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Tuesday, 29 October 2019
The PRESIDENT (Hon. SL Leane) took the chair at 12.05 pm and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (12:06): 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
HEALTH LEGISLATION AMENDMENT AND REPEAL BILL 2019
MARINE AND FISHERIES LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2019
SUPERANNUATION LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Royal assent
The PRESIDENT (12:06): I have a message from the Governor, dated 22 October:
The Governor informs the Legislative Council that she has, on this day, given the Royal Assent to the
undermentioned Act of the present Session presented to her by the Clerk of the Parliaments:
34/2019

Health Legislation Amendment and Repeal Act 2019

35/2019

Marine and Fisheries Legislation Amendment Act 2019

36/2019

Superannuation Legislation Amendment Act 2019.

Questions without notice and ministers statements
NORTH RICHMOND COMMUNITY HEALTH
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:07): My question is to the Minister for Health.
Minister, last Friday Demos Krouskos stood aside as CEO of the North Richmond Community Health
centre following the shocking revelations that employees were arrested for allegedly dealing in illegal
drugs. In April, after another incident involving the North Richmond Community Health centre, an
investigation was undertaken. Minister, I remind you that as health minister you have responsibility
for the North Richmond Community Health centre, so I ask: what were the findings of that review,
and will you release it to the public?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:08): I thank the member for her question. Can I say at the outset that the North Richmond
Community Health centre is in fact a registered community health centre with its own board. It is not
part of a health service. It is very different, as the member knows full well, to our hospitals and our
health services across the state in terms of the responsibilities that I have under the act, and the powers
that I have under the act are quite different to those that apply to our hospitals.
Can I say that the events of last week and the revelations of last week have been extremely
disappointing. The allegations that have been made are very serious ones, and the government regards
the allegations that have come to light as being completely unacceptable. The member knows full well
that the board of North Richmond Community Health previously commissioned their own review
looking at some issues in relation to their organisation, as they are entitled to, and those issues of course
have enabled the board to take appropriate action in response to those issues.
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In relation to the matters that have come to light more recently last week, there are criminal processes
that are underway as we speak, and of course it is inappropriate for members to comment about those
in any detail. What I can say, however, is that the board has taken a very decisive action—action that
I support and that the government supports—to stand down the CEO of the North Richmond
Community Health centre. In addition to that, the government has in fact commissioned a review of
North Richmond Community Health, and that work will get underway soon. That will be undertaken
by Dr Joanna Flynn, currently Berry Street board president and a former chair of the board at Eastern
Health, and that review will be completed as swiftly and as quickly as possible. Whilst that work is
underway the interim CEO will be Adam Horsburgh, who is currently the deputy chief executive and
chief operating officer—
Ms Crozier: On a point of order, President, the minister is very conveniently running down the
time. My question was very specific about the investigation and review that was undertaken in April.
Will the minister have that review made public is the question. It has nothing to do with any criminal
activity or anything else. It is about the investigation in April.
The PRESIDENT: I call the minister to the question in the time available to her.
Ms MIKAKOS: President, in fact I addressed that right at the outset in my response. The point I
was making is that there has been a response taken in relation to the issues last week. (Time expired)
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:11): I note that the minister failed to answer my
question, so my supplementary is—and I hope she will be able to answer this: Minister, will the
government be providing additional funding for termination payments to Mr Krouskos, or will funding
be taken from existing dental and community health programs at the North Richmond Community
Health centre?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:12): I thank the member for her further question. She is asking me to comment on internal HR
questions relating to North Richmond Community Health. I have just explained to her in the answer
to the substantive question that they are an independent organisation with their own board. They have
asked the CEO to stand down. We support that action. The matters that have come to light are very
serious, and this is why it is appropriate that they are investigated. We look forward to receiving that
report and looking at these issues more deeply. But I think it is interesting that the member has taken
the view that she has, because we know that her leader has been all over the shop when it comes to the
injecting room. He supported it; he has not supported it. The view has changed over time. But what
we do know when it comes to the injecting room is that it is saving lives: 1800 overdoses prevented
since it opened.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:13): I move:
That the minister’s answer be considered on the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
HORSERACING
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (12:13): My question is for the Minister for Racing. Last week
an ABC investigation exposed racehorses being ruthlessly slaughtered for human consumption and
pet food, as well as serious breaches of retirement form declarations and traceability rules. The industry
appeared either complicit or incompetent in this activity. It was a pertinent reminder of the importance
of whistleblower freedoms and why we can never let draconian ag gag legislation pass in this house.
Given the racing industry has betrayed the public, betrayed its horses and cannot be trusted to regulate
itself, will the minister join my call for a royal commission into the racing industry?
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Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:14): I would like to thank the member for his question. Obviously this is a
question only the minister himself can answer, so I will be passing that on to the Minister for Racing.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:14): It is a great opportunity to update the house on how the Andrews
Labor government is delivering for rural and regional Victoria and responding to feedback following
the Auditor-General’s report tabled in May in relation to Regional Development Victoria.
Last week I was pleased to release updated guidelines for the Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund.
The RJIF is just one part of our $2.6 billion Delivering for Regional and Rural Victoria program
unveiled in this year’s budget. The Labor government’s flagship regional development fund helps
businesses create more jobs in regional Victoria, supports community projects and assists councils to
build the infrastructure their communities need. More than $30 million is currently available right now
through RJIF to make our regional communities better places to live, work, invest and visit. It is
business as usual for the regional jobs fund, which remains open for applications year-round to support
businesses to create or keep country jobs.
We have made the Stronger Regional Communities program funding ratios more generous, which will
make it easier for local community organisations and smaller rural councils to access funding. The
Regional Infrastructure Fund will move to a competitive round-based process to ensure the best
projects receive support. Grants of up to $500 000 will be available to councils and for councilsponsored projects through the open round, which opens on 6 November, and I have written to
councils to invite them to all apply. Again, a more generous funding ratio has been set for small rural
councils, regardless of the grant amount, so that the lower rate bases do not preclude those councils
from delivering projects for their communities. This is something that has been raised time and time
again, so I am very happy that we have listened and responded with changes to our fund.
The changes have been made also in relation to feedback from the Auditor-General’s Outcomes of
Investing in Regional Victoria report that was tabled in May. The updated guidelines will ensure
organisations, councils and businesses across regional Victoria can access the support they need to
create local jobs, boost businesses and strengthen our fantastic country communities.
FINES VICTORIA
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:16): My question is to the Minister for Local
Government. The mayor of Port Phillip, Dick Gross, told Neil Mitchell last Wednesday that his city
is out of pocket $22 million as a result of the Fines Victoria fiasco. The Monash City Council has told
media that for just the last financial year the council is owed more than $2 million, while the debt to
the City of Melbourne from the Fines Victoria fiasco has grown by a staggering $20 million in just
20 months. Minister, on the most recent information available to you, what is the total cost to Victorian
local government as a result of your Fines Victoria fiasco?
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:17): I would like to thank the member for his question. I have said in this place
before that councils are autonomous. They have complete autonomy as far as their operational matters
go; therefore councils do not report to us in total how much they are due to get back from Fines
Victoria. I also make the point that that is not revenue forgone. It does not mean that they are not
actually going to get that fines revenue back. That will be coming back to councils. But in the
meantime I concede that it might be putting a bit of pressure on the finances of councils. I do concede
that, but ultimately these councils have contractual arrangements with Fines Victoria. The minister
that oversees Fines Victoria is the Attorney-General, and the Attorney-General is working very hard
and her department is working very hard to make sure that any teething problems around some of the
issues that we are having with Fines Victoria are overcome.
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In terms of the substance of the question about Fines Victoria and when that is all going to be fixed,
that is a matter for the Attorney-General. However, in terms of revenue, that is for Port Phillip and
Monash or whichever other councils have entered into contractual matters with Fines Victoria. All I
can say is that that is not revenue that they have to write off as a bad debt. That will be coming back
to them at some stage.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:19): I thank the minister for his answer, and I note his
comments that the revenue to those councils and many others that are owed as a result of the Fines
Victoria fiasco may not necessarily be a bad debt and may not be written off. I ask by way of a
supplementary: can you give these local government authorities a date by which the Fines Victoria
system will be fully operational and able to undertake its contracted functions and thereby possibly
recover some of these outstanding moneys that you referred to?
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:19): I would like to thank the member for his question. Clearly the AttorneyGeneral has carriage over Fines Victoria, and the Attorney-General and her department are working
overtime to ensure that this matter is resolved. As the Minister for Local Government I cannot give
you a time when it is going to be fixed, but what we have got is a very capable minister, and the
minister is working very hard to ensure that this problem is resolved as soon as possible.
ABORTION SERVICES
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:20): My question is for the Minister for Health and
relates to access to abortion services in the public health system in Victoria, particularly for those who
cannot afford to pay for them privately. You may recall I asked a similar question last year when you
were acting for the Minister for Health. You gave me a whole bunch of answers around more training
at the Women’s hospital, 1800 My Options and new family planning hubs. So I am just wondering:
in the last year have we seen an increase in the availability of terminations in the public health system?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:20): I thank the member for her question, and I acknowledge her strong advocacy for greater access
to termination services for Victorian women. In fact I know that this has been an issue that we have
managed to achieve some bipartisanship on, and Ms Wooldridge and others also have supported the
government around these issues.
Mr Finn: Speak for yourself.
Ms MIKAKOS: I note Mr Finn’s strong objection to me including the whole of the coalition in
that statement, so I will be very clear in saying that I know Mr Finn will continue to oppose women’s
right to choose in Victoria. I hope he will make sure that a whole bunch of neo-Nazis do not continue
to march with him around these issues in Victoria, because we know that it is important that women
do have the right to choose in our state. This is why the previous health minister, Minister Hennessy,
launched the Women’s Sexual and Reproductive Health: Key Priorities document back in 2017. That
policy set in place the establishment of eight reproductive health hubs in Victoria. This has enabled
women to gain greater access to contraception, including long-acting, reversible contraception;
medical terminations up to nine weeks; and referral pathways to access to surgical terminations when
a medical termination is not suitable. Those centres are now operating, including in regional
communities. Bendigo, Ballarat, Albury-Wodonga and Wangaratta now have access to these hubs. In
addition to that, we established the new 1800 My Options service, which the member referred to in
her question as well, which is run by Women’s Health Victoria, and I acknowledge the important work
they have been doing making sure that women have access to additional support and information
around these services.
I will seek some additional advice for the member. She asked specifically around data. I will look at
what datasets are available around these issues, but we are absolutely committed to addressing gaps.
This is an issue that I look forward to working on with my colleagues at the COAG Health Council,
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including the federal government. I do think that there are certainly some inequities that exist, and this
is an issue that I will continue to do some work on. We certainly have since we have been in
government expanded access to women’s choices through the establishment of those hubs, but there
is certainly more work that needs to be done.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:24): Thank you, Minister, and I will look forward to
getting that extra information. In regard to the hubs, I certainly will be speaking to you at a later date
about possibly getting a hub in our Northern Metropolitan Region. But by way of supplementary, part
of those priorities was to provide training to more clinicians at the Women’s to provide surgical
terminations, and I wonder if you can tell me how many more clinicians have been trained to provide
terminations at the Women’s.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:24): I will be looking to see what data is available to provide the member with in response to that
very specific question, but I know that the Women’s hospital is very committed to giving greater
choice to women. They do very important work around these issues. We know of course that our
legislation provides some parameters around training and certainly issues around medical
terminations. I think that there needs to be more work done with primary health networks and primary
care providers to make sure that we have got greater access to medical terminations across Victoria,
particularly in regional communities, and I am happy to have some further discussions with the
member around these issues. But certainly around the training issues more broadly, of course that is a
federal responsibility, but I am committed to looking to work with the federal government around
providing greater training to doctors—
Ms Patten: There was state funding for it.
Ms MIKAKOS: Yes—greater training opportunities for medical practitioners.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: BETTER APPROVALS PROJECT
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:25): I rise to update the house on the progress of Small Business Victoria’s Better
Approvals Project. This program is helping take the stress out of applying for permits for small
businesses across the state. Victoria is home to more than 60 000 small businesses, which accounts for
almost half of all private sector employment. The Better Approvals Project helps those businesses get
their ideas off the ground and get trading faster. We have worked with local councils to identify and
streamline the process around businesses applying for permits to slash waiting times. Councils
involved in the project worked with Small Business Victoria to come up with a tailored program of
improvements to make their permit approval processes simpler for local businesses to follow. Since
we started this program, in areas where councils have signed up to the scheme the Better Approvals
Project has successfully cut the average number of days to process multiple permit approvals from
199 to 54. This reduction will bring peace of mind to small business owners. It will also help our
economy by getting businesses trading, and faster.
MURRAY BASIN RAIL PROJECT
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:26): My question is for the
Minister for Agriculture. Minister, given the Andrews government’s failure to deliver the promised
advantages of the Murray Basin rail plan, is it a fact that for grain harvest being transported from the
west of Victoria grain growers will be forced to pay an additional $5 per tonne due to reduced capacity
on the rail system?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:27): Again, Mr Davis, every question you have asked me since I have
been a minister in this place has not particularly been a question for my portfolio responsibilities.
Murray-Darling Basin freight is a freight project whose responsibility lies with Minister Allan in the
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other place. Of course I am in constant conversations with Minister Allan, and I have got a briefing
this week in relation to the project and the conversations that she has been having with the federal
government. I am very keen to support our agricultural producers. Obviously grain harvest is
something that is my responsibility, and I want to make their job as easy as possible. I do not have
responsibility for that project. I am getting a briefing this week on that project and how it impacts on
agriculture.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:28): I would have thought that
an agriculture minister would be concerned about this, and I would have thought that they would have
had a briefing well before now. Minister, the Rail Freight Alliance has said the failings of this project
are nothing short of catastrophic. The capacity of the lines has been reduced as increased tonnage on
the line promised by the government has not been achieved and line speeds are significantly lower.
Given this situation is entirely of the Andrews government’s making, what compensation will be made
available to farmers facing increased transport costs directly as a result of your government’s
incompetence?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:29): That was actually even more of a question that was directed to another
minister. There are ongoing conversations between the state and federal governments in making sure
that we can get on with this project.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:29): I move:
That the minister’s answer be taken into account on the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
DROUGHT ASSISTANCE
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:29): My question is to the Minister for Agriculture,
Ms Symes, and it follows a Weekly Times article on 23 October about enormous variations in the
amounts of drought assistance provided by the Queensland, New South Wales and Victorian
governments respectively. That article suggested that New South Wales provides up to $90 000 per
farmer and Queensland up to $50 000 but that Victoria provides up to just over $8000. The report also
quoted the Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF) president, David Jochinke, as saying these variations
in farmer support were frustrating and causing angst. Minister, especially in the midst of the current
crippling drought, do you accept that more needs to be done by the Victorian government, especially
through the provision of greater financial relief and assistance to farmers and local councils?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:30): I thank Ms Maxwell for her question and her ongoing interest and
support of farmers doing it tough in this state. Our latest drought support package was $31.6 million,
taking the overall package that has been delivered in just over 12 months to $80 million. In developing
that package we worked very closely with farming communities and the likes of the VFF, councils
and other stakeholders to design it to make sure that it was targeted and going to the areas where it
would make a difference in what people were telling us were the pressure points.
While the conditions in each community are very different across the country, I certainly agree that a
more strategic and coordinated approach to drought support across the federal level is something that
would be worthwhile. I certainly raised that at the Agriculture Ministers Forum last week and was
pleased that our federal colleagues have agreed to convene another meeting of agricultural ministers
before the end of the year, in conjunction with the NFF, to talk about an overarching framework that
perhaps states might stick to. Of course the drought in New South Wales and Queensland is vastly
different to the drought that we are experiencing in parts of Victoria. Hearing from my ministerial
colleagues from those states, it is pretty harrowing—some of the conditions that they are dealing with
and the water concerns that they have.
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I agree with David Jochinke from the VFF that it can be very frustrating when there are variations in
support across jurisdictions. For example, subsidies for freight and fodder can distort markets and
drive up prices for everyone. Even the article that you referred to, Ms Maxwell, I am pretty sure
highlighted the inconsistencies with the National Drought Agreement. In fact Queensland have
recently announced that they are going to scrap their subsidies because they are not targeting support
to where it needs to go, and in fact it is actually propping up businesses that are not in need. As I said,
all agriculture ministers will be meeting again before the end of the year in relation to drought, the
federal response, the different variations between states and the feds and how we all can support our
farmers and make sure that our agricultural industries are able to thrive even during these difficult
times.
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:33): Thank you, Minister, for your answer. Minister, I
refer to your 2 October announcement of specific financial assistance to three local councils to ‘help
respond to drought-related issues’. I do so particularly after last week’s revelations that Moira shire
does not qualify for a federal drought assistance grant because it is apparently 0.1 per cent short of the
required number on the so-called agricultural employment participation rate. I also do so after your
22 October reaction to those revelations, when you tweeted that Moira shire should indeed be given
more drought assistance funds. Isn’t it the case, Minister, that you also have the power to give Moira
shire more drought assistance money, just like you did recently for those three other councils, and will
you therefore do this?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:34): I thank Ms Maxwell for her supplementary question. Farmers in
Central Gippsland and East Gippsland are experiencing a third year of drought conditions, with flowon impacts being felt by local businesses and communities, and farmers in the Millewa region in our
north-west are experiencing a second failed crop following very much below average rainfall in 2018
and 2019.
In the advice I get as to where we target our support, we consider a range of things, including rainfall
forecast and impact on communities, not just the amount of agriculture in the sector, as the federal
government have alluded is the way they do things. But what I would say is that farmers in Moira,
Campaspe, Gannawarra, Greater Shepparton, Loddon and Swan Hill we acknowledge are experiencing
dry conditions combined with high input costs, so they are eligible for targeted support from our
government, including employment opportunities through the catchment management authority
program or licence fee waivers, hardship payments of up to $3000, on-farm grants of $5000, matched
grant infrastructure funding, technical support and mental health support services. (Time expired)
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: FOOTSCRAY HOSPITAL
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:35): I rise to inform the house on yet another major milestone for the landmark new Footscray
Hospital project. Following an extensive global search, the Andrews Labor government has now shortlisted three experienced consortia to build the $1.5 billion project—the single biggest ever hospital
project in Victoria’s history. Advance West featuring John Holland, Exemplar Health featuring
Lendlease and Plenary Health featuring Multiplex make up the shortlisted consortia announced earlier
this month. Following a request-for-proposal phase, a final consortium will be announced next year,
and work is set to begin on the corner of Geelong and Ballarat roads later in 2020.
With its doors set to open in 2025, the new Footscray Hospital will feature 504 beds and replace the
current hospital, that was built back in the 1950s. The bigger and better hospital will cut waiting times
and allow almost 15 000 additional patients to be treated and almost 20 000 additional patients to be
seen at the emergency department each year. It also means up to 17 000 local residents will be able to
get the world-class treatment and care that they need closer to home, without having to visit hospitals
in our CBD. This hospital will give Footscray’s hardworking nurses and doctors state-of-the-art
equipment and facilities to do what they do best, and that is to provide world-class care to local families
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who need their help. The project will also deliver 2000 jobs during the construction and operating
phases of the new hospital.
It is just one of the projects funded as part of the Labor government’s massive $3.8 billion pipeline of
hospital projects to ensure patients get the very best care when they need it most. Since coming into
office we have committed $7 billion in health infrastructure across Victoria, making this the biggest
health build program in Victoria’s history.
DROUGHT ASSISTANCE
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:36): My question is to the Minister for Agriculture. Minister, last
week you announced $10 million of grants of up to $25 000 for small-scale and craft producers. At
the same time, just $8235 is available for Victorian farmers suffering from drought. Can you explain
why you are prioritising small and craft producers over farmers ravaged by drought?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:37): That is more than a Dixer. You have just ostracised yourselves from
an entire industry in the agricultural sector that is producing food for us and exporting for us. I classify
many of these producers as farmers. I will not apologise for supporting these people who employ
people in country Victoria, grow things, make things and add to the economy of Victoria. I will back
them. I will back farmers—
Ms Bath interjected.
Ms SYMES: Small producers? Thousands; thousands. We have small producers, we have farmers,
we have people growing plants, we have people growing livestock. As the Minister for Agriculture I
do not discriminate against the people that I am elected to represent when I have the opportunity of
this ministership. There are many small-scale producers who, I think, deserve support to grow their
industry and employ local people. They bring visitors to country Victoria, and I think your question is
shameful, Ms Bath.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:38): Speaking of shameful, Minister, I note that Ms Maxwell has
actually identified quite clearly the disparity between what other states are funding their farmers as
opposed to this government. She did identify as well that New South Wales has $90 000 in farm
drought support and Queensland has $50 000. But you need to explain why Victoria and you are so
off the mark that you will only give farmers access to $8235 as a maximum.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:39): Brand-new question, but let us answer it anyway: there is not an
$8000 maximum for support for our farmers. I will continue to support all our farmers, whether they
are small producers or large producers, and I refer to the outline that I gave Ms Maxwell, seeing that
you did.
NAPIER STREET RAIL BRIDGE
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:39): My question is for the Minister for Roads. Will
the minister urgently improve the warning system for trucks approaching the Napier Street bridge in
Footscray? Despite the installation of flashing warning lights and a large 4-metre sign, the bridge has
claimed 20 freight containers this year, plus another truck hit the bridge this morning. The warnings
are not working—they are too little, too late—and it is clear the current system is totally inadequate.
The collisions hold up traffic and public transport, and as rightly noted by the Maribyrnong Truck
Action Group, it is only a matter of time before someone is seriously injured or killed due to a falling
shipping container. What are the minister’s plans to urgently resolve this?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:40): I thank Dr Cumming for her question and her interest in
vehicles striking fixed objects on our road network. So, yes—
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Mr Finn interjected.
Ms PULFORD: What are you on about? Have you ever been in a position to take responsibility
for anything, ever?
The PRESIDENT: Order! Mr Finn! Can the minister ignore Mr Finn?
Ms PULFORD: Speaking of fixed objects! There is a very, very clear responsibility on all road
users to be aware of their surroundings and to avoid striking other things, whether it is people or
vehicles or trucks or cyclists or motorcyclists or bridges. I recognise the community concerns, and
there are a number of bridges that people consistently seem to run into. There are signs. There are
warnings. Where there is an opportunity to improve signage, those improvements are made. We have
had some considerable improvement in reducing the number of strikes to bridges by enhancing
warnings, but the bridges have been there a while and they are a consistent height. They are not getting
any smaller or anything. We work constructively with industry and with all road users, but we really
need to urge everyone to be conscious of their load and conscious of their route and, as much as is
humanly possible, to avoid driving into bridges.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:42): I have got a solution for you then, Minister, with
your response. Will the minister ensure that the West Gate Tunnel include a truck ban for Napier
Street, Buckley Street and Williamstown Road so that this does not continue to occur? Many have
compared the Napier Street bridge with the Montague Street bridge in South Melbourne. Whilst I note
that it was given a larger budget and a more comprehensive warning system, Napier Street is a hightraffic area with a blind bend, and the road narrows from three lanes to one. Banning trucks from these
roads will go a long way to improving safety for the whole of my community.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:43): I thank Dr Cumming for her further question. The
supplementary question is something of a leap from the substantive question, including into another
minister’s portfolio, particularly on the matter of the truck bans issue and decisions that have been
made in advance of delivering the West Gate Tunnel Project. I will take the opportunity to consult
with Minister Allan on that question, but I can absolutely confirm to the house that these issues and
the community concern around them are things that we are well aware of. I reiterate my comments in
relation to bridge strikes. It is important that our heavy freight industry and truck drivers across the
state are conscious of their responsibilities to communities, but we do have an increasing amount of
freight activity because we are a growing population of people who like to consume a lot of things. All
of that is contributing to more trucks and greater challenges around the interaction with communities.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: CHISHOLM INSTITUTE FRANKSTON CAMPUS
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:44): I wish to update the house on capital works in the TAFE sector. Recently I joined
the Premier, along with the member for Frankston, Paul Edbrooke, the member for Mordialloc, Tim
Richardson, and the member for Nepean, Chris Brayne, at Chisholm Institute’s Frankston campus to
officially open stage 1 of their $151 million campus redevelopment. The $83.2 million stage 1 works
include new facilities for health and wellbeing, community care and early childhood education; a
student hub and innovative teaching and learning space; and the redevelopment of trades facilities and
a new centre for advanced manufacturing. These facilities are truly first-class. Who would have
thought five years ago that Chisholm Frankston would have dental chairs that budding dental assistants
could learn their craft with or an industry-driven, purpose-built, flexible, integrated centre where
students right now are training to get the jobs the government are creating through our record
infrastructure investment?
Chisholm Frankston is absolutely buzzing with excitement, and that is because TAFE students and
staff from Frankston and surrounding communities now have access to state-of-the-art training
facilities that they can be proud of. They know that if they want access to high-quality training with
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industry links, their local TAFE will deliver it. They also know that this new campus and its training
facilities are absolutely cutting-edge. But most importantly they know that training at this facility, with
its connections with local industry, will lead them to a job, and that is because this government is not
only investing in new TAFE facilities across the state but investing in a new TAFE system, a TAFE
system that provides quality training that is aligned to jobs—jobs that are building our state and caring
for our community. Congratulations to everyone involved, particularly the staff and students at
Chisholm Frankston.
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:46): Can I thank Minister Somyurek, who will get a written response for
Mr Meddick from the Minister for Racing in line with the time prescribed in the standing orders. I also
thank Minister Mikakos, who will get some extra information for both Ms Patten’s questions. And if
Minister Mikakos could get a written response to Ms Crozier’s substantive question in line with the
standing orders, that would be much appreciated.
Questions on notice
ANSWERS
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:47): There are 23 written
responses to questions on notice: 329, 338, 411–12, 471, 634–5, 690, 714, 720, 729–30, 734–7, 742,
824–7, 832–3.
Constituency questions
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (12:47): My quick question is for the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure in the other place. It concerns Childs Road in Mill Park in my electorate of
Northern Metropolitan Region. Minister, the recent works on Dalton Road in Thomastown and Epping
have left many residents and motorists angry with the raised speed humps at the intersections with
traffic lights. They lack logic and substantial evidence and have not yet proved their value. South
Morang residents breathed a sigh of relief when the government succumbed to our local pressure and
ruled out these ridiculous speed humps on Plenty Road. As the works are about to begin on Childs
Road in Mill Park, could you advise me, so I can advise my constituents, whether there will be any
raised intersections or speed humps on any of the new or current intersections on Childs Road.
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:48): My question is for the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure in the other place, on behalf of residents of Yallambie, who are concerned at the differing
advice they have received from the managers of the North East Link Project. Many of these residents,
particularly those near Borlase Reserve, participated in the environment effects statement (EES) panel
hearings, where they were told that no works would commence until all the required approvals were
issued by government. The community has waited patiently for recommendations from the hearing
panel, which I believe are due to be presented to the minister this week. They are hopeful that the panel
will take the community’s needs into consideration. Minister, can you please advise whether CPB
Contractors have commenced work on the early works package and have assumed responsibility for
consultation and liaison with residents, who were promised during the EES hearings that no works
would be undertaken until the necessary and important protections afforded by the EES process?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:49): My constituency question is for the Minister for Roads
and Minister for Road Safety and the TAC, and it concerns the condition of road verges on WhittleseaKinglake Road outside the Pheasant Creek post office. I was recently contacted by a constituent who
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relayed concerns about the standard of the road verges at the two bus stops outside the post office,
stating they were full of potholes. The potholes are so deep that vehicles, including buses picking up
and dropping off students, are pulling up on the roadway to avoid them. I believe the minister is aware
of the issue, and it is my understanding that in correspondence with the member for Eildon dated 9 July
the minister stated that Regional Roads Victoria would undertake sealing works at the location,
scheduled to be completed by the end of August. As yet, no works have commenced on these hazardous
verges. Considering the minister’s previous undertaking that this work would be completed by the end
of August, can she give an update on the time line of the project and provide an undertaking that this
important sealing of the verges on Whittlesea-Kinglake Road at Pheasant Creek will be completed?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (12:50): My question is from Inverleigh resident Gary Hall
and is asked of the Minister for Roads, the Honourable Jaala Pulford. In Gary’s line of work he has to
travel across the Shire of Golden Plains extensively and often uses roads that many of us would not
use—tributary roads to us, but to the residents and businesses vital links increasing in traffic,
particularly heavy vehicles. Meredith-Shelford Road is typical of these roads but is in particular need
of work between Tall Tree Road and Lower Plains Road and is becoming increasingly unsafe to all
users. Estimates put the cost of repairs at $500 000. Will the minister ensure this stretch of road is
brought back to a condition that makes it safe for all who have need to use it?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:51): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Roads and Minister for Road Safety and the TAC. In response to one of my first speeches in
Parliament, contending that roadside vegetation must be brought under control, the minister contended
that roadsides play a critical role in biodiversity conservation in many places for a wide range of small
mammals, birds, insects and plants. The out-of-control roadside vegetation across our electorate of
Western Victoria Region following record rainfalls presents a valuable grazing opportunity for droughtstricken livestock from within Victoria and New South Wales. If the Andrews government believes
these roadsides can play a critical role in conserving the lives of smaller animals, they should also play
a critical role in conserving the lives of all livestock, especially those dying of drought. My question
for the minister is: given that it is impossible to burn or slash all roadsides, will she kill two birds with
the one stone by reducing the fire risk created by roadside vegetation and provide critical preservation
of drought-affected livestock by encouraging grazing and droving on Western Victoria roadsides?
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:52): My question is for the
Minister for Public Transport in the other place, and it concerns a serious incident that has occurred
just now. I refer to the fire that has erupted on a train at West Melbourne and has caused the
cancellation of a series of country rail trains. Also, in my electorate, the Pakenham and Cranbourne
lines have been directly affected, and there has been closure of those services or impact on those
services. So I ask: will the minister make a public statement so that the community can understand
what has occurred here and why a train has had this fire alert and indeed the involvement of the MFB
and the evacuation of 200 people from a train? This is completely unacceptable. It is this government.
I am concerned with the maintenance cuts in the country and in the city that are impacting on our
trains, but the minister must make a statement.
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:53): My constituency question is to the Minister for Roads.
In the past three weeks three deaths have occurred as a result of accidents on Sunbury Road, the most
recent of which was yet another death on Bulla hill. Bulla hill is a blackspot that has claimed far too
many lives. The government has for some years had plans for the Bulla bypass, which would remove
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the extreme danger that Bulla hill currently poses to motorists. Minister, will you give approval for the
immediate construction of the Bulla bypass before more people die?
SOUTH EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:54): My question is to the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure and is related to the extension of the Frankston line to Baxter. Last year in
April the minister committed to undertake a business case for that project. The federal government has
committed $3 million to the business case and has also committed $225 million to the project. The
Minister for Transport Infrastructure said the business case would be completed in early 2019. We are
now in late 2019 and the business case has not been seen, and accordingly the project has not
proceeded. So my question to the Minister for Transport Infrastructure is: why has the business case
not been delivered as she promised and when will it be delivered?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:55): My question is to the Minister for Resources. Western
Victoria is a major contributor to the state’s economy, hosting major tourist destinations, farms and
mines. Since the announcement of a gold royalty in the 2019–20 state budget, I have had many local
miners contact me to express concern about the unintended economic and social costs associated with
a 2.75 per cent gold royalty. Stephen Jeffers operates the Ballarat goldmine, which supports nearly
260 local jobs, and acknowledges that mining revenues should be shared by all Victorians. However,
the lack of consultation in forming the gold royalty has shocked the local industry and killed off
investor certainty. My question to the minister is: who was consulted in the process of creating a gold
royalty and how was a rate of 2.75 per cent decided upon?
Committees
SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 13
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (12:56): Pursuant to section 35 of the Parliamentary Committees
Act 2003, I lay on the table Alert Digest No. 13 of 2019 from the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee, including appendices. I move:
That the report be published.

