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Thursday, 28 November 2019
The PRESIDENT (Hon. SL Leane) took the chair at 9.34 am and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (09:35): On behalf of the Victorian state Parliament I acknowledge the
Aboriginal peoples, the traditional custodians of this land which has served as a significant meeting
place of the First People of Victoria. I acknowledge and pay respect to the elders of the Aboriginal
nations in Victoria past, present and emerging and welcome any elders and members of the Aboriginal
communities who may visit or participate in the events or proceedings of the Parliament.
FELICITATIONS
The PRESIDENT (09:35): Before I call Mr Bourman with his petition, I hope people do not mind,
on behalf of all the members here, it being the last day of our sitting year, that I thank for all their
efforts the clerks, led by Andrew, Anne and Richard; the hardworking committee staff, led by Keir;
the attendants, ably led by Greg; the papers office, led by Annemarie; catering and the face of catering,
Karen; Hansard and broadcasting; the library; security; the cleaners; the in-house tradies; the
gardeners; the press gallery; MPs’ staff; the advisers—and anyone else I forgot in that list—for their
help. They are the ones that put on the show; we are just the cast. And as far as the cast goes, I really
want to thank all members of this chamber for their cooperation and goodwill towards me this year.
Thank you.
Petitions
Following petition presented to house:
MURRAY-DARLING BASIN PLAN
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council the
disastrous failure that is the Murray-Darling Basin Plan. Victorian farmers are struggling to sustain their crops
and herds with insufficient access to their water allocation while our neighbouring states have access to a full
flowing river system. The water share buyback scheme is being rorted, while there remains little real
accountability and transparency with the plan overall.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Government to immediately pause
and reassess the Murray-Darling Basin Plan for better efficiency and fairness for all stakeholders within the
Basin.

By Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (165 signatures).
Laid on table.
Bills
SUMMARY OFFENCES AMENDMENT (MOVE-ON LAWS) BILL 2019
Introduction and first reading
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (09:37): I move to introduce a bill for an act to amend the
Summary Offences Act 1966 to provide for certain move-on powers and related exclusion orders and
for other purposes, and I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

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

Motion agreed to.
Papers
APOLOGY FOR CHILD SEXUAL ABUSE LINKED TO PUFFING BILLY
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (09:38): I move, by leave:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the Puffing Billy apology.

Motion agreed to.
PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Auditor-General’s Reports on—
Follow up of Access to Public Dental Services in Victoria, November 2019 (Ordered to be published).
Follow up of Regulating Gambling and Liquor, November 2019 (Ordered to be published).
Sexual Harassment in the Victorian Public Service, November 2019 (Ordered to be published).
Australian Health Practitioner Regulation Agency—Report, 2018–19.
Climate Change Act 2017—
Victoria’s Climate Science Report, 2019 pursuant to section 51 of the Act.
Victorian Greenhouse Gas Emissions Report, 2019 pursuant to section 52 of the Act.
Crimes (Assumed Identities) Act 2004—Report, 2018–19 pursuant to section 31 by the Australian Criminal
Intelligence Commission.
Inquiries Act 2014—Royal Commission into Victoria’s Mental Health System Interim Report, November
2019, together with Interim Report Summary, November 2019 (Ordered to be published).
Legal Profession Uniform Law Application Act 2014—Practitioner Remuneration Order 2020.
Local Jobs First—Report, 2018–19.
National Environmental Protection Council—Report, 2017–18.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994—Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rules No. 111.

Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Mr DAVIS having given notice:
Mr Davis: Just in 10 seconds, I will say that this is on the notice paper now, but this is something
for discussion with the chamber over the Christmas period.
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: We are setting precedents everywhere.
Further notice given.
Members statements
FELICITATIONS
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (09:45): I want to take the opportunity to thank everybody who
makes this Parliament run from behind the scenes and in the front of house. Throughout the year we
have so much work that goes on that many people do not see, let alone appreciate, and I want to extend
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my gratitude particularly to those who work long and often really unsociable hours to make sure that
all obligations are acquitted and that this Parliament retains its reputation for being a really wonderful
landmark within the city and the place where the houses come together for all the purposes that we
originally intended. I want to thank everybody who makes sure that we are secure, safe, well resourced,
assisted and supported in the work that we do, irrespective of the party or platform which has brought
us here. Thank you so much, and have a wonderful festive season. You deserve a break, and I hope
that you get some downtime over the summer period.
ROLLING HILLS PRIMARY SCHOOL
Ms SHING: On another matter, I wish to extend my thanks to everyone at Rolling Hills Primary
who welcomed me when I visited last week—to Craig Bradley, the assistant principal, and to the
amazing librarian, Margaret Nettelbeck, who has served the community at Rolling Hills for 19 years
and has made sure that countless generations of children have discovered the wonder of books. Thank
you so much to school leaders Alex Shortt and Hannah Rennick and vice-captains Oliver Baxter and
Zarley McGregor. It was such a delight handing out dozens and dozens of Premiers’ Reading
Challenge certificates. You are all truly doing a magnificent job.
GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (09:47): It has been just on 12 months since the state
election, and whilst it was not a great result for the coalition, I am grateful for the privilege and honour
of being re-elected for Northern Metropolitan Region, particularly by those who voted below the line
to see me get re-elected. My thanks to the voters of Northern Metropolitan Region.
What a year it has been. On 25 January, despite assurances from the Minister for Energy, Environment
and Climate Change that there would not be any blackouts, almost 200 000 Victorians suffered
through a 40-degree day when the power went out in Northern Metro. There have been significant
budget blowouts. We have maxed out the credit card on the state already with reports of $805 million
of extra debt. There has been a government plan to charge motorists in Northern Metro for a new
tunnel in the west that they may never use through the CityLink tolls.
The people of Greenvale and Roxburgh Park and Craigieburn are frustrated with Mickleham and
Somerton roads, and we have called for those roads to be duplicated. Despite the fact that the local
member for Yuroke is the Parliamentary Secretary for Road Infrastructure, still nothing is happening
out there. Despite getting a $4 million gift from Prime Minister Morrison, this government refuses to
build the east–west link. There has been a repeal of Victoria’s move-on laws, and this state has been
held to ransom by people holding up people going about their normal business. This government—
they run, they hide, they are deceitful.
FELICITATIONS
Mr ONDARCHIE: I thank my staff, Nadine, Jacki, Phil, Nick, Goldy and Gen, for their service.
To the parliamentary staff, I say thank you. President, to you and the members, I wish you a happy
and holy Christmas and a wonderful, prosperous and healthy 2020.
BUSHFIRES
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (09:48): I too want to thank all the Parliament staff as well as
my own staff for putting up with me. But getting down to business, we are about to embark on another
fire season, and already East Gippsland has got a few issues going. I want to just say thanks to all the
fireys and all the other emergency services personnel that will be out there fighting it. I also do hope
that they have a very boring summer.
FELICITATIONS
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (09:49): As we approach the end of this parliamentary
sitting year I would like to reflect on my first year in Parliament as a newly elected MP. I am proud of
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my heritage, and I am honoured to be the first Indian-born member of Parliament in Victoria. It is not
only an opportunity to serve the people of Western Metropolitan Region but also my chance to
represent the Indian and broader subcontinental community of the entirety of Victoria in the
Parliament. Victoria is proudly home to the largest Indian population in Australia, and it has made
significant contributions to Victoria. Over the past 12 months I have had the opportunity to meet many
community groups, associations, constituents and individuals from many diverse backgrounds, and I
am looking forward to meeting many more in the coming years.
The western suburbs as a whole are an amazing and positive community, with Australian
multiculturalism at their core. I am extremely proud to be part of the Andrews Labor government, and
under the leadership of our Premier we are delivering every promise we made to the people of Victoria.
I would like to thank my family, my friends, my parliamentary colleagues, my electorate office staff
and my wellwishers for their support throughout this year and the many years before this one. I would
also like to thank the parliamentary staff for their great support. I wish everyone in this Parliament a
safe, joyful and festive holiday period and hope that you get a good break and can spend some time
with your families and loved ones. It has been a very exciting year for me, and I will continue working
hard to serve the residents of Western Metropolitan Region.
CULTURAL BURNING
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (09:50): Just recently on Insight on SBS the Indigenous firestick
practitioner—he is not a doctor, but he could be—Victor Steffensen spoke in great detail about the
Indigenous firestick cool burns. He spoke with integrity, as he always does, but he spoke a message
about healing country, bringing back culture but also making sure that the fuel load is reduced. I
encourage people to go online and have a look at that SBS Insight program. I think it has a great
message about a great practice and opportunity, and I think it is something that this government and
all governments across Australia should adopt.
FELICITATIONS
Ms BATH: On another matter, I too would like to thank all of the staff that help us so diligently in
this place, from Hansard, the Table Office who are so willing to help, the attendants, the library staff,
security, maintenance, the catering staff who nourish us as we go about our day and our colleagues
across the political divide. Really the most important thing about these holidays is that we come back
safely, that we look after each other, that we drive safely on the roads, that we practise kindness, that
we take care and that we all return to this place.
POLICE VETERANS IN SCHOOLS PROGRAM
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (09:52): On the weekend I was very pleased to attend the
launch of the Police Veterans in Schools Program, an initiative of the Community Advocacy Alliance,
which is headed up by retired chief commissioner Kel Glare and retired officer Ivan Ray. I certainly
do not always agree with the Community Advocacy Alliance, but this is a great program and fills the
gap sadly left by the abolition of the very popular police in schools program. The program will be
offered to primary schools, and they have already been inundated with requests from various schools
throughout the greater Melbourne area. There are dozens of police veterans who have now forfeited
their retirement for this initiative designed to help curb youth crime and improve relationships and
understanding between young people and police. The curriculum, designed to fit within the school
curriculum, covers the role of police, the law, personal safety, bullying, family violence and has a
particular focus on road safety and public transport issues.
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ETHAN KATZ
Ms PATTEN: I would also like to make a special mention of my intern, Ethan Katz, who got a
special mention at the ceremony this week. He did a great report about how we can improve the way
we address wellbeing and the way we measure wellbeing in our community. On that, I wish everyone
wellbeing and a happy holiday period.
GEOFF HANDBURY
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (09:53): I rise today to reflect on the contribution to regional Victoria, and especially
western Victoria, made by Geoff Handbury, PhD, AO. Mr Handbury died this week, aged 94, after a
lifetime supporting the community at a local, regional, state and even national level. Geoff Handbury
pursued a commercial career in Melbourne before moving to Balmoral in 1974, welcomed into the
rural community as he and his wife, Helen, transitioned into the life of regional woolgrowers. They
were forever grateful for the response of that community to the point that many of their philanthropic
ventures focused on western Victoria, particularly the Hamilton region.
I know that Geoff Handbury was a benefactor to many organisations. I first met Geoff in 2007 in
Portland at the launch of the Australian Volunteer Coast Guard Portland flotilla search and rescue
vessel named after Geoff’s late wife, the Helen Handbury. The wide reach of his generosity, totalling
millions of dollars, encompassed medicine, medical research and health, arts, sport, education,
recreation and culture. Yet to my mind one of his most outstanding contributions was to the National
Centre for Farmer Health, an organisation that opened in Hamilton in 2008, so generously supported
by $1 million from Geoff Handbury. This award-winning rural health program continues to provide
agricultural health services and training direct to farmers and to rural health and agricultural
professionals, aiming to improve the health, wellbeing and safety of our farming community. When it
lost its funding in the 2014 state budget, Geoff Handbury worked so hard to reverse that decision.
So many have described Geoff Handbury as a man of humility, generous of spirit, positive and a true
gentleman who treated people with respect, and I do extend my deep condolences to Geoff Handbury’s
four children and their extended families.
ROYAL FLYING DOCTOR SERVICE
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (09:55): Eleven extraordinary women were recognised at
this year’s celebration of the great women of the Royal Flying Doctor Service, both past and present.
What a delight it was to hear from Anne Lewis, who is now 93, about her amazing achievements and
experiences, having been a pilot with the Royal Flying Doctor Service over many decades, and the
dedication she provided. Louise Burton, a current RFDS nurse, also gave an insight into her working
career with the service, and her passion and dedication is to be admired.
In 2018 in Australia the flying doctor service helped on average 1000 people each and every day of
the year, and the service here in Victoria contributed to around 82 000 combined road and air
transports. The RFDS has a long and proud history of servicing Australians in remote areas and
supporting those in need, and in Victoria it continues to do that. I want to extend my personal
congratulations to all involved for the wonderful luncheon that was provided to hear from so many
passionate people who are dedicated to the Royal Flying Doctor Service, both here in Victoria and
around the country.
CAROLINE CHISHOLM SOCIETY
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (09:56): I am pleased to speak today on the Caroline
Chisholm Society as they celebrate 50 years. My advocacy for primary prevention and early
intervention programs is very well known in this place. As stated by the Caroline Chisholm Society,
if we can get perinatal mental health right, we will improve the wellbeing of every Victorian child
during the critical first 1000 days of their life. The Goulburn Valley Pregnancy and Family Support
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Service provides practical assistance, advice and care to improve maternal and infant health outcomes.
The dedicated team at Shepperton run a great service on very limited resources with a high reliance
on volunteers and the goodwill of the community.
The Caroline Chisholm Society has made key recommendations to the Royal Commission into
Victoria’s Mental Health System, and with the interim report due today we hope the government will
quickly address its needs, which include a coordinated health and community service response for
women, infants, children and other family members during and after pregnancy to improve perinatal
health; increased funding for perinatal mental health services to meet demand; better protocols and
referral pathways; improved access to therapeutic programs to strengthen families; and implementing
policies aligned with the World Association for Infant Mental Health’s statement on the rights of the
infant. I thank the Caroline Chisholm Society, their staff and their volunteers and commend them for
their important work in delivering a brighter future for mothers, babies and children.
DR CUMMING
Ms MAXWELL: Very quickly I would also like to congratulate our colleague here Dr Cumming
for her excellent work in the field of parliamentary drafting in relation to motion 204. It actually
reminds me of the 1980s Twix commercial. Well done.
FELICITATIONS
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (09:58): You all here know my story and what challenges
I and many hundreds of thousands of Vietnamese refugees had to face to find ourselves on our shores.
For me not once did I think that I would be standing here in this place, and for that privilege, my
grateful thanks to the people of south-eastern Melbourne.
This past year has been a life-changing experience for me. I have been fortunate enough to have the
opportunity and the privilege to represent my constituency in Melbourne’s south-east, to contribute
back to the community, to take part in parliamentary work and committees, to represent the
government on various occasions and to attend many multicultural events and speak to ethnically
diverse communities. I look forward to continuing to serve with this government and continuing to
support my Labor colleagues to deliver on the multitude of projects and bills that will benefit every
Victorian. In this last statement of mine for the year I want to thank parliamentary staff for their support
and my electorate staff for their hard work. To all parliamentary colleagues and all staff and to the
people of Victoria, a happy and safe festive season.
PARKING REGULATIONS
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (09:59): I recently raised with the Minister
for Roads the issue of electronic parking permits following representation from Parking Australia.
Parking Australia wrote to the minister on 9 July and again on 9 October, without response. During
the adjournment on 31 October the minister indicated that Parking Australia had received or was about
to receive a response. Parking Australia is frustrated that four weeks later they have still had no
response from the minister or her department, and I call on the minister to provide an explanation.
LATHAMS ROAD, SEAFORD
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: On another matter, prior to the last election the government committed to
upgrade Lathams Road in Seaford between Oliphant Way and Frankston-Dandenong Road with an
additional lane each way and a new bridge over Peninsula Link. This commitment has now been
lumped into the south-eastern roads package, which is not due for completion until 2026. I now call
on the Premier to ensure that the Lathams Road upgrade is delivered before the next election.
HONG KONG PROTESTS
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (10:00): I rise today to speak in support of those seeking freedom
and democracy in Hong Kong. The Friday before last I met the Victoria Hong Kong Tertiary Student
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Association demonstrating on the steps of Parliament House. These well-mannered young men and
women have had their position vindicated by the landslide win for pro-democracy candidates in the
Hong Kong council elections earlier this week.
Hong Kong has more in common with Melbourne than it does with Shenzhen or Shanghai. Some of
the people I spoke to have put their safety and their studies on hold and have returned to Hong Kong
in the last week to try to secure a future for the legacy of their commonwealth. They have done this
despite the thousands of Hong Kongers being abducted and forced onto trains for mainland China,
where they disappear for torture—showing that the fears around the extradition treaty that kicked off
the protests were well founded. They have done this despite the bodies of murdered protesters washing
up on beaches. They have done this despite the patrolling gunboats and the military build-up in Shenzhen.
While they do this, we worry that China might trade less with us if we tell the truth about their barbaric
butchery. The ghosts of Tiananmen Square are walking the streets of Hong Kong tonight. Much of
China cries silently for freedom from their fascist oppressors—and make no mistake: China is fascist.
The young people of Hong Kong stand up and fight to be free. Their courage shows us how much we
should be willing to risk for freedom and democracy.
UNITED KINGDOM GENERAL ELECTION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (10:02): All of us in this chamber,
I am sure, are watching United Kingdom very closely at the moment. This is a very important election
in the United Kingdom—the Brexit election. I, as a democrat, strongly believe that the wishes of the
British people should be respected. It is clear that they did want Brexit. Some English friends I met
with recently said, ‘It was a narrow result’. Actually, 48 per cent to 52 per cent is not a narrow result.
It is actually a very significant result—a very clear result—and that should be respected.
I wish Boris Johnson and the Conservative Party well in that election. But having said that, the
concerning aspect of this election is the anti-Semitism of the Labour Party and in particular Jeremy
Corbyn, a leader of what would be, if he was to win, a very major Western nation, with what seems to
me to be very unfortunate views. I and many others have watched the recent interviews, and you could
only be concerned about his failure to call out anti-Semitism, his failure to discipline those in his party
and his failure to actually be very clear about his views on this. I think it is quite an unfortunate
situation, and I hope for the world’s sake that he is not elected and that the Tories under Boris Johnson
are elected.
GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (10:03): Members of this chamber will probably have
regard to the fact that I am very strong on process. Process in government is very important because it
ensures accountability. Therefore I have always had great concern that this government, having done
some very good things, has continued to flout process in some very important areas. One of them of
course was the red shirts debacle, where in fact they tried to go all the way to the High Court to avoid
scrutiny of that particular incident really in a rebuff to an independent officer of the government. Then
of course we had them not cooperating with the police in that same matter.
Now we have the Treasurer attacking the Auditor-General over a report that has properly audited the
circumstances and the contractual arrangements of the West Gate Tunnel. It is a project that anyone
would know is a great bonus for the Transurban organisation but not a great deal at all for Victorians
and for the motorists who use our transport system. At the same time that this government was
prepared to accept— (Time expired)
The PRESIDENT: There is a bit of an issue as far as the allocation of members statements to the
opposition goes: it has been oversubscribed this week. There is one more left for the year, so I seek
the leave of the house: is it okay if I call Mrs McArthur?
Leave granted.
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GEOFF HANDBURY
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (10:06): Thank you, President. I appreciate the ability to
deliver this members statement. At the outset I would like to pay genuine tribute to an amazing man:
Geoff Handbury from Balmoral, near Hamilton in Western Victoria Region, who was known
throughout Victoria and Australia for his personal philanthropy and that of his family. His wife, Helen,
was a Murdoch. Their generosity in this country has been profound. Geoffrey was personally known
to my husband, Stewart, and I as well as to Ms Crozier and all the Crozier family.
The Handburys and the Murdochs leave enormous evidence of their generosity and their kindness of
spirit, which is unknown to many. They do not wish, often, to have the world know exactly what they
do. It is a great sadness that Geoffrey has passed away, but he led an amazing life and we are all better
for having known him. Australia is better for having had his presence and that of his family in all that
they have done across education, agriculture and health and wellbeing in local communities and towns.
I know their generosity extended to individuals when they were in need, which nobody would know
about. His loss will be felt right across Western Victora Region, but particularly in the Hamilton area,
by all those who have personally known him.
Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (10:07): I move:
That the consideration of notices of motion, government business, 127 to 207, be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
Bills
TRANSPORT LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Mr SOMYUREK:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (10:08): I am pleased to rise and
make a contribution to this Transport Legislation Amendment Bill 2019 and in doing so indicate that
the opposition will not oppose this bill, although we think that it is a further reflection of the
government’s chaotic transport policy. I note that the bill provides for consolidation, integration and
reallocation of functions and powers in the transport portfolio. In amending the Transport Integration
Act 2010 it seeks to abolish the Roads Corporation, VicRoads; the Public Transport Development
Authority, Public Transport Victoria; the Linking Melbourne Authority; and the Transport
Infrastructure Development Agent. It reconstitutes the office of the head of Transport for Victoria as
a body corporate. It allocates and defines functions and powers of the abolished entities between the
Secretary to the Department of Transport and the reconstituted head, Transport for Victoria.
