolution Officer to reject a referral of a domestic building work
dispute on the basis that the dispute arises out of a domestic building contract that is also regulated under the
Building and Construction Industry Security of Payment Act 2002, and an action in respect of the same dispute
has been instituted or resolved under that Act. This will prevent “forum shopping” by parties to a dispute.
The Bill recognises the importance of fundraising activities in supporting the operations of charitable and not
for profit organisations. The Bill will amend the Fundraising Act 1998 to streamline the process for
registration as a fundraiser under that Act for not for profit entities that are registered under the
Commonwealth Australian Charities and Not-for-profits Commission Act 2012 (ACNC Act). This should
result in a significant reduction in regulatory burden for charitable fundraisers who will no longer need to
separately register and report to Consumer Affairs Victoria in order to conduct a fundraising appeal in this
State. I note that approximately 60% of all fundraisers presently registered under the Fundraising Act are also
registered entities under the ACNC Act.
The Bill will amend the Residential Tenancies Act 1997 clarify that arrangements under which premises are
let by the Director of Housing or the Secretary to the Department of Health and Human Services to agencies
and service providers that do not reside in the properties themselves, but instead use the properties to provide
residential accommodation and services to others, are not tenancy agreements for the purposes of that Act.
It has never been intended that the Residential Tenancies Act 1997 should apply to a lease of premises where
the lessee themselves will not use those premises as residential accommodation. The provisions of the Act
that apply to tenancy agreements are clearly designed to regulate the relationship between a landlord and a
tenant where the tenant is occupying the premises as their primary place of residence.
The Bill will also amend the Residential Tenancies Act 1997 to exclude the application of the Act to a lease
of a co-owner’s share of a property to the other co-owner, as occurs under the Director of Housing Shared
Home Ownership Scheme.
Significantly, the Bill will insert a new Division 5B into Part 2 of the Residential Tenancies Act 1997 to
regulate pets under residential tenancy agreements. New Part 5B will, in effect, enable early introduction of
the pet reforms contained in the Residential Tenancies Amendment Act 2018 which had been warmly
received by renters and tenancy advocacy organisations following passage of that Act in September 2018.

3539

BILLS
3540

Legislative Council

Thursday, 17 October 2019

The majority of the residential tenancy reforms carried by the Residential Tenancies Amendment Act 2018
have been drafted to commence operation as a single package and this will occur in 2020.
Early commencement of the pet related reforms to the Residential Tenancies Act 1997 will be welcomed by
renters state-wide as a measure that acknowledges the bond between humans and pets and the benefits
(including to emotional health) flowing from human/pet interaction. These reforms also contribute to
strengthening the conception of residential rental accommodation as a “home” while retaining the ability of
landlords to withhold consent to a pet in their rental property where, in all the circumstances, it is reasonable
to do so.
The Bill also amends the Residential Tenancies Act 1997 to facilitate full roll-out of the Government’s Solar
Homes Program by clarifying that a landlord and a tenant can voluntarily enter into an agreement (separate
from their tenancy agreement) under which a tenant can agree to contribute up to 50% of the amount of the
loan from Government for installation of a solar photovoltaic system that the landlord is required to repay.
The Solar Homes Program will contribute to future energy cost savings for renters and will enhance property
values. The installation of a solar photovoltaic system is expected to save a typical Victorian household up to
$890 on their electricity bill every year. Landlords will benefit from low cost access to solar power for their
investment property and the potential increase in the value of the property.
The Bill also makes a range of amendments to the Residential Tenancies Amendment Act 2018 to clarify the
operation of a number of provisions, correct minor technical errors, address minor omissions and insert penalties
for several provisions. The amendments to that Act do not vary the underlying policy and effect of the reform
package in that Act but will ensure the effective operation of the reforms once they commence in 2020.
Finally, the Bill amends the Sex Work Act 1994 to clarify that information contained on the register of exempt
sex work service providers is only to be made available in accordance with the requirements of section 24 of
that Act and is not to be accessible via freedom of information applications. A complimentary amendment is
also made to the Business Licensing Authority Act 1998.
The Sex Work Act establishes a process under which certain sex workers are exempt from the requirement
to hold a licence under that Act before they may carry on the business of a sex work service provider. These
are small, owner operated sex work service providers, such as persons who provide escort services as a sole
operator.
To qualify for that exemption, persons must, before commencing business, give certain prescribed particulars
to the Business Licensing Authority. The Act requires that the Authority enter those details into a register
(known as the register of exempt sex work service providers or “the exempt register”).
Guaranteed confidentiality of all information recorded on the exempt register has been considered by the
Business Licensing Authority and Victoria Police as essential to the effective operation of the register and as
fundamental to encouraging small and sole sex work operators to register and provide their details. Individual
sex workers have historically been reassured by the confidentiality provisions in the Sex Work Act that they
may have trust in the security of the register. This confidentiality is consistent with the underlying policy basis
for the operation of the exempt register.
Following passage of the proposed amendments, inspection of the exempt register will be confined by section 24
of the Act to the Director of Consumer Affairs, members or staff of the Business Licensing Authority, Victoria
Police and authorised local government officers under the Planning and Environment Act 1987.
The Bill delivers a package of reforms to a wide range of consumer laws and in doing so, demonstrates the
Government’s commitment to ensuring that Victorians have strong, fair and workable consumer protections.
I commend the Bill to the house.

Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (19:33): I move, on behalf of my colleague
Mr Rich-Phillips:
That debate on this bill be adjourned for one week.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for one week.
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POLICE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT (ROAD SAFETY CAMERA COMMISSIONER
AND OTHER MATTERS) BILL 2019
Introduction and first reading
The PRESIDENT (19:34): I have a further message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act to amend
the Road Safety Camera Commissioner Act 2011, the Victoria Police Act 2013 and the Magistrates’
Court Act 1989 and for other purposes’.

Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (19:34): I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

Motion agreed to.
Read first time.
Mr SOMYUREK: I move, by leave:
That the second reading be taken forthwith.

Motion agreed to.
Statement of compatibility
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (19:35): I lay on the table a statement of compatibility with the Charter of Human
Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
Opening paragraphs
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006, (the Charter), I
make this Statement of Compatibility with respect to the Police Legislation Amendment (Road Safety Camera
Commissioner and Other Matters) Bill 2019.
In my opinion, the Police Legislation Amendment (Road Safety Camera Commissioner and Other Matters)
Bill 2019, as introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible with human rights as set out in the Charter.
I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview
The Bill amends the Magistrates’ Court Act 1989 to give protective service officers (PSOs) the power to
execute warrants to arrest that are directed generally to all police officers. The Bill also validates the prior
execution of these warrants by PSOs during the period when PSOs could only execute warrants to arrest that
were directed to a named police officer.
The Bill also amends other Acts to:
•

strengthen the operation of the Road Safety Camera Commissioner Act 2011; and

•

amend the Victoria Police Act 2013 to enable Victoria Police to complete the timely disposal of
found property that is not claimed.

Human Rights Issues
In my opinion, the human rights under the Charter that are relevant to the Bill are:
•

the right to liberty and security of person under section 21 of the Charter;

•

the protection against retrospective criminal laws under section 27 of the Charter; and

•

the right of a party to a civil proceeding to have the proceeding decided by a competent,
independent and impartial court or tribunal after a fair and public hearing under section 24 of the
Charter.

For the reasons outlined below, I am of the view that the Bill is compatible with each of these human rights.
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PSOs executing warrants to arrest
Under the Magistrates’ Court Act 1989, PSOs have the power to execute warrants to arrest that are directed
to a named police officer. They do not currently have the power to execute warrants that are directed generally
to all police officers. In practical terms, there is little difference between these two types of warrants.
This Bill corrects this anomaly. This will ensure PSOs can lawfully arrest people who are subject to either
type of warrant when PSOs come across such people in the ordinary course of their duties. This serves the
legitimate public purpose of furthering the administration of justice.
The Bill also resolves concerns about the lawfulness of arrests made by PSOs when executing warrants
directed generally to police officers, by validating those arrests. For the following reasons, I consider that this
retrospective validation is reasonable and demonstrably justifiable under the Charter.
Right to liberty and security of person
Section 21(2) of the Charter provides that a person must not be subjected to arbitrary arrest or detention.
Section 21(3) provides that a person must not be deprived of his or her liberty except on grounds, and in
accordance with procedures, established by law.
The Justice Legislation Amendment (Protective Services Officers) Act 2011 gave PSOs the power to execute
arrest warrants directed to named police officers and was considered compatible with section 21 of the
Charter. This current Bill extends PSO powers by enabling PSOs to execute warrants to arrest directed to
police officers generally. PSOs will continue to meet legislative requirements when executing warrants to
arrest including identifying themselves to the person, explaining the reasons for the arrest and handing persons
arrested into police custody as soon as practicable after making the arrest.
In these circumstances, to the extent that the right to liberty and security of the person is engaged, I consider
the Bill is compatible with the Charter. Arrests that take place under the proposed amendments would not be
arbitrary and would be on grounds, and in accordance with procedures, established by law.
I have also considered whether there are less restrictive means reasonably available to achieve the
amendment’s purpose. Since discovering this irregularity, police have accompanied PSOs on duty to make
arrests when required. Whilst this interim arrangement is less restrictive on a person’s right to liberty and
security, the arrangement is not sustainable and undermines the purposes for which PSOs were given this
power, which include improving community safety in designated places and freeing up police resources that
may be directed to more serious frontline activities. Therefore, I do not consider this interim arrangement is
reasonable in the circumstances.
Systemic changes enabling PSOs to process arrest warrants by manually determining who the arrest warrant
is directed to may also be a less restrictive means of achieving the amendment’s purpose. However, this
systemic change is also unsustainable and may include a diversion of policing resources better used for more
serious policing activities.
The proposed amendment meets the community’s expectations about PSOs. The Victorian community expects
PSOs to execute warrants to arrest in a timely and efficient manner and does not expect PSOs to be prevented
from arresting a person subject to a warrant simply because of a technical, administrative distinction.
Retrospective validation—impact on right to liberty and security of person
I acknowledge that PSOs acted without legislative authority where they executed warrants that were directed
to police officers generally. By retrospectively validating these arrests, the Bill engages section 21 of the
Charter.
I consider the limitation on the right to a person’s liberty and security is justified and not arbitrary given the
anomaly relates to a technical oversight. Arrest warrants were validly issued by the Magistrates’ Court and
PSOs complied with legislative requirements to transfer the person into police custody as soon as possible.
To the extent that the retrospective validation will prevent people from seeking redress for conduct that, but for
the validation, was unlawful, I consider that the limitation is justified. The limitation will validate warrants
executed by PSOs under the honest but mistaken belief that their actions were lawful. It would be contrary to
the interests of justice and those of the broader community, to allow a person to seek to avoid the execution of
a validly issued warrant based on a technical procedural error, particularly where all other safeguards were met.
On this point, I note that section 21(7) of the Charter entitles a person deprived of their liberty to apply to a
court for a declaration or order regarding the lawfulness of their detention. In circumstances where a warrant
to arrest was lawfully issued, as was the person’s subsequent detention by police, the limitation in
section 21(7) of the Charter is justified noting that had the warrant been issued to a named police officer,
rather than police officers generally, the arrest itself would have been lawful. In these circumstances, it would
be difficult to challenge the execution of the warrant. Therefore, to the extent that this may limit the right in
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section 21(7), the limitation is justified, and there is no less restrictive means reasonably available to achieve
the purpose of protecting those arrests.
For completeness, I note that section 21(4) of the Charter provides that a person who is arrested or detained
must be informed at the time of their arrest or detention of the reason for it, and promptly informed about any
proceedings to be brought against them. I do not consider that the Bill engages this aspect of the right to liberty
and security of person. The type of warrant does not affect the giving of the details required by section 21(4).
Retrospective criminal laws
Section 27 of the Charter protects against retrospective criminal laws. Although the Bill will retrospectively
validate unlawful arrests, my view is that it does not engage section 27, for the following reasons.
Section 27 provides that a person must not be found guilty of a criminal offence because of conduct that was
not a criminal offence when it was engaged in and must not have a penalty imposed on them for an offence
that is greater than the penalty that applied at the time the offence was committed.
This Bill does not seek to criminalise past activity that was not criminal when it was committed and does not
affect penalties. It simply validates the execution of warrants to arrest that were directed generally to all police
officers.
Section 27 of the Charter does not prevent retrospective changes to procedures that do not form part of the
penalty or punishment of an offender, or to changes in procedural law. Accordingly, the proposed amendment
falls outside its scope. The people arrested under these warrants could validly have been arrested by any police
officer. The Bill’s retrospective validation bridges a procedural gap and does not affect the basic elements of
any fair trial that might have followed the arrests.
RSCC Act amendments
Statutory Immunity from civil liability for the Road Safety Camera Commissioner
Section 24 of the Charter provides that a person who is a party to civil proceedings has a right to have those
proceedings decided by a competent, independent and impartial court after a fair and public hearing.
The Bill provides a statutory immunity and restricts causes of actions being brought against the Road Safety
Camera Commissioner. These immunities interfere with a person’s right to a fair hearing as it restricts a right
to pursue a legal action against the Commissioner. This potential impact is offset by clause 8 of the Bill which
provides that persons may seek redress against the State in relation to the any act or omission done in good
faith by the Commissioner in the performance of the functions in the RSCC Act. The effect of the statutory
immunity on this right is mitigated as it does not limit a person’s access to a court to determine existing rights.
The provision reflects an immunity afforded to other statutory office holders and is appropriate as the absence
of an immunity may undermine the function of the Commissioner who would operate under a fear of liability.
For these reasons, the interference is justified in a democratic society as the provisions promote the
Commissioner as a robust and independent office to maintain oversight of the integrity of the road safety
camera system in Victoria.
Hon Gayle Tierney MP
Minister for Training and Skills

Second reading
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (19:35): I move:
That the second-reading speech be incorporated into Hansard.