Motion agreed to.
PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND ESTIMATES COMMITTEE
Report on the 2019–20 Budget Estimates
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (12:56): Pursuant to section 35 of the Parliamentary Committees
Act 2003, I lay on the table the Report on the 2019–20 Budget Estimates from the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee, including appendices. I further present transcripts of evidence. I move:
That the transcripts of evidence lie on the table and the report be published.

Motion agreed to.
Papers
OMBUDSMAN
Report 2019
The Clerk: Pursuant to section 25AA(4)(c) of the Ombudsman Act 1973, I lay on the table a copy
of the Ombudsman’s annual report 2018–19.

PAPERS
Tuesday, 29 October 2019

Legislative Council

3591

PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Health Complaints Commissioner—Report, 2018–19.
Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission—Report, 2018–19 (Ordered to be published).
LanguageLoop—Report, 2018–19.
Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004—Report 2018–19 of requests for the approval of persons or bodies
by the Governor in Council under section 11(1)(d)(v) of the Act, pursuant to section 11(2).
Planning and Environment Act 1987—Notices of Approval of the following amendments to planning
schemes—
Boroondara Planning Scheme—Amendment C303.
Frankston Planning Scheme—Amendment C127.
Greater Dandenong Planning Scheme—Amendment C207.
Greater Geelong Planning Scheme—Amendment C388.
Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme—Amendment C220.
Mitchell Planning Scheme—Amendments C130 and C138.
Moorabool Planning Scheme—Amendment C94.
Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme—Amendment C214.
Nillumbik Planning Scheme—Amendment C123.
Queenscliffe Planning Scheme—Amendment C32.
Wangaratta Planning Scheme—Amendment C71.
Wellington Planning Scheme—Amendment C103.
Yarra Planning Scheme—Amendment C267.
Renewable Energy (Jobs and Investment) Act 2017—Victorian Renewable Energy Target—Progress
Report, 2018–19, under section 8 of the Act.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament—
Coroners Act 2008—No. 97.
Estate Agents Act 1980—No. 98.
Health Services Act 1988—No. 99.
Road Safety Act 1986—No. 100.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994—
Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule Nos. 87, 91, 93, 95 to 97 and 100.
Legislative instrument and related documents under section 16B in respect of Minister’s approval
31 July 2019 of the Victorian Commercial Passenger Vehicle Code of Practice Part 1: Risk Culture and
Safety Management under the Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Act 2017.
Victorian Electoral Commission—
Report, 2018–19.
Report to Parliament on the 2018 Victorian State Election.
Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013—Report 2018–19 of requests for the approval
of persons or bodies by the Governor in Council under item 16 of Schedule 8 of the Act, pursuant to
section 595(4).

A proclamation of the Governor in Council fixing an operative date in respect of the following act:
Transport Legislation Amendment (Road Safety, Rail and Other Matters) Act 2017—Parts 2.5 and 2.6,
Division 2 of Part 2.7 and sections 71 and 73—29 October 2019—Remaining Provisions—1 December 2019
(Gazette No. S424, 22 October 2019).
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The PRESIDENT: Can I indicate to the house that item 8 on the blue daily program will no longer
be proceeded with.
Mr Davis: On a point of clarification, is there a reason why that is not proceeding?
The PRESIDENT: It has been indicated by the government that they are not proceeding with it.
That is as much as I can say to help you with clarification, Mr Davis.
Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Notices given.
NOTICES OF INTENTION TO MAKE STATEMENTS
Notice given.
GENERAL BUSINESS
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (13:06): I move, by leave:
That precedence be given to the following general business on Wednesday, 30 October 2019:
(1) order of the day 4, second reading of the Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Amendment Bill 2019;
(2) order of the day 1, second reading of the Planning and Environment Amendment (Local Democracy)
Bill 2019;
(3) notice of motion 93 standing in the name of Dr Ratnam referring a matter to the Environment and
Planning Committee relating to Victoria’s ecosystems;
(4) notice of motion 179 standing in the name of Dr Ratnam in relation to the private sales of surplus Crown
land and state government owned freehold land;
(5) the notice of motion given this day by Ms Crozier in relation to the North Richmond medically
supervised injecting room;
(6) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Davis in relation to the production of documents relating to
Infrastructure Victoria;
(7) the notice of motion given this day by Mr O’Donohue in relation to Fines Victoria;
(8) order of the day 14, relating to the Shepparton Education Plan;
(9) order of the day 17, relating to the Murray Basin rail project; and
(10) the notice of motion given this day by Ms Maxwell in relation to the production of documents relating
to the youth crime prevention grants program.

Motion agreed to.
Members statements
ARCHIE ROACH
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (13:08): I rise today to celebrate the achievements of two people whose work has impacted
on the lives of western Victorians. I begin by congratulating Archie Roach, iconic musician and
performer, who has been named the 2020 Victoria Australian of the Year. Archie Roach spent part of
his childhood at the then Aboriginal mission Framlingham before being adopted. He is a member of
the stolen generations, a tragedy that has deeply influenced his music, particularly the song Took the
Children Away, which made him the voice for many, as one in three Indigenous people’s youth and
life were changed forever by being forcibly removed from their families. It has also guided his work
as a campaigner for First Nations Australians’ rights. Already a Member of the Order of Australia,
Archie Roach has won and been nominated for ARIA Awards and National Indigenous Music Awards
several times since the early 1990s.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Tuesday, 29 October 2019

Legislative Council

3593

TAYA DAVIES
Ms TIERNEY: Taya Davies from Barwon Heads is the 2020 Victoria Young Australian of the
Year. Taya works with the Department of Education and Training in the Geelong region in support of
disengaged young people of high school age, currently as a coordinator and manager. She brings her
social values not only to these programs but to her broader community role. Recently she has
coordinated a six-week surfing and community immersion program for young asylum seekers as a
volunteer. She is driven by her own very challenging personal experience in childhood—determined
to progress the lives of young people disadvantaged by family income, disability and exclusion from
society. Her work gives important leadership in a crucial area of our community. Both of these
Victorian Australians of the Year are truly inspirational. (Time expired)
COUNTRY FIRE AUTHORITY SHEPPARTON BRIGADE
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (13:10): It was an honour to attend the 2019 Shepparton fire
brigade annual dinner. A large crowd was in attendance to honour the many brigade members who
were presented with various service medals and awards recognising their dedicated service to the
Shepparton community. National Medal further service clasps were awarded to brigade members Paul
McKendrick, David Clee, Ken Davidson, John Morris, David Woodhams, Leigh Allan, Chris Bethell,
Peter Jones, Peter Mansfield and Peter Walker. Peter Cole, Anthony Deith, Travis Harris, Brian
O’Mahoney, Rob Puise and Ben Temple were all awarded National Medals.
Service awards for a combined total of 710 years of service were awarded. Unfortunately time prevents
me naming all 27 recipients, but I would like to congratulate all recipients and make special mention
of those who received life membership of the CFA: Ken Davidson and John Wilson for 55 years
service each, Jim Horridge and Peter Mansfield for 50 years service each and David Woodhams for
45 years service.
The members of the ladies auxiliary make a great contribution to the Shepparton brigade, and it was
wonderful to see Maureen Mansfield and Dulcie Ackland recognised for 50 years of service to the
auxiliary and Loretta Cobbledick awarded life membership of the Shepparton fire brigade for her
30 years of service. Winners of the brigade awards included Ben Temple, Charlene Batchelor, Min
Wu, Brian O’Mahoney and Adam Hermelin. I would like to congratulate all award winners and thank
the entire membership of the Shepparton fire brigade for the selfless service they provide to keep our
community safe.
PRIVACY AND DATA PROTECTION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (13:11): Yesterday I read with astonishment that the federal
Department of Home Affairs has suggested using facial recognition software to check someone’s
identity prior to watching online pornography. To a Liberal Democrat or to any ordinary Australian
outside the bubble, this is an obvious breach of privacy. We believe that what you watch in private is
your business and nobody else’s. Other political parties may take a different view. They may welcome
Big Brother into every part of your life, even your bedroom. They say, ‘If you have nothing to hide,
then you have nothing to fear’, but in the panopticon surveillance state hiding will be impossible and
we will all live in fear.
This scheme is intended to piggyback off the facial recognition scheme the federal government is
currently redrafting—a scheme that should never have existed in the first place. Government databases
are not secure, so at some point the verified records of Australians’ porn watching habits will be found
by hackers and will be sold to the highest bidder. We also know that these schemes are easy enough
to bypass using tools like virtual private networks. If the web server thinks you are in America, it will
not check for an Australian ID. Ultimately in learning to bypass these controls more Australians will
be introduced to the realms of the dark web. The Liberal Democrats recognise that privacy is not the
same as secrecy and that seeking anonymity does not make you a criminal. It is time to stand up against
the ongoing slide into the Orwellian surveillance state.
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CAULFIELD COMMUNITY GARDEN
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (13:13): It was an absolute delight to represent the Minister
for Suburban Development, Marlene Kairouz, at the launch of the Caulfield community garden
project. What was so lovely about this, apart from the fact that I really love gardens, is that it was the
culmination of a community vision over many years. The Pick My Project program is what really
helped it go ahead. I tell you what, it was just magnificent. You could see all these beautiful garden
plots with vegetables, pomegranate trees, blood oranges, lemon trees, blueberries, strawberries,
lavender—do you get the picture?
Ms Mikakos: You’re making us hungry.
Ms TAYLOR: I know, I know. And what is even better is that they can actually use those
vegetables to cook, and any that are left over are going to be able to be used in cooking classes for
people with disabilities to be able to increase their confidence and their courage when dealing with
gardening and cooking. Isn’t that wonderful? Everything has been thought of, and I should commend
the Beth Weizmann Jewish Community Centre for their conviction and staying the course to see this
project through. I would also commend Sharene Hambur, president of Zionism Victoria, who has also
been a keen supporter; Richard Greenfield, sponsor of the Beth Weizmann community centre; Sam
Tartaka, chair of the Beth Weizmann community centre; and all other stakeholders involved. It is truly
an inspiration, and it is great to see a government project, which involved community members voting
on the project, really delivering what the community wants. Wonderful.
ST PETER’S OP SHOP, LEONGATHA
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (13:14): Today I would like to make special mention of the wonderful
volunteers who operate the St Peter’s Anglican op shop in downtown Leongatha. Adjacent to the
church and nestled in the heart of town, this op shop has been around for decades serving our
community and the flow-on recipients of their fundraising. Its success can certainly be attributed to
the friendly atmosphere and sense of social connection that shoppers receive when they walk in the
front door. Browsing through the sections on display there are many bargains to be had and quality
gear. I would specifically like to congratulate Coral Johnston, Kay Littlejohn and Pat Durling, who
collectively have served their community in this role for over 100 years, and there are many other
volunteers who provide support.
This great service flows on to the community in a variety of ways. Every six months they provide
approximately $25 000 to charities, both locally and nationally. The Leongatha Primary School is one
such deserving recipient through its breakfast program and also the chaplaincy fund. I have always
supported chaplaincy programs in our schools, and they do a tremendous job. Extending their
assistance also goes to other great causes such as the Bishop’s emergency fund, Bush Church Aid,
Indigenous chaplaincy, the Royal Flying Doctor Service, the Leongatha Community House and Mercy
Ships. Congratulations, and keep doing a fabulous job.
GLOBAL PROTESTS
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (13:16): Across the world we are witnessing an uprising.
It is a global moment that we would be wise not to dismiss too easily. Whether it is the Chileans
protesting austerity, Iraqis protesting corruption, people taking to the streets in Hong Kong or the
massive climate and Extinction Rebellion movements, the world is waking up. People are waking up
to big corporations and authoritarian regimes gaining more and more power at the cost of their basic
rights and decisions about the future of our communities and the Earth being made in boardrooms
rather than our parliaments. And if governments do not listen, people will keep rising.
There are people out in Melbourne again today who are calling out the corporate vandalism of the
fossil fuel mining industry. I joined with them this morning. The protesters are raising legitimate issues
about the corporations that continue the denialism and destruction of the planet. They are losing their
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social licence, and the governments and political parties that aid and abet these crimes through fossil
fuel subsidies, exploration rights and encouragement need to take note. The fossil fuel industry has
funded global climate denial and continues to argue that we can keep burning coal, oil and gas despite
the science telling us that we cannot. It is an industry that has a horrendous record of trashing the rights
and lives of First Nations around the world. It is happening right now, and that is why people are taking
to the streets. Rather than the unnecessary force and overreach that I witnessed from the police this
morning, instead of just dismissing genuine concerns, it is time to listen and it is time to act.
COUNTRY FIRE AUTHORITY UPPER BEACONSFIELD BRIGADE
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (13:17): It was an absolute joy to attend the Upper Beaconsfield
CFA brigade on Sunday for the handover of an ultralight tanker. This $140 000 investment was funded
to the tune of $21 500 from local fundraising, including from the extraordinary op shop staffed by
Adriana, Sonia and Cheryl and the balance being made up by an investment from the emergency
services grants process. It was a really wonderful day to celebrate the community and to celebrate a
unit that has been going for 95 years next year, which endured some of the worst conditions during
Ash Wednesday and recovered, now having over 100 members and auxiliary members on its books.
To the captains who gathered on the day, five current and former captains, including Mike Hall, Ian
Pinney, Eric Bumpstead, Barry Gray and Robbie Irving, thank you so much for all that you have done
to create the most inclusive culture possible for this brigade. Thank you also, specifically, to Judy
Irwin, Nancy Boura and Wendy Thomson, thank you for your ongoing support. My partner’s
grandparents’ names are on the wall of this particular brigade. Ray and Elva Ratcliff created something
wonderful when they ran the Upper Beaconsfield post office, and their work continues to this day. My
congratulations to everyone involved in such a wonderful brigade and a wonderful community day.
MINING PROTESTS
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (13:19): I am a strong supporter of freedom of speech. The right
to protest is a vital part of that freedom and one that I also very strongly support. Having said that, I
speak for millions of Victorians when I say that enough is enough. We have all had a gutful. Not happy
with a week of deliberate and premeditated disruption of the CBD earlier this month, much the same
crowd has returned to protest against a mining conference, promising the same sort of anarchy we
have already witnessed. The violence directed against members of Victoria Police this morning outside
Jeff’s Shed cannot be tolerated. These lunatics are making Melbourne the ratbag capital of Australia.
If these sorts of campaigns of violence and disruption are to continue on a regular basis, the Andrews
government must act to protect members of the community trying to legally go about their daily lives.
Attacks on police horses at some of these demonstrations in the past should disgust us all, and I am
sure Mr Meddick will back me up on that one. My suggestion is that horses be replaced on the front
line with dogs. That should make for a far more even contest. If these sorts of riots in the guise of
protests are to continue, VicPol should have money allocated to them for the purchase of a water
cannon. We cannot put up with this any longer.
DANIEL MORCOMBE FOUNDATION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (13:21): I am proud to rise today to congratulate two incredible
people in Bruce and Denise Morcombe, and I commend them on another successful Day for Daniel.
Last Friday I was honoured to wear red and walk with my wife, colleagues and hundreds of families
and children to raise awareness of the Daniel Morcombe Foundation. The motto is ‘Keeping kids
safe!’. Daniel Morcombe was only 13 years old, living on the Sunshine Coast in Queensland, when
on his way to buy Christmas presents for his family at a local shopping centre he went missing and
never came back. A police operation later found that Daniel had been abducted and murdered by a
previously convicted child sex offender. The Daniel Morcombe Foundation was subsequently
established with the aim of making Australia a safer place for all children by providing them with
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education and information around how to stay safe in physical and online environments, and to support
young victims of crime.
Today, the Daniel Morcombe Foundation is one of the most well known not-for-profit child safety
organisations in Australia. The foundation has delivered education to over 260 000 students across
Queensland and visited over 1000 schools and communities across Australia. Daniel’s story has
changed child safety in Australia, and the determination and dedication of his parents has inspired the
entire nation. Thank you, Denise and Bruce, for your tireless dedication to continuing the conversation
about child safety, because every child has the right to be safe. And please remember to teach your
children about Australia’s Biggest Child Safety Lesson. Rest in peace, Daniel.
GOVERNMENT TRANSPARENCY
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (13:22): Last week media outlets across the country ran
newspaper front pages and websites with pictures of ‘secret’ documents with redacted lines. This is
all part of the Your Right to Know campaign into government secrecy. One of the slogans is ‘When
government keeps the truth from you, what are they covering up?’. It is clear that in Victoria the
Andrews Labor government is covering up plenty. Why is it that FOI requests are constantly denied
and questions put to the government are simply not answered?
Ms Mikakos interjected.
Ms CROZIER: I have an array of constituency and adjournment questions simply not answered
by you, Minister, who keep interjecting on this very important issue, whether they be around simple
requests for meetings, costs of programs, complex areas such as transgender issues, waitlist numbers,
violence against emergency services personnel or the important issue of cladding on hospitals, just to
name a few. I could go on about questions on the North Richmond Community Health centre, which
the minister continually refuses to answer. If there is nothing to hide, then surely Victorians have a
right to know the answers to some of the most basic of questions, including on costs. I have written to
the Minister for Health requesting that questions be answered according to the standing orders, but she
continues to deny proper process. The Minister for Health not answering questions signals to me that
all is not well in health, or that she is completely incompetent.
The Victorian government is all for feeding the voter what it wants them to hear. The propaganda
machine and taxpayer ads spew out daily. Yet when legitimate questions are raised there is obfuscation
and an arrogant silence. Daniel Andrews, do something and demand that your ministers provide proper
and timely answers; otherwise move them on and get someone who will do what voters deserve.
PAUL MCMURTRIE
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (13:24): I want today to record
the terrible, sad and untimely death of Paul McMurtrie. He was a friend of my family and many across
this community. He was a paramedic first but later had a range of different business involvements,
most recently creating the Nuvo Group, a group with great electrical activities in terms of batteries and
innovation, including sustainable electrical and energy efficiency achievements. But he also recently
teamed up with the facilities management group at Spotless Group and was very successful in building
an innovative, creative business that looked to the future.
His untimely and incredibly sad death in Sri Lanka in recent weeks is something that so many of us
will regret. I want to put on record his life and his huge contribution to the Victorian community. He
was a wonderful person. I want to particularly note his wife, Pauline, and his children, Adrian,
Lachlan—Lachie—and particularly Bianca. They are a magnificent family, and this was an incredibly
sad and untimely death. He is somebody who will be missed by so many people—1000 people turned
up to his funeral at the MCG yesterday. He is a person that I think all Victorians can be proud of.
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DUCK HUNTING
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (13:25): Reports from a critical survey informing the decision
to hold a duck shooting season are coming in to show that waterbird populations are devastated across
eastern Australia. The 20-day survey, which is conducted by the University of New South Wales and
Professor Richard Kingsford, is almost complete. It has found that conditions are as bad as they were
during the millennium drought when the 2007 and 2008 duck shooting seasons were cancelled. At one
point Professor Kingsford reports of the findings:
Only once during the millennium drought have I seen it this bad. It didn’t get any better as we headed east.

And:
No water means no waterbirds.

Reduced bag limits and shortened seasons like the government attempted this year just will not cut it.
Our native waterbirds are crying out for help, and just weeks ago 150 000 Victorians rallied to save
the planet, calling on the government to act to protect all species of animals as part of action on the
climate emergency. Calling a duck shooting season to appease a minority of shooters would be
completely out of touch on the back of unprecedented species extinction and one of the worst droughts
we have seen this century.
Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (13:27): I move:
That the consideration of notices of motion, government business, 127 to 140, be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
Bills
LAND (REVOCATION OF RESERVATIONS) BILL 2019
Statement of compatibility
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(13:27): 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 Land (Revocation of Reservations) Bill 2019.
In my opinion, the Land (Revocation of Reservations) 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 provides for the revocation of five Crown land reservations and the revocation of two restricted
Crown grants which will enable appropriate management and use of the land as well as provide certainty to
communities and affected stakeholders.
Human Rights Issues
Section 12—Freedom of movement
Clauses 5, 8, 11 and 19 of the Bill provide for the re-reservation of a number of Crown land sites for particular
purposes. These provisions could be perceived to limit a person’s access to these sites. In the case of clause 5,
the land will be reserved for hospital purposes, clause 8 state school purposes, clause 11 public recreation
purposes and clause 19 for racecourse purposes. In these cases, some restriction of a person’s access to the
land may be required to ensure the proper functioning of the land for the purposes for which it is reserved.