I should note for the record that the head of Transport for Victoria is also the secretary of the
department, and the person that appoints the head of Transport for Victoria is the secretary. So we
have got a sort of zone here where the government is going around in circles a little. I think you could
write an episode of Yes Minister around some of this quite easily—all of these strange and duelling
authorities, all of the reshuffles and changes that the government have already undertaken. And now
they are proposing to make a further series of shuffles and changes.
I put on record too our ongoing concern about the government’s use of agencies that it creates—and
at the time when the bill giving them the power to do this went through we expressed our concern—
and the ongoing changes in the denomination and structure of the offices within the department. The
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Level Crossing Removal Authority becomes the Level Crossing Removal Project and takes on a few
different jobs; the ever-expanding Rail Projects Victoria takes on more, like a creeping octopus
spreading more and more widely; the North East Link Authority—and on and on it goes. And the
government’s shuffles and changes on these—I will put on the record quite clearly now—in our view
are simply designed to make tracking costs, tracking expenditure, much harder for anyone—the
Auditor-General, the Parliament or the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee.
In this chamber we have as recently as yesterday discussed the lack of oversight of transport
infrastructure projects and, more broadly, infrastructure projects and the fact that Victoria has no
standalone body like other states that can do it. I have put on record my support for the Auditor and
his good work, but one man and one office cannot cover all of this—this huge amount of activity on
infrastructure across government—and there is clearly a role I say for a public works-style committee.
In the last Parliament the economy and infrastructure committee took on some of that role and did that
in a thoughtful, modest way. My own view is that there should be a more beefed-up public works
committee across both chambers. But there is no prospect of that happening with this government,
which has abolished joint committees en masse; there is now much less capacity in that regard. The
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee is not able to do the scrutiny work it needs on the scale it
needs, because it is overrun with the whole spread of government, and the complexity and specificity
of some of these contractual issues and infrastructure issues is far beyond its realistic purview.
If people think for one second that the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee can do this job, you
only need to look at the most simple set of questions out of this year’s budget that are still unanswered.
There are 29 level crossings the government says it has completed; it says in a table in the budget,
‘We’ve completed 29’. They say another one now, so let us give them 30. When you ask in this
chamber Mr Jennings or, at the public accounts committee hearings, Jacinta Allan, the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure, the simplest of questions, ‘Just tell us how much each of those crossings that
you say are finished cost’, will they do that? The answer is no, they will not. The reason for that is that
the cost blowouts are extraordinary and they do not want to be embarrassed. But if a public accounts
committee cannot even get the expenditure on a completed crossing, goodness gracious, does anyone
expect that committee to be able to hold the government to account and to scrutinise the complexity
of some of the deals that we are seeing across the transport infrastructure area? We need more beef
and more power in that area. The only way forward at the moment is a modest upper house committee,
the Economy and Infrastructure Committee.
I do want to say something in this context about the oversight of many of these large projects that are
overseen in part by the Department of Transport—the very subject of this bill. And the market-led
proposals audit, whose report was tabled yesterday, is I think a seminal audit. It will be seen as a
turning point for this government.
It shows definitively that the government did not properly or adequately assess taxpayers value, and
that is a critical point. We know that the uniqueness test that is part of that was not a satisfactory test;
it was not applied in a satisfactory way by the Treasury or the Department of Transport. We know that
the government argued that it was a unique proposal, and in one sense the uniqueness of the proposal
is unchallengeable, and that is that CityLink, owned by Transurban, was integral to the funding of the
proposal. But the extension of tolls from 2035 was not integral and would have been available to any
other tolling operator or indeed government itself as an option, and that was not assessed. And there
was the inclusion of the Monash Freeway, the widening of the Monash Freeway, and the uptick that
the community would get from that as part of this project, not recognising that it was not actually part
of this project but could be assessed quite independently—and the government failed to do that.
As I said yesterday in this chamber, the government gave Transurban the inside running; it gave them
a rails run all the way through. The market-led proposal assessment was not up to scratch, and this was
a mate’s scenario. I do not want to be unkind here, but that is exactly what it was, and I think everyone
knows it.
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The Treasurer’s extraordinary interview on Neil Mitchell this morning should chill everyone. Now
what we know is that Labor knew about the large Transurban proposal before the 2014 election. It
hoodwinked the people—
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr DAVIS: They sure did lie, and they hoodwinked the community by going to the election in
2014 with that little western distributor, about $550 million, a little slip road, and they said, ‘That’s
what we’re going to build, a truck road, and it’s shovel-ready’. I think that was the word they used,
‘shovel-ready’. Instead of that it has morphed into a $6.5 billion project, with toll extensions on the
existing CityLink roads until 2045 and an uptick in tolls of 4.25 per cent per year, every year, for
10 years—and it has already started. Actually the increases began this year, so the community are
paying now through their tolls, as well as effectively the $2 billion government contribution to the
project.
I think the community is very, very much entitled to be angry with the way the government has
behaved here, to be angry at the Treasurer and the Premier and their truthfulness or otherwise on this.
They knew, as we now know from that interview, ahead of the 2014 election what they intended to
do. They lied to the Victorian people, went forward, signed the deal and would not provide the
documents in this chamber prior to the election in 2018. They would not provide those documents. I
sought those documents. When the planning approval was withdrawn by this chamber on my motion,
the government the next day re-gazetted a planning amendment that was identical to the one that this
house had lawfully struck down. We are actually heading into new and uncharted territory, where the
law of the land is actively flouted by a Labor government that should know better.
Mr Pallas has also in this last 24-hour period launched an extraordinary and unjustified attack on the
Auditor-General. He has tried to monster the Auditor-General. We heard some of it here from
Mr Jennings yesterday. His language was certainly more temperate than the Treasurer, but the fact is
that he clearly wanted to argue the toss. I have read the contribution of David Martine, the secretary
of the Treasury, in the back of the market-led proposal examination by the Auditor-General, and it is
very clear that it is shallow, it is frankly not up to scratch and I do not think he has done himself any
credit in the way he has gone about this.
I understand the difficulty of a senior public servant with a government that is on the fly, a government
that is draconian and directive in a very extraordinary way and which does not necessarily listen to
thoughtful advice from public servants. I understand ultimately governments are responsible to the
community and that public servants are the servants of the public and via their ministers can be
directed. I understand all of that. But it is a—
Ms Pulford: On a point of order, President, about the question of relevance, Mr Davis has had a
good 10 minutes so far. He has talked about lots of things but has not yet gone within a bull’s roar of
the subjects that are being considered in this bill.
Mr DAVIS: On the point of order, President, actually I have gone within a bull’s roar. The bill
seeks to provide for consolidation, integration and reallocation of functions and powers to the transport
portfolio and to amend the Transport Integration Act 2010, the Road Safety Act 1986, the Road
Management Act 2004—all of those—and the structure of the department, including the role of the
secretary, the head of Transport for Victoria. All of those key functions are relevant to roads, including
the West Gate Tunnel.
Mr Ondarchie: On the point of order, President, this might be embarrassing for the government to
hear these truths, but they are embedded in this legislation, and it is in Mr Davis’s capacity to talk
about all things associated with transport.
Ms Pulford: On the point of order, President, the standing orders do not allow for members to talk
about ‘all things’ relating to transport, as Mr Ondarchie has suggested. They allow for members to
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speak about the bill. Whilst our customs and traditions in this place do allow some latitude, I waited a
solid 10 minutes before raising this and Mr Davis has not gone to the bill yet at all.
Mr Finn: On the point of order, President, it is abundantly clear not only that the minister has not
been listening to Mr Davis but also that she has not read the bill, and that is of deep concern to me
because every word of Mr Davis’s address so far has been directly related to provisions of the bill. For
her to take the point of order that she has is, I have to say, quite ridiculous.
The PRESIDENT: I think we are all getting into a debate now. Mr Davis being the first speaker
has got licence, but I would ask if he could try and confine his remarks particularly to the bill.
Mr DAVIS: The bill’s genesis comes through a strategic planning process in the department, and
happily I was leaked their strategic planning document, which is always a helpful position. The
strategic planning discussion document from the Department of Transport of 11 February 2019 lays
out strategic direction for DOT and agencies. This bill is actually the result of this strategic planning
process. DOT and its agencies, which I was just listing, including the West Gate Tunnel authority,
Rail Projects Victoria and the Level Crossing Removal Project—all of these are bodies that are part
of the Department of Transport’s responsibility. It goes on to talk about a transport system that
promotes economic and social participation, increases knowledge and skills, and stimulates an
innovative, diverse and competitive economy—no-one would object to any of that. It looks at
population, freight, vehicles, expectations. It goes on. It looks at indeed the city ring-road; it looks at
Copenhagen. It looks at other examples around the world, as we do—around the world in 80 days with
various strategies from around the world. ‘International comparisons’ is the next page of the document.
It gets all the way through to Victoria.
Then it gets to a page where it says, ‘Why did Transport for Victoria exist?’. It puts it in the past tense,
I note curiously. As I understand it, just after the election Transport for Victoria was on the chopper;
it was going to get its head knocked off, but they decided to keep it. I think it was just too embarrassing
to take it out of the legislation. I would actually argue it has been a failed experiment. What it actually
did in the last period of government is it added in another cumbersome and troublesome layer. Many
people from the old Transport for Victoria would ring me regularly complaining about the way Gillian
and others ran the section, how they had to be second-guessed as stuff went through, the complexity
of the additional layer and the inability of quite senior bureaucrats to get directly to the secretary or
indeed to one of the many ministers that populated that department and indeed populate this
department. But what I would say is Transport for Victoria has been retained in this new piece of
legislation, although, make no mistake, it is the ministers and the secretaries who will be pulling the
strings and calling the shots.
It looks at Transport for Victoria’s business plan. In response to the minister’s point, the business plan
contains a number of points about their infrastructure program. It looks at the corporate plan 2009–12
and reviews some of those aspects. Then it looks at the Big Build and, here we go, the West Gate
Tunnel actually appears in this, the very thing the minister did not want me to talk about. Here is the
department’s strategic planning document, which resulted in this bill, that has the West Gate Tunnel,
it has the Cranbourne-Pakenham upgrade, it has the Metro Tunnel—
Ms Pulford: You’ve read the bill, have you?
Mr DAVIS: I have actually read the bill. It actually orders the structure at the top of the department,
and ultimately the responsibility is devolved down through to some of these business units that have
responsibility for some of the very projects laid out in the very same strategic planning document that
the department—
Ms Pulford: You can do better than ‘the vibe’.
Mr DAVIS: Well you may not like it, Minister, but actually the department does have
responsibility for the Metro Tunnel, the department does have responsibility for the Murray Basin rail
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project and it does have responsibility for level crossing removals and the high-capacity metro trains
in the government’s strategic planning document that relates to the genesis of this bill.
What I would say is that there are some common features in all of these large projects. They are almost
all over budget very significantly. The issues with the Murray Basin rail project have been canvassed
extensively in this chamber. State coalition money in 2014, federal coalition money in the period after
that—enough money to proceed. The government through the Minister for Transport Infrastructure
ticked off the business case, said it is a fabulous business case and took ownership of it. But the
government through the transport bureaucrats tried to unwind a lot of the spending, so we ended up
with a Murray Basin project that is two-fifths completed: the budget is all consumed and the outcome
has seen slower movements on that rail line. It is a disaster. The recycling of 1913 rail to make cost
savings on the project—it is a shambles. The inability to get the ballast right on parts of the line and
the consequently low speeds and low axle loads have defeated the essential purpose of the project.
The West Gate Tunnel Project is one that I have laid out the issues on, but the costs are problematic.
We know now that the government still does not have a solution for the PFOS. It does not have a
solution for the removal of the contaminated soil, despite the environment effects process laying out
the risks of contaminated soil. Who would have thought that in the industrial west of Melbourne there
could be contaminated soil from earlier industries? Who would not have planned for that? Who would
not have costed that into the project? Now we have tunnel boring machines lying idle as the
government scratches its head and tries to work out what to do.
The high-capacity metro trains are also a disaster—18 months behind and still with legion problems—
and now they are pushing back responsibility for much more of the construction of those high-capacity
metro trains to China. That is a loss to Victorian jobs at a time when manufacturing in Victoria faces
challenges. Whether it is Bombardier or Alstom, all of those significant Victorian industries should
have had a better look in in the circumstance where now the government is shifting responsibility back
to China for more and more construction and the work on the high-capacity metro trains.
The Metro Tunnel is also an absolute doozy of a blowout. We now know that the initial blowout at
this point in the process is more than $3 billion. The minister’s tortured efforts to neither confirm nor
deny leaves no-one in any doubt that in fact the blowout on the Metro Tunnel is at least $3 billion. We
know on the early works there was a 30 per cent blowout, and most of the contingency for the project
has been consumed in the early works. We know now that the tunnel boring machines are in place,
but we also know that the government has hit significant issues with contamination in the soil for
Metro Tunnel 2, and again it has no solution. As I understand it from sources, including deep in the
old Transport for Victoria and in some of these proliferating quangos and agencies that are under the
responsibility of Transport for Victoria and the secretary of the department, Mr Younis, the
government has no clear way forward with the environmental controls that are in place via the
Environment Protection Authority. The issue for the government is to solve these problems, as I
understand it now.
These are very significant problems. We are already $3 billion over—from $11 billion to $14 billion.
Just think what $3 billion is. As a former health minister I know there was $1 billion for the Royal
Children’s Hospital. It is three Royal Children’s Hospitals because this government failed to scope the
project properly, because this government failed to get the station boxes right, failed to get the vents
and shafts right, and failed to look ahead of time and do the work that is required to get major projects
of this scale in order. It is important I think to note that this is going to be a significant challenge to the
community.
I note that the Suburban Rail Loop has been hived off into the precinct area, so it has been pulled away
from the Department of Transport. I note the ongoing efforts of the opposition to get to the bottom of
many of these costs around the Suburban Rail Loop, and I put on record today my deep, deep concern
that the biggest transport infrastructure project in the state’s history, the Suburban Rail Loop, does not
have a business case. The Premier, if you listened to his words at a recent press conference, made it
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clear that the government will not do a formal business case: ‘We will not do that kind of business
case’. He made it clear that he is doing some sort of project case, which is very different from a full
business case that assesses the merits or otherwise.
It is not a coincidence that ratings agencies have zeroed in on the Suburban Rail Loop and said, ‘We
get that the state’s increasing its debt’. It is going to double state debt; that was an announcement the
government made on the Thursday before the state election. It won the state election. The ratings
agencies have factored that in. We will see a doubling—actually in my view more than that, but leaving
aside the debate about the exact size of the government’s increase—of debt, and the ratings agencies
are petrified about the government locking itself into contracts with the Suburban Rail Loop that
balloon out.
The $50 billion figure that the Premier and others released is a fantasy. We know there are
90 kilometres of tunnels at $1 billion a kilometre; anyone can do the arithmetic. That is before you
really start on the big station boxes, the land resumption and all of the points around the costs. From
the figures that have been widely bandied around, including deep within the old Transport for Victoria,
which has just been dismantled now but is being sort of recreated in a different form through this bill
and the strategic planning process of the department, it is pretty clear that the figure is north of
$150 billion, and that is a very, very significant figure. The government needs to be transparent. It
needs to be open about these costs. I know it does not like to be scrutinised. We saw yesterday another
agency in this area, where the opposition sought documents on the level crossing removal at Toorak
Road—
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr DAVIS: Two hundred and forty four pages of black—
Mr Ondarchie: 284.
Mr DAVIS: Two hundred and eighty four pages of black. I invite people to go online and look at
it. They will see it is an extraordinary document, with cabinet in confidence claimed up hill and down
dale in order to defeat even the most modest attempts at scrutiny by this Parliament. I say this is a very
significant issue for the community. We need to see a full and proper business case for the Suburban
Rail Loop. The government claimed it would do these things before the election, but now it is clearly
retreating at a million miles an hour.
I thought I would finish here. The strategic planning by the department zeroed in on the issues of
overcrowding. Let us be clear: we have got huge population growth. Melbourne is growing at more
than 120 000 a year. We do need much more public transport. We need more key roads as well, but
we need a very significant investment in public transport. There is no question about that. The idea of
the department zeroing in on free noodles to reduce overcrowding on trains—
Mr O’Donohue interjected.
Mr DAVIS: Yes, a Tokyo subway operator on a notoriously congested line brought
3000 passengers a bowl of soba tempura to encourage morning passengers to stagger their commuting
hours. This is the very same department that we are discussing today, with its new structure that comes
out of the departmental planning document, but they are seriously considering—
Mr O’Donohue: Noodles.
Mr DAVIS: noodles as a solution to the overcrowding. You really do have to scratch your head at
the quality of what we are seeing here. I put on record our concern about the shape and direction of the
department. We think it is struggling on a whole series of fronts. We are not sure that the latest shuffle
that is proposed in this bill will materially affect the issue of blurred lines of responsibility. I wandered
down the street the other day and had a bureaucrat from deep in the old Transport for Victoria bump
into me. I know that person. It is not a person’s name I would reveal. But they laid out—
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Mr Jennings: Thank goodness for them.
Mr DAVIS: No, I would not, because I would not—
Mr Jennings: Thank goodness for their wellbeing.
Mr DAVIS: Well, that is right, but I want to make it clear that they had had a call direct out of the
Premier’s office giving them some instructions, and I think those lines of responsibility—
Mr Jennings: To talk to you or not to talk to you?
Mr DAVIS: That is right—to talk to them, to give them instructions. And I think, whatever the
legislated structure we put in place today in the chamber, if the Premier’s office rings someone in a
project division to give them microdirection on a matter without apparently the secretary’s office in
the department knowing, the structures seem to me to be a little bit beside the point. And you can
understand why genuinely thoughtful bureaucrats who have skill and capacity would be angry and
grumpy when they are second-guessed by junior burghers in the Premier’s office who are calling down
and giving instructions about infrastructure matters to senior bureaucrats in these infrastructure sections.
Mr Jennings: You’ve got to be careful. You’re identifying this person.
Mr DAVIS: Well, I am not. I am not actually—
Mr Jennings: It’s getting closer and closer to identifying them.
Mr DAVIS: No, it is not.
Mr Jennings: I think it is.
Mr DAVIS: It is not. It is an old Transport for Victoria person.
Mr Jennings: Oh, it’s an old one? That’s even more identifying them.
Mr DAVIS: Well, it is not the same body as it was. You know that, Mr Jennings. You know it has
been emasculated. I would say that the governance of these departments is chaotic. I would say that
the lines of responsibility are chaotic. And whatever structure the government chooses to put in place
by legislation today, it will make squiddly dit difference to the functioning of the department, given—
Ms Pulford interjected.
Mr DAVIS: Pardon?
Ms Pulford: Are you opposing the bill?
Mr DAVIS: No, no—we are saying it makes no difference. We have said we will not oppose the
bill. You were not listening, Minister.
Ms Pulford: I think you’ve been talking rubbish for half an hour.
Mr DAVIS: I am just pointing out the problems in the government’s approach, I am pointing out
the difficulties in the government’s approach and I am pointing out very clearly that, whatever the
legislative structure that the government puts in place, it is the actual functioning of the bureaucracy
that is important. You actually need a responsive bureaucracy, but you need one that is respected too.
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) (10:38): I rise to contribute to the debate before the house
on the Transport Legislation Amendment Bill 2019. I do not want to repeat the words Mr Finn used
after my speech a couple of weeks ago about Mr Davis, but the only thing I heard—and I am pleased
to hear this from the opposition—is that they are not opposing the bill. But let me explain the bill to
the members.
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In addition to other matters, this bill introduces practical measures to remove spiteful and unpleasant
advertising on vehicles. Offensive, narrow-minded or obscene catchphrases are often seen on vehicles
travelling on our roads, and we in the Andrews government take the view they are not funny or
acceptable. Vehicles that display homophobic or bigoted slogans are definitely not welcome. Our
government is working with other states to standardise legislation so that interstate offenders cannot
claim immunity. I understand Queensland and Tasmania are already operating within this legal
framework in an effort to stamp out institutionalised hurtful advertising.
Under this proposed legislation the Secretary of the Department of Transport will be empowered to
cancel a vehicle’s registration if the vehicle breaches the advertising standards code of ethics
established by our national advertising industry’s complaints resolution body. The secretary will be
authorised to refuse to register a vehicle that has previous form—in other words, has had its registration
suspended or cancelled in another state or territory for the same or similar reasons. One wonders at the
mentality or the intelligence of these people. I think we all agree in this day and age that offensive
discrimination only leads to other antisocial behaviour, which inevitably costs our community and our
economy more than we can afford.
There are a number of significant amendments in this bill that will see the consolidation of the
Department of Transport, the Public Transport Development Authority and the Roads Corporation
under a new operating model. Essentially, under this proposal all current functions are to be transferred
from the Public Transport Development Authority and VicRoads to the Department of Transport. This
will provide a framework that will improve transparency in the decision-making process and cut down
on unnecessary and costly duplicated services. It will improve financial sustainability in the overall
day-to-day running of the enhanced Department of Transport. Interim arrangements for VicRoads are
provided for in the bill in that VicRoads has a support function to the secretary in relation to
registration, licensing and accreditation services.