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

Incorporated speech as follows:
This Bill amends justice related Acts to enable Protective Services Officers to arrest persons subject to an
arrest warrant, retrospectively validates arrest warrants executed by PSOs, enhances the ability of the Road
Safety Camera Commissioner to perform the functions of that office and enables Victoria Police to undertake
the timely disposal of unclaimed found property in their possession.
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Amendments to the Magistrates’ Court Act 1989
Protective Services Officers (PSOs) were introduced to the rail network to enhance community safety and
were given powers necessary to perform that role including powers to arrest and detain persons. The
Magistrates’ Court Act 1989 was amended to specifically empower PSOs to execute warrants to arrest that
are directed to a named police officer. It has been identified that the power of PSOs to execute a warrant to
arrest did not extend to a warrant directed generally to all police officers.
This Bill will remedy that anomaly and ensure that PSOs can execute any warrant directed generally to all
police under section 63 of the Magistrates’ Court Act 1989. Provisions in the Bill will also validate the
execution of warrants to arrest directed generally to all police officers by PSOs before this Bill comes into
effect. PSOs have been unaware of this anomaly in the legislation and it is appropriate that they should be
protected for past actions they have taken in good faith in executing arrest warrants directed generally to all
police officers in their role of protecting the public.
Amendments the Road Safety Camera Commissioner Act 2011
Public confidence in the operation of the road safety camera system is critical to keeping people safe on our
roads. The role of the Road Safety Camera Commissioner was created to oversight the operation of the road
safety camera system, that consistently and continuously saves lives and improves road safety outcomes for
Victorians. The role of the Commissioner is integral to providing the community with confidence that cameras
are operating with accuracy, integrity and efficiency.
The Commissioner’s functions include independently reviewing and assessing the accuracy of the road safety
camera system and undertaking investigations arising from complaints that appear to indicate a problem with
the operation of the system or investigations requested or agreed to by the Minister. To perform these
functions, the Commissioner requires comprehensive and timely information.
The Commissioner’s report into a review of a malware infection to the Victorian Fixed Digital Road Safety
Camera System delivered on 3 May 2018, included findings about the lack of cooperation and transparency
from the Department of Justice and Regulation, as it was known at the time, when responding to the
Commissioner’s requests for information.
The Bill responds to the Commissioner’s findings by including amendments to the Road Safety Camera
Commissioner Act 2011 to implement recommendations 30, 171 and 172 of the investigation report to
improve information exchange, transparency and cooperation between the Department of Justice and
Community Safety and the Commissioner. Amendments in the Bill will explicitly:
•

authorise the department and the private camera operators engaged by the department to disclose
information in response to a request for information from the Commissioner on the operation of
the road safety camera system;

•

require the department and contractors to provide information requested by the Commissioner in a
timely manner;

•

require the department to provide comprehensive and relevant information in response to a request
from the Commissioner for information on the operation of the road safety camera system;

•

impose a duty on the department and contractors to cooperate with any reasonable request for
information made by the Commissioner.

It is intended that these amendments will enhance the quality, transparency and timeliness of information
sharing between the department and the Commissioner to ensure that the purposes of the Act are achieved.
The Bill also provides the office of Road Safety Camera Commissioner with a statutory indemnity from civil
liability for acts or omissions done in good faith in the exercise of the Commissioner’s functions. This reform
implements recommendation 172 of the investigation report and provides the Commissioner with a similar
indemnity given to other office holders under Victorian legislation. The new provision will transfer civil
liability for acts and omissions done in good faith from the Commissioner to the State.
Reporting and procedural fairness in the Act will be strengthened by amendments that will require the
Commissioner to prepare a draft work program at the beginning of each financial year in consultation with
the department.
The Bill also requires the Commissioner to give any person or body that will be subject to a comment or
finding in a report a reasonable opportunity to respond before the report is tabled in the Parliament. Under the
new provisions, a response from a person or body must be fairly set out in the report. The Bill also requires
the Commissioner to give a copy of the report to the Minister 28 days before tabling. These reforms are
consistent with procedural fairness provisions applying to other oversight bodies in Victorian legislation.
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Additionally, the Bill enables the Minister to make guidelines concerning reporting, security and recordkeeping requirements and information sharing between the department, private contractors of the department
and the Commissioner.
Victoria Police Act 2013
The Bill will also amend the Victoria Police Act 2013 to reduce the prescribed period during which unclaimed
found property must be retained by Victoria Police from three months to a time set by the Chief
Commissioner, that is not less than one month.
Victoria Police storage facilities are already over capacity. The amendment will provide a flexible retention
period to allow unclaimed property to be disposed of sooner and increase the capacity for Victoria Police to
adequately store important items and evidence exhibits. The amendment will apply only to unclaimed found
property. This is usually lost or abandoned property that has been handed into police. It is not intended that
this will apply to any arrangements for property that is seized by or surrendered to Victoria Police.
I commend the Bill to the house.

Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (19:35): I move, on behalf of my colleague
Mr O’Donohue:
That debate on this bill be adjourned for one week.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for one week.
LAND (REVOCATION OF RESERVATIONS) BILL 2019
Introduction and first reading
The PRESIDENT (19:36): I have a further message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act to provide
for the revocation of certain permanent reservations of Crown land at Frankston, Camberwell, Geelong and
Coleraine, to revoke related Crown grants and to re-reserve certain land and for other purposes’.

Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (19:36): I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

Motion agreed to.
Read first time.
Mr SOMYUREK: I move:
That the second reading be made an order of the day for the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
Adjournment
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (19:37): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