BILLS
3598

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 29 October 2019

In my opinion such restrictions would be reasonable and justified in the circumstances given the reservation
proposals will significantly promote other Charter rights and there are no less restrictive means reasonably
available to achieve the legitimate outcome. For example, the expansion of the Frankston Hospital would
promote the right to life under section 9 by delivering improved health outcomes for the community of south
east Melbourne and the re-reservation of the land at Camberwell for State School purposes would promote
the interests of children under section 17.
Other than these instances, the reservation of these sites does not create any restrictions on a person moving
freely within the reserve areas or within Victoria. Therefore, the Bill does not limit the right protected under
section 12 of the Charter.
Section 16—Freedom of association
Section 16 of the charter provides that people have the right to join groups or unions and to meet peacefully
for that purpose.
The proposal under Part 2 of the Bill provides for the revocation of a permanent public purposes reserve and
its re-reservation for hospital purposes. This is required to enable the redevelopment of the Frankston
Hospital. The redevelopment of the hospital would require the relocation of the Frankston Tennis Club, the
current occupant of the site. While the relocation of the club will not directly impact on the club members’
rights to associate it may be perceived as indirectly impacting their right to freedom of association under
section 16.
In my opinion, the proposal under Part 2 does not limit these rights. The Frankston City Council, Peninsula
Health and Frankston Tennis Club are working on plans to relocate the club. While these discussions are
progressing and until 30 April 2020, the Frankston Tennis Club will continue to occupy and use reserve for
tennis club purposes. It is anticipated the club will move to the new site after that date.
Further, the reservation proposals will significantly promote other Charter rights and there are no less
restrictive means reasonably available to achieve the legitimate outcome. Specifically, the redevelopment of
the Frankston Hospital would promote the right to life under section 9 by delivering improved health
outcomes for the community of south east Melbourne.
Section 18—Taking part in public life
Section 18 of the charter provides that every person in Victoria has the right, and is to have the opportunity,
without discrimination, to participate in the conduct of public affairs, directly or through freely chosen
representatives. It further provides that every eligible person has the right, and is to have the opportunity,
without discrimination, to have access, on general terms of equality, to public office.
Clause 17 of the Bill revokes the restricted Crown grant and the Coleraine Racecourse Reserve Trust thereby
removing the trustees appointed under the restricted Crown grant from office. However, of the three trustees
there is only one surviving trustee and he supports the new governance arrangements. The revocation of the
Crown grant and removal of the trustees is necessary for the Bill to provide for a committee of management
to be taken to be appointed under section 14 of the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978. Any impact on the right
to take part in public life is therefore reasonable and justified in the circumstances.
Section 20—Property Rights
Section 20 of the charter provides that a person must not be deprived of his or her property other than in
accordance with law.
Clause 17 of the Bill revokes the restricted Crown grant and revokes the Coleraine Racecourse Reserve Trust
thereby removing the trustees appointed under the restricted Crown grant from office. This provision could
be perceived to operate to deprive the trustees of the proprietary rights held under the restricted Crown grant.
However, as previously stated, there is only one surviving trustee and he supports the new governance
arrangements. I am therefore, satisfied that the revocation of restricted Crown grant and the dissolution of the
trust does not limit the right protected under section 20 of the Charter.
Clauses 4, 7, 10, 15 and 18 of the Bill provide that, on revocation of the reservation, the land is deemed to be
unalienated land of the Crown, freed and discharged from all trusts, limitations, reservations, restrictions,
encumbrances, estates and interests.
These provisions could also be perceived to operate to deprive persons of proprietary rights that are held in
relation to the land subject of these clauses. However, the provisions are not intended to abolish known rights,
but, rather, give land the requisite characteristics of unalienated Crown land. There are known rights in relation
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to the land to which clause 9 applies, but these are held by a body corporate (to which the Charter does not
apply) and, in any case, are preserved by clause 12 of the Bill.
The Hon. Gavin Jennings MLC
Special Minister of State

Second reading
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(13:27): I take this opportunity to inform the house that this bill was amended in the Legislative
Assembly, and the following is a summary of the amendments. The amendments concern the
descriptions of the Crown allotments relating to land at Frankston—items 1, 2 and 3 of schedule 1 to
the bill. Specifically the description of each of the three Crown allotments—described as 4A, 4B and
4F, township of Frankston, parish of Frankston—should include reference to the section of the office
of surveyor-general survey plan of which the Crown allotments form part—i.e. section 14. The
amendments are as follows:
1.

Schedule 1, page 15, Item 1, omit “4A,” and insert “4A of Section 14,”.

2.

Schedule 1, page 15, Item 2, omit “4B,” (where first occurring) and insert “4B of Section 14,”.

3.

Schedule 1, page 15, Item 2, omit “4B,” (where secondly occurring) and insert “4B of Section 14,”.

4.

Schedule 1, page 16, Item 3, omit “4F,” (where first occurring) and insert “4F of Section 14,”.

5.

Schedule 1, page 16, Item 3, omit “4F,” (where secondly occurring) and insert “4F of Section 14,”.

I move:
That the second-reading speech be incorporated into Hansard.

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

Incorporated speech as follows:
The proposed Bill will provide for the revocation of permanent reservations of Crown land at Frankston,
Camberwell, Geelong and Coleraine, and, where applicable, the temporary reservation of the land and the
appointment of committees of management. It will also provide for the revocation of two restricted Crown
grants over the Coleraine Racecourse Reserve in western Victoria. The Bill will facilitate new management
arrangements and future use and development of these areas of land. In particular, the Bill will help facilitate
the government’s 2018 election commitment to redevelop the Frankston Hospital.
In Victoria, permanent reservations over Crown land may only be revoked under provisions of an Act of
Parliament. This is also the case for some types of restricted Crown grants. Acts for the revocation of
permanent reservations are a normal part of government business, and Parliament has passed many of these
Acts over the years.
Frankston—enabling the expansion of the Frankston Hospital
The Bill provides for the revocation of a permanent reservation for public recreation purposes of land
adjoining the Frankston Hospital. It will be replaced with a with temporary reservation for hospital purposes.
The revocation will facilitate the government’s 2018 election commitment to redevelop the Frankston
Hospital by providing the additional space needed for the redevelopment.
The $562 million project will transform Frankston Hospital with increased numbers of hospital beds and new
operating theatres as part of the multi-storey redevelopment. There will be a significant expansion in child
and maternal health services to meet growing demand as more young families move to Melbourne’s southeastern suburbs. This will include a new maternity ward, obstetrics ward, women’s clinic, paediatric ward and
special care nursery.
People with mental health conditions will be able to get the help they need with more mental health services.
There will also be more support for people battling cancer, with a new oncology ward and an oncology day
clinic. The project will create up to 1,700 jobs during construction.
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The existing public recreation reserve has been used for many years by the Frankston Tennis Club. Peninsula
Health, as the current committee of management, has arranged for the tennis club to occupy the reserve until
30 April 2020 after which it will relocate to another site managed by the City of Frankston.
Lower Reserve, Camberwell—enabling the expansion of the Camberwell Primary School
The Bill provides for the revocation of two small areas forming part of the Lower Reserve Camberwell
(Crown Allotments 2145 and 2144, Parish of Boroondara). Lower Reserve is permanently reserved for public
gardens purposes. The City of Boroondara is the reserve’s committee of management.
Crown Allotment 2145 will be re-reserved with a temporary reservation for state school purposes and Crown
Allotment 2144 will be re-reserved with a temporary reservation for public recreation purposes. The proposed
state school purposes reservation and public recreation reservation reflect the long-term existing uses of the
relevant sections of the reserve.
Camberwell Primary School has occupied Crown Allotment 2145, comprising the former Camberwell
Bowling Club, since the 1990s with the agreement of the City of Boroondara. Camberwell Primary School is
experiencing strong growth and there is a critical need for more space. The school’s location at the heart of
Camberwell, at Camberwell Junction near commercial, retail and high/medium density residential properties
means there are limited opportunities to expand. The former bowling club site has provided valuable
additional space.
The former bowling club site will meet the school’s future needs as a playground and for classroom space.
However, it cannot be redeveloped for school purposes while the land remains reserved for public gardens
purposes. As land reserved for state school purposes the land would be controlled by the Department of
Education and may be redeveloped. I recognise that open space is important to the local community and that
plans are being made for public access to Crown Allotment 2145 outside of school hours.
The revocation of Crown Allotment 2144 and its re-reservation for public recreation purposes will align the
land’s reservation purpose with its long-standing use as tennis courts. The City of Boroondara will continue
to manage this area following its re-reservation.
Geelong—providing certainty with respect to the land’s intended status as freehold land
The Bill provides for the revocation of a permanent public purposes reservation located near Corio Bay, at
Rippleside approximately three kilometres north of Geelong CBD.
During the first half of the last century, the former Port of Geelong Authority built a shipyard and workshops
on the permanent public purposes reservation and land reclaimed from Corio Bay. The Port of Geelong
Authority surrendered the land to the Crown in 1996 and it was then sold by the Victorian Government. The
land has subsequently been subdivided and a marina has been constructed on the adjoining Crown land
seabed. The portion of permanent public purposes reservation has recently been identified as still existing
over the land which was sold in 1996. This needs to be rectified and the Bill will do this and provide certainty
with respect to the land’s intended status as freehold land.
A further section of permanently reserved land located directly to the north of the residential development
will also be revoked. It had originally been proposed to include this area in the marina-lease, but this did not
proceed when it became known the land was permanently reserved Crown land. It is proposed that this area
of permanent reservation be revoked so that it can incorporated into the adjoining lease for the marina.
Coleraine—enabling a trustee to resign and appointing a committee of management
The Bill provides for the revocation a permanent reservation for racecourse purposes which applies to the
Coleraine Racecourse. It will also revoke two restricted Crown grants issued to trustees for the Coleraine
Racecourse. Coleraine is in western Victoria approximately 335 kilometres from Melbourne.
The Coleraine Racecourse Reserve is controlled by trustees under two restricted Crown grants. Only one of
the trustees survives and he supports the new governance arrangements under a committee of management
to be put into place under the Bill.
Section 19 of the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 enables trustees to resign. However, this mechanism is
not available in the case of one of the restricted Crown grants as the land was issued to trustees under the
Coleraine Race-course Act 1901, a discrete piece of legislation, to which the provisions of section 19 of the
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 do not apply. Therefore, the Bill revokes both Crown grants for the land.
Part of the racecourse is subject to a permanent reservation made in the nineteenth century. However, in
respect to the other part of the reserve issued to trustees under the Coleraine Race-course Act 1901, that Act
does not expressly reserve the land for racecourse purposes. To avoid any doubt about the reservation status
of the racecourse, it is proposed revoke all reservations and permanently reserve land for racecourse purposes
under the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 to enable a committee of management to be appointed.
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Conclusion
The Bill provides for the revocation of five Crown land reservations and the revocation of two restricted
Crown grants which will enable appropriate management and use of the land as well as provide certainty to
communities and affected stakeholders.
I commend the Bill to the House.

Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (13:30): I move:
That debate on this bill be adjourned for one week.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for one week.
PRIMARY INDUSTRIES LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Ms MIKAKOS:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (13:30): I am pleased to speak as the first speaker for the
Liberal-Nationals coalition in relation to the Primary Industries Legislation Amendment Bill 2019.
This is an omnibus bill that makes changes to a range of different acts, principally in the primary
industries area. This bill is virtually identical to the bill that lapsed when the Parliament was prorogued
last year, the Primary Industries Legislation Amendment Bill 2017. So here we are nearly a year into
the term of this government and we are debating bills from two years ago, from three years ago, that
sat on the notice paper until the Parliament was prorogued last year. The government is filling its
legislative agenda by reintroducing these sorts of omnibus bills that are quite standard for the
Parliament to process, as bills are required to be updated and amended and tweaked and changed. It is
a reflection of the government’s bereft agenda. It was only recently that on a Thursday morning during
a sitting week we were debating a government motion because of the lack of government bills to get
us through to question time and the introduction of bills from the other place. This is a government
that is operating at half throttle at best with a very small legislative agenda fitting with its small-minded
approach to governing Victoria.
This bill the opposition will not oppose, but I wish to foreshadow amendments that I will be proposing.
I ask that those amendments be circulated.
Opposition amendments circulated by Mr O’DONOHUE pursuant to standing orders.
Mr O’DONOHUE: While we will have ample time during the committee stage to discuss these
amendments and other amendments that colleagues are also proposing, as I understand, the key points
about the opposition amendments are consistent with those moved by Mr Young in his private
members bill during the last Parliament—to expand the remit and function of the Game Management
Authority to allow it to operate as both a promotional body and a regulatory body. We think that is an
important amendment for the Game Management Authority and for the industry that it oversees and
the recreational activities that are in its purview that contribute so much to Victoria.
As I say, this is an omnibus bill that amends a range of acts, including the Catchment and Land
Protection Act 1994 to enable costs to be recovered during the sentencing phase of criminal
proceedings for offences of non-compliance. Many farmers from my region have raised with me the
reduced compliance from the department and the impact of a neighbour who does not do the right
thing—such as when a neighbour lets blackberries or gorse or a range of other noxious weeds get out
of control and the impact that can have on farmers who do do the right thing. Of course these weeds
do not recognise title boundaries or fences and move from a property that is not well maintained to a
property that is well maintained. Of course the eradication of these noxious weeds can be expensive,
laborious and time-consuming, so I think that this amendment is one that would be broadly supported.
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The amendments to the Dairy Act 2000 bring the regulation of camel milk production from local
government, which is perhaps an area of government that does not have expertise in the management
of camel milk production, to Dairy Food Safety Victoria. As the Leader of The Nationals in the other
place, Mr Walsh, noted in his contribution, there is a camel milk company in production in Kyabram,
and camel milk production is a potential export opportunity. It is a potential growth market locally,
given the different tastes and different choices that Victorians have, and therefore it is appropriate to
bring camel milk production under the auspices of Dairy Food Safety Victoria.
The bill amends the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981, specifically part IVA in
relation to participation in the industrial hemp industry for commercial or research purposes. The
amendments broaden the definition of ‘serious offence’, which precludes individuals from industry
participation.
The bill amends the Fisheries Act 1995, including allowing the early surrender of the eight remaining
netting entitlements held by Port Phillip Bay commercial fishers and transferring the powers and
functions of the fisheries Licensing Appeals Tribunal to VCAT. This will facilitate the early surrender
of those remaining eight licence-holders if they wish and enable them to access the compensation
package that has previously been debated and passed by this place. Of course for these licence-holders,
if their capital equipment is no longer fit for purpose and is no longer operating in a way that enables
them to maintain, for the duration of the buyback period, their occupation and their functions, it would
be obviously foolish to go and buy new netting or new equipment for a short period of time. So the
early surrender of those licences and access to the already-agreed compensation scheme make sense,
and of course transferring the functions of the fisheries Licensing Appeals Tribunal to VCAT again
also makes sense given the diminished function of the fisheries Licensing Appeals Tribunal.
As I foreshadowed with my amendments, the opposition will have amendments to the Game
Management Authority. Of course the Game Management Authority was introduced by the LiberalNationals coalition when in government, and the economic study that was undertaken by the previous
coalition government demonstrated that there is over $400 million in economic value from the hunting
and associated activities. It is a significant economic contributor to Victoria, particularly regional
Victoria and particularly small towns in regional Victoria. In my electorate places like Heyfield and
Maffra are small communities that are on the main highway but get those visitors who are going
perhaps up into the mountains and elsewhere that buy a tank of fuel, go to the bakery, buy equipment
from the store, maybe camp overnight, maybe have dinner at the pub et cetera and make a real
contribution to those local communities. Therefore it is clear there is a strong economic case for those
activities, and we will be making amendments to the Game Management Authority to broaden its
scope, as I said, to operate as both a promotional body and a regulatory body.
The bill seeks to clarify the operation of the Game Management Authority board, introduce changes
requiring the Game Management Authority to act consistently within the agreed governance
framework and amend the definition of an authorised officer in the Conservation, Forests and Lands
Act 1997 as well as making other changes. The bill also proposes new principles that the authority
must have regard to when exercising its powers, and the principle of equity among stakeholders must
be a guiding principle.
The bill amends the Livestock Disease Control Act 1994 to allow spending of the capital rather than
only the interest earned on the capital from the Cattle Compensation Fund and the Sheep and Goat
Compensation Fund on projects and programs benefiting their respective industries. Again I note the
consultation that the Leader of The Nationals, Mr Walsh, undertook as part of his consultation on this
bill and the general support from the Victorian Farmers Federation and other stakeholders for this
change. But I do raise the issue that you have got to be very careful when you give the Labor Party or
a Labor government access to capital. Could this be just another fund for Daniel Andrews and the
Labor government to raid? We know—
Ms Shing interjected.
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Mr O’DONOHUE: Ms Shing, I look forward to your contribution next, but we know the Andrews
government has raided and spent everything it could get its hands on. As we speak, it is going to debate
three bills in the other place trying to generate more revenue to fund its projects that are vastly over
budget and vastly over cost. The cost base of the state has grown so enormously in just five years. And
so whilst I thank Mr Walsh for noting the feedback of the stakeholders and for doing that work in
speaking to the stakeholders, I just make a cautionary note that when it comes to managing capital
bases and managing capital funds, the government does not have a very good record—and perhaps it
is best at liquidating capital and spending it. I hope the government takes a prudent approach to this
change that the Parliament is contemplating today, if it passes, and that capital will be spent cautiously
where there is clear value for the industry and where there is a clear benefit to be derived so that this
fund can continue to exist into the future.
The bill makes further changes to the Livestock Disease Control Act to extend powers of inspectors
to issue infringement notices for the offence of failing to provide specified information when sending
samples to laboratories for disease testing and offences relating to vendor declaration. The bill also
gives inspectors increased discretion as to the measures imposed on the owners of diseased livestock.
The bill amends the Melbourne Market Authority Act 1977 to reflect the new Epping location of the
market and raises the threshold for ministerial approval of expenditure by half a million dollars from
$250 000 to $750 000. As the second-reading speech notes, that is consistent with the delegated
authority to senior office-holders in the department and elsewhere across government. I do have to
note that many of the tenants at the Epping market continue to struggle with the rents that have been
struck. Whilst the house has debated this issue on many occasions, for growers in my electorate,
whether that is on the Mornington Peninsula or in Gippsland or indeed the fantastic strawberry growers
or cherry growers in the Yarra Valley, the road network does not facilitate the easy movement of goods
from those areas to Epping. Of course the east–west link would have made a real difference to many
of those growers by increasing the connectivity options when there are breakdowns or traffic
congestion. It is a great disappointment to many of those growers that are just so productive, contribute
so much and employ so many people that there are not better connections for their goods to get to
market.
The bill amends the Meat Industry Act 1993 to allow mobile butchers and processors to operate across
Victoria and removes barriers to the processing of game for non-commercial purposes. This issue is
not without some challenges—making sure that mobile abattoirs and mobile butchers maintain the
high standards that I think we all expect when it comes to OH&S, safety and oversight. They are
challenges that the regulator and those providing that service will need to meet, and that would be my
expectation and, I am sure, the expectation of the house. But in principle I think it is a good step
forward. I know of many small farmers on the Mornington Peninsula, on the urban fringe between
Clyde and Koo Wee Rup, around the township of Cardinia into West Gippsland between Pakenham
and Drouin and elsewhere across my electorate where there are small farm holdings where perhaps
farm income is only one source of the income of that household, with people working elsewhere as
well, but it is still an important part of it. The ability to access on-farm abattoir services or butchery
services would be a welcome development. I can think of several farmers that I know personally who
would welcome this proposal for change, noting the issues with compliance and oversight that I
referred to earlier.
The bill amends the Plant Biosecurity Act 2010 to control a range of different pests, including PCN,
or potato cyst nematode—an issue that has been a real challenge for potato growers from Gembrook,
Thorpdale and elsewhere in Eastern Victoria Region. One of the first groups of people I met and one
of the first issues that came across my desk when I was elected in 2006 were some of the fantastic
potato growers in Gembrook and PCN, which was a big issue for them then. Unfortunately PCN is an
issue that does not go away quickly or easily.
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The bill amends the Veterinary Practice Act 1997 to increase penalties for serious professional
misconduct and to strengthen the board’s powers in conducting hearings. The bill amends the Wildlife
Act 1975 to include the offence of hunting, taking or destroying game during open season, and the bill
repeals the now-defunct Broiler Chicken Industry Act 1978. At the risk of repeating his contribution,
Mr Walsh in the other place has given a very extensive summary of the history behind the Broiler
Chicken Industry Act 1978, the various personalities involved in seeing the act come into the
Parliament in the first place and why the act is now redundant.
As I say, the opposition will not oppose this bill. There are several changes that have our support in
principle—several that I can see would have an impact on farmers and others in my electorate of
Eastern Victoria Region. I look forward to the committee stage where we can debate further the
amendments that I am putting forward and the amendments that members of the crossbench, I
understand, will circulate during the second-reading debate.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (13:48): I do not propose to speak for as long as Mr O’Donohue has
spoken today on this omnibus bill, but what I do want to do in the brief time that I am on my feet today
is to address a number of the issues that he has raised in his contribution. Whilst initially indicating
broad support for the range of changes that are foreshadowed to various pieces of legislation in the
bill, Mr O’Donohue has also referred to a bereft agenda, a government which operates at half throttle
at best and a small-minded approach to governing Victoria on the one hand whilst then also talking
about an expanding cost base and investment into a range of things on the other, which seems to cause
him and his opposition colleagues a significant degree of umbrage. So that contradiction in terms is
probably there to be noted and to be put on the record, because you cannot actually have it both ways.
This particular bill does go a significant way to modernising and to streamlining a range of regulatory
frameworks, including as they relate to obsolete legislation, which has in the case of the Broiler
Chicken Industry Act 1978 been usurped by the practice of transition to collective bargaining
arrangements under authorisation by the ACCC. This means that repealing this act will in fact have
no adverse consequences or impacts on the chicken meat industry, and that is a really important thing
to note in the course of this debate.
Noting of course the changes to the Catchment and Land Protection Act 1994, currently the
department has to go through a civil court to recover costs. This is in fact something which drains a
lot of time and resources from the department, so the purpose of this particular amendment, for
avoidance of any doubt, is to achieve efficiencies by enabling civil debts to be recovered as part of
criminal proceedings and therefore to remove the need to commence separate civil proceedings to
recover those debts.
Changes to the Dairy Act 2000 are an important thing to enable the regulation of camel milk
production to take place under the Dairy Act and under the auspices of Dairy Food Safety Victoria.
We will therefore then have a better and more fit-for-purpose model which enables producers to access
export market opportunities where previously that had been, as Mr O’Donohue also indicated,
regulated within the remit of local government.
Changes to the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981 are intended to facilitate the
industrial uses of hemp and identify opportunities to grow this industry. Here in Victoria in the last
term of government it was our honour and privilege to lead the development of this industry. It is
pleasing to see that the commonwealth has come on board, and now it is contingent upon further work
to make sure that we have a correct administration for a licensing scheme for industrial hemp, which
is grown mainly for fibre and hemp seed production in Victoria. The amendment would also make
persons who have committed offences under this particular act ineligible for an authorisation and is
consistent with conditions that also apply to cultivation or processing of alkaloid poppies.
Moving on to changes to the Fisheries Act 1995, those 20-odd changes to that principal act are for
compliance purposes in the main and of an administrative nature. So again it stands to reason that they
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are included within the omnibus bill, and they are not anticipated to have any major impact on any
sector of the community. For avoidance of any doubt, they come with the support of key stakeholders,
including VRFish and the Seafood Industry of Victoria.
The Game Management Authority Act 2014 changes are in order to clarify and streamline operations
of the GMA board and to enable consistency of changes with the Public Administration Act 2004 that
were made in March 2017 in relation to substitution of the chairperson and relevant delegated
authorities.
Moving on to the Livestock Disease Control Act 1994, Mr O’Donohue spent some time in his
contribution talking about this. It is important to note that the changes to the way in which capital can
be freed up relate to a purpose of spending such money on projects and programs that actually benefit
the respective industries. That is actually a really important step to enable the benefit of those funds to
go back into the industry and to improve outcomes for our primary producers. In his contribution
Mr O’Donohue went on at some length and invoked a rather florid turn of phrase around the
expenditure of taxpayers money for certain purposes. It is unfortunate that he has not acquainted
himself with the way in which this particular amendment would operate, as it sits underneath the
primary act and would indeed be for specific purposes to enhance and benefit the very industries that
are at its heart. So hopefully a correct reading of the bill and the principal act as amended will give
Mr O’Donohue and the coalition some comfort. We will also have greater options for inspectors to
assist in earlier disease detection, which is an important part of making sure that we have better
traceability and a more accurate capacity to respond quickly to threats.
Changing the way in which livestock are slaughtered to enable on-farm vehicular inclusion of mobile
abattoirs within the Meat Industry Act 1993 is another really important part of this particular omnibus
bill. Making sure that we have an opportunity for primary producers to slaughter livestock and process
meat in vehicles is in fact something that needs to be done to accommodate the way in which many
people farm and to make sure that even where we do have an obvious compliance with national food
safety standards we have an express inclusion of vehicular and mobile slaughterhouses in this
legislation.
Moving on to the Melbourne Market Authority, again there are incidental changes to reflect the
relocation of the market from West Melbourne to Epping, and also governance limitations and
administrative burdens being reduced to reflect the current operating market are important.
Plant biosecurity is something Mr O’Donohue touched on, and he did talk about the potato cyst
nematode, which is a significant threat and an ongoing issue that needs to be managed, including
across the electorates of Gembrook, Evelyn and Monbulk, where the wonderful potato growers do
their best against this constant threat. But also across the Latrobe Valley, down to Mornington and out
to Gippsland within the Eastern Victoria Region phylloxera is an ongoing challenge, and it is
something which presents a massive risk—a massive biosecurity risk and a massive risk to the bottom
line of primary producers—where it is detected. So having a revised definition and modified
definitions to enable better regulation of the threats of phylloxera—I should say grape phylloxera for
avoidance of doubt—and potato cyst nematode are important components of this bill.
Something near and dear to my heart, the Veterinary Practice Act 1997, is also being amended.
Increasing the maximum penalties for serious professional misconduct, to update them—they have
not been updated since 1997—from $2000 to $10 000, will in fact bring them in line with other
professional standards regulations in other states. That is an important harmonisation process,
particularly given we need and deserve a more effective and efficient functioning of the Veterinary
Practitioners Registration Board of Victoria to hear cases of unprofessional conduct and to keep the
reputation of the industry that it currently enjoys.
Finally, the changes as they relate to the Wildlife Act 1975 will include the offence of hunting, taking
or destroying game during an open season to enable the GMA to undertake a key regulatory function.
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These issues are not controversial. It is a shame that we have not been in a position to get to legislation
from the last Parliament because of various tactical approaches taken by people in this Parliament—
Ms Bath interjected.
Ms SHING: And to hear Ms Bath interjecting here is an interesting turn of phrase. She in fact has
been part of a number of the steps to prevaricate on the passage of legislation. I wish this bill a speedy
passage, and I look forward to any and all issues being fleshed out in the course of the contributions.
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (13:57): This bill makes many changes to primary industry
laws, none of them responsive to the real problems that exist in our agricultural sector, especially those
concerning animal welfare. Last week we saw footage released by Animal Liberation Victoria of dayold male goats bludgeoned to death with a metal pole. This happens in front of other kids and their
mothers, who look on visibly and audibly distressed. The beaten kids rise in agony until their eventual
death. The reasons this happens are twofold: first, because as males they will never produce milk and
are therefore useless to the dairy industry; and second, because this government fails to take these
issues of animal cruelty seriously.
Does this bill address this horrific and, I might add, completely legal practice? No. It does absolutely
nothing to address this chronic problem. Every week we see more damning footage of animal abuse
in Victorian farms and abattoirs—baby chicks macerated, chickens in tiny cages for life, pigs cruelly
gassed, sheep mutilated, cows and calves thrown, kicked and punched while being led to their death
and racehorses slaughtered by the thousands. What is the government’s response? Nothing in this bill,
that is for sure.
What does this bill do then? This bill alters the Dairy Act 2000 to add mammary secretions from any
milking animal—that is, any mammal considered livestock. While this is intended to bring the milking
of camels under the Dairy Act, we wonder if it paves the way for other animals to be exploited in the
future. It also defines milk to be mammary secretion only. The government has repeatedly assured us
that this does not affect the advertising of other products like soy, nut or grain milks. I am sure nobody
likes the idea of their almond milk latte being called a nut juice latte. This bill alters the criteria by
which the Game Management Authority operates. The government’s review of the Game
Management Authority, the Pegasus report, made it clear that the organisation was dysfunctional. The
further testimony of a whistleblower from the GMA tells us that they do not even try and fulfil their
remit. My own experience on the wetlands tells me they are hopelessly ineffective. This tinkering
around the edges will not fix the GMA.
Animal activists have complained long and hard about the cruelty in transport of livestock, both
domestic and international. The industry and government have always countered that it is not anything
to worry about—‘Nothing to see here’. This bill introduces mobile slaughterhouses to Victoria. The
justification provided to us? Removing cruel transportation of animals. Either the transport is cruel or
it is not. If it is, yes, let us eliminate it. If it is not, then the measures in this bill do not help. I have
heard this bill described as a minor tidy-up of various acts. My words would be ‘rearranging the
deckchairs on the Titanic’, given the wholesale nature of challenges faced by agriculture and the
magnitude of government action required. Unless there is something done in this bill to address
extreme animal cruelty, I will not support it. That is why I am bringing amendments to this bill, and I
ask that they be circulated now.
Animal Justice Party amendments circulated by Mr MEDDICK pursuant to standing orders.
Mr MEDDICK: My first amendment to this bill is for some of our most elegant, powerful and
sensitive companions, companions who are being turned into dog food as we speak: Victoria’s horses.
The people of Victoria were understandably appalled by the report on 7.30 last week that revealed the
typical outcome for horses who are no longer useful to the racing industry. Once the champagne has
run out and the fascinators have been taken off, Victoria’s most prized racehorses, who are front and
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centre in the media in one moment, are being condemned to knackeries and turned into dog food the
next. These graceful and perceptive equines are being treated with absolute disdain, and it is not
acceptable. Who are you feeding to Fido and Rex?
Some might defend the brutal slaughter of racehorses, citing our anti-cruelty laws—and we do have
those laws. Unsurprisingly, what most people do not know is that the vast majority of the 176 pages
of the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986 is filled with exclusions and exemptions, not
protections. Animal cruelty is a crime—but not, apparently, for the racing industry. Once again we see
that any improvements to animal welfare are reactive, never proactive. Improvements to animal
welfare are rarely, if ever, done as a primary concern for the subjects, the individuals—in this case the
horses involved.
I just met with a woman who rescued a horse named George from the racing industry and looked after
him for 10 years. But the trauma of years in the racing industry was too much for him and he never
recovered. After a life of perpetual psychological distress and internalised trauma he had to be
euthanised. We are here to stop horses being turned into dog food, but that is the end result of many
harms perpetrated against racehorses over the course of their miserable lives of servitude.
The industry response is motivated by the public’s response to the breaking work of activists,
whistleblowers and journalists, not a genuine concern for the vulnerable individuals in their care. The
industry strategy for horse welfare is a meaningless word salad: ‘horse-centric decision-making’,
‘responsible end-of-life management’, ‘life cycle study of foal crops’, ‘develop relationships with
knackeries and abattoirs’. Of course it would be an oversimplification to believe that ending racehorse
slaughter would solve this awful problem. But by removing an easy option to sell unsuccessful horses
for meat it will force the industry and its participants to really think about their choices. Up to
15 000 racehorses are born into the industry every year. We also have to stop overbreeding, and
removing an easy, throwaway option will help us transition to that. In fact it is already a rule of racing
in some codes in some states that racehorses cannot be sent to slaughter. If the industry has an
opposition to this becoming the actual law, it goes to show they had no intention of enforcing these
rules in the first place.
Meanwhile, the abattoirs that brutally slaughtered horses in the past are killing them again today,
tomorrow and every day after that. After the wake-up call of the 7.30 report, the minister and the
industry, in true Monty-Pythonesque style, called for urgent and immediate discussion, re-issue of the
marketing spin in PowerPoint slides and, best of all, masterful inaction. Industry and media figures
were all wheeled out in displays of hand-wringing and platitudes, but there has been no action. We
call on this government to show some respect for racehorses. We call on this government to actually
do something, to stand with horses and the public and to ban the slaughter of Victorian horses for dog
meat once and for all.
My second amendment to this bill is to make sense out of nonsense. In 1859 a European hunter thought
it would be a good idea to bring over a few rabbits so he could let them loose, watch them run and
shoot them for fun. It did not take long before rabbits did what rabbits do—burrow into the landscape,
eat saplings down to the ground and reproduce. Rabbits became endemic in our state within 10 years.
It is the fastest recorded spread of any mammal anywhere in the world. Then our government of the
day went into reactive mode and, once rabbits were already out of control, tried to control them. But
rabbits are smart, savvy and good at escaping. Some of the many failed methods of rabbit control have
been shooting them, blowing them up and chasing them with ferrets. Poisoning them with 1080,
pindone and SAP also failed. Even the famous rabbit-proof fence of 1907 failed. The government of
the day introduced further infections, like rabbit scab, chicken cholera and the myxoma virus. What
good ideas they were. As well as causing rabbits, who did not ask to be brought here in the first place,
to die a slow and painful death, as a method of control those infections also failed.
Thankfully that government had the good sense not to do something irrational, like factory farm the
very animal that in the wild we had been trying to get rid of with guns, poison, traps and dynamite for
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more than 100 years. That was until 1997, when Bill McGrath of The Nationals, the then acting
Minister for Agriculture, had the bright idea to add to our endemic problem by breeding even more of
them—this time in cages, and this time for food. He could be forgiven for not knowing that 40 per
cent of rabbits die prematurely due to the profound stress factory farming causes them. He could be
forgiven for not knowing that farming rabbits is a poor economic model, with only one rabbit farm
surviving today from the dozens of 20 years ago. And it is important to note that this one farm does
not rely on rabbits for profit.
Our current Minister for Agriculture would surely know the damage caused by rabbits who escape
into crop land, pastures, and forests. Rabbits living out their natural behaviours are responsible for the
decline of native wildlife, causing local flora to become extinct, and are a source of unending
frustration for farmers. My amendments do not impact wild rabbits or game. We are merely asking
that for the sake of the farmers, for the sake of the rabbits and for the sake of our increasingly degraded
and drought-prone landscape we please remove farmed rabbits from being a consumable animal,
which will only legislate what is clearly a dead industry anyway.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (14:10): It is nice to see you in the chair, Acting President Elasmar.
I am really pleased to rise this afternoon to make a contribution on the Primary Industries Legislation
Amendment Bill 2019. This is a broad-spectrum bill and an omnibus bill that considers a broad range
of agriculture-related legislation, including fisheries, meat processing, fresh food markets and hunting
industries. As my colleague Mr O’Donohue just alluded to, certainly the coalition—the Liberals and
The Nationals—will not be opposing this bill. It is essentially a bill that came into both houses in 2017
and was stalled in the lower house, and I want to develop that comment in a moment.
The bill addresses a number of areas within primary industries legislation. It first of all amends the
Catchment and Land Protection Act 1994, and in doing so—wisely, in my opinion—looks at the
ability of recovering costs more effectively within the department of agriculture. We know that for
those who live in the country and work on the land, weeds and pest species are certainly a serious
affliction both on the natural landscape and on farming land. It is imperative that landholders—
farmers—do their bit to eradicate weed pest species. In relation to those farmers that do not comply
and do not keep to the task of mitigating weeds, in particular many of the noxious weeds that we have
in Victoria, the department can and does hire contractors to clean up recalcitrant farms that have
enabled their weed species to get away.
This change in legislation means a streamlining of the recouping of those expenses. Certainly in the
past there have been a number of incumbencies to the recouping of those expenses. What we do know,
though—anecdotally I am told this quite frequently—is that the assessment by the department, the onfield, on-site assessment in relation to non-compliance of recalcitrant neighbours, we will say, has
been reduced over time. Indeed the budget outputs recently show the difference between the targets
for invasive species visits by the department and the actual property inspections. This is quite
disappointing. Part of the role of government and the department is to be vigilant in relation to keeping
those pests and weeds down, and it is disappointing to see that they are not keeping to target or indeed
raising the bar on those targets.
Other acts amended in this bill include the Dairy Act 2000. This bill effectively ensures that all
processing of milk from animals comes under the regulation of Dairy Food Safety Victoria. It therefore
enables things like camel milk production to come under that safety net as well. This is a wise move
to encourage new development, new industry and new markets, and it does so with great oversight
and support as well.
The bill amends the Game Management Authority Act 2014. This is an act that was brought in by the
Liberals and The Nationals back then, and I am very pleased that it was. This bill seeks to amend some
definitions and also some powers within that act. What we see today—and Mr O’Donohue has flagged
our intention to propose some amendments—is that the bill seeks to reintroduce some amendments
that were formerly proposed by Mr Young, MLC, in this house back in 2017 and which were put
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forward in the lower house in good faith by Mr Walsh. The Andrews government was prepared,
though, to stall the amendments in the lower house, and therefore the bill languished in the lower house
rather than being debated and being passed through—and yet we are seeing it two years later.
One of the key amendments that we have got today is in relation to the guiding principles of the Game
Management Authority in allowing it to operate both as a regulatory body and also as a promotional
body. If we look at it, this is sensible insofar as it mimics other principles applied to the recently formed
Victorian Fisheries Authority through the Victorian Fisheries Authority Act 2016—so it is mimicking
something that has already been done to be able to allow the GMA to act as regulator and as promoter.
If we talk about promotion of the Game Management Authority and the hunting industry in general,
during the Liberals’ and Nationals’ time in government a very comprehensive study was conducted in
2013 resulting in a report called Estimating the Economic Impact of Hunting in Victoria in 2013. It
looked at a lot of local government areas, and focusing on game hunting it found that overall there was
$400 million worth of financial stimulus that came from hunting right across Victoria, and not just in
the rural and regional areas but in metropolitan Melbourne. It is good to quote, and I will read from
that document, which states that of that over $400 million:
42% was on off-trip expenditure items and 58% on on-trip expenditure items.