Another important purpose of this bill is to enable deployment of preventative immobilisation devices
by police to vehicles in order to improve and protect large crowds or gatherings of people that may be
subject to danger from vehicles. We have all seen the devastation that vehicles can cause when they
seek to mow down innocent bystanders or pedestrians. This amendment is a strong measure we can
provide to our police to utilise in times of danger and to better protect our citizens and the community.
We in the government are committed to the implementation of the expansion of the use of vehicle
immobilisation devices wherever possible to minimise injuries and to save lives. I commend the bill
to the house.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (10:43): I rise to speak on the Transport Legislation
Amendment Bill 2019. This bill consolidates Victoria’s transport agencies into one super-agency. It
abolishes VicRoads and Public Transport Victoria (PTV) and transfers their functions to the
Department of Transport. The department will be responsible for the overall duty planning and
operation of the transport system.
This bill also introduces new restrictions on vehicles that display offensive advertisements and gives
the Department of Transport the new power to cancel a vehicle’s registration if the vehicle has
offensive material on it that breaches the advertising standards code of ethics. This amendment targets
the racist, sexist and homophobic slogans prevalent on Wicked campervans. The Greens first raised
this issue in Parliament in 2016, and we are pleased to see the government commit to addressing it in
this bill. Offensive slogans have no place on Victorian streets.
I want to focus my comments today on the consolidation of transport bodies under the Department of
Transport as it is always nice to be able to speak on a bill that is adopting Greens policy. A unified
transport agency has been Greens policy since as far back as 2006. Last year, prior to the election, we
called for the creation of a transport super-agency so that there could be one body responsible for our
transport system. Similar to agencies like Transport for London, our vision for a Victorian transport
super-agency saw VicRoads, PTV, V/Line and Rail Projects Victoria folded into Transport for
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Victoria. While the consolidation in this bill differs somewhat from the Greens proposal, particularly
in that Transport for Victoria will manage the operational side of our transport network and the
secretary of the department will set the strategic vision, we are still very pleased that some
consolidation of agencies is happening, and we congratulate the government on this move.
However, what we really need in addition to a centralised transport agency is a clear, integrated
transport vision for all transport options across the whole of Victoria. This is something we do not
have in this state, despite it being a requirement of the Transport Integration Act 2010. Instead we have
had a disconnect between our transport agencies, which is visible in the government’s major transport
projects. The bill makes it easier to get around central Melbourne by increasing train services and
creating the Melbourne Metro, but then it is also funnelling more cars into the city and the inner
suburbs through the West Gate Tunnel. We have had multiple different strategy documents from Plan
Melbourne to the Victorian Cycling Strategy to the Network Development Plan, each with varying
degrees of detail and differing time frames. This lack of any strategic oversight or vision has allowed
a ‘just one more lane’ mentality to dominate transport planning in this state, with cars and freeways at
the forefront and pedestrians, cyclists and public transport users languishing at the back. We have had
mega road project after mega road project, which are designed more for the benefit of Transurban’s
bottom line than for the benefit of our transport system.
If we had had an integrated transport plan for the last decade that took into account all types of
transportation used in this state, then we may have seen a strategy focused on more than just mega toll
roads. Instead we might have seen other projects prioritised, like a segregated bike lane for Sydney
Road or turn-up-and-go train and tram services or upgraded bus routes. If we did have an integrated
transport plan, it likely would have shown that these types of people-focused projects are what our
transport system needs, not yet another mega toll road. In the absence of an overarching plan
Transurban has been able to set the direction for transport strategy and make special deals with the
government to maximise its own profit, locking us into more cars, more pollution and more highways.
It does not have to be this way. Victoria could and should have an overarching transport strategy that
sets out medium- and long-term plans for our transport system to improve the livability of our suburbs,
towns and communities. This is why the Greens are moving two amendments to this bill, which I am
happy to circulate now.
Greens amendments circulated by Dr RATNAM pursuant to standing orders.
Dr RATNAM: The first amendment will require the minister to table a Victorian transport plan
before Parliament within 10 sitting days of being provided with the plan and also table the last transport
plan provided to the minister within 10 sitting days of commencement of this part of the bill. The
second amendment sets out additional content to be included in the transport plan. It creates a new
hierarchy of transport from most to least important, starting with walking, cycling and public transport
and ending with private vehicle transport. The plan will also have to set targets for modes of transport
as a share of all transport modes and for reductions of carbon emissions and pollution.
Heading into 2020, it is time that Victoria had a comprehensive transport plan for the state—a plan
that prioritises sustainable forms of transport and shifts focus away from the major toll roads that have
dominated transport planning for this decade.
We should have a vision for turn-up-and-go train and tram services in Melbourne, for safe cycling
paths across the city, for a V/Line network that gets people across the state to where they need to go,
when they need to get there. The Greens are hopeful that their amendments will ensure the government
creates a long-term transport strategy for our state, one that prioritises public and active transport, not
more toll roads.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (10:50): I am pleased to rise today to speak on this bill. I note that
the bill looks to terminate VicRoads and Public Transport Victoria (PTV) and consolidate them into
the Department of Transport. That can be largely seen as a reasonable move if there are reasonable
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outcomes from that move. What that move needs to do, and all of the associated functionality changes
within that, is improve the service that we see in regional Victoria. If that can happen through this
consolidation, tremendous. But I have my doubts, because under Labor in the last five years we have
seen cancellations, we have seen punctuality plummeting and we have seen delays and poor service.
No more do we see this than on the Gippsland line, from Melbourne through Pakenham to Traralgon
and on to Bairnsdale. It is important that this government understands what is happening in terms of
those commuters—what they are doing and how they are feeling. I would just like to paint that picture
in order for this government to understand that when making the change to consolidate VicRoads and
PTV into the Department of Transport there need to be improved services.
In terms of the Bairnsdale line, when the coalition government came into office in 2010 the punctuality
on the Bairnsdale line was a little under 70 per cent, so 70 per cent of the time trains arrived on time.
In November 2014, when the coalition handed the Bairnsdale line back to Labor, it was up to 86.4 per
cent, so there was a punctuality improvement of over 17 percentage points. In the three short years
between 2014 and 2017, we saw punctuality on the Gippsland line dive again to an unacceptable
standard of 74.3 per cent, so punctuality dived by 12 per cent.
The government would have had us believe in November 2017, when the Metro rail contract was
renewed, that there would be benefits, and regional commuters were told that there would be benefits
to them. It sticks in my neck when I hear members from Eastern Victoria Region stand up and say
how well we are doing in Gippsland. The truth and the stats say another thing. They were told that
there would be better management, and they were told and were led to believe that trains would run
on time. What has the government delivered and what have we been fed on the Gippsland line since
that time? In the 23 months since the Metro contract was put in place, the Bairnsdale line under Labor
has not met the required punctuality standard ever—not once; a 100 per cent fail. In the 12 months to
October 2019 Labor’s inability to properly manage our rail system has resulted in 308 late services,
so 20 per cent of all Bairnsdale line commuters eventually, after their required date and time, arrive at
their destination.
I have said that we have seen delays, replacements and cancellations. You see that in my office from
the people who come in. They do not come in to say, ‘It’s working well’, but boy do we get people in
saying how frustrated they are in terms of their commuter experience of the delays and cancellations.
This has been borne out by the V/Line annual report produced only recently. Let us look at the actual
detail in that. The rail patronage by line is indicated in this report. Across the state, Geelong seems to
be improving its patronage, others are flatlining, but the Traralgon line has gone back considerably
under Labor. What are the stats? From the 2014–15 stats, as documented in this report, there were
2.04 million commuters who used that line in Gippsland. By 2018–19, the patronage on that line had
plummeted to 1.81 million people, so almost a quarter of a million people were not travelling on that
line. That is a sure indication of their frustration and the practicality that people do not know that they
are going to be able to travel into Melbourne expediently and safely and get to their appointments,
their university or their entertainment, whatever it is, in Melbourne. Almost a quarter of a million
fewer people are using that line, and I think that is a terrible indictment, and if the Department of
Transport can turn that around, let us see it and let us experience that in Gippsland.
The other point I would like to raise in relation to V/Line and their services across the state, but
particularly in Gippsland, is that the Labor government is serving the community by making trains go
slower. From 1 December the Andrews government has just decided that the best way they can make
people at least get on the train is by making them go slower. Let us look at some of those lines; it is
across the board. On the Ballarat line I think 95 trains will run slower. In Ararat, Bendigo, Geelong,
Gippsland—and I will focus on Gippsland in a moment—Shepparton, Seymour, Swan Hill, Echuca
and Warrnambool we all get to go slower in the country under Labor. Let us look at it.
In terms of the short distances, the number of slower services from 1 December this year that
Gippsland will experience is 16 slower services. They are saying to country people, ‘Enjoy not getting
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there’. For the long distance services, the number of slower services from 1 December through to the
Bairnsdale line is 10. So 26 services on that Gippsland line get to go slower. We do not fix the problem,
we do not make it better and we do not make for better experiences; we just make you get to where
you are going a lot later.
The Andrews government has slashed $149 million from the V/Line budget, and customer satisfaction
with this state’s regional services is at an all-time low. Documenting what I just have of the facts, that
is not surprising. And this government has also put 4 per cent—only 4 per cent—of the capital funding
into 25 per cent of the population. Four per cent goes out to rural and regional Victoria—4 per cent for
25 per cent. We have heard Mr Davis talk about the blowouts in Melbourne and the focus on
Melbourne. It is just not good enough. It is not fair for country people. They do experience delays and
cancellations, and certainly in terms of the Premier what he is doing in country Victoria is putting the
brakes on rather than providing that service.
In my time available I would also like to focus and touch on something that I raised in my very first
debate. In my very first contribution after my inaugural speech in this place I started to talk about the
Murray Basin rail project and that was back in April 2015. I also reflect on the fact that back in 2014
I was at a National Party conference where the room erupted in joy because people who were from
the north-western part of the state finally felt like there was going to be a solution to this problem—
that they could expedite their beautiful produce through to markets and on. There was absolute joy. I
can remember various people jumping in the air at this fact. It was going to be paid for, and was paid
for, by the sale of Rural Finance—$220 million. That was going to absolutely start that project and get
it going. And indeed back in 2015 the farmers federation was also keen to keep the pressure on the
then new government. We also saw that in 2015 the final business case under the Labor government
looked at ‘major works to commence in late 2016’, and the government committed to funding the full
Murray Basin rail project—back in August 2015. That was in the media back then.
It is complex, and there were different options to be chosen, and that work should have been done.
Indeed back in April 2016 the Liberal-National federal government came on board and matched the
state’s $220 million, which was given by the previous coalition, to make it $440 million, and it was
then fully funded—it could go ahead. And again lobby groups came in and said, ‘This is tremendous.
This is what we want. We want efficiencies. We want to be able to have investment to improve
logistics and to move all sorts of great produce—grain, grapes, the whole works—to port and then out
to our international markets’. But what have we seen since? It has been a litany of time wasting, delays,
bungles and frustrations for our farming community, and that means cost. That actually means an extra
burden.
Back in 2018 during question time the Liberals and Nationals highlighted the condition of the rail line,
with freight trains having to reduce travel speeds to 30 kilometres an hour when it was intended for
115 kilometres an hour. And the project back then was running $100 million over budget. House,
unfortunately this is not pleasing to say, but if there is something the Labor Party does very well, it is
running over budget all the time.
So we come down to this year and the Murray Basin rail project still is not anywhere near complete.
At this stage of the project we have not seen the upgrade to the rail. We have not seen the broad gauge
finessed into being all the same, and we see it is a go-slow again. This could be the theme of my
contribution today: ‘Under Labor we get to go slow’.
Finally, I would just like to make a couple of comments in terms of VicRoads. Again, for country
people roads are one of the most important things. We need to travel safely on our roads, and we need
to do so particularly in summertime, when there is always the threat of fire. We need to be able to
reduce the risk of fire. Once upon a time VicRoads would slash the roadsides twice a year, which
would then cut that fuel load down and minimise that fuel load. Unfortunately under VicRoads’ recent
policy we are seeing it only occur once—if it occurs. We are seeing large fuel loads there. One option
is, where it is feasible and where it is proper—we have a drought in Victoria, we have a drought
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certainly in East Gippsland—for that fuel load there to actually be baled and turned into hay that could
be then sent into East Gippsland. But unfortunately we are certainly seeing a lot of fuel load on the
sides of our country roads that are VicRoads roads, and it is I think important that the government look
at, through the new body, the Department of Transport, turning back and rather than having one
slashing per year actually going back to two. At present for that one slashing it needs to be baled where
possible.
The other issue that we have, and we see it in East Gippsland quite clearly, is that where there are wire
rope barriers, unfortunately that slashing cannot occur at all because quite often you have got Armco
barriers and sometimes the other barriers as well and access vehicles cannot even get in to slash at all.
So we are seeing a no-go zone in terms of the reduction of fuel loads. The other concern I have in
terms of fuel loads is that many of our VicRoads roads are flush with trees and foliage, and this can be
a great concern when we see that sometimes we can have a ‘one road in, one road out’ situation, and
unfortunately if there is a fire occurring at the top end, it is almost impossible. People can be very
highly endangered and at risk because of that huge fuel load, which really acts like a wick and can
burn along the major and minor arterial roads. So this is something that needs to be addressed. It is
okay as long as we do not see a fire, but that is so unpredictable. We need to mitigate risk at all times,
and I think this needs to be addressed.
Now, The Nationals along with the Liberals certainly are not opposing this bill. I doubt very sincerely
whether a name change and some administrative changes will actually see an end to the problems that
I have highlighted, but I sincerely, sincerely hope so.
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (11:05): I have got some amendments for the Transport
Legislation Amendment Bill 2019. I ask for those amendments to be circulated, please.
Transport Matters Party amendments circulated by Mr BARTON pursuant to standing orders.
Mr BARTON: I spoke at length about the dangers of touting during the debate last sitting week
on my private members bill, that aimed to reintroduce touting as an offence. Much of that debate was
in agreeance with me that touting is an unsafe and unsavoury practice.
I would like to thank Minister Horne, who stood up in the other place in the previous sitting week and
announced that the government would be accepting my amendments to the transport bill. I want to
thank the minister for her support in bringing this dangerous practice and this unintended consequence
of the taxi and hire car industry reforms to an end.
Touting is a growing problem in Melbourne that is getting worse each day. It has the potential for
horrific outcomes in passenger safety and puts unfair financial pressures on a struggling industry. It is
important to remember that touting is unregulated, unmonitored and uninvited. This is no way to greet
visitors to our great city. The people who are targeted—in particular, young women—are affronted
with the dangerous decision to determine on the spot whether or not that driver is genuine and honest.
My key points from the previous debate are as follows. Touting is a growing problem not only at
Melbourne Airport, but at Melbourne’s major events, city hotels and up and down the lengths of
Collins Street, Chapel Street and places like that. Touting is a result of financial desperation in the
industry as increasing numbers of vehicles shuffle for work. Touts are displaying increasingly
aggressive behaviour. These are more often than not cash jobs, with reports of touters ripping off
people by charging inflated cash fares for trips. They are certainly not paying the $1 levy; the money
is not going to the State Revenue Office; and the money is not going to the ATO. Touting is a huge
safety issue. We have no way to ensure that these drivers are licensed, insured or roadworthy or if they
have safety cameras or GPS.
Every other state in Australia has maintained or toughened its touting laws. As a result of touting we
see a number of new problems arising, with cash for rides on social media; independent taxis leaving
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booking service providers and failing to maintain proper safety standards, such as having cameras in
their cars; and unlicensed drivers bidding for work on platforms such as Airtasker.
The amendments I present today are quite simple. They seek to reinstate the offence of touting by
directly approaching another person and offering the provision of a commercial passenger service.
They also seek to stop individuals from offering or advertising cash-for-ride services or similar through
online platforms such as Facebook and Airtasker. My amendments seek fairness in the system in place
for the public to book and procure taxis, hire cars and rideshare services. They ensure no operators can
jump the queue, and they go towards providing protections for passengers, so they are travelling with
a properly accredited, insured and safe service provider. They propose a penalty not exceeding
60 penalty units for an individual, around $9900, and 300 penalty units for a body corporate, almost
$50 000. This is a clear message to the industry that touting will not be accepted.
I would like to add that I am very proud to present these amendments today with the government’s
support. I note that ending touting is one of the recommendations of the recent commercial passenger
vehicle reforms inquiry. It gives me great pleasure to be getting on with the job by introducing the first
of those recommendations this week. I look forward to working with the government on the next 12.
I commend these amendments to the house.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (11:10): In rising to speak today on the Transport Legislation
Amendment Bill 2019, I have to say to Mr Barton that the opposition will be supporting his
amendments. In fact it was just last week coming back from Mildura that I obviously walked through
Tullamarine airport—Melbourne Airport—and was confronted by a barrage of drivers who were
offering me lifts here, there and everywhere. I am sure that they probably would have changed their
tune very quickly if they had known I was only going to Bulla—they would have dropped that request
very quickly. But the point is well made by Mr Barton that the touting provisions are needed to stop
people who may or may not be legitimate from plying their trade, particularly at the airport. It has
become a very common occurrence over recent times for drivers to offer their services to people who
are arriving at the airport. Indeed for people who are arriving in Australia, perhaps for the first time,
that may well be the first taste of Australia that they get, and I do not think that is really a good thing.
In fact it may be a very dangerous thing. That is something that has to be cleaned up, and we are
certainly very supportive of Mr Barton’s amendments in order to do that.
Now, this bill, the Transport Legislation Amendment Bill 2019, does cover—well, it is very, very
difficult to find anything in the transport area that it does not cover. Whilst there might be a degree of
excitement among some people about the evolution of VicRoads, there is unfortunately something to
replace it. I get the feeling that it is just a change of the deckchairs on the Titanic. It is just a change of
name. As we know, VicRoads is an organisation that is right up there with Environment Protection
Authority Victoria in terms of incompetence and driving people totally around the twist. In fact it has
long been my view, and I think the view of a lot of people, that VicRoads’ main role in life is to give
motorists the heebie-jeebies, if I can use that term—I was going to use another term that might have
been a little bit stronger than that. That seems to be VicRoads’ mission in life, and it succeeds admirably.
Sadly what this legislation will not do is stop what we have seen happen in Victoria over the past few
years. Now, we heard on radio this morning from the Treasurer, Mr Pallas, the man who himself
admits he sat at the cabinet table discussing Transurban’s proposal whilst owning Transurban shares.
Some might suggest that is corrupt, and some might have a fair argument on that front. He has come
out this morning and he has told us that something—and Mr Ondarchie will back me up on this—that
we, the Economy and Infrastructure Committee (EIC), were told regularly for the past four years did
not occur, and that is that there was no deal, no agreement between the government and Transurban.
Indeed, as Mr Ondarchie points out, that apparently is bull-tish. That is something, we have discovered
this morning, that the government was aware of before it became the government. It was aware.
When the then opposition leader made a promise that he would build a $550 million western
distributor—’shovel-ready’, as he described it—he knew about Transurban’s proposal then. Did he lie
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to the people of Victoria? Apparently he did. Has the CEO of Transurban, Scott Charlton, lied to the
Economy and Infrastructure Committee of this house over the past four years? Yes, he has. I have to
say that when Mr Charlton fronted the committee—and he did on a number of occasions—he denied
any links between the government and Transurban. I did not believe him, I have to say to you. I thought
that extremely unlikely—implausible to say the very least. Now it comes out that he had been having
a lend of a lot of us.
Now, I have said on a number of occasions that I believe that this Transurban deal with the Andrews
government will one day be investigated by IBAC. I believe this morning backs that statement entirely.
I believe that now will happen, and I believe it should happen because there are things that have gone
on here between Transurban and the Andrews government that need to be investigated. The Victorian
public need answers. I mean, you have got to remember that it may well have been the Andrews
government that signed the blank cheque, and they did, but it is Transurban that is cashing the blank
cheque. But do you know who is paying for the blank cheque? It is the people of Victoria, the motorists
of Victoria, the people using the Tullamarine Freeway who may well never use the West Gate Tunnel,
people on the Monash who may never use the West Gate Tunnel. Of course those who use the West
Gate Tunnel, well, they will pay extra tolls anyway. In fact they will not just pay extra tolls; they will
in fact pay a tax to enter the city of Melbourne—the first of which we have seen. That in itself is, in
my view, discrimination against the people of Melbourne’s west, but of course the Labor Party are
well renowned for discriminating against the people of Melbourne’s west. This is just another example
of that.
So we have a situation where this legislation is being implemented and is before this house. We are
not opposing it, but it is not going to clean up the stench of this filthy, wretched deal between the
government and Transurban. If this sort of thing is going on, it needs to be fully exposed. I regret very
much that I am not still chairman of the EIC, because I would love to call Mr Charlton again before
the committee and put to him the same questions that we had put to him previously in a previous
Parliament. I would dearly love to ask him those same questions and see what his response would be
today. I wonder if he would give the same answers today that he gave to the committee in a previous
Parliament.