LATROBE VALLEY BATTERY RECYCLING PLANT
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (19:37): I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change, and it relates to the proposed battery recycling plant that
has been mooted for the Morwell industrial area near Hazelwood North. The Latrobe Valley needs
economic activity, it needs more jobs and it needs investment after the Andrews Labor government
let Hazelwood close. Seven hundred direct jobs and many hundreds more indirect jobs left the local
economy as a result, and there have been significant consequences as a result of the closure for the
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local economy. While there has been some investment through the Latrobe Valley Authority and
others, that investment is likely to come to a conclusion in the near future.
Investment in industry and jobs is a welcome thing, but I recently met with a number of local residents
who are members of the Hazelwood North Community Action Group and who are very concerned
about the prospect of lead contaminants entering the atmosphere, contaminating the soil and getting
into the food chain. The people I met with made some cogent arguments about the issues that are of
concern to them and cited examples of where lead contamination has had a significant impact on
people in areas surrounding such facilities.
The application, as I understand it, has not yet been made. I do not wish to pre-empt the decisionmaking process, but I think it is absolutely incumbent on the minister to ensure that the Environment
Protection Authority Victoria has all the relevant current information about lead contamination so that
world’s best practice is the standard for consideration about whether this facility should be allowed or
not in that location. As I say, there will be a process through the council and there will be a process
through the EPA and we should let that process take place, but it is absolutely critical that world’s best
practice is adopted and is the benchmark used by the EPA so that the environment is protected and
people have the opportunity to express their concerns as part of the process. I note there are supporters
of this proposal because of the economic activity it would generate. The action I seek from the minister
is that she ensure that the EPA have all the resources they need and that they use world’s best practice
as a benchmark for the consideration of any proposal to build a battery recycling plant in the Latrobe
Valley.
ANTI-SEMITISM
Mr ERDOGAN (Southern Metropolitan) (19:40): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Education and Deputy Premier in the other place. The action I am seeking from the minister is an
update on how the government is responding to the vile incidents of anti-Semitic bullying at
Cheltenham Secondary College and Hawthorn West Primary School as reported by various media
outlets in recent weeks. Like many Victorians, I was shocked by the reports of these appalling incidents
of anti-Semitism, and of course I echo the minister’s condemnation of anti-Semitism in all instances,
not least in our schools. I also note the swift action the minister has taken in calling for a review of
how both schools handled these matters, as well as his commitment to taking firm and necessary action
to prevent such incidents of bigotry and hatred occurring again.
It is clear that anti-Semitism, bigotry and discrimination are on the rise around the globe, with the
attack on the synagogue in Halle, Germany, on Yom Kippur being the most recent terrible incident.
In Victoria we are sadly not immune to this. The seeds of hatred and bigotry, once planted, grow deep
and ever more difficult to remove. Wherever anti-Semitism occurs we must be vigilant, respond
immediately and, most importantly, educate our children.
As I stated in my first speech, Southern Metropolitan Region is home to the majority of Victoria’s
Jewish community, and these incidents have caused deep concern amongst my constituents. It is vitally
important that every child should feel safe and happy when they are at school and that anti-Semitism
is never tolerated in our schools or in our community. I firmly believe that if there needs to be change
to advance the fight against anti-Semitism, better protect the community and keep our children safe,
then we should be fully committed to doing what is necessary. To reiterate, the action I am seeking
from the minister is an update on how the government is responding to the vile incidents of antiSemitic bullying at Cheltenham Secondary College and Hawthorn West Primary School in Southern
Metropolitan Region.
GREAT OCEAN ROAD
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (19:42): My adjournment matter is for the attention of the
Minister for Road Safety and the TAC, and it relates to the Great Ocean Road. Western Victoria houses
some of the nation’s most beautiful roads, including of course the Great Ocean Road. While these
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roads are beautiful, they are equally dangerous. The 242-kilometre Great Ocean Road recently
celebrated its 100th birthday and is unfortunately a victim of its own success. Growing interest from
tourists at home and abroad continues to place increasing pressures on the scenic road. In the year
ending March 2019 the Great Ocean Road itself was experienced by over 6 million people who
collectively spent $1.4 billion during their travels. Despite the need for higher tourist spending per
capita in seasonal townships, the economic importance of this road should be reflected in the funding
it receives for safety upgrades and overall maintenance. Not only is the Great Ocean Road one of the
state’s most popular tourist destinations, but it is also used by around 24 000 people who rely on it for
essential transport infrastructure, including emergency services access.
In a recent letter to its members the RACV said that it welcomed moves to establish a single authority
to manage the repair and preservation of the road, but it urges swift action in order to avoid further
deterioration. I personally welcome the establishment of the Great Ocean Road authority in the near
future to streamline the management of the road, as it currently faces constant bureaucratic issues due
to the many agencies and councils which manage it. Local MPs and federal MPs alike have been
advocating for more signage for international tourists for years, but we are yet to see significant
changes to physically make this road safer for tourists and locals. Therefore the action that I seek is
for the minister to clarify what safety measures and engineering solutions are currently being
considered by the Andrews government in order to ensure that the nation’s most beautiful road is also
the nation’s safest road.
EXTINCTION REBELLION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (19:44): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services, and it concerns the cost to the taxpayer for police resources attending
Extinction Rebellion protests in Melbourne and Geelong in my Western Victoria Region. Last week’s
rebellions in the Melbourne CBD reportedly cost the taxpayer $3 million in police officer time while
also diverting resources from attending to crucial road safety issues, domestic violence cases, youth
gang and drug activity and other more pressing criminal activities—a conservative figure probably,
given the total cost to the economy would have been much higher with disruption to business and travel.
In 2017 the Andrews government charged Milo Yiannopoulos with a $50 000 bill for the cost of extra
police resources used to attend the violent far-left protesters that turned up to stifle his free speech. In
2018 the Andrews government charged Lauren Southern and Stefan Molyneux with a $68 000 bill for
the police presence necessary to fend off the same violent far-left totalitarian protesters. The minister
and this government should remain consistent. Either charge Extinction Rebellion organisers the
millions of taxpayer dollars for the disruption to business and traffic with a bill to cover the police
presence or concede that the bills charged to Yiannopoulos, Southern and Molyneux were intentional
attempts to suppress free speech exercised by those with whom they ideologically disagree.
If the charge rule only applies to movements with allegedly extremist views, then Extinction Rebellion
cannot be exempt. One of the movement’s founders, Gail Bradbrook, started the movement after
taking hallucinogenic drugs in Costa Rica, where she heard voices and now calls for mass ingestion
of psychedelic chemicals. Another of its founding 15, Stuart Basden, has apparently said that
Extinction Rebellion ‘isn’t about the climate’ but rather about toppling European civilisation and neocolonialism, essentially the modern capitalist system.
This movement is undoubtedly radical and rebellious, perhaps even more so than the libertarian and
conservative voices that the Andrews government attempted to stifle by charging them with bills for
police resources. So the action I seek from the minister is to charge Extinction Rebellion organisers
with the total cost of police resources used to manage the protesters in Melbourne and Geelong or
withdraw the bills charged to so-called right-wing speakers in the past.
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CROWN CASINO
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (19:47): My adjournment matter tonight is for the Premier,
and the action I seek is that he establishes a royal commission into alleged criminal activity at Crown
Casino. This week we have once again heard allegations of unethical and illegal activity at Crown
Casino. These allegations have come from former employees and from whistleblowers, have been
revealed in confidential gambling records kept by the casino and have been witnessed on camera. Over
the weekend we saw footage of bricks of cash being exchanged for gaming chips inside a special
junket room. We heard from a whistleblower and former employee who revealed that high rollers are
flown into Melbourne on private jets, bypassing customs, and that casino employees are expected to
ignore—and even facilitate—criminal activity. And just today the news broke that an arms dealer was
given free access to Crown’s high roller rooms, despite being subject to international sanctions levied
by the United Nations Security Council. This arms dealer was on the UN’s blacklist for smuggling
weapons but managed to enter Victoria and lose $6 million in Crown’s VIP rooms. Money laundering,
organised crime links and avoiding customs inspections: this is on top of what we learned last year—
that Crown was blanking buttons on the pokies it operates, so punters could not see how much they
were betting and losing, and allowing the pokies to spin faster than legally allowed.
Every allegation we hear shows that there is one law for Crown and one for everyone else. Crown has
repeatedly proven that it will allow criminal and illegal behaviour within its walls, and this government
have shown that they will continue to let it get away with it. The minister has refused to engage on this
matter, continuing to defer to the Victorian Commission for Gambling and Liquor Regulation
(VCGLR) and their findings that Crown remains suitable to hold its casino licence. But the regulator
has shown that it is either unable or unwilling to properly oversee and manage Crown Casino. When
wanted arms dealers are freely entering the casino and laws are being broken left, right and centre, it
is clear that the regulator is not able to conduct the type of investigation that is needed.
The last time I spoke on this matter I called for a judicial inquiry into these matters. Two months have
since passed, and the minister still cannot answer when the investigation she asked the VCGLR to
conduct will be completed and released. And as each month passes things get worse. That is why it is
time for a royal commission into the illegal activity at the casino and the revolving door of relationships
between the government and the gambling industry.
ELECTRICITY SUPPLY
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (19:49): My adjournment matter tonight is for the
Minister for Solar Homes, Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change and member for
Mill Park, Lily D’Ambrosio. It is about the apparent concerns that we have in Victoria about the lack
of electricity in this coming season.
I take the house back to the start of this year. On 25 January Melbourne’s north suffered a whole lot
of blackouts that they were not warned about. Almost 200 000 Victorians suffered through that 40degree day without power despite the fact that the minister said there would not be any blackouts in
Victoria and despite the fact that three emergency management reports in her own department forecast
that Victoria would suffer a lack of reserve 3 the following day, which signals a deficit in the supplyand-demand balance. But this information was not passed on to Victorians, and when she was asked
about that in question time she said she made no apology.
Now, residents in Epping—in her own electorate of Mill Park—and in Fairfield, Northcote,
Broadmeadows and Alphington all lost power on that day. I am told—for the residents of Mill Park
who lost power on that 40-degree day—that there was one particular electorate office that did not lose
power that day, and I will leave you to decide which one that was, but the member for Mill Park was
not supporting her own constituents.
The Australian Energy Market Operator has warned that up to 1.3 million Victorians face power
blackouts this coming summer, and this is a government that is not taking appropriate controls to
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ensure an adequate amount of supply for Victorians. So the action I have for this minister, despite the
fact that she may be sitting in a well air-conditioned Mill Park electorate office while everyone else
has lost power, is that she give some assurance to Victorians that she has got this under control. We
do not want to hear she has made no apology; we want assurances that she has this under control and
that Victorians will not suffer from power blackouts this year.
Now, when the power did go out in that blackout, she said to the media they were not blackouts; they
were brownouts. Quite frankly Victorians do not care what colour it was. They want some certainty
that they will have electricity supply for their refrigeration and their air conditioning this coming
summer. So that is the action I seek from the minister: to give an assurance to Victorians that they will
be air-conditioned, they will be refrigerated, they will be safe and well—particularly for our elderly
folk and particularly for our mums with young bubs.
RECWEST FOOTSCRAY
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (19:52): My adjournment matter this evening is for the
Premier. The action that I seek is for the government to fully fund the redevelopment of the RecWest
facility in West Footscray. RecWest, or West Footscray YMCA, is a community centre for all people.
RecWest facilitates a wide range of programs for young adults with disabilities, seniors groups and
preschoolers. It offers multicultural activities; a vibrant range of indoor sport and fitness programs;
mothers groups; social functions, like ballroom dancing; and much, much more.
The council and the state government predict population growth in Maribyrnong of 68 per cent by
2041, and RecWest expects increased precinct participation of up to 150 000 people per year. The
problem is that it is falling apart. RecWest was built in 1953, and a new wing was added in the 1970s.
That is nearly 50 years ago, and it desperately needs rebuilding. If members think I am exaggerating,
I invite them to come to my office to see some photos or pictures—they will be quite shocked.
Governments over the years have known about this. The community has been consulted, and a concept
master plan has been created. A new RecWest will also support three primary schools and the new
Barkly Street secondary campus, but there is no funding. It is a crucial project, and I am calling on the
government to urgently commit funds to get this project moving.
Maribyrnong is home to some of the state’s most vulnerable citizens, but where will the money come
from? In 2018, according to the Victorian Commission for Gambling and Liquor Regulation,
Maribyrnong citizens spent $57 million on the area’s 471 pokies. Based on the fact that pokies
generate approximately 40 per cent in tax, the state government has earned nearly $23 million from
Maribyrnong pokies this year alone. One year’s pokie tax income will more than rebuild the RecWest
facility. I ask the Premier: will you commit to urgently granting the funds required to get RecWest
rebuilt and servicing my community? With state government investment Maribyrnong council are
ready to deliver this crucial project.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, Dr Cumming. Can I suggest that that adjournment matter gets
directed to the Minister for Youth? The Premier will divert it to the Minister for Youth, and it will take
a much longer time for you to get a response.
Dr CUMMING: I do not mind the length of time required for a response. This is going to the
Premier.
SHEPPARTON EDUCATION PLAN
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (19:55): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Education, and it focuses on the delivery of each of the four stages of the Shepparton Education Plan
as set out in the table on page 7 of the government’s document titled Shepparton Education Plan:
2018—Stage One. The action that I seek is for the minister to explain why the government has failed
to meet its own time lines that are set out in this table and for the government to use this failure as an
opportunity to ensure extensive and thorough consultation is undertaken with parents, students and the
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Greater Shepparton community to ensure the early childhood, primary and higher education and skills
components of this plan are reflective of the needs of the community.
The Shepparton Education Plan was designed to consider how education can be improved to deliver
better educational outcomes for the children of Greater Shepparton. The plan was divided into four
separate stages to represent the four areas of education: early childhood, primary, secondary and higher
education and skills. The Andrews Labor government decided to commence the plan at the secondary
level, which has morphed into Greater Shepparton College to house 3000 students on one campus.
This was contrary to the views of virtually all experienced educators in the Greater Shepparton area,
who hold the belief that any education plan for Greater Shepparton should have begun at the early
childhood level. The official Shepparton Education Plan document from the Department of Education
and Training clearly articulates the time lines for the consultation process and the plan development
for each of the four stages of the plan.
As I stated earlier, the plan commenced at secondary level, the result being the largest single-campus
public years 7 to 12 secondary school in Victoria. The document states that consultation for early
childhood was to commence in June 2018 and a plan developed by December 2018. Consultation for
primary education was due to begin in August 2018 and a plan developed by December 2018. I have
been informed that the early childhood and primary components have been rolled into a single stage,
but I was also advised that very little consultation has been completed and that some 10 months later
no plan has been developed. The higher education and skills consultation was due to commence in
February 2019 and a plan completed in June 2019, but again I am informed that no consultation has
taken place and no plan has been completed.
Therefore the action I seek is for the minister to explain why the government has failed to meet its
own time lines and for the government to use this failure as an opportunity to ensure extensive and
thorough consultation is undertaken with parents, students and the Greater Shepparton community to
ensure the early childhood, primary and higher education and skills components of this plan are
reflective of the needs of the Greater Shepparton community.
STAND UP FOR NUCLEAR DAY
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (19:59): My adjournment matter is for the Minister
for Energy, Environment and Climate Change. This Sunday, 20 October, is an exciting and historic
day. It is Stand Up for Nuclear Day. I am very proud to be organising the Melbourne event, which we
believe to be the first ever pro-nuclear rally in this city. This is an international day of action organised
by an international coalition of independent and not-for-profit environmental organisations who care
about reliable, low-carbon energy. In contrast to the Extinction Rebellion protesters, we will not be
blocking traffic, because we believe in progress, and in stark contrast to those protesters, we are
optimistic and have proven solutions.
This coincides with a recent Roy Morgan poll which shows the majority of Australians now approve
of nuclear power as a low-carbon energy option. This poll shows that around one in six Australians
have changed their mind in favour of nuclear in the last eight years. People of all political stripes are
getting on board, including those on the left side. For proof of this, one of our guest speakers will
actually be an ex-MP from the Labor Party in this place. You have to come along to find out who
though; it is a secret. This is a non-partisan event. It will be rational and fun. If the minister would like
to be part of a historic day in the history of energy, climate and the environment in Victoria, I urge her
to check out our Facebook page and consider attending Stand Up for Nuclear Day here at 3.00 pm on
Sunday.
MYKI TICKETING SYSTEM
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (20:00): My adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Public Transport, and it relates to the Myki ticketing system for country Victorians. The action I seek
is for the minister to extend the Myki card system into certain areas of regional Victoria for coaches
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and long-distance trains to enable country Victorians, local visitors and importantly overseas tourists
to travel on public transport with ease and convenience rather than confusion, frustration and
disappointment, as I have had relayed to me in recent times. Now, I say this on the day that the V/Line
annual report has come out, a damning report that says the Andrews Labor government has slashed
$149 million from V/Line’s annual budget and that country passengers and their visitors continue to
be plagued by these frustrating delays, cancellations and service disappointments.
I want to relate to the house an experience that one of my constituents had, and I am sure that most
here will agree that this is not acceptable for anyone to have to cope with. In the lovely town of
Leongatha the V/Line bus is highly used. One of my constituents sat down at the front of the bus,
ready. She had paid for her ticket at Kats Korner to go on the bus. Along came a young lady. This
person said she was of Scandinavian or northern European descent. She had an accent; she was
certainly a tourist in the area. This tourist came up to the bus driver and said, ‘I’d like to pay; I have a
Myki card’, and then she said, ‘And I also have a credit card’. The bus driver said to her, and I am not
blaming the bus driver, ‘No, none of those are effective, none of those are useful. You will have to get
off this bus, go up the street, get some cash and go and buy a ticket. The next bus goes in an hour and
a half’.
In this place we always talk about improving standards. We talk about encouraging visitation, and I
certainly do into our beautiful Gippsland region. What happens when somebody from overseas gets
the bus door shut in their face because their Myki card and their credit card do not work? It was an
Australian Myki card ready and purchased for public transport, and what happened? She could not get
on that bus. I think that is an indictment. I think there is room for improvement. I ask this government
to extend Myki use into country regions—for example, South Gippsland, Bass Coast and into East
Gippsland—so that when a visitor comes to our region and wants to use our public transport, she can
get on that bus with a smile on her face and get to her destination, rather than looking bewildered at
the back of a door.
PRIVACY AND DATA PROTECTION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (20:03): My adjournment matter tonight is for the Special
Minister of State. The federal Parliamentary Joint Committee on Intelligence and Security is currently
conducting a review of the Identity-matching Services Bill 2019 and the Australian Passports
Amendment (Identity-matching Services) Bill 2019. These bills, if passed, will facilitate the sharing
of Victorians’ biometric data collected by Victorian government departments—for example,
VicRoads—at Victorian taxpayers expense, with a variety of private sector and government
organisations whether or not Victorians have consented to it. These bills will contribute to the erosion
of civil liberties and the right to privacy, as well as creating new opportunities for wholesale identity
theft.
Biometric data can be used with facial recognition software and is a favourite among authoritarian
governments. This data is essential for monitoring and tracking a government’s subjects. The Chinese
government uses this against its subjects to ensure they have nowhere to hide. This is not a model to
emulate. Victorians have not been given an opportunity to consent to the transfer and use of their data
in this way. This has never been voted on in this Parliament, nor put before the Victorian voters during
an election. Data transfers to and from governments should require explicit consent from each citizen
regarding their own data. This data transfer sells out Victorians without their individual consent or
their democratic approval. The action I ask of the minister is that he direct all relevant Victorian
departments to ensure that no such data use or sharing occurs until an explicit legislative basis for it
exists at the state level and that he request that all federal agencies who have received Victorian data
delete it and cease all use of it.
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COUNTRY FIRE AUTHORITY TARNEIT STATION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (20:05): I wish to raise a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services. I recently was contacted by a constituent who invited me and the
member for Gembrook, the Shadow Minister for Emergency Services, to visit the brand spanking new
fire station at Tarneit. We duly travelled to Tarneit and were very excited at what we saw. It is a
magnificent new building. The whole thing was obviously designed to provide a very, very good
service for local people.
There was of course one problem, and that was that the fire station is not actually operational; it is not
open. It was finished in November last year, so we are coming up to 12 months now, and it has been
sitting there empty. It has been sitting there empty without use. It is a great-looking fire station, I have
to say, but nobody has actually set foot in the place. It reminded me a little bit of the most efficient
hospital in Britain on Yes Minister—the one without any patients, some might recall. So here was this
fire station in Tarneit that was indeed empty. We looked in the windows. There were no trucks, there
were no firemen. There was nothing. But it was a great fire station. It looked to be a great fire station
anyway, and perhaps one day we will find out if it is indeed a great fire station, when the government
gets around to actually providing some firemen and some trucks to enable them to fight fires. You
would have thought that would be handy.
What I am asking the minister to do tonight is to get a wriggle on and to open this fire station. We have
a fire season coming up—it will be very quickly coming upon us—and the Tarneit area is a very
important and fast-growing part of Melbourne. I do not know, President, if you have been down that
way lately, but it is a place that is exploding population-wise, and certainly as far as housing goes it is
one of the fastest growing places in Australia, as I understand it. So clearly the service is needed.
Obviously somebody at some point decided that the service would certainly be needed. Somebody
who made the decision to build a fire station decided that the service would be needed. So how about
we actually open the fire station and allow people to fight the fires, if indeed we have any this summer,
which is not too far ahead? I ask the minister as a matter of urgency—and I really think it is a matter
of urgency because this does impact on many thousands of people, many thousands of homes in that
area—to open this fire station, to get it operational and to fully protect the community of Tarneit and
surrounds.
BODY SAFETY AUSTRALIA
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (20:08): My adjournment matter tonight is directed to the
Minister for Education and concerns the group Body Safety Australia. The action I seek is for the
minister to increase funding to this organisation so it can be extended to regional areas. Body Safety
Australia is a social enterprise that protects children from sexual abuse. The group uses evidence-based
strategies to provide age-appropriate sexual abuse prevention education to students, parents and
teachers. It is worth noting some facts about child sexual abuse. One in five children will experience
childhood sexual abuse. On average children need to disclose five times before they are believed.
Twenty-four per cent of female survivors were first abused by six years of age. Eighty-nine per cent
of those cases will be perpetrated by a known offender. The internet is increasingly being used by
predators to groom children.
The programs Body Safety Australia deliver complement the current Respectful Relationships
curriculum and child-safe standards and are provided to communities regardless of socio-economic
status, religion, abilities, sexuality and/or family structure. They have specialised knowledge and
experience in orthodox and faith-based schools, special schools, LGBTIQ communities and people
with different abilities, as well as people with different languages. I understand that CEO Deanne
Carson has been unsuccessful in seeking meetings with the education minister to discuss extending
their funding to ensure that they can deliver their important programs to rural and regional areas. I ask
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the education minister to provide ongoing funding to Body Safety so that communities in regional
areas can benefit from these vitally important programs.
RESPONSES
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (20:10): I have written responses to adjournment debate matters raised by
Mr O’Donohue on 19 March, Mrs McArthur on 28 May, Ms Lovell and Mrs McArthur on 29 August,
Mr Barton on 11 September and, last but not least, Mr Finn on 12 September.
Tonight I have adjournment matters from Mr O’Donohue addressed to the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change; from Mr Erdogan to the Minister for Education; from Mr Grimley
to the Minister for Road Safety and the TAC; from Mrs McArthur to the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services; from Dr Ratnam to the Premier; from Mr Ondarchie to the Minister for Solar
Homes; from Dr Cumming to the Premier, which may well end up somewhere else but is to the
Premier at the moment; from Ms Lovell to the Minister for Education; from Mr Limbrick to the
Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change; from Ms Bath to the Minister for Public
Transport; from Mr Quilty to the Special Minister of State; from Mr Finn to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services; and from Ms Patten to the Minister for Education.
The PRESIDENT: The house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 8.12 pm until Tuesday, 29 October.
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Thursday, 17 October 2019
VICTORIAN REGISTRY OF BIRTHS, DEATHS AND MARRIAGES
In reply to Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (19 March 2019)
Ms HENNESSY (Altona—Attorney-General, Minister for Workplace Safety):
In early 2019, the Registry implemented a new online system, Registry Information Online. The new system
holds Victoria’s life events registers including the registers for births, deaths, marriages, adoptions, domestic
and caring relationships, and changes of name. It is vital to creating and maintaining Victorians’ legal
identities.
The new system has been designed to provide a highly reliable and robust service for individuals and
organisations. The system was designed in consultation with stakeholders, including engaging all of the main
service partners through a user reference group. There has been strong uptake of the system’s new online
services by both citizens and service providers. The new system enables Victorian parents to register their
new child on any device for the first time, and has already reached a 93 per cent uptake.
The transition to the new system resulted in temporarily slower certificate turnaround times and customer
services. System issues, now fixed, meant that some applications were not handled within service standard
times, and this had a significant impact on some number of customers. The Registry took steps to address
these issues, with certificate turnaround times now returning to the Registry’s expected standards.
The Registry’s resources are focused on delivering further improvements to turnaround times and call centre
service times. Improvements to the system continue to be implemented based on feedback from stakeholders
to minimise common errors.