And I quote again:
40% of expenditure occurred in metropolitan local government areas …

which the focus was on—
and 60% in regional Victoria.

The final quote from this report is:
Direct Gross State Product (GSP) impact of game hunting by game-licence holders in 2013 (including game
animal groups, deer, duck and quail) was estimated to be $118 million, with flow-on effects of $177 million,
giving a total contribution to gross state product of $295 million.

In my electorate of Eastern Victorian Region, in Gippsland, and particularly the Wellington shire and
the High Country, our economies benefit greatly from the hunting industry. The Sale Field & Game
Association, which has the largest membership of any field and game association in the state and
therefore by progression in the country, does a tremendous job of encouraging diversity and
stimulating the support of a variety of species. Recently I visited the Heart Morass, just outside of Sale,
thanks to Gary ‘Pud’ Howard and Debbie Meester, who gave me the guided tour. It was tremendous
to see the regeneration of what once was overgrazed and desolate land. The contrast between today
and 20 years ago could not be more stark.
There is a philanthropic element that has provided support and money, but also Field & Game, through
their contribution, have created a wonderful wetland with huge biodiversity and species coming back
into the region that have not been there for decades, not to mention waterfowl and migratory birds.
Unfortunately there are a few snakes, so if you go down there through communication with
Field & Game, please make sure you are wearing your gaiters and your high boots. But it is a
tremendous sight to see. Twenty-four million dollars worth of volunteer labour has also been provided
by that group. Not only do these sorts of groups add to the community and add to the vibrancy of the
economy, but they also have a huge conscience around bringing forward and rejuvenating wetlands
and also therefore diversity, and I am really pleased to pat them on the metaphorical head and
congratulate them on the work they have done.
This bill also looks at the Livestock Disease Control Act 1994, and I just want to look a little into that.
In the past the revenue from the interest earned from the Cattle Compensation Fund, which includes
cattle, sheep and goats, was able to go to projects that supported the industry. Now through this bill
they will be able to access the capital from those considerable funds, which is a wise move. However,
I understand that there are some concerns in relation to industry and their commentary in relation to
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how much of a say they will be able to have on where that capital spending goes. It is really important
that stakeholder groups have that commentary and that somehow the funds are not just consumed in a
different way. So I will be asking some questions certainly in the committee of the whole on that.
The other issue that it addresses is in terms of the mobile butcheries. There are certainly some
advantages for our local markets to having mobile abattoirs. Indeed if we look at some of the great
programs that you see on television—the Tasmanian show where the whole farm comes to life—there
are many people who would prefer to have their animals grown on farm and killed on farm, and I think
therefore to enable this to happen is useful. But there are certainly concerns still from industry in
relation to biosecurity risks, in relation to local planning, in relation to meeting the traceability
standards and also in relation to the property identification code—or the PIC. There are certainly some
concerns within industry that need to be addressed in relation to that.
There is one point I would like to make in relation to the PIC and traceability and biosecurity risks. I
am very pleased to hear and to understand that the Office of Public Prosecutions (OPP) has been
successful only recently in requesting a rehearing of a case in relation to on-farm trespassers, where
the persons identified had their case heard in Melbourne. That case was in relation to Mr Gommans
and his Gippy Goat Farm. They were tried in Melbourne, and the magistrate dismissed it as being a
‘trivial matter’—and I am quoting that when I say ‘trivial matter’. Well, I am pleased to see that the
OPP have requested a rehearing and that that rehearing will occur. I think it is important that any
magistrate in the future in hearing those sorts of cases has an understanding of the value of livestock,
the danger of biosecurity risks and also the loss of associated income. As I said, I put on record my
thanks to the OPP for following up on that, which I think was quite important.
In conclusion, there are some other issues in relation to the Wildlife Act 1975—looking at the act,
including making it an offence to hunt or take or destroy game during an open season. There are a
number of other acts—and I am running out of time—that this bill looks into, including the Fisheries
Act 1995. This talks about the surrender of the eight remaining netting entitlements by Port Phillip
commercial fishers and the transferring of power, in a variety of functions, to VCAT. But what I want
to put on record is that last week in this house we certainly debated the buyout of 10 Gippsland Lakes
netting licences, and Minister Pulford certainly gave her commitment and her undertaking to provide
a proper and comprehensive worker transition scheme for those 10 affected licensees, 10 affected
fishers. But not only that, there needs to be a worker transition scheme for their employees and also
support for that community that will lose that economic driver that the licensees will no longer be able
to provide. So I am looking forward to the minister keeping her word on that and really driving positive
support for that change of direction by that compulsory buyout.
Finally, the Liberals and Nationals will certainly not be supporting Mr Meddick’s amendments. It is
quite interesting when you hear one side of the debate talk about the farmed rabbit industry. I know
personally that the gentleman who runs the farmed rabbit industry wants to expand that industry. He
is passionate about the welfare of those animals and keeping them to the highest standard. He has told
me that in the past animal activists have come on board, come onto a farm and created havoc within
that industry, unfortunately causing the demise of many of the animals there by putting acid in drains
and putting foam into electrical works and really creating damage. That is not how they should be
operating, and we do not endorse that in any way. We condemn that, and so we will not be supporting
Mr Meddick’s amendments. But I certainly support our own and congratulate Mr O’Donohue for
bringing them forward.
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (14:25): I am very pleased to rise and make a contribution on
this important legislation. I congratulate the ministers involved, including Minister Symes and
Minister Pulford, for bringing forward this legislation, which makes a number of changes to acts
relevant to our agricultural sector and looks after our waterways. I note of course that the opposition
has decided to share some amendments that no-one had seen before today, but of course we have seen
them apparently.
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Ms Patten: Yes, the Shooters put them out.
Ms GARRETT: Yes. Apparently a little birdie, or a little fishie indeed, told me that we had seen
those amendments before and that we have not had full acknowledgement of the author of those
amendments, so we look forward to that, Mr O’Donohue. Anyway, there you go. You can feel really
good about yourself, Mr Shooter and Fisher.
This legislation makes a number of changes right across these acts. We have got the repeal of the
Broiler Chicken Industry Act 1978, and for our young guests today in the gallery who are enjoying
hearing a bit about what is debated, they probably did not expect to hear about the repeal of the Broiler
Chicken Industry Act. But this is an important step forward, because that act is redundant, which
means of course that it has no further use. That industry has moved on. It has formed its own capacity.
Ms Patten: May we never mention broilers again.
Ms GARRETT: May we never mention broilers again. In fact I can remember, reaching back into
the recesses of my mind, when ‘broiler’ had a very difficult connotation, I think, for previous
generations. So people will be pleased to know that that act is now redundant and perhaps we will
never hear the term ‘broiler’ again in this esteemed chamber.
As we then move to further changes that we have made, we have amendments to the Catchment and
Land Protection Act 1994. Importantly these remove some red tape and allow the Department of Jobs,
Precincts and Regions to recover outstanding debts as part of criminal proceedings as well as in current
civil processes. So that is going to be a significant and welcome change.
We do have the amendments to the Dairy Act 2000, which are designed to include camel milk, which
is currently regulated by local government. This will allow Dairy Food Safety Victoria to have more
oversight of the milk production industry, and this is critically important. I recall in my other role in
the last term, when I was the Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation, we had
some terrible situations with raw milk where people were putting raw milk in the same containers as
milk cartons, ostensibly saying that they were for bathing purposes when in fact they were designed
for people to drink. We had some terrible health outcomes associated with that, and I learned an
enormous amount about the importance of the pasteurisation process in milk. Death can actually occur
if milk is not dealt with appropriately, so it is critically important that the regulator has oversight of
that and that these sorts of products that are being sold to Victorians are in fact safe, particularly where
these products are being given to small children, as was the case with the raw milk situation.
All of these bills are really important for my area. But to go back to the amendments to the Fisheries
Act, we have got a total of 20 changes now relating to compliance and administration, and these will
allow eligible licence-holders located in Western Port or Port Phillip Bay to receive early payments of
compensation for the surrender of their rights to use fishing nets. The changes will also amend the
Conservation, Forests and Lands Act 1987, allowing penalty notices for offences relating to
undersized fish and breaches of catch limits. It is absolutely essential that government does everything
it possibly can to keep both our commercial and recreational fishing activities not just alive, not just
well, but absolutely thriving. Fishing is a really important part of people’s lives on a recreational basis
but also on a commercial basis for this state and for what Victorians consume on their plate. So this is
yet another piece of the puzzle as we move to the Target One Million program, and I am pleased to
follow on from contributions that were made earlier regarding the importance of fishing right across
the state but particularly in Eastern Victoria.
I could go on and on because many pieces of legislation are touched on by this bill, but I know that
there are many other speakers who wish to make a contribution. So I end it there. I commend all the
work that has been done. The changes here will make a difference to many different areas of our
agricultural industries, and I commend the bill to the house.
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Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (14:31): I rise to speak on the Primary Industries
Legislation Amendment 2019. There are many interesting aspects of this bill, but I would like to focus
on the one that really caught my attention: allowing camel milk to be regulated under the Dairy
Act 2000. I must admit ignorance, as I had no idea about camel milk before I was informed of this bill,
and I had so many questions. Who wants to drink camel milk anyway? Can you make a cappuccino?
Does anyone actually do this in Victoria? As it turned out I was able to find answers to these questions
and more.
After some digging I found out that there is an existing camel milk dairy in Victoria’s north, in
Kyabram, appropriately called The Camel Milk Co. This company is relatively new—established in
2014—but appears to be having some great success in producing and marketing camel milk based
products such as body cream, soap and yoghurt and of course the milk itself. The nutritional profile
and taste of camel milk are apparently—I have not tried it myself—quite different to cows milk, and
there are many, both here and overseas, who claim all sorts of health benefits.
Clearly there is a market for this product. Indeed it is so popular that prices for the milk can be $20 a
litre or more. I have also discovered that a camelchino is a thing, as some of my fellow colleagues
knew before I did. The Brunswick hipsters will surely rejoice at a new coffee option. I gave the
company a call yesterday to get their opinion—
Mr Jennings: They will be rapt with your support, the Brunswick hipsters!
Mr LIMBRICK: Yes, they will be. I gave the company a call to get their opinion on this legislation
yesterday, and apparently it will be a ‘godsend’. As camel milk does not currently fall under dairy
regulations, it sits in this strange place where they need all sorts of permits from local government and
they need exemptions from other regulations. I expect this makes it very difficult to operate and makes
it very difficult when they are trying to tee up international sales and need to show certificates from
the local council. I am happy to see that the government, in this case at least, is making it easier for
these entrepreneurs to develop their businesses.
The government helps best when it gets out of the way as much as possible. This government is
developing a bit of a reputation, though, for banning, taxing and over-regulating things—just as we
have seen them restrict climbing, over-tax gold mining and regulate engineers. This is a handbrake on
all these activities. Indeed there are many other primary industries being artificially held down by
government and causing untold harm.
Firstly, there is the cannabis industry. A majority of Australians now support some form of legalisation
of cannabis, and it would appear that the state that moves first would gain great first-to-market
advantages. I would dearly love for Victoria to be that state. As we have seen overseas in places such
as the United States, cannabis legalisation can trigger a boom for primary producers and associated
industries.
Secondly, there is Victoria’s non-existent nuclear industry, which was prohibited by legislation back
in 1983, as I have spoken about many times here. A wide variety of activities could be enabled by
government getting out of the way—activities such as value-adding to mining operations, uranium
exploration and nuclear fuel cycle industries, and even things like space probes, many of which require
radioisotope thermoelectric batteries, which are also prohibited. I look forward to seeing what other
benefits there might be in the Environment and Planning Committee inquiry that will begin shortly.
Finally, and maybe most controversially, is gas production. Although not as popular as cannabis
legalisation, gas nevertheless plays a critical role in assisting our electricity grid to cope with the large
amounts of variable renewables being added and is critical for a variety of industries and also
household use. Maybe it will soon be used by Victorians to heat their camel milk. I commend this bill
and urge the government to think about other ways it can take its handbrake off the economy.
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Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (14:35): A lot of stuff I would normally go over has been gone
over today, and I am not going to go over it ad nauseam. But I have noticed a couple of things within
the bill which I will comment on. The bill abolishes the Licensing Appeals Tribunal and sends its
review powers to VCAT. I have to say that VCAT is starting to get a lot of work from this government
in various forms. Maybe government members can correct me, but I have not seen a whole lot of extra
funding to go with the extra work VCAT are getting. So hopefully VCAT are not just going to end up
with a whole lot of work and take forever to get through things.
The mobile abattoirs are something that have been a long time coming. It is good to see. It is all part
of trying to get a little more adaptability into the situation, as opposed to just making everyone take
their animals to a central location—as long as they are held to the same standards, which they will be.
I will get onto my amendments, which I will ask to be circulated, and then I will have a quick chat.
Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party amendments circulated by Mr BOURMAN pursuant to
standing orders.
Mr BOURMAN: My amendments should look familiar to those that were here in the last
Parliament. And even though we were given no notice, except some stuff on social media, they should
also look very, very similar to the amendments proposed by the opposition. In fact other than the
names they are effectively identical. Obviously the opposition has more people, so they are going to
get precedence when it comes to this, and that will be the test for my amendments. But the amendments
that were passed in the last Parliament unfortunately went to the lower house just to stagnate and
eventually expired with the expiration of the 58th Parliament.
The amendments expand what the Game Management Authority (GMA) is doing in line, roughly,
with what the fishing authority is doing. It is basically about encouraging good, responsible hunting.
If you were to put it in a nutshell—I could go through it, but I will not bother—that is what it is about.
It is not adding any power and it is not subtracting powers; it is actually saying that as well as being a
regulator, the authority has the ability to go and say, ‘This is how you do good, ethical hunting. This
is how you do that, and this is where you can go’. At the moment what we have is the GMA struggling
for a little bit of money, for starters, and finding their way in things. I think this would help them a lot,
but in the end it is going to be up to the house whether we get to go through these. I commend the
amendments to the house. I cannot not commend the opposition amendments as well, because they
are the same. We will see how they go in the committee of the whole.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (14:39): I will be brief. This is an omnibus bill, and I will not go
into most of it. Contrary to what many people might believe, we are not in this place just to attack the
government. When they do something good, we will praise them. Sadly, we do not get a lot of
opportunities to do that, so we have to seize them when they arise.
Allowing mobile abattoirs is a positive step for regional Victoria and hunters in general. The move
will allow small-scale processing of game which is not intended for sale and eliminate some
requirements for licensing. We applaud this move and welcome the removal of a need for licensing.
Obviously this does not go very far—there is no commercialisation possible—but steps forward
deserve applause. Giving hunters the ability to process and supply an emerging industry—deer—can
be applied to other game meats. Under this bill livestock can be slaughtered and processed without
needing to transport them. A mobile abattoir can come to a farm and the livestock can be slaughtered
and prepared on site. I realise that some people will take exception to stock being transported in trucks
to big abattoirs, and this bill addresses those ethical issues. I imagine the Animal Justice Party will be
supporting this.
As I have previously raised in this place, the population of deer in Victoria is out of control and hunting
on private lands is not making a dent. The government needs to push forward with its draft strategy
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for allowing the hunting of deer in national parks. This will give the hunters of Victoria something to
celebrate and me another thing to praise the government about.
I understand there are other amendments to the bill being proposed. We will support the move to give
the Game Management Authority more say to manage game and game reserves. This can only be
good for hunters and for conservation. We will support the Reason Party’s amendments regarding
hemp rules, because this bill has the potential to hamstring an emerging industry in the regions.
Animal Justice have also proposed an amendment. I do not think that they have actually told us what
they are expecting dogs to eat once they ban killing animals to feed them—lentil burgers and tofu
perhaps? We will not be supporting that amendment.
The other area of interest in this bill that leapt out at us was the amendment to the Dairy Act 2000.
Where once this only applied to milk from cows, sheep, goats and, apparently, buffalo, it now applies
to the milk of any milking animal. My electorate of Northern Victoria Region now boasts two camel
dairies which supply milk for consumption as well as for a range of skin care products. I am always
pleased to see a new industry emerging in northern Victoria. The dedication needed to set up such a
unique business is a fine testament to the passion of regional Victorians, although this passion is being
tested to the full as summer approaches. The irrigation areas along the Murray River used to have a
thriving dairy milk industry. This Murray-Darling Basin plan removing water is putting an end to that.
On current trend, the only dairy industry we will be left with along the banks of the Murray will be
milking camels, because you cannot run dairy cattle without water. In any case, we want to praise this
government more regularly, we really do. We encourage it to come up with more policies that create
genuine benefits for northern Victoria and give us reason to celebrate.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (14:42): I am pleased to rise to speak to the Primary
Industries Legislation Amendment Bill 2019. As previous speakers have mentioned, this is largely an
omnibus bill that covers many areas of the industry. In fact it is very diverse. It really covers everything
that has been on my plate all week.
I am on the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee with Mrs McArthur, and I think probably
one of the liveliest SARC meetings was when we went through the Primary Industries Legislation
Amendment Bill, which does seem remarkable. There was much conversation about broilers, and I
think some disappointment that that part of our history is now gone. I recognise that it was probably
gone 15 years ago, but we are seeing the end of the broiler, recognising the broiler industry.
I think where we got very detailed was with the amendments to the Dairy Act 2000. Of course when
you start thinking about what animals provide milk, the mind goes. I could not help thinking of a film
with Robert De Niro called Meet the Fockers. I do not know if many people recall the milking the cat
scene in that film—
Members interjecting.
Ms PATTEN: I did, and in milking the cat. I am certain that my good friend and colleague
Mr Meddick would not be supportive of cat milking, but I am now intrigued by it. Then we turned to
discussing camel milk and what it tastes like. I understand that camel chocolate tastes like caramel—
Ms Pulford: It’s awesome.
Ms PATTEN: Thank you, Ms Pulford. Apparently camel chocolate is awesome. I then had this
recollection that camel milk is used as a beauty product, and Mr Quilty then reminded me of that. But
the real beauty milk is donkey milk. I am looking forward to a Victorian industry in donkey milk,
because that is what Cleopatra used to maintain her beauty. She bathed in the milk of 700 donkeys. I
am not sure whether that was on a daily basis or a monthly basis. I am not sure how often the Egyptians
bathed.
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But the bill gave rise to a great many conversations. There were some concerns about it, but for
Northern Metropolitan Region, it brings the Melbourne Market Authority Act 1977 into line with the
fact that the Melbourne market has moved; it moved a couple of years ago. It allows the authority to
make decisions about when it meets, if it needs to meet and various other things.
The main area that I would really like to focus on today is the amendments to the Drugs, Poisons and
Controlled Substances Act 1981, and I ask for my amendments to be circulated at this time.
Fiona Patten’s Reason Party amendments circulated by Ms PATTEN pursuant to standing
orders.
Ms PATTEN: I am extremely pleased that the government will make these amendments, and I am
very pleased to be part of a cross-party task force with Minister Symes and Ms Cupper in the other
place. The task of the task force is to look at how we can grow and promote the Victorian hemp
industry. It is a burgeoning industry. We have a great deal of optimism for what it can be. I am sure
that many of us have started investigating hemp products, whether that is hemp seed on our breakfast
cereal or our yoghurt, or whether it is hemp clothing. We are seeing hemp really come into the
marketplace. There were some recent changes to our food regulations which allow for hemp seed to
be used as a food rather than for everything else. I used to buy my hemp seed from my local grocery
store, and over the packet it had a sticker saying that it was for body scrubbing, not for eating. They
now do not have to put that sticker on it; you can now eat the hemp seed.
But there is much potential for this industry. We know that hemp is stronger than cotton, it requires
less water to grow, it is a softer product and it is certainly a far more environmentally friendly product
to produce. In looking at where else we can go, we are looking at hemp plastics and at hemp in so
many other areas, including looking at hemp as a biomass fuel. The options for this plant are rather
spectacular in the variety of uses for which it can be used.
However, for some reason industrial hemp and the licensing for the growing of industrial hemp sits
within the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act. Let us be very clear: hemp is not marijuana.
If you were to smoke hemp, nothing would happen. You may get a cough, but there are no
psychoactive substances in hemp. There is no reason why hemp should not be treated as any other
fibre product, such as cotton and other fibre products. But at the moment it is very strictly licensed.
Every single hemp crop must be investigated. It must be sampled and it must be checked by
Agriculture Victoria for any THC content to ensure that it has a very, very low content. This must be
done in accordance with a whole bunch of regulations. The sample must not exceed 0.35 per cent
THC, which is actually the lowest percentage in the country.
It seems that the unspoken reason for hemp being in the drugs act is that somehow people will sneak
some marijuana plants into their hemp crops and grow those and not be caught. Frankly that is just not
possible. Even if you were to sneakily put some illicit marijuana plants in there, the fact that it would
cross-pollinate with hemp would make those plants null and void and not worth smoking anyway. It
just does not work. With respect—and I have had conversations with the minister about this—I think
that these added conditions on the licensing of hemp cultivars are not necessary and will possibly
discourage people from entering into the hemp market.
The consequence of this bill is that we will treat hemp in the same way as we treat alkaloid opium
poppies. If you were to smoke one of those poppies, you would not get high, you would die. We have
seen that in Tasmania. These are poppies that are creating a very, very strong medication, and Australia
is one of the leaders and Victoria has a growing poppy industry, and I think that is very valuable. But
to consider hemp the same as the poppy industry makes very little sense. My amendments to this
legislation are very simple: that effectively we repeal the clause that makes it like that. The meaning
of ‘offence’ in the legislation as it is proposed would mean that a hemp grower who had a son-in-law
who may have been picked up for having a joint and had been prosecuted for the possession of a drug
would not be able to have a licence. These are companies that are now on the stock exchange. These