Whichever way it goes, the fact of the matter is that people using the Tulla and people using the
Monash will be paying higher tolls for longer. That is a part of the deal. The fact that Daniel Andrews,
the Premier of this state—he was then opposition leader—knew about this proposal by Transurban
while he was promising something else, totally something else, to the people of Victoria is something
that is a reflection on the integrity and the honesty of the government.
That is something that the people of Victoria really have to take on board. It does not help the
reputation of any of us. Most people out there think we are all thieves and rogues anyway. I have
always said that if Mother Teresa had come to Australia when she was alive she would have been
hailed as a living saint. If she had announced the next day that she was running for Parliament, she
would have been regarded as a dirtbag of sorts. That would be the attitude of the average person,
because that is the way people view us. Why do they view politicians in that way? It is for the very
reason that Daniel Andrews has given us on this occasion: because they see politicians like Daniel
Andrews and like Tim Pallas getting up to this sort of behaviour. Invariably the taxpayers end up
footing the bill, and sure enough on this occasion they are doing it again.
I do not despair easily, I have to say to you, but I almost despair that this government will leave any
sort of decent legacy when it goes. And it will go. I think we have already seen the beginning of the
end for the Andrews government, and that is a very good thing. Whether the Premier will stay or
whether he will go down with the ship at the next election is hard to say; or whether he will go and
allow Ms Allan to take over—an absolute guarantee of defeat for the government, I would have
thought, at the next election if she takes over.
Mr Jennings interjected.
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Mr FINN: You’re going down with the ship too? Oh, you’re going downstairs; you’re taking over.
I have got to say, Acting President, to the minister, through you of course, that I think that is a very
good move. I think he would be an exceptional Premier, and given his defence of the red shirt rorts
and given his defence of some of the other matters that have brought into doubt the integrity of the
government I think he would fit in beautifully as the leader of this government, a government which
continually allows rip-offs and continually leads to shysterism of the people of Victoria. I think
Mr Jennings would fit in beautifully. He would be a round peg in a round hole.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr FINN: As Mr Ondarchie points out, you would have to get permission from Ms Shing, because
she seems to run the show over there. That is something that you really will have to take into
consideration. So you had better start the brownnosing now—you can get that underway pretty soon—
and I promise you, Minister, I will provide the Solvol when you have finished.
It is deeply regrettable that whilst the opposition does not oppose the Transport Legislation
Amendment Bill 2019—and it does make some sweeping changes, some huge changes, to transport
as we know it in this state—it will not impact the way this government behaves. It will not impact the
way that this Premier behaves. It will not impact the way the Treasurer behaves. I am sure that both
will continue to hold the people of Victoria in total contempt, and they will continue down the path of
total and utter arrogance—the sort of arrogance that I have not seen, I have to say, in a political leader
for a lot of years. But they seem to think that that is the way to go. They will find out the hard way.
The people of Victoria—people anywhere, but I think the people of Victoria in particular—do not like
arrogance. They do not like being treated as fools, and this government and this Premier clearly have
been treating the people of Victoria as mugs. They have been treating them as mugs, and people do
not like that. They do not appreciate that, and they will be festering on that—if I could use that term—
until the next election.
As I say, and as I said to Mr Ondarchie earlier, the beginning of the end for this government is already
upon us. I think this government is starting to crumble. People are seeing a government that cannot be
trusted, a government that says one thing and does the opposite and that knowingly lies to the people—
and that is something the people of Victoria will not tolerate.
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (11:25): Allow me to bring us back to the substance of the bill
before the house today. It might not be as colourful or as grandiose, but I will do my best to give an
accurate, evidence-based, factual account of what we are being asked to consider in the Council today.
I rise to make a contribution in relation to the Transport Legislation Amendment Bill 2019. This bill
will make various amendments to road-related legislation, including an important issue, I think, in
terms of addressing offensive slogans on campervans, securing a perimeter around mass events and
the transfer and administrative changes associated with the National Heavy Vehicle Regulator. The
bill also completes, consolidates and integrates a number of functions under the Department of
Transport to establish a greater focus on people, provide a simpler operating model, improve financial
sustainability by reducing duplication and enable more efficient operations by improving role clarity
and accountabilities, and it will make a range of administrative changes to transport legislation.
I might make a couple of comments in relation to the amendments in the bill to combat offensive
slogans on campervans. The offensive slogans and images typically found on the Wicked campervans
in particular are inappropriate in any context. The campervans can be seen around popular holiday
destinations in Victoria. They are quite offensive. They have particularly negative imagery and
messaging around women in particular, and they have no place in the state of Victoria. This
government has a strong record of reducing discrimination and ensuring that all people are treated
with dignity, respect and fairness, and I think that the changes proposed in this bill are appropriate in
the context of what we have seen in particular on Wicked campervans. We are working to build the
attitudinal and behavioural change required to reduce prejudice and deliver equality, including gender
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equality. Demeaning and sexist slogans go against everything this government is working hard to
achieve. This bill makes it abundantly clear that vehicles that display offensive, sexist, racist,
homophobic and/or obscene slogans, such as Wicked campervans, have no place in Victoria, and this
includes on our roads.
The government has been working closely with other states and territories to develop a national
approach to this issue. The Secretary to the Department of Transport will now be able to cancel a
vehicle’s registration if the national advertising industry’s complaints resolution body determines that
the vehicle breaches the advertising standards code of ethics. This will force the vehicle owners
displaying offensive images or slogans to remove them or face deregistration sanctions, which I think
is an appropriate measure in the face of this kind of sexist and derogatory advertising.
The secretary will also be able to refuse to register a vehicle that has had its registration suspended or
cancelled in another state or territory for the same or similar reasons. This change to the legislation is
consistent with laws already in operation in Queensland, the ACT and Tasmania, and South Australia
has committed to enacting similar legislation. It is pleasing to see that state and territory governments
across the country are acting cooperatively in terms of getting a consistent regime across Australia.
There is no place for sexism in our state, and there will be no place for sexism on Victorian roads. We
hope that this important bill receives speedy passage through the Parliament.
I would also just like to make a few comments in relation to touting. The government has undertaken
comprehensive reforms in relation to the commercial passenger vehicle industry. Now there are more
taxis on the road than ever before—more than 7000 compared to less than 6000 12 months ago. We
have also got the four biggest rideshare operators in the world now operating in Melbourne, and the
cost of operating a taxi each year has fallen by $25 000, with annual licence fees now a little over $50.
But obviously any major reform requires continual assessment, and where things are not working we
need to recognise that and make appropriate changes.
In relation to touting, it is clear that touting has become a significant problem, especially at Melbourne
Airport and other tourist hotspots. It is incumbent on all of us to try to find a suitable solution to this
problem. The government, including the Minister for Public Transport, has been working closely with
Mr Barton, and we acknowledge his commitment to making sure that transport in our state is operating
effectively. So we will be supporting the amendments that Mr Barton has brought to the Council today.
Touting can be very annoying and at its worst it can be quite dangerous. The last thing that anyone
wants after getting off a long-haul flight at Melbourne Airport is to be hassled by people trying to
engage them for a ride. The government has worked with Mr Barton to ensure that these amendments
do not have any unintended adverse effects on the industry. For example, members may have noticed
that at the grand prix in March this year or at the Flemington Spring Racing Carnival Uber had a pickup zone to assist punters to pair with their ride home. The legislation will not have any effect on
legitimate practices like that. This is purely to stamp out annoying and dangerous touters.
In relation to advertising, these amendments also strengthen provisions that will allow the regulator to
crack down on online touting or cash-for-rides schemes operating online. Cash-for-rides groups,
operating primarily on social media, link often intoxicated young people in regional Victoria with
drivers in exchange for cash. Obviously there are inherent dangers in such an unregulated system.
Drivers in these groups are often not registered as commercial passenger vehicle drivers and therefore
are not required to do police checks or licence checks. This provides an unacceptable risk to the
community. There is a reason that these safety measures exist. The government is committed to
working with commercial passenger vehicle providers, both taxis and rideshare operators, to assist
with expanding their practices in regional towns, but the solution is not allowing an unregulated
network of unregistered drivers to put their passengers at risk. In summary, the government will be
accepting Mr Barton’s amendments as circulated, and I will leave my contribution there.
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The PRESIDENT: Before I call the next contributor, can I take note that a former member of this
chamber, Jean McLean, is in the gallery.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (11:33): I will be brief. The Liberal Democrats believe freedom
of speech is fundamental to a democratic society. We believe it should only be limited by existing
laws against aiding or inciting a crime or disturbing the peace. We believe this freedom is precious, so
I rise to speak about an attack on our democratic society in the form of the Transport Legislation
Amendment Bill 2019.
In a year when at least 50 more people have already died on our roads compared to all the people who
died last year, the government has decided to act decisively by amending the Road Safety Act 1986
with a crackdown on advertisements on vehicles. Apparently this government cannot even reorganise
the Road Safety Act without unleashing their authoritarian tendencies. If the government is true to
form, this means that next time they update the Wildlife Act 1975, they will include a clause forbidding
swearing by cockatoos and introduce a reporting process involving a hand-picked committee of righton kookaburras and politically correct galahs. While Victorians are significantly more likely to be
physically hurt on the roads this year, thank goodness the Andrews government is moving decisively
to protect our feelings!
I understand that this part of the bill is a response to the moral panic surrounding the rude slogans on
Wicked Campers. For the record, I do not find the old Wicked Campers slogans I have seen funny or
clever in any way. And as a result of the public outcry, the company announced in 2015 they would
remove their offensive slogans. This explains why I have not seen one of these vans for years. But the
moral panic has not subsided, and now we are voting on a problem that no longer exists. The case of
Wicked Campers is exactly how freedom of speech should work. If you are a company or a person
that says stupid things, people can shun you. People should be free to speak, and people should be free
to criticise those who speak. In a free society the government should not be involved, and the Wicked
Campers case demonstrates they do not need to be involved.
Instead of obsessing about crude bumper stickers, the government could have focused on something
important, such as thinking about road safety. One safety issue that is dear to my heart is driver fatigue
for country drivers caused by artificially low speed limits. Fatigue is known to be one of the three main
causes of road fatalities, and yet my questioning in this place indicates that no-one keeps an accurate
record of fatigue-related fatalities or where they occur. In fact nobody really knows what causes road
accidents in Victoria at all. I find this far more offensive than any slogan on any van.
Another potential unintended consequence of this legislation is that tradesmen who own utes or trucks
with pictures of stylised nudes on them could find themselves being examined under the threat of
having their registration cancelled. A lot of the material you see on utes and trucks in the country is
crude and rude, but some of it is funny, and it is part of our culture. You might disagree. I do not care.
Everything is a matter of opinion. Some people might be offended by images of Che Guevara, a mass
murderer and homophobe. I saw one of these pictures on a V/Line train travelling through my
electorate promoting an exhibition by Museums Victoria. I briefly considered raising the issue with
the minister but quickly decided we should all have better things to do. I have stickers on the back of
my car that I know some people find offensive. How long before I will find my car being towed and
crushed for offensive political speech? On behalf of the country tradies and truck drivers with rude
bumper stickers, my message to the government is to get a life, the lot of you.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (11:37): I rise to speak on the Transport Legislation
Amendment Bill 2019. As we speak in Victoria at this moment there is a tram strike in Melbourne—
right as we speak—so one wonders about this legislation, another distracting reshuffle from the
government. Only a few years ago the Department of Transport was melded into the Department of
Transport, Planning and Local Infrastructure, which then moved on to become the Department of
Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources and then became the Department of Transport
again, which is now swallowing up government organisations like Public Transport Victoria and
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VicRoads under the Transport for Victoria banner. It is just a shuffle from this government. One
wonders what efficiencies and savings we are going to get out of that, but we will ask more about that
in the committee stage of the bill.
It just gives me an opportunity to talk about how bad public transport and transport in general is in this
state. Apparently creating a new organisation—painting the walls and a new logo—will fix everything.
If they think that, this government should shuffle their way out of here, to be honest with you. Let us
just look at Northern Metropolitan Region, for example, where many of the train lines have got
progressively worse under this government. In fact unscheduled train cancellations on the Mernda line
since Daniel Andrews was elected have gone up 347 per cent. On the Upfield line it is 248 per cent.
On the Hurstbridge line they have gone up 116 per cent. On the Craigieburn line they have gone up
110 per cent. To put some numbers around that, in the last 12 months Labor’s inability to manage the
metro rail system in my electorate has resulted in 6000 late services and 1287 cancelled, skipped, loopbypassed and shortened train services just to Craigieburn commuters alone. There is also a thing called
short shunting on the Upfield line, whereby commuters go as far as Coburg and the train stops and
heads back to the city. The message is, ‘You’re on your own. Get a bus, get an Uber, get a taxi—find
your own way home’.
Mr Finn: What does the minister say about that?
Mr ONDARCHIE: Well, the minister—one wonders why she is still the minister—said in
response to me about that, ‘It’s not my fault. It’s Metro Trains’ fault. It’s not my fault’. The Minister
for Public Transport said it is Metro Trains’ fault, not hers.
Mr O’Donohue: Where does Metro Trains sit in the Parliament?
Mr ONDARCHIE: Well, exactly right. The Minister for Public Transport should be transported
out of this place as well. Many of my constituents have contacted my office about this shunting on the
Upfield line, and I have raised that here. They are getting more and more frustrated. They get to Coburg
and then are told, ‘You’re on your own. Take it from there’. This is one of the fastest growing areas
of Victoria and Australia. To put it into perspective, the Northern Metropolitan Region of Melbourne
in seven years time will be bigger than the population of Adelaide, and this government are doing
nothing to address that. The residents are getting more and more frustrated. There are people
complaining about the single track between Gowrie and Upfield stations and the fact that the current
stretch of rail there has a limited capacity for extra train services: the trains are only running every 18
to 20 minutes in peak hour, and the two or three trains that go up that line in peak hour are absolutely
packed. They are getting more and more frustrated.
The government have not done enough about public safety around train lines. I have called regularly
for PSOs to be on the train station at Broadmeadows, which is rated as one of the top 10 train stations
for crime during the day, and this government have done nothing. The 86 tram—incidentally, I just
remind the house that the tram workers are currently on strike at the moment, as we are debating this
bill—which runs up to Bundoora, tragically earlier this year was involved in the passing of Aiia
Maasarwe, a very tragic incident. At the time, the minister said that PSOs would go on the 86 tram.
Well, here we are 11 months on and there are still no PSOs on that 86 tram. But what is the
government’s solution to that? ‘I know, we’ll just reshuffle the departments and create a new logo.
That’ll fix it’. This government are in serious trouble.
The upgrades to car parks as part of the public transport system has been interesting as well. The
Regent station car park, which was a large gravel car park, has only had half of the car park resurfaced.
They got halfway along, ran out of bitumen I assume and just stopped. What is going on in this place?
The M80 ring-road upgrade: the project to upgrade sections in the north and west was meant to be
completed by quarter 3 in 2020. It is now scheduled to be completed in quarter 3 of 2022, and there
has been a significant cost blowout on that project.
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The Plenty Road upgrade stage 1 to Mill Park was meant to be completed in quarter 4 of 2018–19. It
has been delayed until quarter 4 of 2019–20. There has been no reason given for that delay, but the
budget increase indicates that there has been an $8.5 million cost blowout on stage 1. Stage 2 was due
to be completed in quarter 4 of 2019–20; it now looks like being completed at the earliest in quarter 2
of 2020–21. There has been a $4 million cost blowout on that project as well.
There was no money in the budget for the duplication of Mickleham Road and Somerton Road in the
Craigieburn area, causing significant frustration for the locals and parents trying to get to schools. It is
ridiculous. Interestingly enough the local member is the Parliamentary Secretary for Roads, and
nothing is happening in that area. The local residents, the Greenvale Residents Association and local
roads advocate Jim Overend have been very active in providing petitions, which I have tabled in the
Parliament on their behalf and which Ms Patten has tabled in the Parliament on their behalf, but there
is nothing from this government and no money. When we ask the minister about it, we get, ‘It will be
part of a long-term plan’. Go and tell that to the commuters on Mickleham Road, Somerton Road and
Craigieburn Road where on every single day what would normally be a 5-minute drive can take up to
40-minutes to get along that section of road. They get no response from this government at all.
In relation to the Bell Street intersections in Preston, there was money in the budget to fix the
intersections of Bell Street and St Georges Road and Bell Street and Albert Street. The Liberal Party
went to the last election saying that it would fix that, but there is nothing from this government. It
continues to ignore Melbourne’s north.
Then we turn our minds to the West Gate Tunnel project. The toll costs revealed for that are likely to
be somewhere in the order of $6.7 billion, off the back of a project that this government went to the
election saying that for the western distributor—I think they called it that at the time; they keep
changing the name to confuse us—it would be about $500 million to build.
Mr Finn: 550.
Mr ONDARCHIE: $550 million, Mr Finn reminds me. It is now about $6.7 billion, and how are
they going to pay for that? They are going to sting people through the Transurban tolls and through
their taxes.
Mr Finn: They already are.
Mr ONDARCHIE: And as Mr Finn rightly points out, that sting has already commenced. So
people in my electorate of Northern Metropolitan Region are paying tolls on CityLink for a tunnel
they may never use, and it has not even been built yet.
Mr Finn: Or go anywhere near it.
Mr ONDARCHIE: Correct. We turn our minds to the Metro Tunnel project, this long talked about
Metro Tunnel project. It is facing billions of dollars in cost overruns. The consortium building the
$11 billion Metro Tunnel project is indicating that the first claim for overruns will be between
$200 million and $300 million for extra costs already incurred on the project that is due to be finished
in 2025—$200 million and $300 million already on this project. Do you know what is interesting
about this? Industry and union sources are estimating that the cost blowout is likely to be somewhere
close to $3 billion. If I can quote a union source here, although I am going to paraphrase what this
union source said for the sake of this house, they describe the initial planning of this project as—and
I quote—‘an f-up of global significance’.
This is the same government that spent $1.4 billion not to build a road. Can you believe that? As
members are aware, I talk to the investment community across the globe, including members of the
investment community in Canary Wharf in London who said to me at one stage, ‘Are you the place
that spent one point something billion dollars not to build a road?’. They could not believe it.
Mr Finn: We are an international joke.
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Mr ONDARCHIE: We are an international joke, and that is the challenge for us. But when we
talk about this government and its capacity to manage projects, the Auditor-General summed it up in
the report tabled yesterday. Mr Davis has prosecuted that today, so I choose not to go over it again.
But essentially the government has said that the Auditor-General is wrong. Isn’t that interesting?
Lurch, Uncle Fester and Wednesday are just in denial about what is happening in this state.
The West Gate Tunnel project, as I said, is now $6.7 billion, initially $550 million. The level crossing
removal program, for which it promised $5 billion, is now at least $8.3 billion. The North East Link,
which it said was going to cost about $5 billion, is estimated at this stage in today’s money to cost
about $16.5 billion—off $5 billion. The government said the east–west link would not cost a cent to
cancel the contract, and we are around $1.3 billion or $1.4 billion now.
In relation to the Hoddle Street upgrade, the government promised $60 million to upgrade Hoddle
Street. The cost was $108.6 million, and I can tell you as someone who uses Hoddle Street every day
that I cannot see where the value is, and many of the commuters on Hoddle Street will say that for all
that money, it has not saved them a minute in travel, not a cracker. I encourage the roads minister to
go down and have a look at Hoddle Street, if she knows where it is, and say, ‘For all that money, what
did we get for it?’.
The Yan Yean Road upgrade was promised at $95 million; it has cost $126 million—a blowout of
$31 million. The Frankston station project, which was costed at $50 million, cost $61.8 million to
build—a blowout of $11.8 million. The V/Line fleet maintenance, which the government said would
cost $12.5 million, cost $23 million—a blowout of $10.5 million. The Huntingdale station car park,
which the government said would cost $4.8 million, has cost $11.5 million—a blowout of
$6.7 million.
What is the government’s answer to this? ‘I know what we’ll do. We’ll reshuffle the department, paint
the walls and create a new logo, and everything will be hunky-dory in this state’. This is the
government of distraction. When there is a crisis in Victoria, when there is a challenge in Victoria in
health, in public transport, in law and order, in child protection—you name it—they go missing, and
their response today is, ‘Let’s reshuffle the department, let’s rename it, let’s create a new logo and let’s
paint the walls’. Victorians have woken up to what this mob are all about. They run, they hide, they
deceive and they need to be defeated at the next election.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (11:49): I rise to speak on the Transport Legislation
Amendment Bill 2019. This bill covers many areas, including a major transport bureaucracy
reorganisation, which may or may not have benefit. But like my colleague Mr Quilty, I am going to
focus on the part of the bill that establishes yet another censorship mechanism. One of the problems
with defending liberties is that you can often end up defending the rights of people to express things
that you might not really like. Similarly those authoritarians, who have an endless supply of things that
they would like to ban to tell the world what wonderful people they are, can easily conflate support
for freedom of speech with support for saying awful things.