DROVING
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (28 May 2019)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources):
I am aware that ongoing drought and dry conditions continue to affect the economic and social wellbeing of
Victorian, New South Wales and Queensland farm businesses, families and communities. The Victorian
Government is committed to supporting farmers and farming communities through drought and dry
conditions. On 2 October, the we announced $31.6 million in assistance for drought affected farming
communities, which comes in addition to more than $50 million in targeted support provided since September
2018.
Councils in Victoria, including the Moyne Shire Council, can permit grazing of livestock on local roads to
support farmers and reduce fire risk, while VicRoads has responsibility for the management of major state
roads and highways. The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning is responsible for protecting
and preserving Victoria’s native landscape and acts in an advisory role to local government.
As approvals for appropriate roadside grazing fall outside of my portfolio of responsibilities, I recommend
this specific matter be raised with the Minister for Roads and the Minister for Energy, Environment and
Climate Change.

FRUIT TREE NETTING SUBSIDY
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (29 August 2019)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources):
The Victorian Government encourages all farm businesses to prepare for and manage business risks such as
pest, hail and storm damage. The Victorian government does not support introducing a netting subsidy at this
time.
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The Commonwealth Government through the Regional Investment Corporation offers low interest
concessional loans of up to $2 million to farm businesses. I encourage farmers considering making this
investment, to contact the Regional Investment Corporation on 1800 875 675 to obtain more information. In
recognition of the significant cost of netting installation, in June 2019 I wrote to Senator the Hon Bridget
McKenzie to advocate the Commonwealth provide taxation relief for netting installation through the
accelerated deprecation arrangements for primary producers.
The Victorian Government provides growers with technical decision-making support though Agriculture
Victoria and financial decision-making support through the Rural Financial Counselling Service. More
information on these programs is available on the Agriculture Victoria website.

DAIRY INDUSTRY
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (29 August 2019)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources):
The Victorian Government continues to monitor events in the United Kingdom in relation to its exit from the
European Union.
The Commonwealth Government wilt negotiate any free trade agreement with the United Kingdom. Victoria
will work with the Commonwealth to ensure the best outcome for the state’s food and fibre producers.
Victoria will assess how to best support businesses to take advantage of new opportunities a United Kingdom
exit from the European Union may offer as the trade settings between Australia and the United Kingdom are
established.
There is a high demand for Victoria’s dairy products. In 2017–8, dairy exports from Victoria were valued at
$1.9 billion, an increase of nine per cent on 2016–17. Japan was the largest export market for dairy products
during this period. Further, the top ten countries for Victorian dairy exports (by value) are all in Asia.
The Victorian Government has been actively showcasing Victorian products in international markets. At
Gulfood in February 2019, Victoria provided a dedicated space within the dairy pavilion for nine Victorian
exporters to exhibit to Middle Eastern markets. In addition, dairy companies attended Victorian Government
stands at Foodex in Tokyo, SIAL in Shanghai, and Food and Hotel in Vietnam.
The government is also partnering with Dairy Australia to co-fund the South East Asian Dairy Scholarship
program. This program demonstrates dairy food safety and quality systems to approximately 17 dairy
importers from across South East Asia.
Additionally, the extensive offshore Victorian Government Trade and Investment (VGTI) network provides
in-market support for Victorian businesses. The VGTIs assist companies in export development, networking
and in-market insights across the network of 22 locations worldwide.

SUBURBAN RAIL LOOP
In reply to Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (11 September 2019)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure):
I thank the Member for Eastern Metropolitan Region for raising the adjournment on the transformative
Suburban Rail Loop project.
The Suburban Rail Loop will be the biggest public infrastructure investment undertaken in Victoria and
requires significant development and staged delivery over several years.
The Suburban Rail Loop will transform the way people move around Melbourne by establishing a direct rail
connection between Melbourne’s major employment, health, education and activity precincts outside the
central business district. The new rail line will also connect with major existing rail lines, ensuring Melbourne
has a modern transport network to support its growth.
Stage one will provide a connection in Melbourne’s southeast, between Box Hill and Cheltenham. This
section will link key growth areas and education facilities, including the Monash National Employment and
Innovation Cluster, the Box Hill Major Activity Centre, and Monash as well as Deakin universities.
At the same time, work is underway on planning future stages. The Andrews Labor Government recognises
the ongoing population growth and development in the Doncaster area and providing a rail connection to
Doncaster via Suburban Rail Loop will provide a viable mass transit option for local residents, businesses and
visitors to the area. Doncaster will be an important hub on the Suburban Rail Loop in the future.
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As part of the planning for the project, we are engaging with local government and key stakeholders along
the Suburban Rail Loop corridor, including the City of Manningham. We look forward to engaging with
community members during the development of this city-shaping project and encourage all Victorians to
have their say.

PRIMARY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12 September 2019)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education):
The Andrews Labor Government made a commitment to establish Victoria as the Education State where
every Victorian has an equal right to the knowledge and skills to shape their lives. The Government recognises
that while autistic children and young people may have challenges with learning, they also have strengths,
talents and abilities, and make a unique contribution to an educational community. I request that you forward
the correspondence to me, and I will ensure the matter is investigated.
For your information the Andrews Labor Government has committed $22.4 million to take immediate actions
to address the recommendations of the 2017 Victorian Parliamentary Inquiry into Services for People with
Autism Spectrum Disorder. This includes:
•

a pilot for a new school funding model for students with disabilities in Victorian government
schools based on functional need

•

a coordinated approach to autism professional learning for school and regional staff supported by
Regional Autism and Inclusion Consultants

•

a $2.9 million inclusion funding boost to all Victorian specialist schools to provide outreach
support for students with disabilities in their local school

•

300 postgraduate scholarships for mainstream and specialist school teachers in special education
needs

•

expansion of the I CAN School program, which provides mentoring by autistic people for autistic
students.

I trust this information is of assistance.
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Answers to constituency questions
Responses have been incorporated in the form provided to Hansard and received in the period
shown.

13 September to 17 October 2019
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (13 August 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
I am informed that:
The Victorian Government is committed to ensuing all Victorians with chronic pain get the health services
they need, and to increasing understanding of chronic pain and reducing stigma.
The treatment of pelvic pain, including endometriosis, is included in the Australian Government’s National
strategic action plan for pain management. The plan notes that there is a low awareness of pain and its
treatment options among health practitioners and consumers. The plan lists eight key goals including Goal 3:
‘Health practitioners are well-informed and skilled on best practice evidence-based care and are supported
to deliver this care.’
Victoria is a strong supporter of the proposed National Pain Strategy which has been put to the Australian
Health Ministers’ Advisory Council. We look forward to working with the Commonwealth on the
implementation of the National strategic action plan for pain management.
In this year’s State Budget the Andrews Labor Government committed to fund 500,000 additional specialist
appointments for regional Victorians over four years. This includes 50,000 additional appointments for
chronic pain.
There are dedicated multidisciplinary public women’s chronic pelvic pain clinics offered by a small number
of public hospitals in Victoria. Public chronic pain clinics are also provided at 16 public hospitals (10 metro
and 6 regional); they all provide a comprehensive, multidisciplinary approach.
The Department of Health and Human Services is also leading a process with the chronic pain clinics to
review the service model and develop a more standardised and evidence-based statewide model of care for
chronic pain.
This model of care work is important in improving the understanding of chronic pain and ensuring Victorians
have equitable access to the most effective and evidence-based care across the state.

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (13 August 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
To ensure quality outcomes, road infrastructure projects require contractors to be pre- qualified (meet a
minimum standard for quality assurance and safety) and deliver work to an agreed specification and set of
standards. Works are subject to quality assurance checks and contractors are required to rectify defects and
warrant their work for up to ten years, known as the Defect Liability Period (DLP).
Prior to handback of these assets, DoT verify that the work has been delivered to specifications and identify
any defects. Any identified and agreed defects are rectified prior to handover of the asset. Further, built records
are provided to investigate any potential workmanship issues should any defects arise immediately after
handover.
Regional Roads Victoria (RRV) manages and undertakes routine maintenance on the Princes Freeway from
Little River to Colac. The new section of the freeway from Waurn Ponds to Colac is currently under a Defects
Liability Period, which is managed by Major Road Projects Victoria (MRPV), a division of MTIA.
RRV, together with Network Integration, is currently providing advice and assistance to MRPV for this
section of the Princes Freeway to ensure the quality and longevity of the contractor’s defect rectification work.
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Generally, defects or quality arise during the Defects Liability Period, whether managed by RRV or MRPV,
and are the result of the contractor’s workmanship, are rectified and repaired at the contractor’s cost.

SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (13 August 2019)
Mr FOLEY (Albert Park—Minister for Mental Health, Minister for Equality, Minister for Creative
Industries):
A water leak was detected in the corridor on level seven by the cleaners and the security guard. The tenants
in unit 77 also reported that water was seeping down their bathroom walls, causing mould.
Upon investigation, the department’s Engineering Services team found that the leak was coming from a
plumbing stack on level 19. Water was seeping from Level 19 and collecting in the passage on level seven
and the bathroom in unit 77. The department’s contractor has now repaired the sewer stack. Follow up checks
have confirmed there are no further leaks. The area on the seventh floor, where the water was accumulating,
was not damaged and has now dried out. No unit, apart from Unit 77, was damaged.
The South Melbourne Housing office organised for the bathroom in Unit 77 to be repaired. It will be repainted
once the mould treatment has taken effect. The South Melbourne Housing office has been in regular contact
with the tenant to confirm works as they progress. They also organised to have the damaged fire extinguisher
doors in the walkway replaced. Due to the size and age of these doors, they needed to be built to order. This
work was completed by the contractor on 16 September 2019 and they were installed the following day, on
17 September 2019.
All units at 332 Park towers have been upgraded internally as part of the department’s high-rise upgrade
program. The upgrade programme commenced in 2002 and was completed in 2013. During this time the
department has spent $27.4 million upgrading all flats and the main foyer area.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (14 August 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
I am informed that:
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to investing $32 million to establish public IVF services in
Victoria, bulk-billed and subsidised for low income Victorians, to ensure more Victorians can become a
parent through IVF, without the high costs.
Last year, the Labor Government appointed Mr Michael Gorton AM to undertake a 12-month independent
review of the Victorian regulatory framework for assisted reproductive treatment. The Review’s Final Report
was released in July 2019. The Final Report contains 80 wide-ranging and comprehensive recommendations.
Amongst other things, it has recommended the support of a public assisted reproductive technology service.
The Government is now considering these recommendations and the implementation of its commitment to
public IVF services. As this will be a new model of service provision, there are a range of options and complex
issues to be considered to ensure that the best possible service is developed. This process is expected to
commence later this year and to take at least 12 months to finalise after that process is complete. Services are
expected to be made available after the model for the service is determined and alt appropriate processes are
in place.
I commend the member for her commitment to ensuring her constituents in the Western Metropolitan Region,
and across Victoria, receive access to safe and accessible IVF services in Victoria.

EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (14 August 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
Like you, I was deeply saddened to learn of a young life lost at this intersection on 22 July this year. My
thoughts are with the family, friends and extended community affected by this tragedy.
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A shared user path bridge is located approximately 250 metres west of the intersection of the Ringwood
Bypass and Ringwood Street. This bridge is well connected to the intersection, hence can be used by cyclists
and pedestrians of all abilities as an alternative to the existing pedestrian crossing facilities at the intersection.
VicRoads (now part of the Department of Transport, DoT) advises me that the construction of footbridges
along arterial roads is not generally supported in the place of pedestrian-operated signals. Modern footbridges
must meet current standards including height clearances and requirements under the Disability Discrimination
Act (DDA) resulting in pedestrians having to travel greater distances overall, which can discourage their use.
DoT further advises me that the pedestrian crossing at this intersection has been designed in such a way that
the pedestrian movements are staged to maximise pedestrian safety and achieve appropriate balance between
various road users.
In context of the above, DoT does not support a footbridge at this location but will continue to monitor
pedestrian safety at the intersection to determine the need for any future improvements.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (15 August 2019)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure):
The $356 million Shepparton Line Upgrade is an unprecedented investment in the line and has already
delivered more services for Shepparton line passengers. Work on stage two of the project is underway to
allow more modern and comfortable VLocity trains to travel to and from Shepparton for the first time.
Throughout June and July of this year, Rail Projects Victoria engaged with communities along the Shepparton
line to raise awareness about the Shepparton Line Upgrade and seek their feedback.
This consultation involved hundreds of conversations with community members, businesses, landowners and
other key stakeholders on a number of matters including potential construction impacts, flora and fauna
management and general project feedback.
Locals residents and businesses were also invited to complete a survey to convey their feedback. The survey
was available online and hardcopies were available upon request and were mailed out with a pre-paid return
address envelope.
Several community information sessions were held which were advertised in local newspapers and online,
where staff were on hand to help people fill in the online survey. The Andrews Labor Government is
committed to ensuring all members of the community are able to have their say on these vital upgrades.
Rail Projects Victoria would welcome the opportunity to speak with your constituent directly or receive a
submission via mail in relation to their feedback about the project. The postal address is:
Rail Projects Victoria
PO Box 4509
Melbourne VIC 3001
Interested residents can also speak with the project team by calling 1800 105 105.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (15 August 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
Victoria, along with the rest of the world, is in the midst of a major energy transformation. The Andrews
Labor government recognises the need for a modern energy system to support our economy and way of life—
a system that is renewable, affordable and reliable.
The Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO) recently released the 2019 Electricity Statement of
Opportunities (ESOO). The ESOO report indicates that the outlook for Victoria’s electricity supply this
coming summer is tight due to ageing and unreliable coal-fired generation. The ESOO also finds that brown
coal forced outage rates in the last two summers have been three to six times higher than they were five years
ago.
I have written to the owners of Victoria’s coal and gas-fired generators seeking their assurance that they will
take a proactive approach to prepare for summer. I have asked them to work with AEMO and the government,
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to ensure that their summer preparedness activities align with AEMO’s to minimise the risk of disruptions in
the lead up to and over the coming summer.
To prepare for summer 2019-20, the government is also working closely with AEMO, industry and the
regulators to manage the reliability of electricity supply. This work includes:
•

engaging early with AEMO on reserve capacity procurement opportunities for the 2019-20 summer
through the Reliability and Emergency Reserve Trader (RERT) scheme;

•

working with generators, the Transmission Network Service Provider and distribution businesses to
ensure critical maintenance occurs prior to the summer season to maximise reliability through the hotter
months; and

Our Government has also established the Victorian Renewable Energy Targets (VRET) of 25 per cent by
2020 and 40 per cent by 2025 in legislation. We are now increasing the VRET to 50 per cent by 2030.
The VRET will significantly increase market confidence and drive investment in electricity supply to the
National Energy Market. As a result, achieving the VRET 2030 target is expected to cut the average cost of
power for Victorians by around $32 a year for households, $3,100 a year for medium businesses and
$150,000 a year for large companies. Renewable energy projects supported by our Government will add an
extra 343 Megawatts (MW) for the 2019-20 summer and an extra 928 MW for the 2020-21 summer, I trust
this information is of assistance.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (15 August 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The Andrews Labor Government takes the issue of illegal waste storage extremely seriously. State
Government agencies are working closely together to provide a whole-of government response.
Led by the EPA, the Resource Recovery Facilities Audit Taskforce is targeting key resource recovery sites to
ensure community safety and environment protection. As at 29 August 2019, the Taskforce has conducted
669 inspections across 171 priority sites, issuing 194 notices and 35 sanctions.
WorkSafe is leading a multi-agency taskforce which has stepped in to safely remove chemicals stockpiled at
fourteen sites in Epping, Craigieburn and Campbellfield.
This government is cracking down on rogue operators with tough offences and harsher penalties. Last year
legislation was introduced to substantially increase the maximum penalties and strengthen EPA’s powers.
We have also introduced a Bill that creates a new ‘reckless conduct’ offence for individuals who engage in
reckless conduct in the manufacture, storage, transport, transfer, sale or use of dangerous goods that places a
person in danger of death
Additionally, the Andrews Labor Government has invested $5.5 million to switch to a GPS electronic
tracking system to better record the production, movement and receipt of industrial waste

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (15 August 2019)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education):
The new Footscray Learning Precinct will champion excellence in learning and teaching in Melbourne’s inner
west, at all stages of education.
This includes transforming the current Footscray City College into a senior secondary college, converting the
current Gilmore College for Girls into a junior college, and building a new junior campus in Seddon.
The Precinct also includes an Early Learning Centre (ELC) adjacent to Footscray City Primary School, at a
site currently leased by the Hyde Street Youth Band. Due to Hyde Street Youth Band’s history in the area, it
is understandable that this move may be distressing.
It is my understanding that the Hyde Street Youth Band leases the premises from Maribyrnong City Council,
which is jointly funding the new ELC with the Victorian School Building Authority.
The local council has been working with the Hyde Street Youth Band over the last few months to find suitable
short- and long-term accommodation that takes into consideration the needs of the band and its members.
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We understand that the Hyde Street Youth Band is concerned by the potential issues that this move could
cause. However, I am confident that the local council will ensure that the new site is suitable for the band and
meets its needs.

NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (15 August 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
In 2017, VicRoads (now part of the Department of Transport, DoT) began a collaborative ‘co-design’ process
with key stakeholders including representatives from the Moreland City Council, Yarra Trams, RACV,
Bicycle Network Victoria, Revitalise Sydney Road and trader associations. The aim of this work was to
identify a long-term vision for the Sydney Road corridor that improves safety for all road users and maintains
it as a vibrant place.
Some concepts about how different parts of Sydney Road could look were shared with the wider community
in July 2019 and DoT is currently reviewing the results. The feedback from the community will help DoT get
a clearer understanding of people’s interests, experiences, and concerns.
Nearby, the Upfield Line Level Crossing Removal Project (LXRP) is scheduled to commence in 2020 at Belt
Street, Munro Street, Reynard Street, and Moreland Road. LXRP and DoT are responsible for coordinating
the plan to minimise disruptions for the local community for the duration of the level crossing removal works.
Considering these LXRP works, DoT has no intention to consider any of the Co-Design group options or
Moreland Council’s proposed trial for Sydney Road while LXRP projects are being planned, constructed and
finalised along the corridor.
Ultimately, any change to the Sydney Road corridor would first require the completion of a funded business
case. Furthermore, to conduct a trial without a fully considered business case or capital funding is not
supported at this time.

SOUTH EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (15 August 2019)
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of State,
Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs):
The Victorian Government are committed to providing online services that are accessible to the widest
possible audience regardless of technology or ability.
All Victorian Government online services aim to meet level AA World Wide Web Consortium Content
Accessibility guidelines 2.0.
Support to use online services is provided through the National Relay service and the translating and
interpreting service. Content guidelines have been developed to ensure that content is written in plain English
and content is provided in languages other than English where it is feasible to do so.
In February we launched the new vic.gov.au website that is designed to operate across all devices. We are
proactively exploring how technology can enhance access, such as testing how voice activation can be used
support citizens access services, ideas that have been considered
•

A voice application that supports the end-to-end grants process (publication, applications, assessments,
communications)

•

A voice service that consolidates vic.gov.au information.

We are also using AI tools to find any possible issues that may hinder accessibility.
There are also a wide range of face to face and telephone services available. The Victorian Government
Contact Centre 1300 366 356 provides a translation service.
In 2018, the Victorian Government delivered Pick My Project, a Victorian-first $30 million community grants
initiative. Inclusion planning assisted as many Victorians as possible to participate. Consultation was held
with state-wide community organisations for ‘harder to reach’ citizens and a dedicated ‘how to vote’ media
release was developed for culturally and linguistically diverse groups
We welcome feedback from citizens on the online services that we currently offer and are committed to
continuous improvement of government services.
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NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (27 August 2019)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education):
I recognise the unique nature of the Sydney Road Community School and value the programs delivered by
the school. I am committed to securing suitable long-term accommodation for this great local school, and the
Victorian School Building Authority (VSBA) is already in the process of preparing options to make that
happen.
The VSBA is actively working with the school leadership, school council representatives and the Department
of Education and Training’s North West Victoria Regional staff to develop future options for consideration.

EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (27 August 2019)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Housing, Minister for Multicultural Affairs, Minister for
Planning):
The Websters Road site is zoned Green Wedge and is outside the Urban Growth Boundary. The impacts of
the proposed North East Link are currently being addressed by an Independent Advisory Committee (IAC)
where issues such as the acquisition of land in Bulleen is being considered. The IAC report is due to be
submitted to me in late October. It is not appropriate for me to comment on the Websters Road site until I
receive that report.

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (27 August 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The taking of protected wildlife, which includes killing by any means of protected wildlife such as the species
outlined in the members question, is an offence against the Wildlife Act 1975. Offences against this Act (if
proven) can attract penalties of up to $8250.00, or six months imprisonment or both. Penalties are even higher
if the species taken is listed as ‘Threatened Wildlife’.
This case is being investigated by the Office of the Conservation Regulator. If an offence can be proven,
appropriate enforcement action will be taken.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (27 August 2019)
Mr PAKULA (Keysborough—Minister for Jobs, Innovation and Trade, Minister for Tourism, Sport
and Major Events, Minister for Racing):
I refer to your constituency question regarding the St Albans Leisure Centre.
Providing high quality community sport and recreation infrastructure is a priority for the Victorian
Government and is integral to the health and wellbeing of all Victorians. The Government has invested more
than $850 million in community sport and recreation infrastructure since 2014.
The 2019-20 State Budget provided $175 million for local sport in Victoria. Some of this funding has already
been allocated to projects across the state while a significant amount will be allocated to projects via
competitive funding rounds. Further information on future funding rounds and information on how to apply
will be communicated in due course. In the meantime, I encourage Brimbank City Council to continue to
liaise with the Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions to develop the project for consideration under future
competitive funding opportunities.
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SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (27 August 2019)
Mr PAKULA (Keysborough—Minister for Jobs, Innovation and Trade, Minister for Tourism, Sport
and Major Events, Minister for Racing):
Melbourne is recognised for its food, fashion and retail offerings, key attractions that Visit Victoria uses to
market the State. Chapel Street has historically been a key centre for food and fashion, featured in Visit
Victoria’s monthly e-news to 3,500 domestic and international media and public relations professionals and
in its interstate marketing campaign A Twist at Every Turn.
I understand that retail traders are facing challenges in areas, like Chapel Street, where there are high numbers
of vacancies. This is a shared issue across ministerial portfolios and the Department of Jobs, Precincts and
Regions is examining retail vacancies across the State to explore further options to support our vibrant local
shopping strips.
I am advised that upcoming private developments will provide significant renewal opportunities for the area.
In Chapel Street, numerous new residential and commercial spaces will open in the next 24 months, including
David Jones Food Hall on the corner of Toorak Road and Chapel Street in October 2019.
Visit Victoria will continue to promote Chapel Street on its online Media Hub on the Visit Victoria website,
and through its social media presence. For Example, Visit Victoria’s Eat Street social media posts, which
featured Chapel Street, generated 5.6 million impressions and 22.8 million link clicks.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (28 August 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
The Midland Highway between Shepparton and Cosgrove South is one of the high-risk rural roads being
considered for safety improvements under the Victorian Government’s Towards Zero 2016-2020 Action
Plan.
As part of this project, Regional Roads Victoria (RRV) has been engaging with the local community, residents
and Emergency Services to discuss the proposed safety improvements. Considering the high level of
agricultural and freight machinery that uses this route, safety improvements have been designed to enable Bdouble and oversized agricultural machinery access to properties along the Midland Highway. Improvements
are also being made to the entrance to drive ways to improve safe access to properties. RRV will speak with
all landowners about works required to maintain access to properties.
RRV advises that the current scope does not extend to bridge widening and construction of underpasses for
stock. Instead, this project is focused on reducing the risk of head on and run-off-road crashes, which are the
leading cause of fatal and serious injuries on regional and rural roads in Victoria.
RRV is continuing to monitor the safety and performance of bridges in the vicinity of the Midland Highway.
Any identified upgrades will be put forward for consideration in a future program.

SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (28 August 2019)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Housing, Minister for Multicultural Affairs, Minister for
Planning):
The Building Appeals Board is an independent statutory body established under the Building Act 1993 to
make determinations about building control matters. Members of the Building Appeals Board are drawn from
across the building sector—including managers, builders, building surveyors, fire safety engineers, quantity
surveyors, structural and services engineers, access consultants, architects, town planners, construction
lawyers and consumer planners.
In July 2019, the Victorian Government announced that it will be undertaking a comprehensive review of the
Building Act to identify what legislative change is needed to strengthen the system and better protect
consumers and the community more broadly. This review will include examining the roles and
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responsibilities of entities, such as the Building Appeals Board, to ensure they are efficiently and effectively
delivering outcomes for the Victorian community.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (28 August 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The Andrews Labor Government takes the issue of illegal waste storage extremely seriously. State
Government agencies are working closely together to provide a whole-of government response.
Led by the EPA, the Resource Recovery Facilities Audit Taskforce is targeting key resource recovery sites to
ensure community safety and environment protection. As at 29 August 2019, the Taskforce has conducted
669 inspections across 171 priority sites, Issuing 194 notices and 35 sanctions.
WorkSafe is leading a multi-agency taskforce which has stepped in to safely remove chemicals stockpiled at
fourteen sites in Epping, Craigieburn and Campbellfield. This government is cracking down on rogue
operators with tough offences and harsher penalties. Last year legislation was introduced to substantially
increase the maximum penalties and strengthen EPA’s powers.
We have also introduced a Bill that creates a new ‘reckless conduct’ offence for individuals who engage in
reckless conduct in the manufacture, storage, transport, transfer, sale or use of dangerous goods that places a
person in danger of death Additionally, the Andrews Labor Government has invested $5.5 million to switch
to a GPS electronic tracking system to better record the production, movement and receipt of industrial waste

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (28 August 2019)
Ms HORNE (Williamstown—Minister for Ports and Freight, Minister for Public Transport):
The Seymour line exceeded its punctuality and reliability targets in July 2019, delivering 99.1 per cent of
services and 93.3 per cent on-time.
Reliability and punctuality of the Albury line continues to be a challenge, and I understand this is very
frustrating for our passengers. There are significant numbers of Temporary Speed Restrictions imposed due
to track condition on the rail corridor, which is managed by the Australian Rail Track Corporation (ARTC).
Vandalism of copper wire signalling components has also affected reliability.
V/Line’s priority is supporting the $235 million North East Line Upgrade, which will improve the condition
of the Albury Line and enable V/Line trains to run up to 130kmh by improving track condition and signalling.
The $235 million North East Line Upgrade will bring the track up to Victorian Class 2 standard—necessary
for modern VLocity trains to operate between Melbourne and Albury/Wodonga. Construction is expected to
be completed by mid-2021.

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (28 August 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
An officer from Regional Roads Victoria (RRV) inspected Brooke Street (Glenelg Highway) in Smythesdale
to gain a better understanding of the pedestrian and vehicle activity in this area.
Discussions were also held with officers from Golden Plains Shire to obtain their feedback on this matter.
Pedestrians facilities in the form of kerb outstands have been constructed at a number of locations along
Brooke Street, including near the general store, near bus stops and at the children’s crossing. These outstands
increase the width of the footpath and reduce the width of roadway, which pedestrians need to cross. The
outstands also increase the visibility between pedestrians and drivers travelling along the road.
Given the number of pedestrians and the number of vehicles using Brooke Street, the existing pedestrian
crossing facilities are considered to be appropriate.
Officers from RRV will continue to monitor this area should further improvements be required.
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WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (28 August 2019)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Housing, Minister for Multicultural Affairs, Minister for
Planning):
In response to the Royal Commission into Family Violence, the Andrews Labour Government invested
$152 million in a Family Violence Housing blitz. This package was designed to provide victim survivors of
family violence with improved access to housing options that deliver safe, affordable and appropriate housing,
and supports to recover and thrive. The package included:
•

$40 million for flexible support packages—providing flexible tailored responses that meet the
individual needs of victims of family violence, including support to stay safe at home

•

$50 million for rapid housing assistance—providing 185 new social housing properties and head
leasing for up to 124 dwellings in the private rental market

•

$16 million for private rental assistance—providing private rental assistance advice and brokerage
to access or sustain private rental tenancies

•

$25 million for accommodation for the homeless—supporting the construction of 180 new units
of crisis accommodation and upgrades of existing accommodation

•

$21 million for family violence refuge redevelopment—beginning the conversion off our existing
family violence refuges to the new core and cluster model.

Four new core and cluster refuges are to start operation this year, with redevelopment of a further
13 underway. These redevelopments will increase capacity of the refuge system, from 105 households a night
to 160—an almost 50% increase.
Women’s Health West & McAuley Community Services for Women are two key agencies in the West metro
region providing specialist Family Violence services with specialist workers providing assistance and
advocacy with Centrelink, schooling, court support, and housing related matters.
Safe steps also offer a 24/7 Family Violence response line for women and children across Victoria to respond
to immediate crisis and refer women to refuge accommodation and other assistance.
The Department of Health and Human Services also funds two key Housing Access Points; Unison in Seddon
and Werribee, and Salvation Army Social Housing Service (SASHS) in Sunshine and Melton. Housing
Access Points provide a range of advice and referral for housing options including the Private Rental
Assistance Program (PRAP).

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (28 August 2019)
Ms HORNE (Williamstown—Minister for Ports and Freight, Minister for Public Transport):
The Government is undertaking various works to improve rail freight transport efficiency into the Port of
Portland. The Murray Basin Rail Project has converted the Yelta and Murrayville railway lines to standard
gauge and reopened the standard gauge Maryborough-Ararat line. This provides direct access from the State’s
north-west to the Port of Portland for grain trains and other bulk products that might use rail freight for export
through Portland.
In addition, the Victorian Freight Plan released in July 2018 has an action to ‘Advocate to the Commonwealth
to invest in freight rail infrastructure in Victoria, starting with the Maroona to Portland line’. It is the State
Government’s intention that the line is compatible with the upgraded Yelta line as a minimum.
The State Government will continue to work with local governments, industry and the Commonwealth
Government to identify works required to improve rail freight efficiency to support the State’s producers of
agricultural exports.
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NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (29 August 2019)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education):
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to increasing educational opportunities for all Victorians. We
have invested more than $5.6 billion over the past five State Budgets to build new schools and modernise
existing ones. We have committed to opening 100 new schools over eight years (2019-2026) to meet the
increasing demand for student places arising from Victoria’s growing population.
The Shepparton Education Plan (the Plan) was developed in response to an identified need to improve
educational outcomes for young people in Shepparton and Mooroopna, with $21.5 million invested by the
Victorian Government to date.
Extensive consultation was undertaken in 2017 and 2018 regarding the Plan, which included direct
community consultation in Shepparton and Mooroopna, as well as a social media campaign and public
website, with over 4,700 items of feedback analysed during this phase. This consultation identified four
options for secondary schooling in Greater Shepparton. Of these four options, the preferred option was the
single school, single site model. A summary of the consultation process and outcomes is available on the
Engage Victoria website.
Transitioning to the single school, single site model will take time. However, the transition has been structured
in a way that enables students and staff to begin benefitting from the new school model immediately. Staging
the transition also begins developing the new school’s culture from day one, by bringing together students.
Significant changes in secondary education in Greater Shepparton will occur over the next few years and I
appreciate that this will bring change for families, parents, carers and students. However, the Shepparton
Education Plan will transform schooling in Greater Shepparton and improve educational outcomes for all
young people in Shepparton.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (29 August 2019)
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine—Minister for Water, Minister for Police and Emergency Services):
The Victorian Government has demonstrated its commitment to providing Victoria Police with the necessary
resources by investing a record $3 billion to deliver 3,135 new sworn police officers, on top of attrition, as
well as state-of the-art intelligence systems, new technology, new and upgraded police stations, and stronger
laws.
Benalla Police Station is a 24-hour station that supports a variety of specialist units including the Criminal
Investigation Unit, Water Police, Family Violence Unit, Highway Patrol, Sexual Offences and Child Abuse
Investigation Team, Crime Prevention/Neighbourhood Watch Officer, and a Youth Resources Officer. In the
2016-17 Victorian Budget, $2.94 million was provided to refurbish 15 regional and rural police stations
across the state, including Benalla.
The completion of refurbishment works in 2017 improved security, upgraded electrical works, and installed
a new portable building to the police station. Further works are currently underway to accommodate the
increased police numbers delivered through the Community Safety Statements.
The operational need for new and upgraded police stations is determined by Victoria Police. The government
will continue working closely with the Chief Commissioner of Police to ensure Victoria Police is
appropriately resourced to meet modern policing needs.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (29 August 2019)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure):
The West Gate Tunnel Project will deliver massive benefit for drivers in Melbourne’s west, who will enjoy
more reliable and safer trips regardless of whether they pay to use the new tunnels or if they keep using the
West Gate Bridge—which will remain toll-free for cars.
After the new road opens, drivers who pay to use the new tunnels will enjoy travel time saving of up to
20 minutes.
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Drivers who choose to use existing toll-free roads such as the West Gate Bridge will still enjoy the benefits
of less congestion. This is because the new tunnels will get 28,000 vehicles and 8,000 trucks off the bridge
each day, easing traffic and making travel more reliable.
The West Gate Freeway will remain toll-free for cars while also undergoing a massive upgrade as part of the
West Gate Tunnel Project. This includes completely rebuilding the West Gate Freeway, two new through
lanes in each direction, separate express lanes from the M80 interchange to the West Gate Bridge, and new
technology to monitor traffic and keep people moving.
The West Gate Tunnel was always predicted as a toll road, funded by road users. Tolls are an important toot
that help fund road projects and manage traffic by balancing it across the road network.
In addition, as part of a Public Private Partnership with Transurban, the Victorian Government has negotiated
a fairer deal for Victorians—including making the toll recovery system fairer and removing existing clauses
from the CityLink contract that compensate Transurban for road projects that divert traffic off its network.
Trucks will pay a toll on the upgraded West Gate Freeway in order to use the new road, tunnels and
connections to the port and city, as well as the West Gate Bridge.

SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (29 August 2019)
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine—Minister for Water, Minister for Police and Emergency Services):
Victoria Police is aware of this matter and has engaged with Ms Brown in relation to her safety concerns.
Appropriate enquiries have been made by police to ensure that both parties are being offered adequate support.
Victoria Police understands that this is a complex matter with multiple agencies working together to resolve
the situation.
The Victorian Government is committed to giving Victoria Police the resources it needs to keep our
community safe. This is what is driving the government’s record $3 billion investment in Victoria Police,
delivering 3,135 new sworn police officers, on top of attrition, as well as state-of-the-art intelligence systems,
new technology, new and upgraded police stations, and stronger laws. For example, the recently launched
Police Assistance Line and online reporting portal will further enhance the ability of Victoria Police to
appropriately respond to community safety and public order issues.
The Community Safety Statement 2019-20 was released on 1 July 2019 and recommits the government and
Victoria Police to a shared community safety vision to be achieved through more police, more protection and
more prevention. This will ensure that all Victorians are safe and have access to support from Victoria Police
in times of need. If you would like more information on the government’s reforms, please visit
www.communitysafety.vic.gov.au.

EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (29 August 2019)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure):
The Andrews Labor Government completed Stage One of the Hurstbridge Line Upgrade during the previous
term of Government. Stage One involved the removal of two level crossings, a new station at Rosanna and
the duplication of the single track tunnel between Heidelberg and Rosanna. As a result of this project more
trains are now running more often along the Hurstbridge line.
The Andrews Labor Government is now undertaking Stage Two of the Hurstbridge Line Upgrade which
involves duplicating the track between Greensborough and Eltham and a section between Diamond Creek
and Wattle Glen. The project will include a new station at Greensborough and an upgrade of Montmorency
stations. Again, this project will allow more trains to run more often on the Hurstbridge line.
The project does not involve any works being undertaken on the Eltham Trestle Bridge.
The former Liberal Government did not undertake any significant improvements to the Hurstbridge line and
as the Member for Eastern Metropolitan points out, the Liberal Opposition went to the election last year with
a plan to construct a concrete rail bridge immediately adjacent to the trestle bridge. Not only would this have
required the destruction of a child care centre, it would have destroyed the heritage values of the bridge and
had a devastating impact on the sporting clubs who use Eltham Central Park. The Liberal Party’s plan was
also significantly underfunded.
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The residents of Eltham and commuters on the Hurstbridge line were aware of the contrasting record and
policies of both parties at the election last year.

EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (10 September 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
I refer to your constituent’s suggestion of implementing a signage program in the Dandenong Ranges area,
similar to an existing one in the Macedon Ranges to encourage motorists to leave their headlights on in foggy
conditions.
I thank you for raising this issue and for your constituent’s interest in road safety. The Department of Transport
(DoT) will undertake an investigation to determine the need for such a programme in the Dandenong Ranges.
Should such a safety program be considered beneficial, a proposal will be prepared and be submitted for
funding consideration in a future program.
In the meantime, the community can find further information on the use of fog lights at DoT’s website
<vicroads.vic.gov.au/safety-and-road-rules/vehicle-safety/fog-and-driving-lights>.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (10 September 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The safety of the Victorian community is the highest priority for the Victorian Government, and we make no
apology for that. The Government is continuing to work in partnership with councils and industry to minimise
service disruption.
A $6.6 million relief package has been allocated to help alleviate financial pressure on councils affected by
the SKM closure. The funding is available to the 33 councils that were sending their kerbside recycling to
SKM Corporate Pty. Ltd on 26 July 2019.
The rebate will help to offset the additional costs encountered by affected councils which have had to send
their recyclable waste to an alternative processor or to landfill. Brimbank, Moonee Valley and Hobsons Bay
councils within your electorate are among the affected 33 councils eligible to apply for the rebate.
In addition, the Victorian Government is supporting a transition back to processing of kerbside recycling
across Victoria through a $10 million loan to KordaMentha, the Receivers and Managers of the SKM
Corporate Pty. Ltd.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (10 September 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
During 2018, the Department of Transport (DoT) worked with the Brimbank City Council, Victoria Police
and other stakeholders to investigate ways to improve safety and access for all road users along this section
of Ballarat Road.
During July and August 2019, a package of safety improvements were implemented along Ballarat Road.
This included lowering the speed limit from 80km/h to 70km/h between McIntyre Road in Sunshine and
Glencairn Avenue in Deer Park (including through the intersection at Perth Avenue) to create a consistent
70km/h speed limit between Ashley Street in Braybrook and Doherty Street in Deer Park. This strengthens
motorist expectations and minimises driver confusion by reducing the number of speed limit changes.
In addition, DoT installed pedestrian warning signs at high pedestrian activity areas as well as curve warning
signs at the bend near Reid Street.
Finally, in August 2019, DoT completed the installation of innovative linemarking treatments at high-risk
pedestrian locations at Perth Avenue, Hulett Street and Reid Street to provide visual cues to motorists to slow
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down by giving the impression of narrower traffic lanes. DoT also installed ‘Slow Down’ pavement symbols
to complement linemarking.
Early evaluation of these works shows that average travel speeds are at or below the new speed limit of
70km/h, which is a positive indication that motorists are abiding by the new conditions. DoT will continue to
evaluate the effectiveness of these treatments to determine the need for other interventions.
Further improvements will be considered in the context of other priorities across the state.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (10 September 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
Regional Roads Victoria (RRV) continues to work with the Kialla West Primary School and Greater
Shepparton City Council in considering options to improve safety at this location.
The Greater Shepparton City Council has submitted an application to construct a pedestrian underpass
adjacent to the Kialla West Primary School. The application was made to Regional Roads Victoria as part of
the Federal Blackspot Program for road safety funding.
The application is for the 2020/21 financial year. Projects are assessed on a number of criteria and successful
projects will be approved and announced by the Federal Minister from May 2020 onwards. If the project were
successful, I am advised by Regional Roads Victoria that construction would need to be completed prior to
June 2021.

EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (10 September 2019)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources):
My department and office are in frequent contact with the Prospectors and Miners Association of Victoria
and update members directly through the association’s magazine, the Eureka Echo. In fact my office had a
teleconference with the President of the PMAV, Rita Bentley in September.
I look forward to meeting with the PMAV and arrangements are underway to schedule a meeting.
The Commissioner for Better Regulation recently commended Earth Resources Regulation for its success in
reducing red tape, meeting expected timeframes associated with work plan applications and its approach
communicating with miners across the sector.
I also note that legislation was recently passed by the Parliament that will extend the terms of a prospecting
licence from five to seven years.

SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (10 September 2019)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure):
I thank Mr Davis for his question and continued interest in this vital project. North East Link has been the
subject of an Environment Effects Statement which has carefully examined the potential impacts of this much
needed road project. As part of this, councils and their expert witnesses were able to express their views about
the potential impacts of the road, along with local residents, schools and business owners.
O’Brien Traffic was paid to provide an opinion on behalf of councils that oppose the project during the Inquiry
and Advisory Committee hearings into the Environment Effects Statement for North East Link.
I am advised that Mr O’Brien has no qualifications in freeway design work and, also admitted at panel that
he had not reviewed the Environment Performance Requirements for the project as part of his work.
As part of the Environment Effects Statement process the North East Link Project has provided a number of
documents assessing Mr O’Brien’s layout, highlighting amateur design standard issues. When modelling was
undertaken of his layout it, was evident that his design had not been adjusted to meet the current standards.
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The Environment Effects Statement shows that North East Link will result in no material change to traffic
volumes along Hoddle Street south of the Eastern Freeway. The North East Link team has done extensive
traffic modelling with up to date data to get the most accurate traffic forecasts when North East Link is built.
The Liberals dud East West Link would have lost 55 cents for every dollar invested and now, with the North
East Link further reducing demand for the road, it is likely that an East West Link would deliver even poorer
value for money.

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (10 September 2019)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education):
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to supporting student voice in action and students’
understanding of democracy, civics and citizenship. Indeed, schools play an important role in helping students
understand constructive ways of sharing their views and having a voice on issues they feel strongly about,
such as climate change.
The Andrews Labor Government is also committed to ensuring that students are supported to attend school
every day. Parents and carers are legally required to ensure their child attends school every day, and must
provide an explanation when their child is absent. This remains applicable for any students participating in
‘School Strike 4 Climate’.
Parents and carers should notify the school as soon as possible on the day of a student’s absence, and wherever
possible in advance of upcoming absences. Schools, students and parents should work together to ensure that
where a student is absent from school they are supported to catch up. Schools must contact parents/carers who
have not advised the school of their child’s absence as soon as practicable on the same day. This follow-up is
designed to protect the safety and wellbeing of all students

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (11 September 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
Every Victorian deserves access to high quality, safe care when they need it.
General practitioners (GPs) are a cornerstone of effective primary healthcare and general practice is an
important component of health service delivery across Victoria.
Primary healthcare, including the education and training of GPs in Australia is the Federal Government’s
responsibility. However, rather than addressing this issue, the Federal Government is reducing the number of
overseas trained doctors approved to work in Australia by 200 per annum over four years. The Federal
Department of Health has advised that it is constrained in its ability to reduce the impact of these changes as
the changes are being made as part of immigration policy.
Successive years of freezes to the Medicare rebate by the Federal Government has driven up out-of-pocket
costs for patients and put pressure on GP practices, which in turn has placed added strain on our emergency
departments.
Despite this, the Andrews Labor Government recognises the important complementary role of GPs in the
Victorian public health system. We support growing our medical workforce and continue to invest
significantly in training doctors, some of whom will pursue a career in general practice. In the 2018-19
financial year, the Government contributed $59.26 million towards the education and training of junior
doctors in Victoria.
We are getting on with the job of building world-class hospitals to meet the healthcare needs of generations
to come. This includes the $1.5 billion New Footscray Hospital as part of the Labor Government’s
unprecedented $3.8 billion pipeline of hospital projects. The new Joan Kirner Women’s and Children’s
Hospital, which opened its doors in May 2019, is also providing world-class women’s and paediatric care to
families in the west, closer to home.
On behalf of your local constituents, I strongly encourage you raise your concerns about the supply of doctors
in your local area with the Commonwealth Minister for Health, the Hon Greg Hunt MP.
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WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (11 September 2019)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources):
The Victorian Government values the dairy industry, its contribution to Victorian regional communities and
economies, and the importance of road and rail networks to help farmers export their product. This is reflected
in the Victorian Government’s provision of $110,000 funding for the Barwon South West Regional Dairy
Supply Chain Study through the Local Roads to Market Program and supporting other projects for dairy farms
and businesses. The government is also undertaking significant road and rail works in Barwon South West.
Over $110 million has been allocated for an upgrade of the Warrnambool Rail Line. The upgraded line will
support rail freight and allow export products, such as dairy, to move more quickly and reliably to the Port of
Melbourne.
In addition, significant work is underway to rehabilitate and resurface the Princes Highway from Colac to the
South Australian border. The Fixing Country Roads Program is being actioned on various roads and bridges
in Barwon South West. This includes over $14.5 million being spent on roads in the Colac Otway Shire and
an additional $7.2 million being spent on Corangamite Shire roads. This investment in Western Victoria’s
road and rail network will help farmers get their product to market.
In line with recommendations from the Barwon South West Dairy Supply Chain study, Regional Roads
Victoria is assessing the capacity of bridges on the Princes Highway West to carry vehicles weighing more
than 70 tonnes. Regional Roads Victoria is also planning a series of overtaking lanes on the Princes Highway
within the dairy region. Both these initiatives will be considered for future program funding.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (11 September 2019)
Ms HORNE (Williamstown—Minister for Ports and Freight, Minister for Public Transport):
V/Line understands that comfort and access to refreshments is important to passengers on long-haul services.
I understand that on this occasion, the buffet was closed due to staff availability on that particular service.
When a buffet is out of service for departures from Southern Cross, the conductor managing the train service
makes announcements prior to departure, apologising and informing customers that the buffet will be closed.
This enables customers to purchase refreshments at the station.
For departures from regional stations, the station staff will make repeated announcements before departure
informing the customers of the buffet closure and giving them an opportunity to make purchases at the station
before the service departs. The conductor also makes announcements on the train and en route for customers
boarding at intermediate stations.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (11 September 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
Speed limits are set to provide an appropriate balance between safety and keeping people moving.
Assessments of any proposed changes to speed limits are generally subject to a comprehensive investigation,
which includes a review of road crash history, the number and types of vehicles using the road and the primary
function of the road. Such assessments are reviewed on a case by case basis in accordance with the Victorian
Speed Zoning Guidelines, to ensure credibility and consistency of speed zones across the network.
Regional Roads Victoria advises it does not support the raising of speed limits along the Hume Freeway
beyond 110 km/h. Increasing speeds on rural highways and freeways increases the risk of fatalities and
associated road trauma as drivers have less time to see and react to hazards. Higher vehicle speeds also result
in higher severity of crashes due to the greater impact forces when vehicles strike roadside objects or other
vehicles.
The risks associated with increasing speed limits beyond 110 km/h far outweigh any potential benefits to
travel times.
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The Tullamarine speed limit trial is completely different from the proposed speed increase on the Hume
Highway and bears no comparison.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12 September 2019)
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave—Premier):
The Victorian Government is committed to building a bright future for young people in Greater Shepparton,
ensuring they have more educational opportunities, choice and support. I recently visited Shepparton
following the release of the designs for the new school and discussed the Shepparton Education Plan with
members of the project board and School Council Advisory Group.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12 September 2019)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources):
On 28 August 2019, Nestlé Australia announced plans to close its 50-year-old dairy products manufacturing
site at Tongala, with 106 employees to be made redundant. A closure date has not yet been confirmed but is
anticipated to be in late 2020 or mid-2021.
Nestle has advised that outplacement services will be made available to assist our affected constituents to
prepare for finding new jobs. in addition, the Labor Government, through Regional Development Victoria
(RDV), has offered to work with Nestlé to deliver the Workers in Transition program. This program helps
people to access retraining or connect with new job opportunities in the region.
The Labor Government continues to work to support industry in the Goulburn Valley and Campaspe Shire
regions. This has included supporting new investment in the dairy industry by Freedom Foods at Shepparton,
ACM Holdings at Girgarre and Fonterra Australia at Stanhope. Together, these new investments are
anticipated to create approximately 200 new jobs in manufacturing in the region.

EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12 September 2019)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources):
Protests that prevent individuals undertaking authorised forest operations are not lawful. In addition, coupes
with active forest operations are declared Timber Harvest Safety Zones in recognition of the dangerous nature
of these work sites. Unauthorised entry into these Timber Harvest Safety Zones puts protestors and those who
have to remove them at risk.
I recognise that in addition to any safety considerations, the disruption of lawful activities by forest contractors
can have consequences for contractors and their employees. VicForests actively works with its contractors to
minimise these consequences. I acknowledge too that affected contractors disrupted by protestors are required
to immediately cease their operations for safety reasons.
Since July, Authorised Officers have responded within two working days, or sooner, to all instances of protest
activity on coupes. Authorised Officers have received additional support from Victoria Police and where
necessary, Victorian Police Search and Rescue officers. I am advised that formal warnings and infringement
notices have been made including the arrest of a tree sit protestor. It would not be appropriate for me to
comment on investigations that may be underway by relevant Authorised Officers.

SOUTH EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12 September 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The Alex Fraser planning permit allows for an extension of time to be considered and the decision is currently
a matter for Kingston City Council.
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Green Wedge zoning does not prevent the council from granting a permit extension after considering the
planning scheme and relevant legislation.
The Government will continue to work with Alex Fraser and recognises the important contribution it makes
to providing content for infrastructure projects and diverting resources from landfill.

SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12 September 2019)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure):
I acknowledge Mr Hayes question and appreciate the advocacy on behalf of his constituents.
O’Brien Traffic was paid to provide an opinion on behalf of councils that oppose the project during the Inquiry
and Advisory Committee hearings into the Environment Effects Statement for North East Link.
I am advised that Mr O’Brien has no qualifications in freeway design work and, also admitted at panel that
he had not reviewed the Environment Performance Requirements for the project as part of his work.
As part of the Environment Effects Statement process the North East Link Project has provided a number of
documents assessing Mr O’Brien’s layout, highlighting amateur design standard issues. When modelling was
undertaken of his layout, it was evident that his design had not been adjusted to meet the current standards.
Mr O’Brien’s layout has also been found to be more likely to result in crashes compared to the North East
Link reference design, given the analysis that VicRoads has undertaken of multi lane freeways—I refer
Mr Hayes to Figure 10 of the DoT Motorway Design Volume Guide.
If you take all of that into account, the O’Brien layout would need significant works to meet the standards and
improve safety. This would increase the footprint of the project back to a similar scale of the reference design.
Extensive traffic modelling shows that North East Link will significantly reduce travel times through the
north-east and across the city, by taking trucks off local roads and stopping rat-runs.
The Eastern Freeway will be overhauled to accommodate future traffic volumes and work like a modern
freeway should.
It is not accurate as some have claimed that North East Link will create the need for an East West Link. The
EES shows that approximately 75 per cent of southbound traffic from North East Link will travel east at the
Eastern Freeway. Only 4% of south bound traffic on North East Link will head to the end of the Eastern
Freeway.
NEL will also provide faster bus travel times along the Eastern Freeway—with the dedicated busway
delivering improvements of up to 30 per cent in travel times to Hoddle Street, and travel times and speeds
expected to improve for all bus and tram services in the north-east.

EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12 September 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
This matter does not fall within my portfolio responsibilities. You may wish to raise your question with the
Minister for Transport Infrastructure, the Hon Jacinta Allan MP.
I have forwarded your constituency question directly to Minister Allan MP.
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Written responses to questions without notice
Responses have been incorporated in the form provided to Hansard and received in the period
shown.

13 September to 17 October 2019
WOMBAT PROTECTION
In reply to Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (28 August 2019)
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of State,
Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs):
The Victorian Government is investigating the merits of changing environmental controls that see the
Common Wombat not protected in certain parts of eastern Victoria. The existing controls have the effect that,
in a number of parishes in eastern Victoria, the Common Wombat can be controlled without the need to obtain
authorisation under the Wildlife Act.
Such a change may align the legal status and management of Wombats with other native wildlife in Victoria.
This would see landowners in the affected areas able to apply for permits to control wombats under the
Authority to Control Wildlife system.
Whilst native wildlife is protected in Victoria, it is apparent that in some circumstances, wildlife can
negatively impact on the environment, people and property, and therefore require some form of management
controls.
You will note that it is illegal to hunt or kill wildlife without authorisation and will lead to prosecution for
perpetrators.

PRESCRIPTION MEDICATION SUPPLY
In reply to Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (10 September 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
I am informed that: The Commonwealth Therapeutic Goods Administration (TGA) is responsible for
managing medicine shortage information in Australia.
The Australian sponsor of Parnate, Amdipharm Mercury (Australia) Pty Ltd, has informed the TGA that
supply will be impacted from 1 July 2019 to 1 November 2019.
The TGA has approved two identical medicines which contain the same active ingredient for import and
supply in Australia until 1 December 2019.
The alternative medicines are imported by Boucher and Muir Pty Ltd and Medsurge Healthcare Pty Ltd.
As per advice that my office has discussed with your office, patients should contact their pharmacist to arrange
supply of the alternative medicines during this time.
The Department of Health and Human Services does not intend to purchase Parnate from the United States
of America.

BOROONDARA PLANNING SCHEME
In reply to Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (11 September 2019)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources):
In the past two years the Minister for Planning has strongly supported heritage protection in the City of
Boroondara by putting in place heritage controls for over 6,000 properties. He has approved
Amendments C285, C293, C307 and C309 to the Boroondara Planning Scheme. Each of these amendments
have introduced interim heritage controls to protect individual properties and heritage precincts in Hawthorn,
Kew, Kew East, Mont Albert and Hawthorn East while the City of Boroondara prepares and exhibits planning
scheme amendments to introduce permanent heritage controls.
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The Minister for Planning has written to the City of Boroondara and highlighted to the council that it has not
been properly using the safety net under the Building Act 1993 to protect properties that it considers to have
heritage significance. He has asked the council to provide an inventory of all local heritage places with a
consent for demolition or building permit. The council has responded by owning up to consenting to full
demolition of 6 contributory heritage places and partial demolition of a further 40 places.
These potential demolitions could have been avoided had council responsibly exercised its ability to seek
protection of these buildings at the appropriate time, instead of seeking to protect them after consenting to
their demolition. Having very recently received this information from the council, the minister is considering
whether any changes to the incorporated document introduced by Amendment C299 are warranted. The
minister urges the council to protect its local heritage and stop issuing demolition permits where it believes
the buildings may have heritage value.

WODONGA TRAIN SERVICES
In reply to Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (11 September 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
The North East Rail line is managed by the Australian Rail Track Corporation (ARTC).
From 1 August 2018 to 31 August 2019, over 2300 services were scheduled on the Albury Line. During this
time, the majority of cancelled services were replaced with coaches. The costs of coach replacement are
managed within V/Line’s budget.
V/Line will replace scheduled trains with coaches when there is a planned disruption (such as a scheduled
occupation to complete critical works) or unplanned disruption (such as an incident in the rail reserve, heat
restrictions, ARTC track and signalling faults or other maintenance issues).
In instances where coaches cannot be sourced, V/Line may alter existing services or provide alternative
transport for passengers.

AUSTIN HEALTH
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12 September 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
I am informed that:
I am advised that as at 12 September 2019, Austin Health had postponed 300 procedures as a result of the
incident in question.
Nearby Health Services, including Northern Health, Mercy Health and St Vincent’s Hospital Melbourne,
amongst others, have been of assistance where possible.
Victorian public hospitals are predominantly funded according to the activity which they deliver. Additional
elective surgeries delivered will attract additional activity based funding.
In 2019-20, the government is providing Northern Health with operational funding of $521.2 million, a
6.8 per cent increase on last financial year. The Victorian Government has increased funding to Northern
Health by 62.8 percent (or $201.1 million) since 2014-15.
The department is still working through the details of any additional financial support that health services may
require to address the issue at hand.
I am advised that Austin Health will be no worse off as a result of elective surgeries delivered in private
hospitals. These surgeries are predominantly funded via public activity based funding already allocated to the
Austin. Any gap is being covered by the Department of Health and Human Services.

PRIMARY CARE PARTNERSHIPS
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12 September 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
The Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) has commissioned a review of the Primary Care
Partnership (PCP) program.
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PCP funding and service agreements have been extended until 30 June 2020 while the review is undertaken.
DHHS will work with PCPs to support their participation in the review, which will look at whether the current
model is delivering the best outcomes for local communities.

COMMERCIAL PASSENGER VEHICLE INDUSTRY
In reply to Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (15 October 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
RESPONSE TO SUBSTANTIVE QUESTION
All applicants for driver accreditation are subject to a national police history check, driving history check and
medical assessment. Once accredited, drivers are subject to ongoing data matching with Victoria Police,
which identifies any new charges or convictions. Drivers who are charged with or convicted of offences may
have their accreditation suspended and/or cancelled, where the offence warrants such action.
Under the new scheme, driver accreditation is perpetual and continues until cancelled by the regulator or
surrendered by the accreditation holder. Invoicing has now commenced for annual fees, and information
regarding invoicing is available on the regulator’s website.
Your question also provides an opportunity to clarify the purpose of the public register, which allows industry
participants and members of the public to verify that a driver is accredited. The public register is not, and was
never intended to be, a list of currently working accredited drivers.
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTION
As outlined in the response to the previous question, the responsibility for conducting criminal checks resides
with the regulator. The obligation on booking service providers is to ensure they only use accredited drivers
to provide commercial passenger vehicle services. Booking service providers can use the public register to
validate drivers’ accreditation. The regulator’s audit program includes confirming booking service providers
are ensuring drivers they use are accredited.

CITYLINK TOLLS
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (15 October 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
RESPONSE TO SUBSTANTIVE QUESTION
We have not increased toll changes on existing CityLink roads by 4.25 per cent this financial year.
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTION
Once complete, the West Gate Tunnel Project will save people 20 minutes coming from the west and give
motorists a much-needed alternative to the West Gate Bridge.
These time savings will benefit families and small, medium and larger businesses.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to be delivering this transformational project for Melbourne’s west.
Toll roads were first introduced in Victoria by the Kennett Government.
They exist across small sections of Melbourne’s road network and provide further choice to motorists who
decide to use them.
The vast majority of Melbourne’s road network is toll free.
I know that the Member has opposed to this project and the thousands of jobs it has created, but his own
electorate stands to benefit enormously from this vital investment
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ELECTRICITY SUPPLY
In reply to Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (15 October 2019)
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of State,
Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs):
The Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO) is responsible for ensuring that there is enough supply to
meet demand.
The Victorian Government will continue to support AEMO, where we can, to discharge its responsibilities
and minimise the chance of supply disruptions in Victoria. AEMO is acting to address the risks of unserved
energy, including through procurement of reserves under its Reliability and Emergency Reserve Trader
(RERT) scheme.
My department has been working closely with AEMO to ensure that the emergency reserves procured under
the RERT are reliable and sufficient for the upcoming summer period.
While AEMO has forecast that Victoria’s huge renewable energy push will greatly improve energy supply in
the coming years, the existing privatised and ageing coal generators can’t be relied upon not to breakdown
during prolonged periods of hot weather. This is why the Labor Government has taken action, requesting an
exemption from the Australian Energy Market Commission to allow AEMO the option of negotiating longer
RERT contracts, where it’s cheaper to do so.
Preparations for this coming summer will also build on the positive work my department and Victoria’s
network distribution businesses undertook in advance of last summer through implementation of
recommendations from the Post Event Review—Power Outages 28-29 January 2018.
My department worked closely with the distribution businesses to implement all of the short-term
recommendations prior to summer. This work resulted in: i) delivery of a significant work program to support
network reliability including high priority fuse upgrades, asset replacements and network augmentation
works; ii) realising reserve capacity opportunities through a range of demand management programs for
residential, commercial and industrial customers to participate in across the networks; iii) delivery of a range
of data analysis initiatives to improve modelling and forecasting outcomes; and iv) improving customer
engagement and ensuring consistent messaging is used across the network businesses ahead of, during and
after an event.
The distribution networks were significantly more resilient through summer 2018-19 than the 2017-18
summer, and the government continues work with the distribution businesses to ensure this important work
continues, including tracking progress on priority works, improving communication with customers and
gathering detail on the residential, commercial and industrial demand response programs they plan to deliver
this summer. Depending on customer participation, these programs have the potential to achieve total capacity
benefits of over 100 MW.
In regards to your supplementary question, the Government has invested more than $141 million in Victoria’s
waste and resource recovery industry, including $37 million for the Recycling Industry Strategic Plan. The
government is getting on with delivering a strong and resilient local recycling sector that the Victorian public
expects and deserves, including the development of a national product stewardship approach for photovoltaic
(PV) systems.
In addition, to support the ongoing development of Victoria’s e-waste recycling sector, funding is available
through Sustainability Victoria’s Resource Recovery Infrastructure Fund (RRIF) and the Research,
Development and Demonstration (RD&D) grant program. I announced Round Two of the RD&D grant
program last week which includes a project led by Deakin University which will investigate a new recycling
technique for end-of-life silicon-base PV panels to be used in the production of high-energy anodes for
lithium-ion batteries.

PRIMARY CARE PARTNERSHIPS
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (16 October 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
I am informed that:
At this point in time, this matter remains commercial-in-confidence. The Department of Health and Human
Services (DHHS) will write to Primary Care Partnerships (PCPs) in the coming days with details of who will
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be undertaking the review and how they can participate. The cost of this contract will be disclosed in the usual
manner.
In a media release issued on 16 October 2019, Victorian PCP Chair Kevin Feeney said, “we welcome an open
and meaningful review of our work. This will be the first review of PCPs since we were established in
2000…”. DHHS will work collaboratively with PCPs throughout the review process.

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT VICTORIA
In reply to Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (16 October 2019)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources):
The Member’s assertion is that Regional Development Victoria funding has been cut is wrong. I have
corrected this malicious misinformation being spread by National Party MPs on numerous occasions,
including at PAEC.
Through the 2019/20 Budget, the Labor Government is delivering a $2.6 billion program of investment to
boost regional tourism, create local jobs, underpin our key industries, and provide the infrastructure and
services that local communities rely on.
Part of this program is a $134 million allocation for regional development priorities; delivering on our election
commitments within the regional development portfolio. This initiative also provides funding for RDV to
enable us to keep supporting projects that create new jobs, and to deliver infrastructure for regional towns.
We could have referred to the entire $134m as the Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund—which has been
the approach for many years. However, the Auditor-General has criticised successive governments for
drawing staffing costs from the Trust Fund.
I have decoupled the grants pool from the announced projects and staffing costs—of the $134m, there is
currently more than $30 million available for grants-based funding.
The Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions introduced a Rural and Regional Victoria group earlier this
year—a new model to improve the way government delivers whole-of-government reform for country
Victorians. Nous is providing preliminary advice to the department on internal organisational structures and
will not produce a public report. Consultancies are reported to the Parliament through the annual report
process. RDV will continue to be critical to the Government’s efforts to support people in rural and regional
Victoria.

AAMI CRASH INDEX
In reply to Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (16 October 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
The AAMI Crash Index is based on motor vehicle accident insurance claims made by customers of all AAI
Limited’s brands including AAMI, GIO, Suncorp Insurance, Shannons, APIA, Bingle, CIL Insurance, Vero,
Terri Scheer, and Essentials by AAI. 2019 claims data is calculated from 1 July 2018 to 30 June 2019, and
2018 claims data calculated from 1 July 2017 to 30 June 2018.
When determining which safety initiatives and investments to implement, VicRoads (now part of the
Department of Transport, DoT) focuses on injury crashes, including fatalities.
DoT acknowledges the increased vehicular and pedestrian activity along Maroondah Highway in Ringwood,
in particular near Eastland Shopping Centre. The expanded shopping centre became operational from May
2016.
A network of 40km/h static and electronic speed limit signs had previously been installed in September 2014
to address road user safety concerns.
DoT will continue to monitor this section of road and determine any need for additional safety improvement
works.