BILLS
3616

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 29 October 2019

are companies that are growing, and I think really we need to be encouraging these companies. We
need to move beyond still trying to treat them as if they are somehow involved in the illicit market,
because that is not what they are. They are now getting involved in the plastics market. They are now
getting involved in the building market. They are now getting involved in the food market. They are
now getting involved in the cosmetics market. These are companies and farms that have great
potential. I am encouraged by some of the conversations I have had with the minister, but I would with
respect encourage the government to reconsider clause 7 in this legislation and certainly consider
removing it from there. In fact I do not think hemp should be in the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances Act 1981 anyway; it should just be in the primary industries act.
I am putting these amendments up today. I am confident that industry has a great future in Victoria, and
I know the task force is very committed to ensuring that that occurs—that we grow this industry and
that Victoria becomes the leader not only in the hemp industry but in hemp technology and hemp
research. It is a worldwide phenomenon we are seeing. We are seeing car manufacturers and we are
seeing aeroplane manufacturers turning to hemp as a product to replace things like carbon fibres, to
replace even things like aluminium, so it has great potential. I encourage the government to reconsider
the clauses that further stymie the licensing of this industry and further send the wrong message about
what this industry is. I appreciate that we are working hard and have met with many people in the
industry and have learned a lot about the potential and the expansion of this industry and the optimism
out there for something to grow. I feel that this legislation, possibly inadvertently and possibly because
it has been sitting on someone’s table for a number of years now—at least a year—has not been
rethought in light of new information. So while I am very interested in the bill—I am interested in
releasing the donkey milk and the camel milk—I would hope that my amendments will be considered.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (14:55): I want to thank everyone for their contributions to the Primary
Industries Legislation Amendment Bill 2019. It has been a long time coming. I want to acknowledge
the many, many public servants that have worked on this. Obviously when it is an omnibus bill you
cover a range of policy areas, so that indeed requires a team of people. Let us get into committee so
that these people can move onto their next tasks.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1 (14:57)
Ms BATH: I can address my concerns or my questions in clause 1 rather than going into the depths
of this very deep omnibus bill. My first range of questions looks at the mobile abattoirs. Indeed
industry has raised concerns around the biosecurity risks associated. Once an event has occurred or
the on-farm activity has happened, how will the biosecurity measures be addressed in relation to washdown, waste disposal and travel between locations?
Ms SYMES: Thank you, Ms Bath. PrimeSafe will have responsibility for regulation of mobile
abattoirs in the same way that they do for fixed abattoirs, so the same standards, rules and applicable
actions apply.
Ms BATH: Thank you, Minister. In relation to that, the industry will develop and there will be
more, I am assuming, people doing these mobile abattoirs. How will PrimeSafe be able to allocate
funds or direction to make sure that there is compliance between locations? Normally an abattoir is in
situ; where we have got our mobile ones, they will be moving from place to place. So how will
PrimeSafe address that movement situation and allocate funding—increase funding—towards that?
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Ms SYMES: PrimeSafe, when they are looking at mobile abattoirs, will conduct a pre-licence
inspection of the facility and observe some aspects of the business in operation to ensure that it can
comply with its food safety program. Once a mobile abattoir licence has been granted, the business
will be required to have quarterly third-party audits against its food safety program, including its
animal welfare requirements. While the food safety program does not explicitly address biosecurity
issues, biosecurity risks are mitigated by the sanitation requirements and inspections of carcases
stipulated as a requirement. They will also be subject to one unannounced inspection by PrimeSafe
per year as part of the ongoing compliance. A mobile abattoir will be required to provide a schedule
of operation to PrimeSafe so they can find them.
Ms BATH: In relation to local planning requirements, what consultation has the government
committed to with local government? If I look at my electorate of Eastern Victoria Region, there are
various local governments there, noting that mobile abattoirs can potentially move between one, two
or three local government areas within a period of a week or two.
Ms SYMES: I will just seek some advice, given that it was developed before my time.
In relation to the interaction between local government and mobile abattoirs, that is a relationship for
the business owner and the local government in the areas that they wish to go into. For instance, I am
advised that a mobile abattoir that is planning on establishing in the state of Victoria has had those
conversations with the local government areas that they intend to occupy.
Ms BATH: Thank you, Minister, for that. In relation to the national livestock identification system,
what has the government done in relation to the requirement to hold a property identification code
(PIC)? The abattoirs will be moving between locations, so how will that mobile abattoir meet the NLIS
traceability requirements?
Ms SYMES: Let me just check.
Ms Bath, mobile abattoirs will have their own PIC, but the relevant PIC number for, I think, the
purpose of your question is the PIC that applies to the property that the abattoir is visiting. The
slaughter must occur on that property.
Ms BATH: Just clarifying, the mobile abattoir will still have its own PIC number as well, so that
can be traced through the system.
Ms SYMES: Yes.
Ms BATH: My next couple of questions relate to the Game Management Authority (GMA)
principles in relation to—it happens to be clause 42, even though we are on clause 1—equity among
stakeholders. The principles look at stakeholder engagement, community participation et cetera, and I
know that there are some organisations concerned that certain elements of the community may have a
disproportionate say in the stakeholder engagement. I will give you an example. Will organisations
such as Animal Liberation Victoria be provided with the same representation as organisations such as
Field & Game Australia on this particular issue?
Ms SYMES: Sorry, Ms Bath, could you just clarify what you are asking?
Ms BATH: In relation to equity among stakeholders, will some stakeholders have more impact
than others? I go to the point that if stakeholder engagement encompasses community et cetera,
Field & Game is an Australia-wide and Victoria-wide element—a very strong element as an
organisation. Will other organisations—and I am using Animal Liberation Victoria—be provided, I
guess, the same representation and the same voice?
Ms SYMES: Ms Bath, in relation to the principles that are being inserted to apply to the GMA,
they are guiding principles to guide decisions and actions of the body. It is a modern legislative way
in which we provide clarity to the regulator so that the community know what principles the GMA
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have agreed to follow. In relation to the development of those principles, they consulted far and wide
with people that were interested in developing the principles, and that is where they have landed. I
think it is a pretty balanced set of principles.
Ms BATH: Thanks. Is there a way the department can provide some evidence or some commentary
around who was consulted, the level and extent of consultation and who those parties were?
Ms SYMES: Ms Bath, the principles largely mimic those that were contained in the VFA and were
designed to ensure that one group is not discriminated against by another group and to create a
balanced consideration in the way they conduct themselves.
Ms BATH: Thanks, Minister. If I move on to the Cattle Compensation Fund and the Sheep and
Goat Compensation Fund, my question—
Ms SYMES: I am just conscious that we have got a lot of sets of amendments and we are jumping
around from one topic to the next topic. Are we going to keep on jumping backwards and forwards?
You are going through everything in clause 1. I guess my concern is—
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: We are just on clause 1, so anyone can ask questions on anything.
Ms Bath has indicated she has—
Ms SYMES: Is that how we are going to do it, because everything is quite—
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Ms Bath indicated she only had a couple more questions to go and
then we will move to the crossbench questions. No-one has moved any amendments yet.
Ms SYMES: It is just that they neatly fit into little topics, and if we are going to keep jumping
backwards and forwards—but we have sort of started.
Ms BATH: Clause 1 speaks to the Cattle Compensation Fund and the Sheep and Goat
Compensation Fund, so my questions relate to industry having concerns about where the funds will
be directed. My questions relate to what oversight industry will have to say where the funds will be
directed, where they will be spent and on what programs, and on what basis the programs will be
allocated. That is the line of questioning that I have had from industry.
Ms SYMES: I thank Ms Bath for raising this issue. In fact I have had the opposite feedback from
industry. They are actually concerned about the fact that the fund is confined at the moment and they
want to get on with being able to spend money on things that will promote their industry. There are
really strict requirements under the Livestock Disease Control Act 1994 and associated regulations
regarding how the compensation committees may access and use the funds. What happens is the
committees open up applications for projects, they assess those projects and then they put them up to
me as what they would like to see approved. Both compensation committees have agreed to keep an
appropriate reserve in the event of the compensation committees receiving a significant number of
compensation claims. Both funds currently hold a reserve level of $5 million each and have requested
that the department undertake background research and scenario analysis to determine an appropriate
ongoing reserve. The department’s analysis will then be considered by the committee and they make
their own decision.
I think it is important to point out that in the event of an emergency outbreak of animal disease, it is
not these funds that would be utilised in such circumstances, because there is a national cost-sharing
arrangement that would come into effect.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Minister, I think it is going to be a little bit hard not to bounce
around, given that there are so many acts that are actually affected by this bill. It really is an omnibus
bill. It is hard to find an act that is not. We are just going to have to deal with that as we go.
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Ms BATH: Thank you, Minister. In relation to how those funds are spent—and you have touched
on that and I thank you—what transparency measures will industry have about the allocation of those
funds to the various projects? How will industry be able to see where those funds are directed?
Ms SYMES: They are certainly made public. They are published on the Agriculture Victoria website.
Ms BATH: Minister, can you explain at what intervals? Is that annually? Is that quarterly? How
are they published?
Ms SYMES: They open up rounds. They have been waiting for this legislation and have not had a
round opened for applications for project ideas this year, and I am pretty sure they will open it up as
soon as this bill passes and enables them to do so. There will be a round, and they will be able to assess
it. As I said, they are going to work through a reserve because I guess they anticipate a lot of good
ideas coming through and then they will filter through those ideas and make sure that they can fund
the appropriate ones, make recommendations to me and then that gets published.
Mr HAYES: This information came to me as I was doing some research on Mr Meddick’s
amendments. I just want to ask the minister: why is there no livestock identification system for horses?
I am informed that when farmers buy and sell cattle on their farms, they have to tag every cow being
bred, sold or transferred. Every cow is traceable via the national livestock identification system, the
NLIS. They do this for every cow they breed and they can tell where that cow was born, currently
lives, who bought them and ultimately where they died. Under Victorian law all properties with
livestock must have a property identification code, called a PIC. At the moment only cattle, sheep and
goats need an NLIS number. Given that we register all dogs, cats, chickens et cetera with councils, it
seems that horses are the only ones without identification and they are not on the NLIS system. It
would solve a lot of issues if horses were added to the NLIS database. One could trace their whole life
cycle, as we do with cattle. We would be able to trace racehorses—the number that end up at abattoirs
and their age as opposed to those that are sold or rehomed et cetera. I am just wondering if such a
system could be introduced or if it is under investigation, Minister.
Ms SYMES: Thank you for your views on horse traceability. I certainly concur that it is something
that we should do. I would point out that Victoria is the only state that has sheep and goat identification
at the moment, and I know that other states are looking to this technology themselves. I had Agmin
last week, the ministerial forum for agriculture ministers from federal and state jurisdictions.
Obviously horses were on that agenda, and we had a pretty disturbing briefing from the Queensland
minister, for example. Because of the racing industry intersection, both Minister Pakula and I are
interested in a national approach to this, and in terms of traceability of horses I wholeheartedly support
the fact that we should move to that system.
Ms MAXWELL: In relation to game management, I want to take the opportunity to ask the minister
if she could please provide an update on the fate of the final version of the feral deer management
strategy. I understand it is likely to be released soon, but, as the minister would know very well, and
as Mr Quilty stated previously, this is still a very serious problem in northern Victoria in particular. I
am therefore keen to know on behalf of constituents where specifically is it up to at the moment.
Ms SYMES: Thank you, Ms Maxwell, for your question. I am informed that it is in its final stages
of drafting. I am yet to see a draft. It is a collaboration between my department and the Department of
Environment, Land, Water and Planning, and as such they are working on finalising that before it
comes to me for my consideration and obviously that of my ministerial colleague in the other place.
Ms MAXWELL: Thank you, Minister. I look forward to that report. As an extension of that—and
I am happy for the minister to take this on notice—I am wondering whether the minister can clarify
what the latest official estimates are as to the population of feral deer in the state and how that compares
with other states that have changed their arrangements in order to classify these animals as pests.
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Ms SYMES: Thank you, Ms Maxwell. I will take that on notice. I share your concerns with the
numbers, particularly in our part of the world, but the surveying of deer is not something that my
department is responsible for. Therefore I do not know the answer to that, but I will certainly see what
type of information I can get you. I can certainly confirm that they are on the rise.
Ms PATTEN: Minister, I just thought I would ask some questions about the hemp industry while
we are on clause 1. Can you tell me how many hemp licences we have in Victoria?
Ms SYMES: Fifty-four.
Ms PATTEN: Thank you, Minister. Do we have an idea of what location and where they are in
Victoria—where the 54 are?
Ms SYMES: We know exactly where they are. But do I know where they are concentrated? I do
not off the top of my head. I will come back to you.
The advice I have is that we have three commercial broadacre producers, which are located in Geelong,
Hamilton and Bendigo. That is as specific as I can be right now with the information that I have got.
It cannot be too wet.
Ms PATTEN: Thank you, Minister. I am sure we will investigate this outside the chamber during
the task force. In regard to the amendments that the bill proposes, how many applications do you
anticipate this would affect? If we have got 54 licences now, are we seeing licences coming through
on a monthly basis? With the changes to the legislation that this bill proposes, how many applications
might we see being affected?
Ms SYMES: Just to clarify, we call them ‘authorities’ as opposed to ‘licences’, but I think for all
intents and purposes they are fairly interchangeable. There are, as I said, 54. We do have several
applications pending. For context, 45 authorities were current in the 2018–19 season, 34 in the 2017–
18 season and 13 in the 2016–17 season, so we are certainly on the way up. To date, no notifications
have been refused based on prior convictions of an applicant or their associates. It is a bit hard to tell
how many people will be impacted by any such changes because it has not been enacted; it has not
applied to any current ones. Obviously we are wanting to encourage growth of this sector, but it is a
bit hard to predict.
Ms PATTEN: Thank you, Minister. I suppose given the growth of this industry and the growing
global attention to this industry, going back to the proposals in this bill, would you see a time when
we would actually remove hemp from the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981?
Ms SYMES: Thank you, Ms Patten, for pre-empting the conversation we are going to have about
your amendment. It is true to say that this bill was developed some time ago. It is obviously a bill that
was introduced by my predecessor in the former Parliament and has been reintroduced into this
Parliament in an identical form. Since that time I have created the hemp task force. We are doing some
good work. We are in our early days of that, but I really am keen to develop the industry and remove
barriers for the industry. We have a piece of legislation before us today which is based on the advice
which was given four years ago. Have we moved beyond that a little bit? I am not in a position to
actually confirm that or not, but what I am keen to do is to progress the bill as it stands today.
On its face, do I think industrial hemp belongs in the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act?
Without prejudice—I want to do more work on it—it does not quite fit for me. I think our task force
can do some work in this space to see. I think regulation is important, but I certainly do not want to
stymie an industry that is about using an industrial product that has much benefit for society and really
does not raise any concerns about being a drug or poison apart from its appearance. So I think there is
further work to be done in this regard, and there will be further avenues at the conclusion of our task
force considerations to come back and see whether it is in the right piece of legislation—should it be
moved, should be tinkered with or should it be placed elsewhere?
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I invite Mr O’Donohue to move his amendment 1, which is a test
for his remaining amendments and also for Mr Bourman’s amendments.
Mr O’DONOHUE: I move:
1.

Clause 1, page 2, lines 30 to 35, omit all words and expressions on these lines and insert—
“(e) to amend the Game Management Authority Act 2014—
(i)

to make amendments to the objectives and functions of the Authority in relation to game
hunting; and

(ii) to make minor amendments to improve the governance arrangements in that Act; and
(iii) to allow authorised officers to enforce related offences under other Acts; and
(iv) to make other miscellaneous amendments to that Act; and”.

I am pleased to rise and speak to my amendment 1, which, as you say, Deputy President, is a test for
both my remaining amendments and for the amendments standing in Mr Bourman’s name. To pick
up the comments made by Ms Garrett, she must have missed my second-reading contribution where
I noted that these amendments mirror those that Mr Young introduced into this place during the last
Parliament by way of a private members bill. Mr Young was able to gain the support of the house at
that time for that private members bill to pass the Parliament, and then unfortunately his bill sat on the
notice paper in the Legislative Assembly until the Parliament was prorogued. In a subsequent
government bill Mr Young moved similar amendments again.
So whilst I think Ms Garrett said that the government has been surprised at these amendments, I am
surprised at her surprise, should I say, because these issues have been canvassed many times by this
place. They have passed this place, thanks to Mr Young, so I move this amendment that in essence
seeks to give the Game Management Authority a broader jurisdiction, a broader role. My new clause,
inserted by amendment 2 in my name, seeks for the Game Management Authority to be amended:
(b) to optimise the social, cultural and economic benefits of game hunting; and
(c) to support the development of recreational game hunting; and
(d) to support the development of commercial game hunting; and
(e) to work cooperatively with game hunting bodies in other States—

because, as we know, these activities are very significant to the economy of Victoria. A report
commissioned by Mr Walsh when he was the minister in the coalition government found that over
$400 million was contributed to the Victorian economy—very significant—and at the same time these
activities helped to maintain or control some feral animals and do other positive work. So, as I say,
with that history, for the benefit of Ms Garrett and other members that perhaps were not in the chamber
during the last Parliament, I formally put my amendment.
Mr BOURMAN: I will just be quick. I obviously support these, given they are the same as mine
and they end up as a test for mine. Getting the Game Management Authority to start promoting
responsible hunting may sound a little bit strange to a lot of the people that are not fond of hunting,
but what it is doing is allowing the Game Management Authority to teach new people how to hunt
responsibly. At the moment they are basically an enforcement agency, which they cannot do. These
amendments will do more than just that, but that is the crux of the matter—allowing them to push for
responsible hunting.
Ms SYMES: Mr O’Donohue, there is no surprise about the amendments that the opposition have
put forward today. I think what is a surprise is the manner in which it has undertaken to do so. I fully
expected these amendments, but they were not provided to me in advance, which is the convention of
this house. In fact I understand at Legislative Council business last night they were not discussed as
coming from the opposition.
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To his credit Mr Bourman—his amendments are identical—has been engaging with me and my office
for months in relation to his amendments, so I can only assume that the National Party probably did
not want to be seen to be outdone by the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party in relation to these
amendments. Having said that, regardless of who put it up, I would point to some hypocrisy of
Mr Walsh when he told the Parliament when he set up the GMA in 2014 that he had deliberately:
… ensured that the functions of the GMA do not conflict with each other—a good regulator cannot both
regulate and promote the industry.

So these amendments that are being proposed by the opposition, presumably put up through the
National Party—no offence, Mr O’Donohue—I really think are just a little bit of competition with a
threat that they see from the popularity of the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party, but I will leave that
commentary to others. Regardless, we will not be supporting the amendments that are proposed, the
proposals that have been put up by two sides. We as the government remain of the view that the shortterm focus of the GMA should remain on implementing the organisation’s change following the 2017
review by Pegasus Economics, and in doing so we really want to make sure that it is doing the job that
it has been set up to do well.
The report found that the GMA’s role as a regulator needs to be clarified and the independence of its
licensing, compliance and enforcement functions protected. It went on to say that the separation of
these functions from other advisory and promotional activities would protect the independence of the
GMA’s licensing, compliance and enforcement role. That is why the government has boosted funding
to the GMA by $6 million, driving a 30 per cent increase in staff to improve enforcement and
stakeholder engagement, new equipment and improved education campaigns.
As the 2018–19 annual report outlined, the GMA board has recently overseen a restructure of the
organisation. A single division has been separated into four divisions and a new compliance and
intelligence division has been boosted with additional staff, and it is separate to the research and
strategy, stakeholder and hunter programs and corporate divisions. The organisation is now better
placed to deliver on its commitments, fulfil its current functions and achieve its goal. So whilst the
government does remain of the view that expanding the GMA’s functions and objectives is
inappropriate, I would caveat by saying I just think it is premature. So on those grounds, we will not
be supporting the amendments, regardless of whether they came from the opposition or are the earlier
ones from Mr Bourman.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr (Teller)
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr

Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs

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

Noes, 24
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr

Amendment negatived.