So here we arrive at the part of the bill specifically designed to cancel the registration of commercial
vehicles that have advertising on them deemed to be offensive. I would like to make it clear that I also
find the slogans on these vans offensive—or rather found them offensive; I have not seen one for
years. It is my understanding that the company being targeted by this legislation, Wicked Campers,
put out a statement in 2015 saying that they would remove offensive slogans from their vans.
Interestingly, market solutions to this problem that do not conflict with the principles of liberty have
already been happening. Festivals and private campsites that do not like these slogans have prohibited
the entry of these vans. Yet again we are legislating to stop a problem that has mostly already been
solved by civil society.
Government control over communications has a very long and sordid history. Early western
governments installed blasphemy laws to outlaw criticism of the clergy and other laws to outlaw
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criticism of the Crown. Sometimes censorship is done for political or national security reasons, and at
other times, like in this case, it is done to protect the sensitivities of members of the public. As always,
the language of authoritarianism is that it is an emergency or that we need to protect people from hate
speech. Whipping up moral outrage and panic is the standard method authoritarians use to justify
destroying people’s liberty.
One of the great things about living in Victoria is that we are lucky enough to talk directly to people
who have escaped places that have let state power get out of control and that suffer extreme censorship.
I am not implying that censoring Wicked Campers is on a par with North Korea’s socialist dictatorship
and its fanatical censorship, but it is certainly a step away from liberty and towards authoritarianism—
absolutely the wrong direction.
Here we come to the problem with censorship. Who decides what is offensive? I think it is difficult to
think of a person that I would nominate to decide what I can and cannot see and hear. I have met many
people who support censorship, but I am still unable to find one that is willing to nominate the
politician or the bureaucrat to control what they can and cannot see, and I challenge members here
who are supporting censorship to name the person that they trust to filter their own information
consumption. Apparently the censors in this case will be a private body, which is a remarkable
innovation.
Another problem with censorship is that even if you really do trust a person or organisation to handle
censorship for you, you also have to trust that every future government that will have control of that
organisation will continue to use it in the manner that you intend in perpetuity. My colleague Tim
Quilty will be moving an amendment to remove this part of the bill entirely, in which case we will
support the bill. This will enable our state to have a public record of who supports censorship and who
does not. If that amendment fails, I will be moving two modest amendments to make the registration
cancellation process more just.
Firstly, I will be moving an amendment to install the right of appeal to a person who has a vehicle
deregistered under this legislation. This is simply a way of giving due process and justice to people
affected. Secondly, I will be moving an amendment to refund the remaining registration on a vehicle.
It seems only fair that if the government has taken money for car registration and then decides to take
that registration away it should refund the remaining amount. The Liberal Democrats will resist further
authoritarian controls on communication, and I condemn this bill.
The PRESIDENT: Mr Limbrick, I do not think the Liberal Democrats amendments were
circulated. You can do it now.
Mr LIMBRICK: I ask that the Liberal Democrats amendments be circulated now.
Liberal Democratic Party amendments circulated by Mr LIMBRICK pursuant to standing
orders.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (11:54): I rise today to speak on the Transport Legislation
Amendment Bill 2019. The bill sets out to amend the Transport Integration Act 2010 while making
other consequential amendments to other acts, ostensibly to modernise the objects, powers and
functions of transport bodies in Victoria. The bill also amends the Road Safety Act 1986 to provide
for the deregistration of vehicles with offensive slogans that are not removed as directed and the
deployment of vehicle immobilisation devices to promote public safety. At the outset I would suggest
that no amount of letterhead changes will solve the failures of the transport portfolio. No amount of
window-dressing will make a silk purse out of a sow’s ear with this transport department.
In this place I have raised numerous issues relating to transport department failures. Most notably the
issues I have covered have included cuts to the Transport Accident Commission (TAC) while the
state’s road toll escalates. The $2.7 billion raid on dividends over the next four years is totally
irresponsible. Road tolls have risen 55 per cent in Western Victoria Region—not good enough. The
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poor delivery of expensive road-building infrastructure has also concerned me. No sooner are roads
built or repaired than they disintegrate. The minister’s own electorate is one of the worst areas for
potholes, dangerous road edges and accident-prone crossings. There appears to be no guarantee to
these multimillion-dollar works and projects. My toaster has better consumer protection. The taxpayer
is always the poorer for this appallingly ineffective public expenditure.
I have also raised the failure of this government to match the $140 million offer from the federal
government for essential road projects in western Victoria. This government spent $1.4 billion to not
build a road. Who does that? Imagine what that could have funded. My calls for driver safety on the
Great Ocean Road have resulted in the Premier labelling me as ‘culturally inappropriate’. My message
to the Premier is: he can throw all the offensive names around that he likes, but the issue of
international drivers causing over 20 per cent of accidents where an ambulance is called will not go
away.
Wire rope barriers are of significant concern to many rural motorists and cyclists, let alone what they
do to wildlife. I have raised this issue on numerous occasions. Who is at the end of the money trail of
this questionable multimillion-dollar outlay on the font of saving lives? The government has failed to
reply to my question about the payouts to the Monash University research centre, which produces the
justification for these barriers that are now being removed in the UK. Maybe the Auditor-General will
get to the bottom of this expenditure stream.
Roadside vegetation, as we move into the fire season, is of significant concern. I worked with the
Moyne shire to enable droving on their local roads. A farmer from drought-stricken New South Wales
set out to save the lives of his breeding stock while assisting the shire to reduce the fuel burden on
roads. VicRoads, along with another government department, made life so difficult. The drover had
to pack up at a cost of $50 000 and return to New South Wales. VicRoads roadsides are an absolute
disgrace. The very good high-rainfall season—nothing to do with climate change, I note—has resulted
in fence-high, lush vegetation which will soon be a bushfire waiting to happen. And it did happen in
the St Patrick’s Day fires; roadside vegetation acted as a wick and burnt thousands of acres of farming
land, thousands of head of livestock and numerous houses. Lives were altered forever.
Roadsides should be safe places, not wildlife corridors or conservation zones. Who would have
thought it was a good idea to have a wildlife corridor on a roadside? Has no-one heard of roadkill?
Animals may be considered sentient beings by some in this place, but as yet they have not learned to
look right, then left, then right again. So guess what? They die excruciating deaths. What are the animal
activists saying about that? Not a word, if I have heard.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mrs McARTHUR: ‘Silent’, Mr Ondarchie says. Silence is golden. With regard to rail services, on
the Geelong line we have had a ridiculous situation where the trains do not ever run on time. They run
late all the time. In November 2017, when the Metro Trains Melbourne rail contract was renewed,
regional commuters were told that a stronger Metro contract would benefit regional passengers
through better management. But what have they delivered? In the 23 months since the new contract
was put in place, the Geelong line under Labor has not met Labor’s own punctuality standard in
21 months—that is a 91 per cent fail. They are not the only surprises that Labor have delivered to
Geelong commuters. In the last 12 months 2885 trains were late and 1335 were cancelled—that is
810 more late services and 951 more cancellations than occurred under the coalition over the same
months in the last year of the coalition government.
While we are on the issue of trains, I want to also mention Alstom rail works in Ballarat in my Western
Victoria Region. This train manufacturing firm has had an unbroken history for more than a century
in Ballarat.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
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HEALTH ASSET CLASSIFICATION
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:00): My question is to the Minister for Health.
Minister, the Department of Health and Human Services report 2018–19 highlights the asset class for
buildings whereby in 2018 buildings had an estimated useful life of five to 60 years and in 2019 that
use-by date has been now extended by 25 years to 85 years. Similarly plant, equipment and vehicles
had their use-by date in 2018 to be three to 10 years and in 2018–19 it has now been extended to
15 years. Following the serious consequences of the surgical washer disintegration at the Austin
Hospital—
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Can I call the house to order. It is just very hard for the minister and others to
hear the question.
Ms CROZIER: Do you want me to start again?
The PRESIDENT: If you do not mind.
Ms CROZIER: Okay. Minister, the Department of Health and Human Services annual report
2018–19 highlights the asset class for buildings whereby in 2018 buildings had an estimated useful
life of five to 60 years and in 2019 that use-by date has been now extended by 25 years to 85 years.
Similarly plant, equipment and vehicles have had their use-by date extended from three to 10 years
now to 15 years. Following the serious consequences of the surgical washer disintegration at the
Austin Hospital, which had reached its use-by date, and today Professor John Wilson, a senior
specialist clinician in Victoria, blaming a lack of funding and a health system under pressure, saying,
and I quote:
It is actually … very serious … and we believe is compromising the quality of patient care.

I ask: how can you justify such a reprehensible adjustment to suit your budget mismanagement and
one that will put Victorian lives at risk?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:02): Firstly, the premise of the member’s question is absolutely incorrect. The end-of-life asset
classification in the Department of Health and Human Services annual report does not apply to
hospitals but rather to other DHHS assets, including public housing and mental health facilities. Endof-life asset classifications for Victorian hospitals are reported in each health service’s annual report,
so you have got that wrong, firstly.
The other point that you have got wrong is the assertion that you made this morning and continue to
assert now in relation to the Alfred hospital, and I want to come to that in a moment. The CEO of the
Alfred hospital is quoted in the health service’s statement on their website, which you clearly have not
looked at. It says:
Alfred Health Chief Executive, Professor Andrew Way, has confirmed …

This is a quote directly from the statement:
Alfred Health Chief Executive, Professor Andrew Way, has confirmed that the buildings at The Alfred remain
safe for staff to work and for patients to receive care.

I know that Ms Crozier has gone out on her typical scaremongering campaign this morning, but it is
absolutely scurrilous of her to go out there and seek to scare patients or staff attending or working at
this health service.
Our government is proud of the fact that we have the biggest pipeline of hospital projects underway
in Victoria. We have committed $7 billion since we have been in office to our hospital projects, and
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in this year alone we are investing more in health infrastructure than the former coalition government
invested during their entire four-year term—more this year than in four years under the Liberals. What
did they do when they were in office? Less than $10 million went to the Alfred when Ms Crozier was
the Parliamentary Secretary for Health. Did she look after her local hospital in her electorate? No, they
got a paltry $10 million. In fact the building that is the subject of some of the media reports today—
the old Monash building—was in fact decommissioned in 2012. I am sure Mr Davis would remember
it well. It was decommissioned in 2012. Did Ms Crozier or Mr Davis take any action then? No, they
did not. Did they make any commitments last year? Did Ms Wooldridge make any commitments last
year? No, they did not. The point that I want to make is that— (Time expired)
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:05): Again the minister clearly dismisses this very
serious issue. Minister, how many hospitals across the state have been forced to close wards because
buildings are in disrepair?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:06): I do not have any advice that there is any building operating that is unsafe. We work to support
our health services to undertake the work that is needed. That is why we are building a brand-new
hospital for Footscray, the biggest ever building project in Victoria’s history. This is why we have got
projects underway as we speak right across the state—expanding the Royal Children’s Hospital,
Bendigo Hospital, Latrobe Regional Hospital, Wonthaggi and the list goes on and on. There are
projects going on as we speak across the state. We are making the investment that is necessary—
$7 billion committed so far. I understand the aspirations that the staff might have at the Alfred around
the redevelopment needs there, and I want to assure them that I understand their aspirations and I will
keep working with Alfred Health in terms of their future needs.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:07): I move:
That the minister’s answer be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
POLITICAL DONATIONS
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:07): My question is for the Minister for Local
Government. Minister, earlier this year you announced plans for reforms of political donations for
local government elections. In light of recent revelations from IBAC, including evidence of large
amounts of cash being delivered in bags to local councillors—really quite extraordinary, New South
Wales-like levels of alleged corruption—this seems like an even better idea than it did just a few
months ago. I ask the minister: can you explain to the house why those plans have now been thrown
away?
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:08): I would like to thank the member for her question. It is a good question, but
I did answer the question pretty comprehensively yesterday, and that is, yes, we went out in June for
consultation on further reforms. One of the six areas of reforms was donations and disclosure, and we
put those in the bill, but that disclosure and donation regime did not make the final cut of the bill,
because during the period when the bill was about to come into cabinet and to the Parliament we had
an announcement that IBAC was about to conduct public inquiries. They made public statements to
the effect that they would be looking at donations, developer contributions et cetera. So we made the
assessment that the best thing to do was to hold that particular part of the bill back and wait to see what
the findings and the recommendations from IBAC were going to be.
It would have been a folly to continue with that particular regime. It was a robust regime that we were
about to introduce. It capped donations at $1000 from councils. I will not go through the whole
reforms, because hopefully they will come back—and they will be back. But if we had passed the bill
with the donations and the disclosure reforms contained in it and then gone about disseminating
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information to the sector and educating the sector on the new reforms and then IBAC had made
recommendations to make the regime more stringent, then we would have had to go back and reamend
the bill. That would have meant we had to go back to the sector and say, ‘The bill that we presented
before and that we educated the sector on, forget all of that. We’ve now got another regime for you’.
That would have been pretty messy.
We have got council elections later next year, so we did not have the luxury of withholding the bill
and waiting for IBAC to make findings or recommendations and then subsequently introducing the
bill by incorporating the recommendations or findings of IBAC into the bill. We have got runs on the
board in terms of introducing a stringent campaign finance and disclosure regime in the state
government. It is one of the most robust regimes in the entire country. We have got the runs on the
board here, so I believe when we say trust us—that those reforms are coming—that the people of
Victoria will believe us.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:11): Minister, I am glad to hear you say that the
government remains somewhat committed to reform local government donations in future. However,
with all respect, having to wait until after IBAC seems like an excuse, given that we have known for
years about very serious concerns surrounding property developer donations and influence on
planning decisions. I ask the minister: if your office is unable to manage the complexity of developing
comprehensive donations reforms in the two months before Parliament resumes next year, can you at
least assure the people of Victoria that the government will introduce a ban on local government
donations from property developers and the gambling industry, like already exists in New South
Wales, prior to the 2020 local government elections?
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:11): I think I have explained why it would have been imprudent, it would have
been a folly, to proceed with donation reforms when we have got IBAC doing its business right now.
It will hand down recommendations and findings, I have no doubt, fairly soon. But in terms of banning
donations from particular classes of citizens, I think you will find that we may well fall foul of the
constitution in those circumstances. The constitution does not like outright bans. It is seen to be a
breach of the implied right of freedom of speech, and that has been tested in various jurisdictions
across the world. However, that does not necessarily mean that governments will not legislate to that
effect, because that needs to be tested in the courts. So I am not even ruling out outright bans, although
I think there might be a problem with the constitution. What I am saying to you, to the house and to
the people of Victoria is: wait for IBAC.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: BUSHFIRES
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:13): Over recent weeks we have watched the unprecedented bushfires in
New South Wales and Queensland devastate communities, taking lives and homes and destroying
crops and livestock. A record number of emergency warnings were issued in New South Wales earlier
this month as firefighters were battling more than 70 fires. Victoria has already sent a team of
experienced firefighters to New South Wales, and now we are responding to the New South Wales
government’s request to help farmers and their livestock affected by these fires.
We are sending a team of veterinarians and animal experts to assist with recovery efforts. Eight vets
and 10 animal health officers from Agriculture Victoria are on hand to support our northern
neighbours. Once fire authorities deem it safe enough to do so, these Victorians will be deployed with
New South Wales Department of Primary Industries staff to assist with livestock assessments. This is
challenging and confronting work, and I thank our people for their willingness to assist their colleagues
and farmers in New South Wales. One of our vets is Dr Elle Moyle, a young vet based in south-west
Victoria. Elle has been the district vet for AgVic for three years while also managing her own sheep
and beef enterprise. Elle has been deployed to various livestock emergencies throughout Victoria and
has also had personal experience as a livestock producer affected by bushfires.
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Of course, the fire season has already begun in Victoria too. There are currently 23 fires burning across
the state today. Active fires in Victoria are in the remote forest regions in the north-east and in East
Gippsland, covering around 28 000 hectares. And again AgVic staff are assisting, with many being
trained firefighters. There are 38 people who have been deployed to assist Forest Fire Management
Victoria and the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning as we tackle these blazes. In
total, AgVic has 76 staff based in regional offices across the state that are fully trained and can be
deployed as needed. AgVic personnel fill firefighter and aviation roles on top of being frontline
responders in the aftermath as the primary agency for animal welfare relief and recovery services for
pets and livestock. I want to take the opportunity to thank all these staff and their tireless work to
support Victorians and others in need.
The PRESIDENT: Before I call the next question, I just want to note that in the gallery we have
Mr John Vice, who is the editor of debates of the House of Lords at Westminster. We welcome him.
PUBLIC SECTOR EMPLOYMENT
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:15): My question is to the Leader of the
Government. Is the government planning to commence or announce any public sector redundancies
during the summer parliamentary recess?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:15): Not to my knowledge
on the specific nature of Mr Rich-Phillips’s question in relation to any announcements that may be
made about any adjustments or refinements to the Victorian public sector workforce. As you well
know, there are many circumstances by which movement in the workforce takes place—
Mr O’Donohue: A budget black hole, for example?
Mr JENNINGS: No, no. In fact there has been significant adjustment to the workforce—for
example, the transition to the national disability insurance scheme, which has seen a large-scale
transfer of service delivery, under the auspices of the NDIS, which will lead to large-scale readjustment
of the workforce that had previously worked in the Department of Health and Human Services. I give
that as an example of where there has been significant structural change in the nature of the workforce.
Some of those transfers may take place over the course of summer, but they are not going to be
announced, because they have already been predicted for a number of years. They have been locked
in the budget and locked in by national agreements that have been taking place. So there is the potential
perception for people in the community to believe that there may be some novelty or variation in
accordance with Mr Rich-Phillips’s question.
One of the things that I have been associated with in the last few months is the establishment of a jobs
and skills exchange within the Victorian public service in the spirit of transfers between public sector
agencies to enable a greater transfer of skills and opportunities to be dealt with in-house, within the
government, which will see lateral movement within public service agencies in terms of either demand
or budget capacity or program shifts. This morning we have been debating program shifts in relation
to machinery of government changes in relation to the Department of Transport. Those occur often
across the public service, and you need to have a flexible workforce to be able to make those shifts.
Could that be potentially perceived by any member of the community or any commentary from the
opposition to be adjustments in the workforce? Yes, they could be. Are they necessarily of the order
of magnitude that Mr Rich-Phillips is indicating in his question? No, they are not.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:18): I thank the minister for his answer.
Putting aside the structural changes that you referred to specifically in relation to the NDIS, are there
any other large-scale reductions in the headcount of the public sector that have been contemplated by
the government in framing the yet-to-be-released budget update?
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Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:18): Mr Rich-Phillips would
know that when the last budget was published there was a reference in relation to the consideration of
the workforce that was telegraphed in the budget paper. In fact both in the debate about the budget
paper and in the committee stage of the budget we contemplated what that consideration might be over
time. The consideration of the size of the public service and the adjustments that may be made over
the life of the forward estimates were discussed in the budget and are not inconsistent with what I have
just said to you. So there may be some adjustments in terms of meeting budget savings or expectations
of budget savings and there could be a slowing in relation to the rate of attrition and recruitment within
the public service; hence one of the reasons why we are having a jobs and skills exchange to make
sure we maximise the effectiveness of our existing workforce.
DUCK HUNTING
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:19): My question is for the Minister for Agriculture. The
weekend before last, city-based Labor MP Lizzie Blandthorn endorsed a duck hunting ban at the Labor
state conference. The conference upheld the call for a review of duck hunting policy. If it walks like a
hunting ban and quacks like a hunting ban, then it is probably a hunting ban. Ms Blandthorn represents
Pascoe Vale, an urban Melbourne electorate. It is difficult to see how duck hunting could be a problem
in her area. Despite that, Ms Blandthorn claims that it is time to end this practice once and for all. I
cannot help but wonder how many ducks are shot in Pascoe Vale that could make this a pressing issue
for the member. I wonder out loud because this appears to be yet another example of inner-city
politicians policing what happens in the regions. Duck hunting does not happen in suburbia, and it is
not an issue for suburbanites. I doubt that any duck hunting is taking place in Pascoe Vale. I implore
Ms Blandthorn and the minister: is the Labor government reviewing its duck hunting policy? And,
Minister, please do not duck the question.
The PRESIDENT: Mr Quilty, in your haste, I am not too sure if the minister actually got the
question. Would you mind repeating the question, please—not the whole preamble, just the question.