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

Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms (Teller)
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
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Mr MEDDICK: I will not be saying too much here, aside from saying I think I have covered pretty
much everything in speaking to this earlier on. To provide that certain animals are not consumable
animals, I move:
1.

Clause 1, page 3, lines 6 to 9, omit all words and expressions on these lines and insert—
“(g) to amend the Meat Industry Act 1993—
(i)

to allow vehicles to be used as meat processing facilities; and

(ii) to provide that certain animals are not consumable animals; and
(iii) to make other minor and consequential amendments to that Act; and”.

Ms SYMES: The amendment that Mr Meddick is putting forward is seeking to have farmed rabbits
no longer considered a consumable animal under the Meat Industry Act 1993, which regulates meat
processing and food safety. I acknowledge that Mr Meddick is not seeking any change to wild rabbits
being defined as game and being able to be processed for consumption. Rabbits that are not living in
a wild state are currently considered consumable animals because they have been prescribed as such
through regulation. My information is that we have one facility in Victoria that is licensed by
PrimeSafe to slaughter and process farmed rabbits for human consumption. They farm their own
rabbits, largely for the high-end restaurant market. This business slaughters 600 to 800 rabbits per
week, employs about six people and, I am told, has made a significant investment in the facility.
Mr Meddick’s amendment would force the closure of this business just seven months from now, when
their current licence is actually due for renewal.
I am certainly happy to discuss further with Mr Meddick the intent behind the proposed policy and its
implications, but notwithstanding the transitional provisions proposed the government will not be
supporting the proposed amendment to the Primary Industries Legislation Amendment Bill.
Mr O’DONOHUE: For clarity too, the opposition will be opposing Mr Meddick’s amendment.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 5
Cumming, Dr
Hayes, Mr

Meddick, Mr (Teller)
Patten, Ms (Teller)

Ratnam, Dr

Noes, 35
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Grimley, 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
Pulford, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 6 agreed to.

Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms (Teller)
Wooldridge, Ms
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Clause 7 (15:49)
Ms PATTEN: I move:
1.

Clause 7, line 5, before “In” insert “(1)”.

2.

Clause 7, line 8, omit “means—” and insert ‘means a category 1 offence or a category 2 offence, within
the meaning of the Sentencing Act 1991.”.’.

3.

Clause 7, lines 9 to 21, omit all words and expressions on these lines.

4.

Clause 7, after line 21 insert—
‘(2) In section 61(2) of the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981—
(a) in paragraph (b), for “relates; or” substitute “relates.”;
(b) paragraph (c) is repealed.
(3) In section 61(3) of the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981, the definition
of relative is repealed.’.

Effectively these amendments reverse the changes that this bill makes to the applications for hemp
growers and producers in Victoria. The changes to the definitions of ‘serious offence’ mean that a
person who may have, as I mentioned, a shop theft or a very minor drug possession charge would be
prohibited from growing hemp in Victoria or cultivating and manufacturing hemp in Victoria. Also,
for anyone who was applying to grow hemp, if any of their extended family was to be convicted of a
minor offence such as a shop theft or a minor personal possession charge, this would prohibit those
persons from growing hemp in Victoria. I appreciate what the minister said in the committee of the
whole for clause 1, that this possibly could be changed soon, but I put forward the amendments
because if we are to promote this industry, then we really should be treating hemp as the product that
it is, which is a fibre and food product. It really does not need to have such serious and stringent
prohibitions on the growers of it.
Mr LIMBRICK: I would like to acknowledge the minister’s commitment to removing regulatory
burdens for this industry, and I am pleased to hear about the great growth of this industry. Nevertheless
this does seem like a good opportunity put forward by Ms Patten to remove some burdens that may
inhibit the growth further. I agree with Ms Patten that it does seem a bit odd that hemp comes under
the same sort of classification as a very dangerous product such as opium poppies, so the Liberal
Democrats will be supporting this amendment.
Mr O’DONOHUE: As I communicated to Ms Patten earlier, the opposition will be opposing her
amendments.
Dr CUMMING: I would like to rise to say that I support Ms Patten’s amendment. We should do
everything in our power to actually support our hemp industry, and if we want to move away from
plastics, we really need to look at hemp more seriously. So, yes, I was encouraged to hear the
government’s answer in the debate earlier, saying what the hemp industry is actually doing in Victoria,
but I do feel that we need to remove any barriers whatsoever and encourage the hemp industry to be a
strong industry here in Victoria.
Ms SYMES: I thank Ms Patten for her amendments and other members for their comments. As
we have discussed in clause 1, I do have some sympathy for the intention of your amendment,
Ms Patten. However, at this time I am wanting the bill to proceed in its current form. There are some
concerns about unintended consequences of making changes to the definition of ‘serious offence’ and
some of the offences that are in and out. For example, relevant offences that would not be captured by
the proposed definition would include trafficking of a drug of dependence to a child and things like
that. We can have conversations about which crimes are relevant, which crimes are not, but I think the
real conversation we actually want to be having is about whether industrial hemp belongs in an act
that deals with drugs and poisons or not. So in that instance I have given a commitment that the
industrial hemp task force should look at this in detail and come up with a solution. As I said, on the
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intention of your amendments, I understand what you are trying to do, but I cannot support the
facilitation of what you are actually trying to achieve via the method you are trying to use. So in this
instance we will oppose it, but I certainly give a commitment to clean this up because I do not accept
that it is satisfactory.
Amendments negatived; clause agreed to; clauses 8 to 16 agreed to.
Clause 17 (15:55)
Ms MAXWELL: Insofar as changes are being made through the bill to penalties—through the
Fisheries Act—for non-compliance with prescribed size and catch limits, is it envisaged that
investigations of such non-compliance will be conducted by police officers as part of their regular
duties? The reason I ask is that, as you would know, Minister, many towns in northern Victoria are
reliant on small, geographically dispersed police stations and there are often reports of an impact on
response times to town and farm crime. So my further question is: given the changes being proposed
through this bill, has any thought specifically been given to what might be done to better support police
in exercising powers under this act when their resources are already stretched in northern Victoria?
Ms SYMES: I will just seek some advice as this is the other minister’s bit. Thank you, Ms Maxwell,
for your question. In relation to the enforcement officers of the Victorian Planning Authority (VPA),
there are currently about 70 of them and their primary role is to ensure compliance with the appropriate
regulations and laws. They do a pretty good job getting out there; I am sure you have come across
them in northern Victoria many times.
Ms MAXWELL: Thank you, Minister. I am just wondering if you could clarify whether those 70
are the new farm crime liaison officers who would be dedicated to that role.
Ms SYMES: No, no. I am talking about VPA staff, not the new Victoria Police unit.
Clause agreed to; clauses 18 to 80 agreed to.
Clause 81 (15:58)
Ms MAXWELL: As the minister would be aware, Paterson’s curse, or Salvation Jane, as it is also
known, has invaded areas throughout Victoria, creating devastating impacts on agricultural land and
state parks within Victoria. The weed is poisonous to grazing animals and can cause chronic liver
damage, loss of concentration and at times death. Pigs and horses are more susceptible; ruminants,
such as sheep, cattle and goats, are less affected. Can the minister clarify or explain whether Paterson’s
curse is specifically included as a plant through either the existing Plant Biosecurity Act or the changes
being made here in clause 81?
Ms SYMES: I will just seek some advice.
Clause 81 is about giving the power and the authority for officers to take an action in response to
responsibilities of landowners, and it picks up issues with Paterson’s curse and enforcing appropriate
management of weeds.
Ms MAXWELL: Thank you, Minister. That leads me to my next question: previous control of
this noxious weed appears to no longer exist, as we see an increasing amount of agricultural land, hills
and pastures throughout Victoria being covered in this invasive purple flower. Will the changes in this
bill provide allowances for the government to support those working hard to eliminate this weed from
their properties or provide incentives by placing fines on those who do not maintain control of this
fast-spreading noxious weed?
Ms SYMES: The good thing about the changes is they will make it easier for the department to
engage in cost recovery when enforcement notices are given for someone to take an action on their
property and they do not, so you can take those people through criminal proceedings without having
to go to an additional civil proceeding to recover your costs. So in terms of saving time, money and
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creating efficiencies for the department, to actually be able to enforce the orders that they want to
apply, it can certainly be facilitated by this bill. What I would say, whether it is in relation to weed
management or pest management, is we try and take a community approach. We work closely with
Landcare organisations, because compliance is generally better achieved by community awareness
and community collaboration and shaming your neighbour who is not on board with the rest of it. That
is the practice that we take, but the changes in this legislation are going to make it easier for the
department to be tougher on those that refuse to do the right thing.
Ms MAXWELL: Thank you, Minister. Given that answer, we are continuing to see the spread of
this noxious weed in rural areas, but there are those who live in regional areas who do not see the
Paterson’s curse, and that makes it difficult for it to be a community responsibility. We are seeing it
spreading into parks throughout Victoria, which is so detrimental not only to the parks but also to
animals throughout the parks. Does the government support councils to assist in eliminating this weed,
or is this the sole responsibility of Parks Victoria or indeed any other government body?
Ms SYMES: Thank you, Ms Maxwell, for your question. Although not directly related to the bill
in terms of responsibility—it is not what we are seeking to achieve here—different bodies are
responsible for different weed management depending on where the land is located. I concur with you,
as a member for Northern Victoria Region for the past five years, that it can be quite frustrating trying
to ensure that adequate action is taken in determining which bodies are responsible. It is a concerted
effort, but I think that working with local councils is the appropriate course of action. We also consult
with VicTrack, VicRoads, government landowners and Parks Victoria. It is not really the
responsibility of one body, but everybody should step up and make sure that we are addressing it.
Ms MAXWELL: I am sure that most farmers and most people with agricultural land would not
want to use chemicals as their preferred method of eradicating weeds. Can the government provide
any further information of their intention to use biosecurity such as the bugs that are bred specifically
to eradicate Paterson’s curse under this bill?
Ms SYMES: Thank you, Ms Maxwell, for your interest in this matter. I would say that it is not
specifically the bill that would facilitate our work in this regard, but Agriculture Victoria and our
research partners, including AgriBio, do work in regard to pest management, plant resistance and a
range of amazing biosecurity projects. They are the types of things that we are constantly looking at.
We are constantly seeking research partners, whether they are through universities or other bodies, to
make sure that our agricultural sector is protected, can thrive and is less disturbed by these annoying
pests and diseases.
Clause agreed to; clauses 82 to 104 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (16:06): I move:
That the report be now adopted.

Motion agreed to.
Report adopted.
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Third reading
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (16:06): I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Pursuant to standing order 14.27, the bill will be returned to the
Assembly with a message informing them that the Council have agreed to the bill without amendment.
LAND (REVOCATION OF RESERVATIONS) BILL 2019
Statement of compatibility
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (16:07): I desire to move, by leave:
That, in relation to the Land (Revocation of Reservations) Bill 2019, the statement of compatibility with the
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 be tabled in lieu of that tabled earlier this day.

Mr O’Donohue: On a point of order, Deputy President, I request that the minister who introduced
the bill and who tabled an incorrect document come to the chamber and provide an explanation about
the errors that are being corrected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: So leave is not granted?
Mr O’Donohue: We are happy to provide leave once an explanation has been provided by the
minister responsible. There has obviously been a mistake made, and the house is being asked to wave
some mistake through. I do not know the details of the mistake. The document I have in front of me
is headed ‘Cabinet in confidence’, so clearly there have been some errors made. I do not know what
this document looks like when compared to the document that is sought to be substituted. The minister
has failed to bother to give even a cursory explanation of what the error is. It is not too much to say to
the government, ‘Provide us with an explanation, preferably by the minister who made the mistake,
and then we will provide leave’.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Leave has not been granted, so we will just move on.
Mr Davis: On the point of order, Deputy President, we are happy to provide leave, but we are just
asking for—
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: No, you denied leave. The advice I have is that you denied leave,
so we will move on.
Leave refused.
RAIL SAFETY LEGISLATION AMENDMENT (NATIONAL SERVICES DELIVERY
AND RELATED REFORMS) BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Ms MIKAKOS:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (16:10): I am pleased to rise to
make a contribution to the Rail Safety Legislation Amendment (National Services Delivery and
Related Reforms) Bill 2019. It is in itself not a terribly controversial bill. I will put on record some
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quiet concerns we have about aspects of this bill, but we are also concerned about a number of other
aspects that are occurring with rail safety at this moment.
The bill in short summary amends the Rail Safety National Law Application Act 2013 to provide for
the safety of rail infrastructure and rolling stock operations carried out in Victoria and for all rail safety
work carried out in Victoria to be regulated under Rail Safety National Law (Victoria). It provides for
the Office of the National Rail Safety Regulator to be the sole rail safety regulator for the Victorian
rail transport industry. It repeals the Rail Safety (Local Operations) Act 2006 and as a consequence reenacts the provisions for the alcohol and drug testing of rail safety workers in the Rail Safety National
Law Application Act.
Just by way of background, this has historical antecedents as far back as 2009 as part of the so-called
seamless national economy agenda of COAG and agreements to national transport regulation reforms.
It was agreed that South Australia would host the national rail safety regulator, to be operational by
2013. The 2013 COAG Intergovernmental Agreement on Rail Safety Regulation and Investigation
Reform saw the establishment of the Office of the National Rail Safety Regulator in South Australia.
The draft Rail Safety National Law was approved by transport ministers through that period. I should
say that the relevant national law went through the South Australian Parliament in 2012, the regulator
becoming operational in 2013. Other states and territories were obviously required to pass mirror or
enabling legislation to give effect to that national law.
In Victoria the enabling legislation, the Rail Safety National Law Application Act 2013, established
two regulators: the national rail safety regulator and the safety director. The rail safety regulator was
to provide regulatory services in accordance with a service level agreement with the state, and the
safety director was to provide regulatory services not covered in that particular arrangement. Each
state and territory maintains its own alcohol and drug procedures. Authority and procedures for alcohol
and drug testing for rail safety workers is by Victorian authorities, enabled by amendments in
clause 1(b).
Although the rail safety laws and regulator will fall under commonwealth jurisdiction, as a result of
the amendments in the bill there is a provision for the state minister to give ministerial direction, as I
understand it—and I will seek some clarity on that in committee—to investigate transport safety
matters. I should say that assurances were given at the departmental briefing, and I thank the minister
for that, that all employees whose roles relate to rail safety would become employees of the national
rail safety regulator, with the same terms and conditions that were in place under the previous service
level agreements.
There are a few things I want to say here. The first is that I am always very cautious of these national
laws and national bodies of this type, and the reason for that is because the lines of authority become
blurred and quite hazy. The truth of the matter is that ministerial councils become key bodies in this
process. Ministerial councils have eight state and territory ministers and a national minister, and to a
significant extent whilst you would imagine that greater oversight would provide sharper oversight, in
fact generally it results in less sharp oversight. No-one is so clearly and directly responsible as in the
state systems that we very familiar with, and the national approach—and I do not mean the
commonwealth here; I mean a national approach in the sense that there are no clients of
responsibility—where everyone is responsible in a sense means diminished individual responsibility
of ministers and departments.
I should say that there has obviously been a service level agreement with employees here who have
undertaken work for the period since 2013 in an arrangement that has actually provided the safety
regime that has been in operation through that period. I met with the Office of the National Rail Safety
Regulator at an earlier point on concerns I had about a number of rail safety issues, and whilst I in no
way diminish the professionalism, the honesty or the integrity of those national bodies, I think again
my overwhelming impression was very much that it is much more distant, it is much less sharp and
the daily imperative to get these things right is blunted, is muted. That, I think, is a big concern.
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I will share with the chamber my concerns at the time. We had significant engineering advice given
to us about the sky rail construction. People will be familiar with the fact that the construction
continued while Metro trains continued to operate at a near normal rate, with certain interruptions.
Nonetheless daily trains continued to move while the large construction—with the huge cranes and
the track-laying equipment and so forth—was very much in operation very close to both the moving
trains, with obviously many commuters on board, and houses and roads, in a way that certainly laid
out a risk in my judgement and in the judgement of some of the engineers who provided material to
us. It was a very significant risk and a very significant concern.
We saw, for example, with one house that a crane had swung around and knocked part of the roof off.
This was while the construction was happening. The rail movements are on the corridor right next to
the sky rail construction. This huge crane came around, scooped part of the roof of the house off and
dropped a huge plug—a metal weight half the size of the desk here—right next to the fence. This
would be less than 15 feet from a child’s bedroom. So you have got this massive construction
occurring at the time. I have to say that we got no satisfactory response, in my humble view, from the
Office of the National Rail Safety Regulator. They pushed all of this responsibility down to Metro. I
note that Metro has shouldered the responsibility for many of these projects through this period. I
understand why government would do that, and I understand Metro is paid handsomely for that role.
Whether or not they are in the particular construction mode, they are often associated in a significant
way, and they have taken on that responsibility. But it is the regulator’s role to make sure that Metro’s
systems, as the prime decision-maker in these sorts of cases, are actually up to scratch.
That is the set of concerns that I have had, and the rail safety regulator have not convinced me that
they are as strong as they could be. As I said, in many cases they were using staff that had been
employed in a service level agreement to ensure that there was local knowledge and local
arrangements, and those staff will transition across. But it is the tone of that national involvement that
I caution in this bill.
We are not intending to oppose the bill itself—and I make it quite clear to the chamber and the
community that we are not opposing the bill—but I am sounding notes of caution about the distance
of these national regulation efforts. I think it is important for state ministers and state bureaucracies to
continue to oversight these matters and to ensure that the Office of the National Rail Safety Regulator
is in fact doing its work. Ministers and departments need to be assured that the public, that workers,
that construction people are safe in these sorts of arrangements. We have seen in this recent period a
diminished focus on safety in Victoria—I am quite blunt about this—as we have seen money torn out
of metropolitan maintenance and particularly money torn out of maintenance in country Victoria.
V/Line suffered a cut in the order of $30 million to $40 million this year, and much of that has been
torn out of the maintenance budget. I will be asking in the committee stage for a list, if that can be
provided, of the lines that have currently got speed restrictions or safety restrictions on them, lines in
country Victoria where there is a diminished capacity of the lines due to safety restrictions that have
been put in place by the relevant rail officials.
I am concerned that there does appear to be a diminished capacity of our country network in particular.
We heard recently—and there are very good sources inside government, and this was not denied when
the Bendigo Advertiser ran the story—that in fact there have been speed restrictions placed on parts of
the Bendigo line because of diminished maintenance. This was on the front page of the Bendigo
Advertiser. There was no disagreement from the government that that was a fact. Those sorts of speed
restrictions are pointers to a long-term slippage in the maintenance schedule and a long-term slippage
in focus.
I am going to use the case today—and I have already spoken in the chamber about this—of a fire on
a train in West Melbourne. What on earth is going on? It seems that a fire broke out in the motor
section of the buffet car of a VLocity train. The train was stopped, the MFB was brought in,
200 passengers were evacuated from the train and mass chaos was the result in terms of timetabling
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for country services that have to go through that section. It also had a huge knock-on effect on city
services. In my own electorate and Mr Hayes’s electorate the Pakenham and Cranbourne lines were
stopped and replaced with buses because of that incident. What on earth is happening if a train is
catching fire? What will the Office of the National Rail Safety Regulator do with a fire on a V/Line
train today? I will be asking questions in committee about matters like this. How will this operate? We
know the government is tearing money out of V/Line hand over fist. We know the government hates
V/Line, that they want to kick the whatever out of it, and that is what they are doing. We know that
service quality is deteriorating. We know that service punctuality is deteriorating. We know that that
is happening in the city as well. It is happening for a reason: the signalling is deteriorating, the track is
deteriorating and the quality of our rolling stock in some cases is deteriorating. We need to be sure
about what is going on here.
Parallel with that we have had very bad results for some new capital works. We will tomorrow debate
the Murray Basin rail project. I think it is worthwhile to put on record some matters around that,
because this is also a case study of poor management of our railways and poor outcomes for our
communities. The previous government began a business case and scoped a $440 million project in
the state’s north-west. The budget component for the state was allocated in the 2014 state budget. The
federal government subsequently, 18 months or so later, allocated their matching $220 million
component. The state government, according to Minister Allan herself, completed the business case,
and she spoke highly of the business case herself. She has endorsed the business case, claimed that she
completed the business case and took ownership of the project. I would argue the genesis of the project
was part of a coalition government agenda, but Jacinta Allan, true to form, claimed ownership and
claimed she completed the project’s business case and endorsed the business case. Then the project
started, and the project has been an unmitigated disaster.
Let me put on record in this chamber that I understand very clearly that V/Line warned that descoping
the project and taking money out of the project, as this Labor government has done, would put the
project at risk. Late last year I wrote to the Auditor-General. I sent him a large dossier of details about
this project, asking him to investigate it, because there was no way we would get anywhere in any
process in this Parliament. This government blocks everything. They will not even tell us the cost of
the 29 level crossing removals they have completed. Let us be quite blunt about how secretive, how
closed and how restrictive this government is in its approach.
With that Murray Basin rail project we took the strong view that only the auditor would get to the
bottom of it. Subsequently we have seen some of this come to unfortunate fruition. Two stages of the
project are completed. Three stages are left uncompleted, including the added fifth stage around
Ballarat. So three stages have now been frozen and pushed to the side. The $440 million has all gone,
but the project has been completed in a substandard way. The ballast was laid badly. I have seen those
pictures and inspected parts of the track where the ballast has been laid inadequately. And they tried
to penny-pinch by saving on new track so they thought they would recycle old rails, some as old as
from 1913—little sections snipped up and rewelded. I mean, what a desperate and hopeless manoeuvre
to recycle old rails from 1913 in the aim of getting this track working properly.
There is a major focus on lifting freight from road and putting it on rail and a major focus on enabling
our grain industries and other agricultural industries to put their stuff on rail and get it to market—get
it to the ports to get it out—cheaper, quicker, more reliably. The axle weights have not been met in
terms of the objectives of the project. The speeds have not been met. So actually we have slower
speeds on sections of the line. After they have spent, Mr Hayes, $440 million they have got worse
results—lower axle weights and lower speeds on this line, and only two-fifths of the project is
complete. This is Daniel Andrews. This is Jacinta Allan. This is Melissa Horne. This is total and utter
incompetence leaving our country communities at risk—a bad environmental outcome, a bad outcome
in terms of road and impact of trucks. This is a good project that has been botched by an incompetent
government.
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I think it is important to put this on record today. I have cabinet documents in my possession that make
it clear: ‘Approve the future stages of Murray Basin rail project’; ‘Urgent maintenance on the Sea
Lake and Manangatang branch lines’; ‘Standard gauge conversion on the Sea Lake and Manangatang
branch lines’; ‘Deferral of further work on freight-passenger rail separation project’, ‘Stage 4 done’;
‘Standard gauge conversion on the Sea Lake and Manangatang branch lines at 19-tonne axle load …
(expected delivery in 2021)’. Then they go on:
Subject to TIC consideration, the Minister for Transport Infrastructure would seek in writing agreement from
the Federal Minister …

The federals have already paid their money, and the state has then botched the project.
At a future stage, the Minister for Transport Infrastructure would initiate discussions for further
Commonwealth funding. These discussions could include exploring opportunities such as proposing ARTC
to take over remainder of the standard gauge freight network in Victoria as part of Inland Rail negotiations,
including completing full scope of MBRP.

That is what their cabinet document says, so this is a significant concern. It goes on:
Deferral of further work on Freight Passenger Rail Separation … and dual gauging of the network pending
an addendum business case. The addendum will consider additional scope requirements, cost escalation,
changed network and safety requirements and deteriorating asset conditions.

That is what Daniel Andrews’s cabinet submissions say. This is a disaster, and we want to see a system
where we are guaranteed to have good-quality country rail.
Another document I have seen seeks to consider whether or not the state would look at having the
Australian Rail Track Corporation in the management operation or other parts of the Victorian regional
standard gauge network, and it seeks costing of the values and the ability to sell. So I say this
government should not be allowed to compromise safety and they should not be allowed to sell parts
of our network as a way to get themselves out of their own created problems—their non-maintenance.
Let us face it: Labor has been in power for 16 of the last 20 years, so the deterioration in the network
is Daniel Andrews’s and Labor’s fault. Let us be quite clear: 16 of the last 20 years.
The amendments that I will seek to move will require that if the government is to flog or to sell or to
lease long-term parts of our network or all of our network, it would need to bring those matters back
to Parliament and table those details here, and that would be subject to disallowance. We think it is a
highly reasonable way forward, and with the house’s indulgence I would seek to distribute that set of
amendments.
Opposition amendments circulated by Mr DAVIS pursuant to standing orders.
Mr DAVIS: This set of amendments is in one sense long but in another sense deeply simple. It
would just demand that any deal with a public or private proponent or partner be tabled in the
Parliament and then would be subject to disallowance or revocation if the Parliament so decided. But
at least it would provide scrutiny, at least it would provide a check and at least it would enable us to
ensure the safety of any arrangement and ensure that the safety and the long-term benefit of Victorians
are actually at the forefront. If they are not at the forefront, that is a big problem. If it is about the
government flogging just to get a short-term cash injection or some short-term relief from the financial
position it has got itself into, that is a bad outcome for the community.
We have seen what the government did with the port. I am not opposed in concept to a private
involvement in the port, as was done. This Parliament passed that relevant bill, there was a scrutiny
process, but what we have actually seen happen is that government have taken the money—more than
they expected—and they have splurged it on large projects where they have got very bad value for
money. They have lost cost control.
We have seen level crossings, which is one of the main destinations for that money, lift from $5 billion
to well over $8.5 billion. They still will not tell us the growing number, but we know now that they
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are more than 65 per cent over budget. That is a huge surge in costs because of the government’s
incompetence in costing up projects and incompetence in delivering major projects. We know the
Metro Tunnel and all of those are massively over budget. We know that the West Gate Tunnel is also
over budget. But my point here is that if the government is simply going to sell a part of our asset and
there is an outcome on that, we actually want to see where that is going and we want to understand the
outcome. The Parliament is entitled, in my view, to know the results. So we think it is reasonable to
say you will have to table that deal. And the Parliament, both chambers, will get the opportunity to
scrutinise that deal before it goes forward and parts of our country rail network are flogged.
The government has not denied it is doing this. The cabinet documents make it clear that they are
intending to do it. The cabinet documents make it clear that the government is intending to push
forward with a flogging of our country rail assets. We know that they have been running down
massively because the government’s maintenance budgets have been cut. You can see very clearly
that there is a massive fall in the budget of V/Line this year. You can actually see the recurrent money
is less than it was last year, and you can see the $30 million to $40 million hole that is there. That is
money that has been torn out of maintenance.
I say that when you come to bills about shifting responsibility for safety you need to be cautious. We
are not opposing the bill itself. I put on record my cautions about national bureaucracies that do not
necessarily have the sharp focus that they should have. But I have also said that as part of this process
we ought to make sure that, if there is an opportunity for any sale or long-term lease of country rail or
indeed other rail assets, the agreement is tabled in the Parliament and subject to potential disallowance
if that is what the Parliament chooses to do at any point in the future.
I think the chamber has decisions to make. It can give the government a blank cheque if it wants and
say, ‘You can go off and sell V/Line, you can sell country rail track, you can flog what you will’. I do
not agree with that approach. I think the Parliament should be central to that particular process and I
think the community believes that too.
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (16:39): I rise to make a contribution in support of the Rail
Safety Legislation Amendment (National Services Delivery and Related Reforms) Bill 2019. This is
a straightforward bill, and the Leader of the Opposition has indicated that the opposition will not
oppose the bill. In my contribution I will try to address some of the concerns the opposition has on the
line of authority or responsibility between the national and state authorities.
First of all, I would like to summarise the objectives of the bill, which are: one, to reduce administrative
complexity and eliminate fragmentation of regulatory responsibility between Transport Safety
Victoria and the Office of the National Rail Safety Regulator; two, to eliminate duplication of
administrative systems and in so doing to enable cost savings to be progressively realised over time;
and three, to enable the final stage of regulatory harmonisation benefits to be delivered to industry
stakeholders following the establishment of the national rail safety regulator in 2012. This bill will
complete the national reform of the regulation of rail safety, including trams, and tourist and heritage
rail operations in Victoria.
The reform process began in 2011 when the Council of Australian Governments signed an
intergovernmental agreement to establish a national scheme of rail safety regulation. The bill will
complete the national reform by transferring residual rail safety service delivery and regulatory
functions from the Victorian regulator to the national regulator. I stress that I say ‘residual’ because
the national rail safety regulator has already been in operation in Victoria since May 2014, more than
five years ago, under the Rail Safety National Law Application Act 2013.
At that time there was an underlying concern—and rightly so—about moving immediately to a direct
delivery model given the unproven record of the national regulator and also given the size, complexity
and familiarity of our Melbourne metropolitan rail systems. The adoption of a service level agreement
model was chosen to provide greater confidence that effective regulatory oversight would be retained
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and to mitigate operational risk as the national body became established and developed its own
policies, systems and processes. In fact since 2014 the Office of the National Rail Safety Regulator
practices and systems have matured and it has been able to demonstrate itself as an efficient and
effective risk-based regulator that gives due regard to state issues and is responsive to state and territory
government needs and priorities.
For these reasons, and given the time that has passed, our government is confident that the transfer of
regulatory responsibilities from the Victorian regulator to the national regulator does not risk a
diminution of safety. On the contrary, the government is confident that the reform will support
improved safety outcomes in the future.
The opposition asked about the operational line of authority and responsibility while transferring to
the national regulator. The Minister for Public Transport of our state is still able to monitor the Office
of the National Rail Safety Regulator through the Transport and Infrastructure Council. In addition,
the minister has the power to direct the regulator to investigate any matter. In terms of policy, officers
from our department sit on national law maintenance committees managed by the National Transport
Commission and are able to reveal and provide feedback on issues. In terms of safety and incidents,
incident reports will be sent directly to our department, which will provide real-time incident
information. This will give visibility to the secretary and to the minister about what is actually
happening in real time on the rail network and, in so doing, will enable the department to collect
intelligence to better understand and to better access the health of the network at frequent intervals.
In addition, a new role, namely, executive director, strategic safety, has been created in the Department
of Transport to monitor and consider safety and risks. Again, in addition to all of that, the transfer of
staff from Victoria’s regulator to the national regulator will ensure continuity and will transfer the
skills and experience to ensure that safety is not compromised. The transfer is timely. We also support
the retention of staff who have all the necessary skills and experience to ensure that risks continue to
be managed effectively and are minimised as far as is reasonably practicable.
It is very clear from the unprecedented investment in rail infrastructure in this state and also across the
country that we have a challenge in the labour market to retain staff. Hopefully the size and the scale
of the national regulator once the transfer is effected will enable it to offer more attractive work
experiences and practices so that we can retain the staff. It should be noted that this is a real struggle
for the Victorian regulator. At the moment approximately 35 Victorian public servants will be
transferred to the national regulator. It is understood that this guarantees that their employment terms
and conditions under the Victorian public service agreement will be retained for the life of that
agreement, and additionally this guarantees that no employees will be worse off under the national
arrangements.
The retention of existing rail safety staff will help ensure that the final stage of the national reform is
delivered seamlessly. The rail industry wants harmonisation of regulatory practices across the country,
but it also recognises the importance of the relationships it has established with rail safety officers
across the nation. This national regulatory system will place us in a good position to maintain the
safety of rail in our state. This Parliament can help deliver the certainty required by passing this bill
without amendment and without any delay. Therefore I commend this bill to the house.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (16:49): In rising for my contribution today I indicate that
I support the government’s bill, but I would like to make a few points around rail in Western
Metropolitan Region and the concerns of my residents. An interesting project that I have not heard
much spoken about by the government or others here today is the inland rail project, which is a
$10 billion federally funded project that is meant to connect Brisbane to Parkes in New South Wales
and then come through Shepparton in Victoria and into the Western Metro area. My residents are
concerned about this project. If heavy freight haulage can bypass Hoppers Crossing and Werribee,
does that mean there will be savings at the Werribee Street railroad bridge? If this $10 billion project
is undertaken properly, are there savings to be had within that region? Obviously rail infrastructure in
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the west is very reliant on freight, and I do acknowledge that this bill talks about freight. I raise
concerns around the quality of our rolling stock as well as our rail stock. There are many people from
Western Metro who work on the railway lines. They know, hands on, what that stock actually looks
like, and they have concerns about the quality and the maintenance of that stock.
Western Metro is experiencing level crossing removals in Werribee. My community has concerns.
They worry about whether they are being consulted or if it is just the government telling them what is
going on. Is there actually genuine consultation taking place on these railway level crossing projects?
They wonder how those projects will affect their getting on the V/Line service. My community very
much enjoys using the V/Line service. Most people get on the V/Line train to Geelong in Footscray
and they do enjoy that, but they also are looking forward to the government’s realisation of the
Melbourne Metro 2 project and the outer rail loop. Obviously both of those projects should go ahead.
My community is very much looking forward to the connection from Werribee to Wyndham Vale and
then connecting to Sunshine and hopefully going to Melbourne Airport.
If you read the Age today, you would have seen that Moonee Valley council has raised concerns again
around the alignment of the airport rail. I like both positions; I want both. I love the possibility of an
additional network and train stations through the Maribyrnong defence force site. There is a gap in rail
in Moonee Valley, as the mayor raised today in the Age. But I also understand that the Sunshine
community and Brimbank council are very much looking forward to the airport rail link project, as
are the Wyndham and Werribee communities. There is an absolute need for the outer rail loop.
The Premier has announced that this project is starting in the east. My community’s wish is that the
project start in the west. Also, seeing that the airport rail link is occurring, when these major works
occur—such as level crossing removals, the airport rail link and the outer rail loop—why aren’t these
disruptions to the community done in a staged manner? Seeing that the federal government has put
$10 billion towards the project that I raised earlier—
Mr Davis: The airport rail.
Dr CUMMING: No, not the airport rail.
Mr Davis interjected.
Dr CUMMING: No, the inland rail project, Mr Davis. That inland rail project, the $10 billion
project connecting Brisbane to Victoria through New South Wales is obviously another opportunity
when we are talking about freight and rail stock. That is an opportunity for this state to actually
capitalise on that, making sure that that project sits well with any airport rail link plans and with any
metro and outer rail loop plans. I do hope this government looks at all projects.
As I said earlier, I do support the safety aspects of this bill. I do support the importance of the drug and
alcohol testing. It is vitally important to keep our community safe and such communities that are on
our rail networks, but I also am mindful that for all of these projects there needs to be proper planning.
There needs to be a great level of transparency. There needs to be the detail out in the community so
they can actually contribute appropriately and the government can actually listen to the locals. They
want to be part of what is being proposed in the level crossing removal projects in Werribee. They
would like to see the detail. They would like to contribute to that project. Obviously there needs to be
a lot more consultation and talk about our rail network in the west and the north, because there are
great gaps that need to be fixed. I am hoping that this government at least does some of the planning
towards that if not starts using the federal government’s money—the billions of dollars that they are
giving the inland rail project as well as the airport rail link project—so that that money can be actually
looked upon in the west and so that the other benefits while those improvements are occurring can
actually have run-off effects. These are 100-year projects, and in these 100-year projects there should
be that level of detail that my community expects to see coming through our area with the
beautification and the run-offs that these big billion-dollar projects attract.
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Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (16:57): I thank members for their contributions to this debate on
this bill today, and I note the opposition’s in-principle support for the bill. I will make some comments
about Mr Davis’s proposed amendments in a moment, but just briefly in concluding this debate I will
just make a couple of comments on the protections that are in place to ensure that we maintain the
highest possible safety standards.
An independent review was undertaken by Ms Carolyn Walsh in 2017 to consider whether trams and
local tourist and heritage operators excluded from the national scheme should be regulated by the
Office of the National Rail Safety Regulator (ONRSR) or continue to be regulated locally. The review
found safety standards in Victoria would be more effectively regulated using a direct service model.
It also found that a direct service delivery model may be more effective as it would provide clearer
single-point accountability for the outcomes of rail safety regulation in Victoria. And the review found
that the provisions of the national law and governance arrangements overseen by the ministerial
council provide sufficient mechanisms for the Victorian minister to have no less visibility and control
of rail safety regulation in Victoria. ONRSR has proven itself to be capable and competent in the
regulation of rail safety, and it is now considered appropriate to move to a direct service level
agreement and transfer regulation of trams and tourism and heritage fully to the national scheme. I
would also make the point that the role of the chief investigator will in no way been diminished.
As members know, this is important legislation. It has been a long time in gestation and will provide
for less administrative complexity and fragmentation of the responsibility of our safety regulators.
Indeed there is a very similar pathway in my own portfolio as well, and this is really about eliminating
the duplication of systems and enabling things to be clearer and simpler than they might otherwise be
but with lots of protections and assurances that we take the opportunity to provide to everyone around
how this will not in any way impact safety—and the government is confident about that.
Mr Davis has indicated that he intends to move a motion to expand the scope of this bill so that he can
move his amendments. These amendments are currently some daylight outside of the scope of the
purposes of this legislation. The government will not oppose the motion seeking to expand the scope
of the committee stage so that Mr Davis has the opportunity to make the case for his amendments, but
the government will not be supporting the amendments. This is quite separate to the purpose of this
legislation, so we will oppose those in the committee stage when we get to that point, but we will not
oppose them on the procedural question so that Mr Davis has the opportunity to make his case. This
is a bill about regulatory reform and national consistency. The amendments could not be further from
that, and I do not intend to indulge a whole long conversation about this side issue in the committee
stage, but we will cross that bridge when we come to it. I do thank members for their support of this
important reform, and I commend the bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Instruction to committee
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (17:02): As the minister has
outlined, the proposal is that the bill be widened to an extent that would enable consideration of the
amendments that are proposed. I move:
That it be an instruction to the committee that they have the power to consider amendments and new clauses
to amend the Rail Management Act 1996 to provide for Parliament oversight of the sale and lease of railway
track, tramway track and rolling stock by the Crown or statutory bodies.

Motion agreed to.
Committed.
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Committee
Clause 1 (17:04)
Mr DAVIS: With the house’s indulgence I will ask some questions first and then move to the
amendment later, if that is all right. I appreciate the minister may not have some of the information I
seek on hand, and I am happy if that is the case for the minister to indicate that she will provide that
information at a later point.
As I flagged in my second-reading speech, one of the issues I think is a deterioration of the lines across
the state—the freight and passenger lines—and both are important obviously from a safety point of
view. What I would seek from the minister, as I outlined, is a list of each rail line in the state with the
current status. I appreciate that there are websites—I am familiar with those websites and I understand
the way that they work—but it is a different thing to provide that information in a formal sense to the
Parliament. What I would seek is a list of all of the rail lines across the state and their current status in
terms of speed restrictions and other safety impediments or requirements that may be put on those
lines across the state.
Ms PULFORD: I would make the point that this is tangentially related to the bill. But in the
interests of transparency and trying to be reasonable here, I am happy to take that question on notice
and provide that information to Mr Davis.
Mr DAVIS: I am thankful to the minister for that, and that is the main piece of information I sought.
The second point that I want to make is to reiterate that we are not opposing the bill. But again I do
want people to very clearly understand that we have some reservations about the governance of these
national organisations and national bodies in the sense that whilst nine ministers are responsible—and
I see Ms Lovell smiling; she understands exactly what I am saying—it means that responsibility is
actually quite diffused. A transport body that is based in South Australia—and I wish South Australia
well; it has got a very good Liberal government, but leaving that point aside—the Office of the
National Rail Safety Regulator is distant in its decision-making in that sense. I know that there are
people here and I know there is an arrangement with staff transitioning, but I do put on record my
concerns, long haul, for the focus on safety that is required. As I understand it, the minister retains the
capacity to make safety decisions and directions, and I want to have that clearly put on the record.
Ms PULFORD: I note Mr Davis’s comments and the cautious approach that he is taking to this
reform that has been underway for some time. I note the nice things he said about South Australia; it
is a lovely place. Just for context, though, this process commenced in 2011 when COAG signed an
intergovernmental agreement. So the agreement to pursue this reform was indeed a decision made
during the life of a government that Mr Davis was a senior minister in, and the national rail safety
regulator was established in 2012—
Mr Davis: Without revealing anything, you can take it as read that I expressed the same cautions.
Ms PULFORD: Well, that is good that you have been consistent then, but for the purposes of the
record in this particular debate I also note that the national rail safety regulator has been in operation
since May 2014. So whilst I am very pleased on behalf of our government to be presenting this
legislation to the house today, there was quite an active phase of this reform that was undertaken by
the previous government.
Mr Davis specifically asked a question about the responsibilities and powers of the Victorian minister,
and they are actually enshrined in existing legislation. So they are not subject to the bill that is being
considered in the house today, but for completeness I would indicate that it is section 41 of the Rail
Safety National Law that provides that the Victorian minister has the power to direct the regulator to
investigate any matter.
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Mr DAVIS: I should note for the record that the minister is correct that significant work did occur
during the Baillieu-Napthine government period, but for the record it is probably worth noting that
this process did begin in July 2009 in the frenetic Rudd period of activity and the decision on the socalled seamless national economy agenda by COAG. So, yes, there were steps taken in our period, but
the initiation of this actually occurred in an earlier period, which was also the Brumby period, I might
add. But I thank the minister for providing the assurance that I sought there.
I move:
1.

Clause 1, page 2, line 16, omit “2013.” and insert “2013; and”.

2.

Clause 1, page 2, after line 16 insert—
“(c) to amend the Rail Management Act 1996 to provide for parliament oversight of the sale and
lease of railway track, tramway track and rolling stock by the Crown or statutory bodies.”.

The amendments have been circulated. As I understand it from the clerks, the amendments to clause 1
can be regarded as a test for all of the amendments that follow from there. I will just very briefly for
the record lay out my concerns here. As I said earlier, we have documentary evidence of the
government’s intention to move rail lines in the country into different ownership, whether that be
another government or private. I have read into the record significant aspects of the minutes of the
transport infrastructure committee of this government—a cabinet subcommittee—so it is very clear
that there is such an agenda. I think in those circumstances the Parliament is entitled to ask for safety
and other considerations to be at the fore and for the Parliament to be at the fore in any decisionmaking process.
If the government were to sign an agreement with another government, a private entity or some other
entity, what my amendments would seek to do in short is ensure that that agreement would be tabled
here in a short period and that the Parliament would have the opportunity to scrutinise that. In that
circumstance we think that it would provide a greater level of surety to people that the government
cannot simply flog off rail infrastructure. Given the debacle with the Murray Basin rail project—and
we are obviously going to debate that tomorrow as well, and I have put much on the record there—
the Auditor-General is closely investigating that, and I cannot imagine that his report is too far away.
I have no doubt that his report will provide a very salutary lesson about running these sorts of major
rail projects. There was $440 million, the initial business casework was done by the previous
government and the current government completed the business case, as Minister Allan has outlined
in a number of forums. She has accepted her responsibility and advocacy for the business case. The
commonwealth provided half the money, with $220 million provided by this government and
$220 million provided by the commonwealth. Now the project has stalled, and there is a very terrible
outcome, as the community understands now, for that major project.
The government now has a way to extricate itself from that project. At a future stage the Minister for
Public Transport would initiate discussions with the commonwealth for further commonwealth
funding. These discussions would include exploring opportunities such as proposing Australian Rail
Track Corporation would take over the remainder of the standard gauge freight network in Victoria as
part of inland rail negotiations, including completing the full scope of the Murray Basin rail project.
Be very clear—the government is looking for a way out of its financial and project morass. I want to
see that for any outcome that comes back and any deal that is done we see that document on the table
in this Parliament so that both houses can scrutinise it.
Ms PULFORD: The government is not in either a project or a financial morass. The government
will be opposing these amendments and this attempt to scaremonger on something completely
unrelated to the bill. As I indicated in my closing remarks of the second-reading debate, I do not
propose to indulge this for too long. We are happy for Mr Davis to move these amendments in the
committee, but they have nothing to do with the task at hand, the path that COAG set us on a decade
ago. This is important legislation. I think it is incumbent on us to take it seriously and to pass it today,
so we will decline to support these amendments.
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Dr RATNAM: I would like to speak in regard to the opposition’s amendments, which are a test
for the subsequent amendments that they have proposed. Firstly, the Greens welcome the opposition’s
concerns that seem to be being expressed about the impacts of privatising our public assets and some
of the undue consequences and impacts that occur when you privatise and sell off our public assets.
One thing you can count on from the Greens is consistency. We have maintained our concern and
increasingly called for much more scrutiny of how many of our public assets are being sold or
privatised across a range of things, from the port of Melbourne sale to the land titles office, over the
last few years. So the Greens will be supporting this amendment.
We are strongly opposed to the sale of publicly owned land and assets, particularly when they are sold
without parliamentary oversight. As I have mentioned, over the last few years we have seen an
increasing number of our public assets being sold off—the port of Melbourne, the land titles office—
and there is talk about public housing estates that are being sold off to private developers right across
Melbourne right now. We believe this Parliament should have the power to stop governments from
implementing aggressive privatisation agendas and keep public assets in public hands. So we support
these amendments to create further checks and balances on attempts to privatise transport assets by
giving the Parliament the ability to revoke a contract for the sale of rail assets. We used our
disallowance power in the last Parliament to stop the government from proceeding with its plan to sell
off and redevelop the Markham public housing estate. Any attempts to sell off public transport assets
like rail should also be subject to the same parliamentary scrutiny and similarly be subject to
parliamentary revocation.
For all those reasons and for our consistent and ongoing campaign highlighting the real concerns about
privatisation and increasing moves to privatise more and more of our public assets—our public land
that we should be keeping for treaty negotiations, for public and affordable housing—we will be
supporting these amendments.
Committee divided on amendments:

Ayes, 17
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr

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

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

Noes, 23
Cumming, Dr (Teller)
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr

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

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

Amendments negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 119 agreed to; schedule 1 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
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Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (17:27): I move:
That the report be now adopted.

Motion agreed to.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (17:27): I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

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.
LAND (REVOCATION OF RESERVATIONS) BILL 2019
Statement of compatibility
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (17:28): I move, by leave:
That, in relation to the Land (Revocation of Reservations) Bill 2019, the statement of compatibility with the
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 be tabled in lieu of that tabled earlier this day.

In doing so, I would like to explain to the house that the wrong statement of compatibility was
inadvertently tabled. The only differences between the one that was tabled and the one that we wish
to replace it with are that the words ‘Legislative Assembly’ instead of ‘Legislative Council’ were in
the previous document, and also the responsible minister in the document that was tabled this morning
was the Honourable Lily D’Ambrosio and the amended one will have the responsible minister for our
house, the Honourable Gavin Jennings, MLC. As you can see, this was just the wrong house envelope
that got tabled, and we would like leave to fix that minor error.
Motion agreed to.
Adjournment
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (17:30): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