Mr QUILTY: Is the Victorian Labor government reviewing its duck hunting policy? And,
Minister, please do not duck the question.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:21): I thank Mr Quilty for his question. Many of us on this side attended
the conference. I did not see you there, Mr Quilty, which is probably why you have actually got your
facts wrong. Ms Blandthorn’s resolution did not call for a ban on duck hunting at all; it called for a
review. I am considering how as minister I can respond to that resolution that was passed, but it is not
in relation to banning duck hunting. I will be receiving advice very soon from the Game Management
Authority in relation to the next season.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:22): Thank you, Minister. We are aware that the minister
has previously addressed the conference results. The Weekly Times reports the minister as saying that
the government’s policy on duck hunting has not yet changed. She went on to say that laws are in
place to ensure the sustainability of the activity. We heard the same thing from the minister regarding
the native timber industry on 7 October. She told timber workers that careful management of
Victoria’s state forests can support a sustainable supply of resources. She told timber workers they
would have a future. Only a month later she has now informed us that Labor will destroy all Victorian
native timber jobs by 2030. Victorian duck hunters cannot trust that Labor will put the rights of duck
hunters ahead of the sentiments of inner-city greenies. When the minister says duck hunting is
‘sustainable’, does she mean sustainable in the way our native timber industry was sustainable?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:22): Mr Quilty, you are misquoting me now. You have misquoted another
member of Parliament, and now you are misquoting me. But in relation to the sustainability of duck
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populations, it is something that I take advice on before the season is announced. During the season
there is constant surveying of birds to make sure that there is a sustainable population to support duck
hunting.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: VICTORIAN SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSIONER
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:23): I rise to update the house about the recent decision by the Andrews Labor
government to reappoint Judy O’Connell to a new term as Victoria’s small business commissioner. In
her role as small business commissioner Ms O’Connell has helped thousands of Victorian small
businesses through a well-utilised dispute resolution scheme. Ms O’Connell has created engagement
guidelines for infrastructure projects impacting small business and developed a mental health plan to
help small business owners maintain their wellbeing. Ms O’Connell has also launched the Small
Business Friendly Council program, which commits local councils to actions that will create a
supportive environment for local small businesses.
TAFE ENROLMENTS
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:24): My question is to the Minister for Training
and Skills. Minister, you recently informed TAFEs that you will be reducing the percentage of
eligibility exemption students that may enrol from 20 per cent of students to 10 per cent of students.
Minister, what is your estimate of how many students will be affected by this change next year?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:24): I do thank the member for her question. The fact of the matter is that this
government is very much about ensuring that those that are most in need of training have access to
that training, and the targeted funding that we have for 2020 is to meet the most in need. The current
20 per cent eligibility will be reduced to 10 per cent. We will give priority to those that are in specific
cohorts, like we have in the past. Priority will be given to retrenched workers, automotive supply chain
workers, Jobs Victoria Employment Network clients and people who have been unemployed for a
long period of time or have not been in study.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:25): I thank the minister for that background but
note that she did not get to the question, which was the estimate of students. Perhaps the President
might consider that for reinstating. Minister, my supplementary is: many of the students who do claim
eligibility exemptions are women returning to the workforce after having children; why are you
reducing the capacity of this key group, who wish to return to work, to be able to undertake the
qualifications to do so?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:25): They will not be prevented. The fact of the matter is that we have honed the
priority list. They will still be able to apply.
GAMBLING HARM
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:26): My question is for the Minister for Health and
relates to gambling harm. I refer the minister to the Victorian Public Health and Wellbeing Plan
2019–2023. In Victoria the Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008 imposes a responsibility on state
and local governments to plan for, protect and improve health and wellbeing, which is reflected in that
health and wellbeing plan. Except for the cursory and only mention under ‘Improving mental
wellbeing’, gambling harm is not considered in the plan, despite the Victorian Responsible Gambling
Foundation estimating that gambling accounts for 22 per cent of Victorian mental health sector costs.
My question for the minister is: what is the actual cost of gambling harm to the Victorian health system
in terms of both lives and dollars?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:27): I thank the member for her question. Obviously the issue of gambling and gambling harm
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does sit with the minister who is responsible for the gambling industry. In terms of a specific
quantification around direct links to the health system, I will seek some advice as to whether that has
been able to be quantified. I imagine that may be something that may be very difficult to quantify, but
I will seek some advice as to whether that has been undertaken.
What I would say also is that the public health and wellbeing plan is something that is developed every
four years under a statutory requirement. We did release the latest plan early this year. The 10 priority
areas that were identified in that plan related to key areas where preventative action can actually reduce
and prevent health harm to Victorians. We have identified those key areas, and they are tackling
climate change and its impact on health, reducing injury, preventing all forms of violence, increasing
healthy eating, decreasing the risk of drug-resistant infections in the community, improving mental
wellbeing, increasing active living, improving sexual and reproductive health, reducing harmful
alcohol and drug use, and reducing tobacco-related harm. As part of those 10 areas there were four
areas that were regarded as priority areas, and they related to issues such as smoking, active living,
increasing healthy eating and also the climate change one. They were the four of the 10 that were
identified as the priority areas.
As part of improving mental wellbeing, that would of course touch upon things such as gambling, but
it is a broad umbrella, I guess, in terms of how we improve people’s mental wellbeing. I think it is
very timely that you are asking me this question today, as we have just received the interim report of
the mental health royal commission. The government is now considering that report, and I want to
take this opportunity to thank Minister Foley for the work that he has done in this area.
We know that we have a lot of issues that we need to address in terms of service delivery in mental
health. There are Victorians slipping through the cracks now, and it is costing lives. This is why the
Premier has made it very clear that we will work to deliver the recommendations of that report, and of
course we look forward to receiving the final report of the royal commission next year.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:30): I thank you for your response, Minister. The
Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation also estimates that people seeking treatment for mental
ill health are eight times more likely to be experiencing high levels of gambling harm. That information
is absolutely out there, and you mentioned that mental wellbeing is one of the target areas, so I am still
curious as to why gambling harm would not be included in the Victorian public health and wellbeing
plan.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:30): Thank you for that further question, Ms Patten. As I have explained, the 10 key areas that
have been identified include mental health and wellbeing. It is an important area that we know touches
upon so many lives, and this is why as a government we have commissioned this really important
royal commission to guide our way forward here. I am not seeking in any way to suggest that gambling
does not cause harm in the community—I absolutely acknowledge that, and that is why there are a
range of harm reduction, minimisation and support services that exist and that sit under Minister
Kairouz’s portfolio—but I am happy to provide some further advice around those types of supports
and programs to the member. I will seek some advice from Minister Kairouz about that and the issue
that you touched upon in your substantive question. This plan has been developed through extensive
consultation with health prevention agencies to really drill down to the 10 areas where we can put in
some concerted effort to reduce poor health outcomes for Victorians, and this is why we are going to
focus on mental health as one of those 10 areas.
The PRESIDENT: Before I call the next ministers statement, can I note that in the gallery is Jon
Breukel—librarian, manager, guru—who has been in Parliament for a long time and is going on leave
soon and might not come back in that capacity. So we acknowledge Jon.
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MINISTERS STATEMENTS: COMMUNITY ROAD SAFETY GRANTS
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:32): I would like to inform the house of some wonderful work
that is being achieved through the VicRoads community road safety grants program, which provides
$1.3 million in funding to empower communities to prevent and reduce the number of lives lost and
the incidence of serious injury on Victoria’s roads.
Over 50 organisations have received funding under this scheme, and last night I had the great pleasure
of meeting one of those recipients, Nirajan Gauli, the president of Australia Nepal Public Link, a notfor-profit organisation that has been working with the Nepali community here in Victoria since 2014.
In the most recent funding round his organisation received a grant of almost $10 000 to develop and
deliver pedestrian safety for our Nepali community in Victoria. Mr Gauli and his team used the
funding to create a comprehensive information package and to deliver safety sessions in different
locations across Victorian to more than 300 Nepalese-Australian community members.
Furthermore, Mr Gauli’s organisation has helped to facilitate the participation of 40 people in the
VicRoads road safety for new arrivals program, which supports newly arrived migrants and people
from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds over the age of 21 to increase their road safety
knowledge, awareness and skills. This program comprises five core sessions, each designed for
delivery over a 2-hour period, and professional driving lessons for participants funded by the Transport
Accident Commission.
I would like to take the opportunity to thank Mr Gauli and the numerous other organisations who,
through the VicRoads community grants program, make Victoria’s roads safer. I would also like to
thank the member for Sydenham, Natalie Hutchins, for providing the opportunity for me to meet a
number of Nepali community leaders and specifically to learn some more about the impact of this
important program for members of that community.
ROYAL COMMISSION INTO THE MANAGEMENT OF POLICE INFORMANTS
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:34): My question is to the Leader of the Government,
Minister Jennings. Minister, I refer you to revelations resulting from the Royal Commission into the
Management of Police Informants that there possibly are more lawyers that have been acting as police
informants, in addition to Nicola Gobbo. Minister, have you been personally advised by Victoria
Police or any other department, body or agency of how many other lawyers, other than Ms Gobbo,
have been identified as having been police informants?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:35): I thank Mr O’Donohue
for asking me a question that I am able to answer categorically: no.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:35): Thank you for that answer, Minister. Can you also
answer: are you aware of any criminal convictions that have been placed in doubt, other than those
relating to the informing of Ms Gobbo, as a result of others acting as police informants?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:35): No.
DUCK HUNTING
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (12:35): My question is for the Minister for Agriculture. The
Bureau of Meteorology summer outlook has come in today showing that summer is expected to have
above-average temperatures and that dry conditions are expected to remain for drought-affected areas
in the east. The country is parched, water is low and fires are burning. Some say this is the worst
drought in living memory, and this outlook suggests that it is not improving any time soon. As a result,
native waterbird numbers have crashed by over 90 per cent and very little to no breeding of ducks has
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been discovered. If a duck shooting season proceeds, even at a much-reduced capacity, it will put our
native waterbirds at risk of being shot to extinction. The majority of Victorians, including country
residents, oppose duck shooting, want the environment protected and are feeling anxious. When will
the minister be announcing whether a duck shooting season will take place in 2020?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:36): I thank Mr Meddick for his question. Obviously there are very
divergent views on duck hunting in the community and definitely in this chamber. I guess carrying on
from my answer to Mr Quilty, there are arrangements for annual duck hunting seasons in regulations,
but they can and have changed in response to environmental conditions.
Each year, game duck populations and environmental conditions are monitored, information is made
available to the public and input from key stakeholders is sought. Each year the Game Management
Authority (GMA) assesses rainfall data, wetland conditions, waterfowl abundance and distribution,
harvest data and whether hunting activities could impact on the conservation and sustainability of
waterfowl populations. Given that ducks move around, the conditions across eastern Australia are
considered. In relation to timing, key stakeholders are being consulted now and advice is given to
government on any modifications that may be necessary to ensure the sustainability of game duck
populations. That will come to me in due course from the GMA, and they will provide a
recommendation to me and Minister D’Ambrosio in relation to the next season early next year.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: PHILLIP ISLAND URGENT CARE CENTRE
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:38): Last Friday I was honoured to join with the local member for Bass, Jordan Crugnale, to cut
the ribbon on Phillip Island’s new urgent care centre, part of this government’s $7 billion pipeline of
health infrastructure projects across Victoria, delivering the largest health build program in Victorian
history. I am proud that this $11.36 million investment was the first election commitment delivered in
my portfolio, consisting of $3.3 million in capital upgrades and $8 million in ongoing operational
funds. Our commitment prior to the election was in time for the peak Christmas period last year, giving
locals and holiday-makers alike access to a free 24-hour service centrally located on Phillip Island,
and we delivered.
On 21 December we opened a minor injury and illness clinic, which has allowed 10 000 people to
receive first-class care at any hour of the day or night free of charge. On 31 October we opened the
new urgent care centre, which includes a patient triage area, four treatment bays, including an isolation
room, and full resuscitation care, as well as a new staff area. In its first three weeks of operation there
have already been 812 presentations. During that visit I was also honoured to present a certificate to
local hero Amanda Drennan, who swam 66 kilometres in a shark cage eight years ago to raise more
than $62 000 for the centre.
I am pleased to say that this is just the start. As part of our $7 billion infrastructure pipeline, our
government has also committed $675 million to build 10 new community hospitals in our growth
areas, including on Phillip Island. This hospital will be completed by 2024. Local member Jordan
Crugnale is leading the community consultation committee, and I thank her for her tireless advocacy
on behalf of the Phillip Island community.
Because I do have the last word, I do want to take this opportunity to thank the staff and you, President,
and everyone who supports us throughout the year. I wish everyone a merry Christmas and a safe
holiday season.
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:40): Minister Mikakos offered to get some extra information for Ms Patten
on her question. I also ask Minister Mikakos if she could supply a written response to Ms Crozier for
her supplementary question in line with the time lines of the standing orders. Also I ask Minister
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Tierney if she could supply a written response, in line with the standing order time lines, to
Ms Wooldridge’s substantive question.
Ms Wooldridge: On a point of order, President, in previous questions that have required a written
response from Minister Tierney, the minister has, in contravention of the standing orders, waited until
the next sitting day to return that response rather than just one day. Given that the next sitting day is
not until February, could I ask you to perhaps remind all ministers that they have an obligation to
conform with the standing orders in response to those questions.
The PRESIDENT: I uphold Ms Wooldridge’s point of order.
Ms Crozier: On a point of order, President, in relation to a similar issue—not in terms of questions
without notice—with questions in committee where responses have been requested of ministers to be
provided to members but have not yet been supplied, despite emails and discussions, I am wondering
whether you can also reaffirm to ministers that they should be supplied to members when requested.
The PRESIDENT: Under standing orders that is not necessarily my responsibility, but I am sure
that the ministers at their desks will take note of what you just said.
Constituency questions
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:42): My constituency question is to the minister for
transport. In the lead-up to last year’s state election the member for Werribee, Mr Pallas, and the then
candidate for Tarneit, Ms Sarah Connolly, put their names to a brochure which was distributed widely
throughout their respective electorates. In the brochure Mr Pallas and Ms Connolly promised a reelected Andrews government would:
… build 1,600 new and upgraded car parks in Melbourne’s west, including:
500 spaces at Tarneit Station
300+ spaces at Wyndham Vale Station
100+ spaces at Werribee station

The brochure concluded by promising, and I quote again:
… new lighting and CCTV to make the stations safer.

The people of the Werribee and Tarneit electorates are still waiting, more than a year after the election.
Minister, how much longer do they have to wait for these promises from the Andrews government to
be kept?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (12:43): My constituency question is directed to the
Minister for Racing, Minister for Jobs, Innovation and Trade and Minister for Tourism, Sport and
Major Events, the Honourable Martin Pakula. My question to the minister relates to his portfolio
responsibilities of tourism, sport and major events. The ICC T20 World Cup is almost here. The
Australian women’s cricket team will take on all comers at the ICC T20 World Cup, and Victorians
are ready to support our best players. A sellout crowd for the final, to be played at 7.00 pm on
International Women’s Day, could make history, with the highest attendance for a women’s sporting
event standing at 90 185, achieved at the 1999 soccer World Cup final between the US and China in
California. My question to the minister is: can the minister advise what special measures are being
taken to ensure that this marquee event is communicated to the people of Western Metropolitan Region
and Victoria in general?
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WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:44): My constituency question is for the AttorneyGeneral in the other place. What plans are there to ensure that there are adequate numbers of justices
of the peace? I have had two local JPs contact me, Mr Ken Betts and Mr Ange Kenos, because there
are not enough active JPs to meet the needs of my community. The justice department reported that in
2012 there were 5000 JPs across the whole of Victoria. In 2019 this is down to 3000. Unfortunately
many of the JPs who appear on the list are unavailable or inactive. Local and available JPs are
necessary for my community, and they would like to know how the shortfall is going to be addressed
as obviously this helps with police resource if people are not turning up to police stations to get
documents signed.
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:45): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Higher Education and Minister for Training and Skills, the minister at the table, and it relates to a
similar matter as raised by Ms Bath. The government in its voracious appetite for money to cover its
enormous budget deficit is selling public land at a rapid rate to try to make up for its huge cost
blowouts, its significant deficit, its mismanagement of major projects and its ballooning costs, which
it simply cannot control. One of the pieces of public land that is proposed to be sold is the Wodonga
TAFE site at Newborough. Presumably the minister has approved this sale to take place. The question
I have is: will the minister put a hold on this sale until the proposal for a mental health wellness centre
for veterans and others can be explored? There has been work undertaken by the Moe RSL and a
councillor at Latrobe City Council, and Minister Chester has also been briefed on this. It is a significant
project, and I ask the minister to put a hold on this sale.
SOUTH EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:47): My question is for the Minister for Water
in the other place. Water is a precious resource; many across our nation are struggling without it, and
many industries rely on it. South-east Melbourne’s food and fibre industry employs over 7000 workers
and will increasingly depend on alternative water sources, including recycled water. Currently southeast Melbourne does not have a recycled water scheme sufficient for supporting the farms in the area.
Plants such as the Eastern Treatment Plant produce high-quality recycled water sufficient for
agricultural use; however, the lack of infrastructure prevents the water reaching the land where it is
needed most. My question for the minister is: what is being done to increase agricultural access to
recycled water in my area?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:47): My question is for the Minister for Education. During
the last sitting week, I spoke about the current issues surrounding early childhood education and care
in Wycheproof, including the shortage of early childhood educators throughout the Buloke shire,
which has been compounded by the introduction of 15-hour kindergarten from next year in the shire.
I also spoke about the need for a grant because of the condition of the current early childhood facility
in Wycheproof, which is over 50 years old and no longer meets the needs of local children and
families. Since I last spoke the community has unfortunately been advised that they will not receive
funding to upgrade their facility. Every Victorian child deserves equal access to quality education
programs at appropriate facilities no matter where they live, and every working mother deserves access
to child care no matter what postcode she lives in. So parents in Wycheproof will not take this lying
down. I ask the minister to review his decision and provide a grant to build the new facility and also
to assist with the recruitment of additional educators to secure the provision of child care in this country
community.
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NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:49): My question on behalf of a constituent is to the
Treasurer. In September the Minister for Education announced that teachers will be offered incentives
of up to $50 000 to relocate to regional schools, including I assume to any school in the Northern
Victoria electorate. I ask the Treasurer to clarify if similar incentives will also be made available to
workers in other sectors—and if so, which sectors—who may be interested in relocating specifically
to Northern Victoria Region, given the widespread difficulty across many fields of attracting
employees to our electorate. If that will not be the case, can he please explain why it has been decided
that it will only be to the education sector that these relocation incentives will be made available.
Can I also just say an enormous thank you to all the staff who have particularly supported us newies
to Parliament this year, and I wish everybody a very merry, safe and happy Christmas.
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:50): My constituency question is for the Minister for Roads.
Will the minister listen to and respect the Rutherglen community on trucks passing through their home
town and ditch the Scott Street route? I was visited last week by a Rutherglen resident who shared his
views on trucks passing through his home town. Regional Roads Victoria (RRV) is proposing to divert
trucks from Main Street and instead send them along a narrow residential street, Scott Street. This is a
route which would have B-double trucks passing young children, elderly residents and a park which
regularly hosts sporting events. He suggested a route along the 100-kilometre-an-hour zoned Up River
Road, which passes several kilometres away from the town. There was a public meeting in Rutherglen
last Friday night showing a wide diversity of views. There appears to be no consensus on whether
trucks should pass through Rutherglen or not, but there was a clear condemnation of the RRV option
of using Scott Street. This was not an option previously put to residents. It is clearly a terrible solution,
and it has been suggested that RRV have put this up as something they know will not be accepted so
that they do not actually have to do anything.
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:51): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services and concerns the utilisation of traditional Indigenous burning practices
for the upcoming fire season. Last week it was an honour to meet with the Gunditjmara traditional
owners at the Budj Bim Cultural Landscape and learn about its rich cultural history. From at least
6600 years ago the Gunditjmara people built an elaborate aquaculture system, which is now inscribed
in the UNESCO World Heritage List. But I was particularly interested to hear about the traditional
burning practice utilised by Australia’s First People for over 50 000 years. This cool and quick, lowintensity fire protects country. It should be adopted in all public land management systems to prevent
intense fires. My question for the minister is: why has the state failed to commit to implementing a
long-term strategy to prescribe burning, when traditional Indigenous burning practices can be utilised
for land management?
SOUTH EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:52): My constituency question is to the
Minister for Transport Infrastructure. It relates to the Level Crossing Removal Project in the vicinity
of 640 Nepean Highway, Carrum. I have received representations from residents in that vicinity
regarding the way that project is to progress and the undertakings that have been given. During the
public consultation process, residents were given an undertaking that there would be privacy screens
as part of that project to protect the privacy of adjoining properties. They have now been told by the
Level Crossings Removal Authority that those privacy screens are out of scope and will not be
provided. So I ask the Minister for Transport Infrastructure to ensure that those promised privacy
screens are provided as part of this project.
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SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:53): My constituency question is for the Premier.
Alfred Health’s Caulfield Hospital has been in existence for over 100 years and provides a statewide
role in rehabilitation services. The rehabilitation services, through the dedicated team of clinicians and
staff, deal with some of the most complex of patient rehabilitative requirements. The site includes a
state-of-the-art acquired brain injury rehabilitation centre and caters for neurological and spinal
rehabilitation. In addition, Caulfield Hospital provides valuable local community services for general
rehabilitation, aged care and aged mental health. The issue I have is around a potential private school
going onto the site. So the question I ask the Premier is: what discussions has the Premier or his office
had about selling off the Caulfield Hospital site to make way for a private school?
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:54): My question is for the
Minister for Transport Infrastructure, and it relates to the schedule of documents released in the call
for documents motion back in February. Finally—finally—at the end of November we had those
documents provided. What the community has been shocked to discover is that there are massive
blackouts. Most famously there is this level crossing business case—284 pages, almost every one
blacked out. It is just a circus. It is shocking. My request is for the Minister for Transport Infrastructure
to look at these matters herself and release many of these documents, including the project options for
Toorak Road. Executive privilege is claimed over that. I mean, this is nuts. The rail options appraisal
summary—executive privilege has claimed it. This is nuts. Then there is the briefing to the Minister
for Transport Infrastructure. Can she release that document?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:55): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Planning. On 6 March this year I questioned the government about homelessness and what was being
done to reduce the number of homeless people in my electorate of Western Victoria Region. In my
constituency alone there are 2055 homeless people at least. These people are not only insecure in terms
of housing but statistically they are more likely to engage in substance abuse, less likely to be
employed and less likely to have access to reliable health services. I have since spoken about the factors
which contribute to homelessness, such as housing affordability and availability. The homelessness
crisis in Western Victoria is equally a social, economic and justice issue. My question is: can the
minister provide any insight into what steps the Andrews government has taken since March in order
to physically reduce the number of homeless individuals and families in my electorate of Western
Victoria?
Sitting suspended 12.56 pm until 2.04 pm.
Bills
TRANSPORT LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (14:04): From where we were I will resume. I was talking
about Alstom, and this bill particularly concerns me. For too long the Ballarat rail factory has been a
political football. Workers feel like the Labor government only turns up at election time promising a
short-term fix to buy votes, not giving any real long-term support for Victorian manufacturing jobs.
The workers and management at Alstom do not care at all what the department is called; they just need
a decision to invest and they need it soon. The Premier cannot hide behind the agencies involved, so
it is him that we are asking yet again: when will you do the right thing and when will you put your
money where your mouth is and support the workers in Ballarat?
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I referred before to the situation on the Geelong rail line, but I have got some more bad news for
everyone: I am going to talk about the Warrnambool line. We need to do a comparison here because
in the 12 months to November 2014—that is December 2013 to November 2014 inclusive—the
coalition delivered a Warrnambool line performing at an average monthly punctuality of 83.7 per cent
to Warrnambool commuters. In the 12 months prior to Labor signing the new contract with Metro the
average punctuality for the Warrnambool line plummeted to 55.8 per cent, a massive 27.9 percentage
point fail. In November 2017, when the Metro rail contract was renewed, regional commuters were
told that a stronger Metro contract would benefit regional passengers through better management of
and more maintenance funding for shared tracks and through tougher Metro performance targets.
Well, what has Labor delivered since? In the 23 months since the new contract was put in place the
Warrnambool line under Labor has not met Labor’s own punctuality standard for 21 months—that is
a 95 per cent fail. But that is not all of the surprises that Labor have delivered to Warrnambool
commuters. In the last 12 months 397 trains were late and 98 were cancelled. That is 103 more late
services and 79 more cancellations than under the coalition over the same months in the last year of
the coalition government.
There is another major issue in relation to rail transport, and this is particularly in relation to rail freight.
It concerns the Murray Basin rail project. We had that expenditure of $1.3 billion not to build a road—
that is what the government wasted on that. We have got new material supposedly in this project, but
we are also using 100-year-old antiques to build it. We have serious problems with the Murray Basin
rail project. This $440 million project is essential to the rail freight system of western and northern
Victoria, and Ms Bath has touched on that. The scheme received 50 per cent federal funding but was
managed by the state government—a big mistake; the feds should have worked that out—who
announced it as a critical project for regional Victoria when they commenced construction in 2016.
This project is essential to improving the prosperity and productivity of the agriculture and transport
sectors of this rural Victorian food bowl and agribusiness area. Only with enabling infrastructure
investment in rural and regional Victoria will businesses, including small and family businesses, be
able to gain competitive access to the state, national and global economies.
The botched management of the Murray Basin rail project by the Andrews government is a total
disgrace and further evidence of the government’s inability to manage major projects on time or on
budget. We would have thought that federal taxpayers—that is of course all of us, because we are all
federal taxpayers—would be feeling very poor when the federal government just hands over money
to the state to complete these projects and lives in hope that they can manage them. Well, it does not
happen.
We have got a situation with this project where the upgraded so-called broad gauge and dilapidated
narrow standard gauge lines are running at worse speeds than when the project started. The Rail
Freight Alliance said that trains were averaging 36 kilometres an hour on the so-called upgraded
Mildura line, which is rated at 80 kilometres an hour for most of its distance. Glenn Milne from the
Rail Freight Alliance said that rail freight operators and users believed the capacity of the lines had
actually declined since the project began, with slower line speeds. What a disgrace. Some horticultural
produce going to Melbourne took 17 hours and 25 minutes due to speed restrictions. The recently
upgraded Maryborough to Ararat line restricts all grain trains to 40 kilometres an hour, and down to
25 kilometres an hour once the temperature hits 36 degrees Celsius. I think they will have to bring
back Cobb & Co soon, because clearly this is not working. V/Line is restricting freight trains to
25 kilometres an hour on the Murrayville branch line at normal temperatures and shutting down the
track once the temperature hits 33 degrees. It really is a complete shambles.
There is another issue relating to this legislation—and that is in relation to the code of ethics talked
about in part 3, which provides bureaucrats with the ability to cancel the registration of a motor vehicle
if an advertisement on a motor vehicle is in breach of the advertising code as determined by the code
of ethics of the Australian Association of National Advertisers. This code of ethics is tailored towards
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advertisements but will now be applied to simple slogans. Clause 2.1 of the code precludes advertising
which vilifies people based on political belief.
Two weeks ago a Victorian sawmill owner was forced to take down a sign which vilified the Premier,
calling him, among other names, the ‘job terminator of Victoria’, after he announced he would destroy
the vital native timber logging industry, which employs countless timber workers and business owners.
While some might consider this labelling somewhat accurate, there was other language which was
distasteful and should rightly be denounced. But should Victorians not be allowed to criticise their
Premier with slogans on their vehicles? If a Victorian were to have a slogan written on their vehicle
that called the Premier out for being a socialist, should they have their vehicle registration revoked?
This seems rather problematic and a perfect case of government overreach.
Furthermore, the bill notes that motor vehicle owners are beholden to the code of ethics enforced from
time to time, not the act. The Australian Association of National Advertisers is a peak industry body
and hypothetically could change its code of ethics at will. I do not believe that drivers should be
beholden to a peak industry body that does not represent them. I wonder whether Victoria being the
Education State is political propaganda and perhaps should be removed. The coalition is supporting
the bill and we are supporting Mr Barton’s amendments. We are pleased to be doing that. Clearly he
has been advocating for the touting issue to be dealt with, and the government is doing so, so we are
happy to support those amendments.
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (14:13): I rise to speak on the Transport Legislation Amendment
Bill 2019. Normally we say that it gives us pleasure to speak on a bill. It does not give me pleasure to
speak on this bill because of the state of transport infrastructure within my electorate. I am pleased to
be able to highlight that, but it is a very depressing subject when you talk about the state of transport
in northern Victoria.
Let me first start with Shepparton and the Shepparton rail line. The government and the member for
Shepparton keep spruiking that they are upgrading the line and that they are going to deliver nine
services a day by 2021. They say that everything is wonderful and that this government is giving us
so much. That was until somebody happened to leak the cabinet-in-confidence business case to me
during this year. Page 9 of that business case shows that the minister and the member for Shepparton
have been completely misleading the Shepparton community. There is no possible way that they can
deliver nine additional services for the funding they have allocated. This business case calls for the
funding that has already been committed to be released so they can start on the project. But on page 9
it states quite clearly that a further $282.5 million in funding is needed in order to deliver nine services
a day. That is a huge black hole in this budget, and the minister and the member for Shepparton are
completely misleading our community while they think they can deliver nine services a day on the
budget that has been allocated so far.
The paper talks about the budget that has been allocated and the money from that that is currently kept
in contingency and calls for it to be released. Then it says:
… approval of additional funding in the order of $282.5 million is required to support delivery of an expanded
and refined package of works, including additional infrastructure to support an additional four rail services
per weekday between Melbourne and Shepparton, increasing the daily return weekday services to nine.

Clearly there is a huge black hole. In the meantime, my constituents in Shepparton continue to suffer
on substandard services that run between Shepparton and Melbourne. Just this week I raised the
condition of the curtains in some of the carriages. The picture I saw was quite amusing. One lady had
gone to pull the curtains across because there was bright sunshine coming into her eyes, and the
curtains were completely shredded. She went right along the carriage and every set of curtains was
completely shredded. They did nothing to stop the stream of very bright sunlight coming into the
carriage.
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But this is not the only complaint we get about the carriages. Cleanliness is a constant complaint we
get. Of course in the summer we always have carriages without air conditioning despite temperatures
in our part of the world, in the Goulburn Valley, reaching in excess of 40 degrees on many days during
the summer. Also there are really revolting stories of toilets overflowing and effluent running down
the floor of the carriage. I think that is the most revolting one I have heard. The service is well below
standard. We continually get complaints about the trains between Shepparton and Melbourne.
We also get complaints about the fact that half the time there are no trains; there are actually just
replacement buses with no notice. Many people when they are travelling such distances and for such
long periods on the train need to have a buffet car for various reasons, and some of them are health
reasons. If you are a diabetic, you need to eat regularly. They need not only to have access to a buffet
car but also just to be able to eat and drink, even if they have taken their own snacks. Of course when
it is a replacement bus, you are not permitted to eat or drink on a bus, no matter what your
circumstances are. I have had diabetics complain to me about that. Also some of our services leave
very early—just after 5.00 am—and people rely on getting to the train station and then perhaps having
something to eat for breakfast on the train, and if that is not available, it really is a disadvantage to
those passengers.
The Shepparton rail services are a joke, and the minister treats Shepparton with disdain. She keeps
saying what a wonderful job she is doing, but the people of Shepparton know that the reality is quite
different. Not only is the Shepparton rail line a joke, but also the Albury-Wodonga line, the north-east
line, is a joke. In November 2010 when the coalition inherited the north-east line from the previous
government it was non-operational, but by November 2014 when we handed it back to this current
government the north-east line was actually operating at 97.1 per cent punctuality. That was a very
good result for those people, but after three short years under Labor, in November 2017 punctuality
actually dived to 81.2 per cent. That was an absolute freefall—16 percentage points dropped.
Just when you think it cannot get worse, guess what? Daniel Andrews and Labor have another surprise.
Last month on the Albury line commuters were treated to punctuality of 31 per cent, the lowest
recorded since Labor was elected in November 2014—a further fall of 50.2 per cent percentage points
on the November 2017 figure and a shocking 66 per cent dive relative to the coalition government in
November 2014. Passenger rail is an absolute joke, but also—and Mrs McArthur has just spoken on
this—the Murray Darling Basin rail, which is on the other side of my electorate, is also an absolute
joke. The $440 million project—five stages—has been completely mismanaged by this current
minister. Stage 1 was completed and part of stage 2, but even some of the works that were done on
those completed bits are not adequate. There are problems with the ballast and the sleepers, and some
rails that are over 100 years old have been re-laid. As Mrs McArthur said, the speeds on some of this
section of the Murray Darling Basin rail are below 50 kilometres per hour. It is just not acceptable.
The standardisation of the rail between Manangatang and Sea Lake has been completely put on hold,
and at the moment it is more economical for the farmers to transport their grain via road. The federal
government when they gave the money for this project to the state expected it to deliver a much better
result for my constituents in north-west Victoria, but handing over money to an inept government that
cannot manage projects has proved to be a great disappointment not only to the federal government
but particularly to the farmers in the north-west of the state who are relying on this project.
The Shepparton bypass is another project that this government is ignoring. Shepparton has been
advocating for a bypass for over 20 years. The federal government has put $208 million on the table
to build the Shepparton bypass, but the state cannot even complete the business case. They are saying
it takes three years to produce a business case for a project that is almost 20 years in the making. The
state have not put this on the priority list of projects for the state, and it is appalling. We need to get
the B-doubles out of the main streets of Shepparton, and at that moment High Street in Shepparton is
a disaster with the B-doubles coming through there. We know we are not going to get a whole bypass
from the south of Shepparton to the north of Shepparton, but the Shepparton community have broken
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that into stages and said, ‘At least please give us stage 1’, which is a link from the Echuca Road in
Mooroopna across to Wanganui Road, which would give us a second river crossing in Shepparton.
That is vital to our community, as the river crossing on the causeway is often closed if there is an
accident on the causeway. It not only gives us the opportunity of diverting north some of the traffic
that is coming from the west but it also gives us an opportunity for an east–west alternate route as well
as a north–south alternate route. So it is a priority for our community, but this government do not
consider it a priority for construction, and it is really disappointing that they have dragged the business
case out and are now telling us that, despite it being funded in 2017, it will not be completed until
some time in 2020. I can guess that that will be too late to be in the 2020 budget.
There is another project that has been recently in the news in my electorate, and that is the Watson
Street-Hume Freeway interchange. Yes, it is on a federal freeway, but it is a project that should be
funded 50-50 by the feds and the state and of course constructed by the state. It would need to be
prioritised by the state. It is a project of importance to my constituents who live in that area—but what
are we seeing from the member for Yan Yean? Well, the incompetent member for Yan Yean has
recently made some really embarrassing remarks in the local media about the Watson Street-Hume
Freeway interchange. She has been calling on the federal government to fully fund the construction of
the interchange. Obviously the member for Yan Yean is unaware that her government thinks so little
of the project that it has even refused to prioritise it or submit it for funding consideration by the federal
government. For the feds to actually give some money there, the state needs to make it a priority
project. Instead of going out and trying to deflect the blame onto someone else, the member for Yan
Yean should use her time to actually lobby the Minister for Transport Infrastructure to make this a
priority project for the state.
The office of the federal Minister for Infrastructure, Transport and Regional Development has advised
me that the commonwealth government is currently working with the state to finalise the infrastructure
investment program for Victoria, based on the priorities that Victoria has put forward. But it fails to
include the Watson Street-Hume Freeway interchange because the state had not included it on that list.
True to form, the member for Yan Yean continues to lay blame for the lack of funding on somebody
else, when she should be looking in her own backyard and spending her time lobbying her own
colleagues to make this a priority project for the state and to ensure that the state funding is there to
support the federal funding when it comes, otherwise it will end up being like another Shepparton
bypass project where the federal funding is there and there is no funding from the state and no desire
from the state to actually construct that vital project for the Shepparton community.
We could go on and on and on about the failure of transport in northern Victoria. In fact in the transport
minister’s own seat of Bendigo East we see a lot of dissatisfaction with the transport services that are
offered there. We recently saw a fire on a train, and there was no direction from the V/Line staff as to
what to do. Passengers had to make their own decision to jump off the train and to walk along the
tracks back to the station that they had just passed, and that was an extremely dangerous position to
put those passengers in. For many years there have been lots of problems on all of the lines in northern
Victoria, but of course Labor do not hold many seats in northern Victoria so they do not care about
the transport needs of the communities up there. And now we hear Labor talking about further
investment in lines like Ballarat and Geelong but not talking about investing in lines that have not seen
the investment that those Geelong and Ballarat lines have seen in the past.
I do not want to see Geelong and Ballarat missing out. They certainly deserve to have good
infrastructure, but so do the people in northern Victoria. Shepparton has not had even the upgrade that
the other lines got at the turn of the century. It is time for this minister to focus on areas that do need
additional infrastructure and connectivity to Melbourne, and Shepparton would be a very good place
to start. So I call on the minister to actually commit that additional $282.5 million worth of funding to
fill that black hole that exists, as the business case for the Shepparton rail upgrade outlines, and make
sure that the people of Shepparton do get a service that will meet their needs, because at the moment
the service is probably the worst train service in the state.
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Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (14:28): I thank members for their contributions to the debate this
afternoon. It has been perhaps more wideranging than any other debate I have ever seen. It was good
to see people stick to the word ‘transport’, but I might just draw everyone’s attention back to what the
bill actually is about, just so that we are all clear, because people listening to the debate might have
got another impression.
The bill does make amendments to road-related legislation. It seeks to deal with offensive language
on campervans—most typically Wicked Campers—but of course the legislation has been designed to
fix the problem rather than any particular organisation, so it is consistent with an approach that has
been taken by other jurisdictions around the country. I recognise the efforts of the Queensland
government in finding this way forward for this issue and make the observation that the model that we
are seeking to apply in this bill on this particular question is consistent with the Queensland approach.
The bill completes the integration of functions in the new Department of Transport. Members will
have heard me speak in the house on a number of occasions about how we are taking a new approach
in this term. We have a minister responsible for transport infrastructure projects, I am responsible for
the management of the road network and Minister Horne is responsible for the management of the rail
network. There are a great many areas in which all of these things interact and overlap. We are of
course operating in an environment where the Victorian community is growing dramatically. The
amount of freight activity on our roads will treble over the not-too-distant future, and increasingly new
and disruptive forms of technology are changing what is available to people in terms of their transport
options. So the approach that I and my colleagues are taking with our new Department of Transport is
really to think of these things less in terms of modes and think of them more in terms of the experience
of all of the people who use all of our transport systems. We only need to cast our eye to some other
parts of the world to see the emergence of concepts like mobility as a service, and it does not take a
particularly active imagination to see some of those ideas being live transport options and propositions
for people in a big city like Melbourne but also in some of our smaller country towns.
Much work has been undertaken over the last year to that end in terms of the shift in the way that we
arrange the transport department and what was VicRoads and what were our public transport
operations, but this transport legislation really brings that to a conclusion and ties off some of the
formalities and some of the loose ends. We already have a structure where people are operating in new
roles and in new teams, and I have certainly observed many, many instances where I think this
approach will serve us very well in the future. But of course the task of moving everyone and
everything around the state is a big one, so having an integrated approach is, we think, going to serve
Victoria well in the longer term and of course the shorter and medium term. The bill also makes a
number of administrative changes, as members are aware.
We have a few amendments. This bill has attracted lots of attention and interest from lots of members.
I will just briefly outline the government’s position on some of the amendments that members have
foreshadowed during the course of the debate and let you know our position on these things. One set
of amendments has been presented and will be formally moved in the committee stage by Mr Barton,
and it relates to touting. We recognise that touting has become an issue, particularly at Melbourne
Airport but also at some other tourist hotspots and places where you have large crowds congregating.
We are committed to working together to find a sustainable solution to this problem. I note from
comments that members have made during the debate that it seems there is broad support for this
change. I thank Mr Barton for his efforts and his constructive and close work with my colleague
Minister Horne in particular on this question. I went through Melbourne Airport just a few weeks ago,
and in the very short number of steps between going out the front door and getting to the car I was
approached on three occasions, so I have very recent personal experience of the problem that
Mr Barton is seeking to fix.
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I am happy to indicate to the house and to Mr Barton that the government will support Mr Barton’s
amendments. We have worked with Mr Barton to ensure that the amendments do not have any
unintended consequences or adverse effects on industry. As people will have no doubt seen on their
travels, when we have major events—things like the Spring Racing Carnival, things like the grand
prix—our rideshare operators have a pickup zone so everybody can do what they need to do without
the practice of touting, which can be annoying and it can be dangerous. I also take this opportunity to
indicate to the house and to Mr Barton in particular that we are confident that these arrangements can
be put in place by Christmas.
There are amendments from the Liberal Democratic Party MPs, and they relate to the Wicked Camper
provisions. I understand the perspective of members of that party and that free expression and free
speech is an article of faith for some members. However, we will not be supporting those amendments
on this occasion. They seek to remove what is an important part of this bill in its entirety, and then
there is a sort of hierarchy of other amendments—and we will go through these in the committee
stage—that would seek to make what it is that we are trying to do less effective. We might have to
agree to disagree on that one today.
Dr Ratnam has also circulated to all members and the government and has foreshadowed two
amendments, or amendments on two subjects. One is around the hierarchy of transport uses, and this
probably will give rise to a very interesting question about the hierarchy of uses. But the Greens
position, we believe, is not practical in terms of how we make investment decisions and the way that
it would destabilise the holistic view that we take. Whilst walking is of course a preferred mode of
transport for lots of people on lots of occasions, and if I was going down the street at lunchtime to get
a sandwich that would obviously be the best and most suitable way for me to do that, that just does
not translate to a whole lot of other settings—from freeways to the requirement for effective movement
of goods to a whole lot of different settings. Anyway, Dr Ratnam will get to make her case for that,
but the government will not be supporting that.