CHIRP COMMUNITY HEALTH
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (17:30): My adjournment matter is directed to the Minister for
Health and concerns the future of CHIRP Community Health in Castlemaine. The action that I seek
from the minister is a commitment to provide adequate funding to assist this organisation to relocate
to suitable premises and to ensure CHIRP can continue to provide the vital services it delivers to the
local community. CHIRP Community Health is a community-based not-for-profit organisation that
provides critical services and programs that cross the entire social health spectrum, all designed to
promote health and prevent illness in the local community. These programs include counselling,
alcohol and other drug services, community health nursing, housing services, diabetes nurse education,
dietetics and physiotherapy, amongst many others. The organisation services a community with
escalating rates of chronic disease and with one of the highest per capita suicide rates in the nation.
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Due to inadequate funding from the Andrews Labor government, CHIRP Community Health is
currently in severe financial difficulty and will soon be forced to cut services. Due to its financial
circumstances CHIRP has not been able to secure a lease and is now on a month-to-month lease, which
is not acceptable. As a result, CHIRP may be forced to relocate to the hospital site, which would not
be ideal, and both the service and the community have made it clear they would prefer a Castlemaine
CBD street frontage location.
In 2013 the then state coalition government provided CHIRP Community Health with a relocation
grant of $900 000. After the election of the Andrews Labor government in 2014 the service was
notified by the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) that the remainder of the money
was no longer available. Prior to the 2018 state election CHIRP met with the Labor member for
Bendigo West to discuss the status of the funding and were assured the money was still available for
use by the service. In a disgusting about-face the member for Bendigo West informed CHIRP in April
2019 that the remaining funding had been returned to Treasury and was not available. CHIRP
Community Health has appealed to the minister, who has totally ignored the needs of the Mount
Alexander community, and the service has been advised by DHHS to simply cut services.
The organisation believes that stabilisation funding of around $350 000 per annum would allow them
to continue providing their service, while working on a plan for service provision into the future. On
Tuesday, 22 October, I attended a public meeting held by CHIRP to explain the position to the
community. It is fair to say that the community is horrified at the treatment of CHIRP by the Andrews
government, and they have decided to fight to save CHIRP. A community action group was formed
on the night, and the government can expect to hear much more on this issue from the action group
and the community.
MINISTER FOR ENERGY, ENVIRONMENT AND CLIMATE CHANGE
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (17:33): My adjournment matter this evening is for the
Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change in the other place. The action that I seek is for
the minister to immediately, and on an ongoing basis, improve the communication from their office
to members of Parliament and to their constituents on issues of importance and relevance to them. A
recent example of a failure in communication is in reference to the revelation that 10 million litres of
toxic chemicals were found on the site of the factory fire in West Footscray—and the event occurred
12 months ago.
Unfortunately as a local MP I received no communication from the minister. I learned about this
significant occurrence via a newspaper report. As far as the community were aware, there was no
chance of there being any toxic chemicals left—or indeed anything else—as according to the
Environment Protection Authority Victoria and the fire services the intensity of the blaze was so great
everything on site had been incinerated. It is hard to believe that 10 million litres could have been
missed in the last 12 months.
Minister, I represent the people of the areas that were directly affected by the fire. Local residents were
frightened by the ferocity of the fire and many experienced health concerns at the time and for months
after. This news means they rightly have considerable concerns about the situation on the site. Keeping
people updated and informed is only fair and responsible, and most of all it maintains trust between
constituents and the government. When they look for information, local ministers are a port of call. I
ask the minister to communicate in a much quicker and more detailed manner with me, the other MPs
representing the area and of course the community as a whole.
HORSERACING
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (17:35): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Racing and concerns a recent call for a boycott of the Geelong Cup and consequential supportive
measures for the Melbourne Cup Carnival. Approximately 11 000 patrons enjoyed the Geelong Cup,
while only 40 turned up to support Mr Meddick’s boycott. The Geelong Cup brings millions of dollars
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into the local economy, and local employment is significantly enhanced. While no-one can condone
cruelty to horses, as highlighted by the ABC, the easy option is always to boycott, protest, ban or call
for an inquiry or royal commission, when it is productive solutions for what is effectively criminal
behaviour that should be sought. With this in mind I congratulate Racing Victoria on committing
$25 million to equine welfare and the Victoria Racing Club for providing further money to its equine
wellbeing fund. These initiatives will provide real support and welfare to thoroughbreds in their racing
lives and beyond, unlike pointless boycotts of events that bring employment and joy to so many.
Just as Mr Meddick wants to put an end to all animal food and fibre production in Western Victoria
Region and beyond, he now wants to end traditional and well-supported country pursuits like
horseracing, duck shooting and fishing. I totally respect Mr Meddick’s right to be a vegan and to not
attend race meetings, but I do not accept his minority views being forced down the throats of the rest
of us. Given the importance of the iconic Melbourne Cup Carnival—worth at least $500 million to the
Victorian economy, with 73 000 out-of-state attendees and 20 000 overseas visitors, employment
created for 21 000 staff and further work for over 800 contractors, while reaching a global audience
of 2.4 million in 163 countries—the action I seek from the minister is to assure the racing public that
their carnival attendance will not be impeded by unruly protests.
WORKING WITH CHILDREN CHECKS
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (17:37): My adjournment matter is for the Attorney-General,
and it is not the first matter for her lately from Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party on the practical operation
of working with children checks. In this case it is about the impact, or lack of impact, of those checks
in the Victorian martial arts industry. It has been brought to my attention that there are many gaps in
that sport, and indeed in certain other sports, in the entry and vetting of coaches. In the case of martial
arts this is fuelled in large part by the underground nature of parts of the industry, with coaches in
various cases able to satisfy venue managers by reaching no higher a bar than meeting standard public
liability and professional indemnity requirements, and otherwise going unchallenged. This is a flowon effect from many instructors teaching martial arts in rented spaces and paying the rent with cash.
To cut a much longer story short, the vast majority of martial arts coaches are entirely trustworthy and
do a magnificent job. But some martial arts coaches in Australia also do not necessarily know what is
and is not appropriate behaviour around children under their care, let alone of the need to be formally
verified as a person suitable to be around those children. This situation sadly represents a very
attractive opportunity for anyone who maliciously wants to take advantage of these deficiencies. The
information that has been given to me—although I am happy to be corrected—is that since the
beginning of the working with children checks system in Victoria there has not been a single associated
prosecution of anyone in the martial arts industry or even any application to anyone in the industry of
the penalties listed in the relevant act. This is notwithstanding the fact that even a simple Google search
for a term like ‘martial arts instructor charge’ will quickly demonstrate the frequency of such cases
and charges.
The action that I seek from the Attorney-General is that she agrees to join me in meeting with a longserving member of and expert in the Victorian martial arts industry to discuss an initiative that he and
I believe will ultimately solve many if not all of these problems. This initiative is not complicated or
costly. It is grounded in common sense, and I am confident it will help to achieve an outcome that we
should all hold dear to our hearts and about which we frequently speak in this place—namely, the
better protection and safety of our children.
WARATAH BAY SCHOOL BUS SERVICE
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (17:40): My adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Education in the other place, and it relates to school bus access for secondary school students at the
most beautiful little hamlet of Waratah Bay in my electorate. My request is that the minister works
with Foster high school—it is now called Foster Secondary College; I am giving my age away—and
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the Waratah Bay community to facilitate the transfer of 10 secondary school students to and from
school each day.
With a current population of only 56, Waratah Bay is a quiet and secluded beachfront township noted
for its beautiful beaches and its influx of holiday-makers. There is a small resident population
comprising mostly primary and secondary school-aged children, their parents and a few lovely aged
people as well. Currently there are 10 students who are unable to get to school via any public transport
because the Foster Secondary College bus is not permitted to detour from Sandy Point into the Waratah
Bay township. The only school bus that actually operates in the area takes primary school children to
Fish Creek Primary School.
Having contacted the department a little while ago, and working with my office and me, Foster
Secondary College has been working very hard to resolve this problem on behalf of its students. They
were told by the department to just ‘sort it out yourselves’, which I find quite unpalatable. The proposal
put forward by the secondary college, and subsequently found feasible to all parties, is for the Fish
Creek Primary School bus to collect both primary and secondary school students from Waratah Bay
and then do a crossover at Meikle Road, where the 10 students could go on to Foster Secondary College.
Meikle Road is equipped with one bus shelter; however, it is of insufficient size to accommodate two
buses and the infrastructure. Foster Secondary College have done a fabulous job in working with their
community. What I am asking is that the minister provide additional funding to compensate and
reimburse Foster Secondary College for the infrastructure works they are undertaking, on behalf of
the education department in effect, to facilitate the safe transfer of students to each respective school.
This is a government that says access to education is very important—blah, blah, blah. Well, this
government also needs to recognise that country people face various perils in isolation, and it needs to
support Foster Secondary College in doing an outstanding job in the future—next year—of getting
these children to their right locations. I thank the families of this region for really getting behind their
schools and working with all concerned.
HORSERACING
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (17:43): My adjournment matter tonight is for the
Treasurer, and the action I seek is that he mandates that all income that government provides to the
Victorian racing industry is spent on animal welfare measures. Earlier this month the ABC revealed
that hundreds of healthy racehorses are illegally being sent to knackeries and abattoirs each year, where
they are tortured and abused before being slaughtered. These retired but still healthy racehorses are
trapped in kill boxes where they are unable to move and shocked, lashed, kicked, stomped and abused
by workers prior to slaughter. This is happening despite rehoming policies, animal welfare measures
and retirement and traceability rules. Just like the gambling industry that it funnels profits to, the racing
industry continues to flout the rules and get away with unethical activity—and the government refuses
to take action to prevent it. We know this industry has a history of cruelty to animals, from the use of
whips during races to the continued legality of jumps racing and to the continued deaths on the tracks.
Last year 122 horses died on Australian racetracks, an average of one every three days.
One week out from the Melbourne Cup, where racehorses frequently are injured or killed on the track,
the public is beginning to wake up to the truth of exactly how cruel and barbaric the practice of racing
horses for sport is. Sensing this backlash, the Victoria Racing Club announced on Monday that 10 per
cent of all ticket sales during the cup would go to a new equine wellbeing fund, but given the scale of
the abuse and cruelty that was revealed this month, it is clear that the industry needs to do so much
better to look after the welfare of the animals in its care. I ask the Treasurer to mandate that all funds
provided to Victorian racing from the government, whether through gambling income, grants or any
other form, is spent on animal welfare measures.
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BULLA BYPASS
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (17:45): I wish to raise a matter this afternoon for the attention
of the Minister for Roads. This is a matter that I have raised on a number of occasions over my 20 years
or so in this Parliament, and I am sad to say that I have to raise it again this afternoon because we have
had another death on Bulla hill. I do not know how many members of this house are familiar with
Bulla hill, but it is a very steep hill, which is, I suppose, on the approach to Sunbury on the Melbourne
to Sunbury road. It leads down to a bridge, which is about 150 years old—back when horses and drays
were about the only things that would go across that bridge. These days of course there are thousands
of cars every day that use that bridge and thousands of cars that use that road. It is the main road
between Sunbury and the Macedon Ranges and Melbourne Airport, where many thousands of the
people who live in those areas work, and of course there are a good many people who live in Sunbury
who also use that road to get into town.
We have been looking for the Bulla bypass to be built for decades. As a result of the fact that we have
not had this bypass built, we have had too many deaths, and as I said, just recently we had another.
The time has come for action. Now, my understanding is that the Minister for Planning is doing
something to hold this up somewhere. There are all sorts of stories circulating as to why that is
happening and what interest he has in this particular matter. People around the Sunbury and Bulla
areas are talking about this incessantly. But what I do know is that this matter has to be resolved. The
Bulla bypass must be built. This is a—
Mr Davis interjected.
Mr FINN: Well, the Bulla bypass has to be built, Mr Davis—it does. We—and I say ‘we’ because
I am a local resident—risk our lives every day on Bulla hill. I do not want to see any more people
killed. The young lady who was killed there a couple of weeks ago was only in her early 30s, and it
was just a tragedy to see. So what I am doing tonight is asking the minister as a matter of priority, and
I emphasise the word ‘priority’—as a matter of urgency—to give the Bulla bypass the go-ahead. Let
us get this vitally important project built, and let us make this area safer for thousands of people.
NORTH RICHMOND COMMUNITY HEALTH
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (17:48): My adjournment matter this evening is for the
Minister for Mental Health, and it is again in relation to the issues surrounding the North Richmond
Community Health centre and the injecting facility. I see that the Minister for Health is in the house
taking these adjournment matters, and she will pass it on to the Minister for Mental Health as she was
unable to answer questions in question time. This is still around the serious issue of what has been
going on since April, when it first came to the public’s attention that people were shooting up in public,
sparking a review of the health service’s staff policies. At that time some of those people were known
to be working in and around the facility—the health centre. They were dealt with at the time in relation
to what they were undertaking. It certainly sent a shocking message to the community and to those
people who were working at the facility, trying to do good.
Nevertheless, as we know this has been an ongoing issue, where there have just been so many concerns
from the community. At the time, the state government reportedly had asked North Richmond
Community Health to review its staffing policies after that second employee had been photographed
publicly injecting. Last week we had that shocking example of employees dealing. That has shocked
the community more broadly, but the residents and traders and parents and families of North
Richmond know just how devastating this is. It is just a pity that the Minister for Health, who is actually
a local member, has not taken that on board.
But, as I said, this adjournment matter is for the Minister for Mental Health. At that time the minister
actually also said in a public statement that the government-ordered review would ensure the safety of
clients, staff and the broader community. We know from what residents have been saying that indeed
the situation has got a lot worse. The action I am seeking from the minister is to provide the
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recommendations from that review that would ensure the safety of clients, staff and the broader
community and indicate how the government has implemented those, or if they have not, why they
have not.
ST KILDA JUNCTION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (17:50): My matter for the
adjournment debate tonight is for the attention of the Minister for Public Transport. I understand that
the Department of Transport has been working with the City of Port Phillip and indeed a number of
others and that a consultancy firm, Arup, has completed a movement and place improvement study
for St Kilda Junction. The house will understand St Kilda Junction is a very busy centre. There are
trams, there are significant roads and there are also residential areas immediately adjacent as well as
parkland. What I am asking the minister is: will she publicly release the Arup study so that informed
public debate can occur, particularly noting the informed public debate with respect to a master plan
and noting that the Junction Area Action Group wrote to the Minister for Public Transport in
September to request a master plan? Therefore I am asking: will she release the Arup study to inform
the development of that master plan and ensure that the community can have the appropriate input to
that master plan? I ask as part of that when such a master plan for the junction would proceed and how.
JUNCTION–SURREY ROADS, BLACKBURN NORTH
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:52): My adjournment matter is to the Minister
for Roads and Minister for Road Safety and the TAC, and it relates to the busy intersection of Junction
and Surrey roads in Blackburn North. I have been contacted by constituents who are very concerned
about safety at this intersection. Both traffic signals and pedestrian crossing lights are installed at this
crossing, but alternating signals are often confusing vehicles. It is sadly not uncommon to see cars
travelling through one set of lights that are green only to have to stop suddenly because the second set
of lights, where the pedestrian crossing is located, has been activated. This results in cars and buses
being stranded in the centre of the intersection and inadvertently blocking traffic turning onto Surrey
Road. Both Surrey and Junction roads are very busy, especially at peak hours, and both have primary
schools in close proximity, and there is considerable congestion during school drop-off and pick-up
times. Pedestrians want to know they can cross the road safely and drivers want reassurance that they
are able to enter and exit the intersection without it being blocked. The action I seek is that the minister
investigate and then make this intersection safer before there is a serious accident.
RESPONSES
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(17:53): This evening I have received a number of adjournment items. I will seek to discharge a
number of them at the conclusion, but there were matters from Dr Cumming directed to the Minister
for Energy, Environment and Climate Change; from Mrs McArthur directed to the Minister for
Racing; from Ms Maxwell directed to the Attorney-General; from Ms Bath directed to the Minister
for Education; from Dr Ratnam directed to the Treasurer; from Mr Finn directed to the Minister for
Roads and Minister for Road Safety and the TAC; from Mr Davis directed to the Minister for Public
Transport; and from Ms Wooldridge directed to the Minister for Roads and Minister for Road Safety
and the TAC. I will refer all those matters to those relevant ministers for responses.
In response to Ms Lovell’s matter, which she directed to me, I thank her for the courtesy of sharing
with me her adjournment matter as I was running up the stairs, I believe, for the adjournment debate.
She referred to the issues around Castlemaine District Community Health, and I wanted to just make
a number of points in relation to this matter. Firstly, there have been now a number of communications
from my department to Castlemaine District Community Health in relation to the issues that they have
raised. I think it is important to put on the record that I did in fact write to the CEO of Castlemaine
District Community Health last week in a letter dated 21 October after she invited me to a community
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meeting that I was unable to attend. I am going to quote from parts of that letter because I think it is
important just to put that on the record for that local community. I quote:
The Andrews Labor Government values the role of community health services in providing essential primary
health, social care and community-based supports to meet local needs.
While we always stand with Victoria’s health services to make sure they can deliver the very best care, it’s
important that they manage their budgets responsibly so that they can remain sustainable—now and into the
future.
I am advised that Castlemaine District Community Health has had a steady increase in its funding from the
Department of Health and Human Services, with a 13 percent increase in funding over the last three years.
I am aware that my department has been working with Castlemaine District Community Health over a number
of years on ways to ensure a sustainable service to local residents and families.
This includes the provision of a grant of $80,000 in May 2019 on top of Castlemaine District Community
Health’s annual budget for strategic and sustainability planning as outlined in a letter from the Deputy
Secretary of the North Division on 4 September 2019. I am concerned that five months later you have not
progressed this sustainability planning and in fact, have spent a proportion of it on other projects.
My department is committed to continuing to work closely with Castlemaine District Community Health to
undertake strategic planning, and to ensure important health and community services continue to be provided
to the community.

I think it is important that I put that on the record because, if the health service is not sharing this
information with its local community, that would be very concerning, as it would be if it is not sharing
with Ms Lovell that in fact we did provide a grant to this health service earlier in the year with a very
specific purpose, and that is to make sure that it can look at its budgetary position and make sure that
it can plan for its sustainability into the future. I look forward to it expending those funds for that
purpose and working in a constructive way with my department around these issues.
I think it is also important that Ms Lovell is aware that on 3 October this year Castlemaine Health—
and this is actually on their website—issued a media release in relation to some work that they have
been doing with Castlemaine District Community Health. In fact they have signed an MOU to consider
location issues and a range of other ways that they can work together. They refer to this MOU in this
statement and refer to it as working to acknowledge ‘the importance of seamless care in primary health
and rehabilitation services’ and committing both organisations to a ‘joint pilot project’. They go on to
talk in this media release about the opportunities that that represents.
I think there are some opportunities there for these two organisations to work together in a
collaborative fashion, and clearly the two organisations have embarked upon that work to look at how
they can ensure that there is seamless care for the healthcare needs of their local residents. I point out
to Ms Lovell that many health services across Victoria do in fact have integrated models which provide
both community health care and services and more acute services. That is in fact a model that is very
common across Victoria, and I see it as an opportunity there for these two organisations to collaborate
together. I look forward to seeing what comes out of that work into the future.
In relation to the matter that Ms Crozier referred to in her adjournment, she referred this matter to the
Minister for Mental Health but in essence it was really a bit of a reiteration of some of the points that
she was making in question time earlier today, so I propose to acquit this matter. As I made very clear
in question time, the—
The PRESIDENT: Minister, the rules changed a few years ago so that the minister at the table
cannot acquit a matter for a different minister in their summing up. You can make commentary, but
there was a change in a sessional order. I think it might have been last term, but it has carried on into
this term.
Ms MIKAKOS: Okay. Thank you, President. Ms Crozier in her preamble did in fact make a
number of comments about my response in question time, and she did reiterate a matter that relates to
an internal review conducted by the North Richmond Community Health centre. I made very clear
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that that was a piece of work that was commissioned by the board of North Richmond Community
Health. She referred to it in question time and again in the adjournment matter, directed now to the
Minister for Mental Health. It is interesting that Ms Crozier seeks continually to attack a facility that
has dealt safely now with 1800 overdoses in that community when we have had almost 40 people die
in the past year from overdoses in that local community. In fact we are seeing people’s lives being
saved, and I think it is important that we do not lose sight of that important fact.
That is why even the Leader of the Opposition changed his tune and said that he now supported this
injecting facility. Previously Matthew Guy, when he was Liberal leader, said he would shut it down
on day one. We then saw Mr O’Brien change his tune because he saw—and they are irrefutable
facts—that almost 2000 lives have been saved. He is now saying that it should be relocated. The
Liberals have been all over the shop on this issue, but it is important that we do not lose sight of what
is sought to be achieved here as this important pilot is still underway.
I expressed my disappointment earlier, and I reiterate my disappointment, with what occurred or came
to light last week. That is clearly unacceptable, and it is important that the board addresses these
governance issues. This is why we have also put in place the review that I referred to earlier that Dr Jo
Flynn will be undertaking. I will refer that matter, President, in accordance with your wishes, to the
Minister for Mental Health to see if he wishes to add anything further to what I have already said about
this matter.
I have also received written responses to the adjournment debate raised by a number of members.
There are in fact seven of them in total, and those will be distributed to members accordingly.
The PRESIDENT: I acknowledge two former members of this chamber in the gallery: Mr Andrew
Brideson and Mr Graeme Stoney.
And on that note, the house adjourns.
House adjourned 6.04 pm.
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Written adjournment responses
Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.

Tuesday, 29 October 2019
SUBURBAN RAIL LOOP
In reply to Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (14 August 2019)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure)
I thank the Member for Western Metropolitan for raising the adjournment on the transformative impact the
Suburban Rail Loop will have on Victoria’s public transport system.
As Melbourne’s population grows, driven by people attracted to our city’s liveability, the western suburbs
will continue to be amongst the fastest growing areas.
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to supporting this growth through a number of public transport
infrastructure projects that will meet future capacity and demand and provide new ways for people in
Melbourne’s west to travel around Melbourne.
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.
It will take cars off our congested roads and connect our growth precincts, creating new opportunities for
Victorians to work, study and play in areas that were once-thought of as being too difficult to reach by public
transport.
Detailed planning and design work for Suburban Rail Loop and Melbourne Airport Rail is well underway
and stakeholder and community consultation for the projects has begun.
The Andrews Labor Government continues to be committed to supporting population growth and
development in Melbourne’s west, through its comprehensive planned major transport infrastructure
investments for the region, including delivering a new rail link to Melbourne Airport and planning underway
for faster rail to Geelong and Ballarat, which will boost capacity to key western suburbs including Melton
and Wyndham.

AMBULANCE VICTORIA
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (14 August 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
I am informed that:
Requests made by the Member for Southern Metropolitan have not been ignored. My Office has facilitated a
meeting between the Member and the Secretary of the Department of Health and Human Services, the top
health bureaucrat in this state, earlier in the year to discuss a range of issues in the health and ambulance
services portfolios.

UPPER STONY CREEK TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (29 August 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The Upper Stony Creek Transformation Project, commissioned in May 2016, seeks to transform a 1.2 km
stretch of Upper Stony Creek, between Furlong Road and Gilmour Road in Sunshine North, from a concrete
drainage channel to a natural, revegetated creek surrounded by community parklands and 3 kilometres of
walking and riding trails.
The project has been delivered to date through a formal collaboration between six organisations: Greenfleet,
the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP), Melbourne Water, City West Water,
Development Victoria, Brimbank City Council and the National Stronger Regions Fund (Commonwealth).
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Between DELWP, Melbourne Water, Development Victoria and City West Water almost $8.0 million has
been contributed towards the delivery of the entire project.
In March 2018, construction commenced but was subsequently halted following the discovery of a significant
deposit of asbestos in the retarding basin. Since then, the remediation of the asbestos has become the priority
of the project partners, with 11,220 cubic metres of asbestos containing material, throughout the retarding
basin and approximately 400m of channel, being found and remediated. Remaining asbestos within the
project area does not pose a risk to the public however, if disturbed, it could pose a risk to the local
environment.
Project partners remain committed to the joint project to improve a key section of Stony Creek at Sunshine
North. Project partners are not walking away from the project as documented in recent media. They are
reviewing how best to achieve positive outcomes for the community and the environment in light of
unanticipated project costs for asbestos remediation.
The cost of asbestos remediation to date and projected for the whole project, is significantly more than was
factored into the project contingency, meaning there may be adjustments to the original scope of the project.
Project partners are continuing to work on a suitable solution.

THUNDERSTORM ASTHMA
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (29 August 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
I am informed that:
The evening of 21 November 2016 saw an unprecedented surge in the number of people having an asthma
attack, across the cities of greater Melbourne and Geelong. It was an unparalleled, extraordinary event with a
scale of impact never seen before. I would like to take this opportunity to convey my personal condolences
to all of those family and friends who have endured a devastating and sudden loss.
The use of masks for those at risk of epidemic thunderstorm asthma was specifically addressed two years ago
by the National Asthma Council Information Paper on thunderstorm asthma. This paper was drafted with
input from asthma and allergy experts, as well as my department. In summary, the use of masks was not
recommended as standard practice and does not, therefore, form part of the department’s overall population
level response to epidemic thunderstorm asthma.
The clearest, safest and most effective means of building community resilience against the phenomena of
epidemic thunderstorm asthma is to continue to improve understanding of asthma and all its triggers; reduce
exposure to the particular aero-allergens by going indoors with doors and windows closed; knowing how to
self-manage an asthma attack; and understanding when it is appropriate to seek medical attention or urgent
ambulance transport to a hospital emergency department.
The National Asthma Council Information Paper does comment that suitable masks worn properly may be
useful in those who cannot reduce exposure to possible rye grass aero-allergens by rapidly going indoors. It
makes it clear, however, that masks are not a substitute for the other recommended measures and must never
replace the measures specified in an appropriate written asthma action plan.
Of course, as is always the case, individual clinicians and individual patients are free to include the use of a
suitable and properly-fitted facial mask to reduce exposure if they believe it is an appropriate and safe aide
for their particular individual circumstances. All parties must, however, be diligent in considering and
applying all other appropriate recommended actions detailed in guidance materials. Clinicians must consider
that any discussion regarding masks may potentially provide a false sense of security in some patients. These
patients may then be less likely to take other recommended measures, such as carrying reliever medication,
remaining indoors, or even maintaining good levels of asthma control as we head into the season.
The Andrews Labor Government took urgent action following the 2016 thunderstorm asthma event to ensure
Victoria is better placed to predict and respond to a possible future event. In 2017 the Government invested
$15.5 million into Victoria’s asthma response, and partnered with the Bureau of Meteorology, universities
and leading research organisations to develop a state-of-the-art epidemic thunderstorm asthma forecasting
system—one of the first in the world.
Since 2016, my department has monitored for thunderstorm asthma and provided the community with
information on epidemic thunderstorm asthma risk each year. As was the case in 2017, all Victorians will be
able to see daily forecasts for epidemic thunderstorm asthma risk from 1 October to the end of December this
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year. The forecasts are available on the department’s Health.Vic website, and the VicEmergency and
Melbourne Pollen websites and apps. This program also includes:
•

An epidemic thunderstorm asthma public health campaign and education program which is rolled
out across Victoria for the community and health professionals each year.

•

Real-time Health Emergency Monitoring System to alert the department to significant demands on
emergency departments.

•

A new State Health Emergency Response Plan released in 2017 to improve coordination and
communications before and during a health emergency.

•

A new epidemic thunderstorm asthma forecasting system coupled with updated public information
and warning protocols.

My department is ready to issue timely, accurate and relevant public information and warnings should an
epidemic thunderstorm asthma event occur again.

MORNINGTON PENINSULA FREEWAY NOISE BARRIERS
In reply to Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (10 September 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
The recent installation of safety barriers on the Mornington Peninsula Freeway in Safety Beach was designed
to reduce the risk of head-on collisions and the severity of run-off-road crashes.
The removal of vegetation within the centre median was necessary to allow the safety barriers to flex and
deflect when hit by a vehicle. The Department of Transport (DoT) advises me that the loss of vegetation was
kept to a minimum and confined to areas impinging on safety barrier performance.
While vegetation of this kind assists with the visual appeal of our roads and may minimise glare from vehicle
headlights, it has minimal impact on the reduction of traffic noise. However, I am pleased to advise that
replanting works were completed in May 2019.
DoT recognises the adverse effect that noise may have on the quality of life for residents living near busy
roads and freeways. In managing traffic noise, DoT is guided by its Traffic Noise Reduction Policy. Under
this policy, traffic noise must exceed an average of 68 decibels (dB) for an existing road to be considered for
noise mitigation works.
The 2019-20 Federal Budget investment of $5 million that Mr Rich-Phillips refers to is purported to be for
the sections of the Mornington Peninsula Freeway that exceed the 68 dB threshold. DoT advises me that the
actual cost to install noise barriers on these sections of the Mornington Peninsula Freeway would be
approximately $50 million.

CEMETERY FEES
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (10 September 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
I am informed that:
Cemeteries are an important communal and cultural site within our communities, and they should be a
welcoming and accessible space for community members to remember their cherished family and friends. If
the Member is aware of a Victorian who has had concerns with their experience interacting with a cemetery
trust, I would welcome the member or that person to write to me directly about that issue so I may follow up
directly with that Cemetery Trust.
In regard to fees, under section 39 of the Cemeteries and Crematoria Act 2003, cemetery trusts have the
power to set fees and charges for their services. Victorian cemetery trusts are self-funding not-for-profit
government bodies with responsibilities for maintaining public cemeteries in perpetuity. Cemetery trusts have
an obligation to set their fees with consideration of the costs of operating and managing a cemetery, including
the need to provide for maintaining the cemetery in perpetuity under section 12(2)(a) of the Act. This was
also the case during the time of the previous Coalition Government.
The Department of Treasury and Finance developed the Cost Recovery Guidelines, which were last updated
in 2013 under the then Coalition Government, to provide a framework for government entities when
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developing and reviewing fees. My department has developed tools and resources to assist cemetery trusts to
set fees that are consistent with this framework.
My department encourages cemetery trusts to review their fees on a regular basis to ensure they are suitable
and transparent, with a direct relationship between the fees charged for cemetery services and the cost of
providing these services. This process ensures that cemetery trusts are able to provide a transparent account
of their current fees to members of the public who may wish to purchase cemetery goods and services.
If a member of the public is unsatisfied with a decision by a cemetery trust, they can raise their concern with
the Victorian Ombudsman.
I would note that most of Victoria’s Cemetery Trusts are run by local community volunteers who strive to
administer their responsibilities to the highest standard and I thank them for their service to their local
communities.

ENERGY SUPPLY
In reply to Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (11 September 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The Andrews Labor Government has a strong commitment to ensuring Victoria has a reliable, affordable and
low emissions electricity supply. We are facilitating investment in more, low cost generation through the
Victorian Renewable Energy Targets (VRET) and we are working closely with the Australian Energy Market
Operator (AEMO), the state’s network distribution businesses and the state’s power generators to ensure that
their summer preparedness activities will result in minimal disruption to the network this coming summer.
Coal-fired power stations in Victoria are reaching the end of their operational life and we are experiencing
outages with increasing regularity. New sources of generation are needed to maintain reliability and security
of supply across the electricity grid in Victoria, and renewables have been identified as the cheapest form of
electricity generation to build in Australia.
In the absence of credible, long-term energy and climate change policy at the Federal level, the Andrews
Labor Government is supporting investment in new renewable capacity through VRET, which are set in
legislation to reduce reliance on coal-fired electricity. The VRET Reverse Auction approved 928 megawatts
of new renewable generation projects and our $25 million Energy Storage Initiative supported two
commercially-ready battery storage projects in western Victoria which were used over the 2018-19 summer,
providing up to 80 megawatt-hours of power during peak periods.
As you are aware, the construction and operation of nuclear power stations is prohibited by the Australian
Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Act passed by the Federal Government in 1998.
The Nuclear Activities (Prohibitions) Act 1983 prohibits uranium mining in Victoria and the construction or
operation of certain nuclear facilities in Victoria, including nuclear reactors and nuclear power reactors. The
government does not support changes to existing prohibitions.
I trust this information is of assistance.