Dr Ratnam’s other amendment is about the publication of a transport plan. There has not been a single
plan since 2008. Both this Labor government and the coalition government have taken the view that
that requirement is met through a number of plans being taken together, including some of our major
land use planning documents like Plan Melbourne and policies like the freight plan and the regional
network development plan. We were elected to build the projects that Victorians voted for, as I am
sure all members would be aware—level crossings, Metro, Suburban Rail Loop, airport rail, upgrades
at station car parks, indeed the St Kilda Road bike lane and others. We do not believe that it is a good
use of time or resources to create something that would, in such a dynamic and fluid environment as
transport is, probably be dated as soon as it was written; rather, we encourage people to consider the
whole transport plan to be the sum of the many other strategies, documents and policies that exist,
including investment plans and plans for delivery of major projects. We do not think that there is a
need to add an extra administrative layer to our department’s already very heavy workload, and we
think that such a change would achieve not much more than bureaucratic duplication. Dr Ratnam’s
amendment is quite specifically about the publication and the public release of the plan, but that is the
reason we will not be supporting that amendment because a single document for the sake of having a
single document is just not something that we think is a good use of resources.
I am sure there will be some questions about all of this in committee. But again, I thank members for
their contributions to the debate and the thought and work they have put into the various suggestions
and amendments that we will get into shortly. I commend this bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
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Committee
Clause 1 (14:40)
Mr DAVIS: I want to begin on clause 1, with the committee’s indulgence, and ask some generic
questions. The clause sets out to amend the Transport Integration Act 2010. It abolishes VicRoads,
Public Transport Victoria, the Linking Melbourne Authority and the Transport Infrastructure
Development Authority. It reconstitutes the office of the head, Transport for Victoria (TFV), as a body
corporate and reallocates the functions and powers of the abolished entities between the reconstituted
Secretary of the Department of Transport and the reconstituted head, Transport for Victoria, who I
note at the moment are the same person. What I am seeking is some explanation from the minister
about how this will operate. What will actually change in the shape of the department? Is there, for
example, a new updated organisational chart that we could look at to see how this actually works? I
am going to ask her about certain functions in a minute to understand where they are allocated and
how they will operate.
Ms PULFORD: The new department was formed on 1 January, and then on 1 July the first stage
of the transition occurred. In the months since then there has been extensive consultation with all
employees about the design of the further evolution of this reform. Over coming weeks there will be
the confirmation of appointments to various positions. There are requirements under various
employment arrangements—enterprise bargaining agreements—that cover people who work for the
department, indeed people whose employment conditions are covered by VicRoads arrangements and
agreements, and they require extensive consultation and quite long periods of notice. So this has really
been, in some respects, underway all year, and people have been very engaged in it throughout. There
has been a lot of feedback from people about their individual work and how it will work in this new
setting.
If I could just give you one example, in road safety policy we had a group at VicRoads and a group in
the Department of Transport. They are now working together, but it was certainly my observation
early on that there were circumstances where the advice from the two parts supporting the one policy
objective and the one minister was not in great alignment. So I am already seeing improvements there
with bringing together those teams, and the sense that I get from people who work in those teams is
that they are very much enjoying the opportunity to work in a more cohesive way than they have
previously. But there would be hundreds of examples similarly, I am sure, where people are working
together in different groups in ways that they have not before.
Mr DAVIS: Thank you, Minister. Just to the specific question, is there a new org chart, and can
we have a copy of that? I just note that the document I referred to earlier, the Department of Transport
strategic planning discussion paper of February 2019, lays out some time lines here. It says on
31 August the final agency corporate plan would be approved. I am wondering: is there a corporate
plan that is available?
Ms PULFORD: I was just reminding myself of the titles of the various people within the
organisation. This change impacts around 4000 employees, to give the committee a sense of the
enormity and complexity of the task. There are six pillars or areas of function and operation that are
led by six deputy secretaries, and they are policy and innovation, network planning, network
integration, transport services, investment and technology, and business and people. The executive
director level appointments that report to those six deputy secretaries are all on a trajectory to be
finalised by the end of this year, so those appointments are very much nearing conclusion.
Mr DAVIS: So no change in the executive directors? Six?
Ms PULFORD: Well, they are all very new positions, so—
Mr DAVIS: And they are appointed?
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Ms PULFORD: Yes, they were appointed some time ago. They were appointed at the start of July.
The secretary has been in place since some time earlier than that. Around February the secretary was
appointed. The deputy secretaries were in place at the start of July, and they have been working with
their teams. The next level of leadership that will report to them—the executive director positions—
are to be finalised by the end of the year, and there are other aspects of this that are on a separate
trajectory and time line. I know we have had some discussion in the house about the registration and
licensing functions of VicRoads, which is actually the more public-facing part of what VicRoads has
done. That is on a separate time line and trajectory, just given the complexity of that, but the strategic
plan is on the internet, so you can have a look for it there.
Mr DAVIS: Thank you. And the corporate plan is there too, is it? Is there a corporate plan?
Ms PULFORD: It is the same thing. You asked about the corporate plan. The thing is called the
strategic plan, and that is where it is. It is a public document.
Mr DAVIS: And the org chart is the current one that is up there, or—
Ms PULFORD: The org chart, because there are quite a number of positions being finalised this
week, next week, as we speak, I do not believe that is yet a public document, but we are happy to
provide that when it settles—perhaps at the end of the year. I will take that as a question on notice. I
think for people who are interested in the operation of the department it is an interesting visual
illustration of the way in which the functions of the department are becoming integrated.
This whole reform journey that we have been on for 12 months now does represent quite a significant
change, and there have been members, particularly non-government members, that have taken the
opportunity in the debate today to talk about the areas where they see there is room for improvement.
We know that the task of effectively moving people and goods around the state is very complex. It is
a big one, and it is not without its challenges, but this work that has been underway over the last
12 months I believe puts us on a really solid footing to be well equipped administratively and
organisationally within the department to be as successful in meeting those challenges as we can be.
Mr DAVIS: That is very helpful. Leading, as you say, to the complexity of the task, what would
be helpful for me is to sort of understand what these changes will mean for community members, for
commuters and for users of services. For example, the Metro Trains performance is well below its
target—
Members interjecting.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Sorry, Mr Davis. Can we please have—
Ms PULFORD: Can I please ask for a little bit of quiet? I am trying to hear the questions.
Mr DAVIS: My point is actually a very simple one. Just the metropolitan trains for a start—
performance is well below target, and punctuality has not been met for 10 of the last 12 months. V/Line
have not met their punctuality in one of the last 12 months. Buses are only reported of course annually,
but the metro target certainly does not look great. In those senses, what difference is this change in org
structure going to make to commuters? Are buses, trains, trams and regional trains going to arrive on
time more often? Is there going to be an improvement in the performance and the punctuality of many
of our public transport modes?
Ms PULFORD: It is certainly the government’s intention that a modernised, dynamic and,
importantly, completely integrated approach to how we run the Department of Transport will provide
greater benefits for all members of the Victorian community. This is not an exercise in rearranging
ourselves to no end. This is an exercise in, as other jurisdictions in the world have done over the years,
instead of having really a couple of hemispheres of road and rail that do not speak to one another,
really going back to first principles about this being about people and about each and every individual
person—so people who need to catch taxis to meet their transport needs, people who are catching
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buses, people on trams and trains, and people using the roads. And of course the people in the buses
are also using the roads. It is one of the most obvious examples of how integration will serve us well.
But also in the areas around technology and the areas around innovation, I think we will be vastly
better served to support the Victorian community by bringing those together. So what I have learned
this year is that in VicRoads there is really some quite wonderful capability around technology and
innovation. There are changes being made to light sequences to respond to changing needs. The
managed motorways that we run are considered world’s best practice, but we know that there is an
opportunity to expand that kind of greater efficiency of the road network further and further into the
road network.
But the road people doing that work and the rail people doing that work have not been working
together, whereas of course, when people get out of bed in the morning and just want to go to work or
just want to go to school or are in the transport industry and are needing to move things around, what
matters to them is how quickly, how effectively and how efficiently or cheaply they are able to just do
all of that. I am really just trying to describe for the committee what this is about at first principles: this
is about a people-oriented rather than a mode-oriented approach.
Mr DAVIS: Well, I am hoping that is right, and I am hoping that by asking questions about
performance that this structural change in the department might actually lead to some difference for
commuters and others. And I just might be interested to understand where freight is going to sit in the
department. That is one question. The other is about employment and whether there will be any loss
of employment or jobs. Will there be any job loss? I am interested to hear that.
Ms PULFORD: At the time that the government announced our intention to bring Public Transport
Victoria, VicRoads and the Department of Transport into the one organisational structure there were
clear commitments made that this was not about reducing staff numbers or function in any way. It is
actually about enhancing them, so those commitments have already been made on lots of occasions.
Freight sits within the policy and innovation column—
Mr Davis: Silo?
Ms PULFORD: No, they are not silos; that is the thing. It is actually almost like the exact opposite
of silos, and in fact the whole point of the exercise is to be less siloed. So freight sits within policy and
innovation but there are elements of freight that will be considered by network planning—things like
the future movement of goods around the state. There are aspects of transport services that will be
important in the smooth functioning of freight. But the Freight Victoria part of the department will sit
within policy and innovation.
Within my own areas of responsibility—again, to give the committee a sense of the importance of
integration—Melissa Horne is the minister with the responsibility for freight, but as I am the minister
responsible for the operation of the road network, the permitting system for very large loads is a
responsibility that falls to me. The people in the department who work with the freight industry to have
their needs met as well as is possible will overwhelmingly sit with and be led by a team in policy and
innovation but will need to work really closely with the people who check how the bridges are going.
Mr DAVIS: Further to that question—and I thank the minister for her assurance that there will be
no job losses in this process—Transport for Victoria, which was a separate sort of body within the
department acting as a kind of coordinating and filtering body, previously had, and I have heard
different figures, between 200 and 240 people working in that section. I am interested to know how
many people will be employed in Transport for Victoria and how it will interact with those other zones
that you have outlined.
Ms PULFORD: Mr Davis asked about how the previous Transport for Victoria reform sits with
this. The establishment of the Transport Integration Act 2010 was about improving the transport
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portfolio and focusing on better integrating the transport networks along the lines of what I have been
talking about already this afternoon. The establishment of the head of Transport for Victoria in 2017
was a further evolution towards a truly multimodal approach to transport planning. Whilst we could
not have foreseen the way that this department is organised back then, this really is a continuum of
that. From where we are now, with the benefit of hindsight, you would describe that as a stage that
preceded this stage. The head of Transport for Victoria is the secretary of the department, and so I
guess the answer to your question about 240 people is that it is actually really now more like 4000.
Mr DAVIS: Right, and that is—
Ms Pulford: So it is not a separate thing. It is now the whole thing.
Mr DAVIS: But it sounds like it is intended that the secretary remain the head of Transport for
Victoria. Is that the long-term plan? Because I get that if it is the same person, it is all very integrated,
but if it is a different person, it becomes quite potentially distinct.
Ms PULFORD: At this point the head of TFV and the secretary of the department is the same
person, and there is no particular plan to have an arrangement that is different to that. But what the
arrangements that are in place and the legislation provide for is that at some future date the head of
Transport for Victoria could be the part of the department that is responsible for network operations,
but this is veering slightly into the hypothetical.
Mr DAVIS: Once it is not hypothetical it can certainly happen under this structure.
Ms PULFORD: It could happen. Yes, that is right.
Mr DAVIS: On the question then, how many will be employed in the Transport for Victoria
component of the department?
Ms PULFORD: Well, that certainly is hypothetical because there has been no decision to define
Transport for Victoria as a subset of the department. At the moment Transport for Victoria and the
department are the same thing, so I guess I give you the 4000 people answer again.
Mr DAVIS: So it has expanded massively in fact on this model that you are outlining.
Ms PULFORD: Could I just respond to that? Transport for Victoria was, I guess, a modest-sized
entity that was focused on the integration of the modes, and now the entire department is operating in
an integrated way. So, yes, it is very different.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Can I just ask that we stick to the rule that you speak when I give
you the call rather than having a conversation.
Mr DAVIS: I am trying to truncate the process. I am trying to get to outcomes but do it as quickly
as possible. Just in terms of the broad department itself, the statutory bodies that are responsible—so
VicTrack, for example—how do they interrelate? How does that change under this bill? And V/Line
for that matter.
Ms PULFORD: There is none. This legislation does not affect their operation or their governance.
They will just continue on as they are.
Mr DAVIS: All right. Well, I am very happy to hear that. There are many areas of the department.
I am going to pick a case study, in a sense, to understand how this will operate. I have been talking
recently to a number of the groups that look at protecting our heritage in terms of trams and trains—
the board of the Tramway Museum Society of Victoria, for example. I am trying to understand where
within the department some of these functions will be located. For example, I have got a letter dated
one month ago, 21 October, to the marketing manager of the Tramway Museum Society of Victoria
from Minister Horne. It relates to the Tramway Museum Society of Victoria and makes a series of
commitments, which is important. I am wanting to understand how that will operate now. Which part
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of the department will have responsibility for that? Some of the ongoing and vexed issues that have
existed with different parts of the railway and tramway preservation groups—how will they be dealt
with in the department?
Ms PULFORD: At the outset, while this transition is being finalised and settling, my advice to all
organisations that deal with any of these agencies is to keep dealing with the people you are dealing
with. At some point in time that may change. But specifically on the heritage railways, the policy and
innovation part of the department is responsible for legislation. So when the act needs to have anything
done to it or with it from time to time, that would be in policy and innovation. Mr Davis may recall
recently—very recently, really—the legislation around the National Rail Safety Regulator, and so part
of your question is answered by that. The regulation for heritage railways occurs through the Office
of the National Rail Safety Regulator. The register moved from PTV to VicTrack, and any
intergovernmental needs that heritage railways have on things like, say, regional development grants
and projects that might attract the interest of the federal government from time to time, would be—
Mr Davis: Or even councils.
Ms PULFORD: I think if councils are supporting those projects, perhaps they will just continue to
do that in the way that they do and perhaps be assisted by Regional Development Victoria. But to the
extent that any of those projects attract the interest of federal regional development funding, then our
intergovernmental relations unit sits in the office of the secretary.
Mr DAVIS: Minister, I thank you. You have actually answered my next question, which was about
heritage railways and so forth. I am actually interested in the museums side of it in particular, but that
is all right; that is good.
Ms Pulford: Of all the questions I anticipated!
Mr DAVIS: For example—I just want to be sure that this is not going to be affected and people
know where to locate their questions—the Tramway Museum Society of Victoria wrote to the group
manager, infrastructure, of VicTrack on 4 April, seeking support for securing tram 840, a particular
heritage tram. I am happy to provide you with these letters and correspondence so that you know.
While you are going over there, I will just continue with a further extension of these questions.
One of them relates to long-term commitments that have been made by government, and I just want
to be assured that there is no slippage or movement. So for example I have here a letter from 19 August
1994. Alan Brown was the transport minister, and he made a set of commitments to the Tramway
Museum Society of Victoria. I am just interested to hear that loans and arrangements that have been
put in place previously persist.
Ms PULFORD: In 1994 I was certainly a lot younger. We all were a lot younger. Heritage trams
continue to get older, though. There are beautiful communities and beautiful groups of volunteers who
work on these, and they are extraordinary tourist attractions—so I just take the opportunity to express
my great admiration for those groups and the work that they do.
Perhaps what I can do is take this question on notice—I cannot imagine this is me; I think this is
Melissa Horne—for whoever is the person in the department or the minister in the department best
suited to respond to this. But as a general observation, though, all of those financial arrangements, the
older ones and the more recent ones—one of the key purposes of this bill is to enable the smooth
transfer of all of those arrangements. This is very much about how we organise ourselves on the inside.
The benefits of this reform will be about how the transport system operates for everybody outside the
department, but for organisations like the heritage railway and heritage tramway groups around the
state we do not expect any interruption whatsoever to what they do. But if they have some questions,
I am happy to take them on notice, and we will get back to them so that they are nice and clear on who
they need to deal with.
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But organisations such as tourism operators and the like—I am reminded of an amazing winery at
Musk with a heritage railway service that stops there, which the member for Macedon and I had the
good fortune to visit—wanting to explore opportunities for long-retired trams and trains for those kinds
of tourism purposes would just contact VicTrack, as they have done in the past.
Mr DAVIS: Thank you, Minister. That is actually very helpful, and if we can get clarification that
those long-term agreements will be honoured, that would be a huge help to many people who as you
correctly identify are great advocates for their community and for the heritage of railways and trams
and so forth.
I have got just two further areas that I want to ask about. One is FOI: how will that be changed with
these arrangements? I see the advisers nodding but let me just lay out that there are developing and
worsening problems with the management of FOI in the Department of Transport (DOT). It has now
become—I do not want to be unkind—a circus with the length of time. The department has indicated
to us recently in writing that one of the problems—and I am sure you are not the offender, Minister—
or main difficulties for the FOI unit has been the long period of ministerial noting for FOIs. The
Minister for Transport Infrastructure has been particularly singled out, and I can attest to that. When
we talk closely to the FOI officers, who are often doing their level best, things are stuck in that track
in the ministerial office for noting, in some cases for four to six months. So I just put that on the record,
and perhaps you can indicate to me whether the structure of the department—perhaps cleaner lines or
greater authority of the secretary—may assist in clearing up those problems.
Ms PULFORD: Of the many conversations I have had with the leadership of our department and
my colleagues about the purposes, functions and features of the new department, I must say this has
not been a subject—and I would make the point, Deputy President, that we are steering nicely out of
the scope of the bill—but what I would indicate is the government’s commitment to the effective
operation of the freedom of information laws of the land.
Mr DAVIS: Thank you for that, but I just note that it is actually not working now, and DOT has
become the stand-out poor performer in that respect.
My final area is about understanding the projects that the department is overseeing. It has got a series
of very large projects that I and many others discussed in the second-reading debate. I want to
understand, first of all, with the new structure, how the various units will acquit their financial changes
and how that will be reconciled in a way that can be tracked. The second point is to understand cost
control within the department. Will there be a focus from the secretary, under this new structure, on
cost control or will that fall to the head of Transport for Victoria. How is that to be?
Ms PULFORD: I went through the six parts of the new integrated department, and the part that is
called network integration is the part that interfaces with the agencies and the entities that are
responsible for the delivery of the major projects. So for that part of the department, that is its focus—
for instance, coordinating the work schedule for projects with things like the traffic flow around them
at particular points of disruption and ensuring that there is a division that is entirely committed to the
smooth integration of all of that activity with the day-to-day stuff.
But your question about the role of the secretary is very much on point. Of course, the secretary of the
department is the senior person responsible for the effective operation of the department. The
requirement for all projects—large ones, small ones and everything in between—or programs to be
delivered effectively and to manage costs associated with those is a matter of the responsibility of the
secretary, and it is something that the secretary takes great interest in. The ultimate responsibility of
course lies with the ministers in the department.
Mr DAVIS: I thank you for that, Minister; it does help. So the network integration group will
undertake that role of coordinating those major projects and oversighting them. Is there a project
control committee? I do not know what the title of that might be. Is there a group that is reviewing
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projects in that way at a departmental level or is that done at a cabinet subcommittee level? How is
this done? And finally, as part of that, the audit committee—what changes will be made there?
Ms PULFORD: I will just assist Mr Davis by clarifying his understanding of the role of network
integration. Network integration are responsible for the coordination and interface. Ultimately the
cabinet is responsible for the financial oversight and significant decisions in relation to delivery of the
major projects agenda, as is the case for any government delivering major projects or indeed other
significant policy reform. So that is where the ultimate responsibility lies. On Mr Davis’s question
about the audit committee, the department has an integrated audit committee that is consistent with the
requirements of the Financial Management Act 1994.
Mr DAVIS: Thank you. That is helpful. So just to understand: the audit committee is there, which
is in a sense looking at things after they have happened, but is there a project control group that
straddles the department, that brings in people from other parts, that actually views these projects and
looks at their time lines and their budgets? How does that operate? So the Metro project, for example,
has an office that runs a unit, but who oversights that? Who does that? And how are the financials of
that followed?
Ms PULFORD: The major transport infrastructure project delivery is oversighted by the Minister
for Transport Infrastructure. If I think about the many, many hundreds of projects that I am responsible
for, they are not of the scale and complexity of the ones that Minister Allan is responsible for, and so
there are some that are managed by, say, the local regional office, for instance. The level of oversight
of course escalates with the level of risk and the level of complexity and the financial responsibility.
For instance, the management of contracts for a roundabout or a pedestrian crossing—the more dayto-day operational elements of the road network—are typically managed by their local regions. There
are arrangements in place to provide oversight of contracting shorter term projects and longer term
projects. On the major transport infrastructure projects, as the member knows, there is reporting and
oversight of those that is all very much in the public domain.
Mr LIMBRICK: If it suits the minister, I will acquit all of my questions through clause 1, and I
will confine the range of my questions to the area that I am interested in, which is the new
deregistration process. The minister’s observation is correct: the Liberal Democrats and indeed all who
believe in liberalism do take the issue of free speech and freedom of communications very, very
seriously and are very concerned about any attempts to remove them. To that end, my first question is
that I would like to establish the threshold here that we are looking at. This legislation is directed at
Wicked Campers; that is my understanding. It is my understanding that in 2015 the company actually
announced that they were going to tone down the stuff on their vans. Can the minister please confirm
how many complaints have been registered since the company made that announcement?
Ms PULFORD: Nationally Ad Standards received 73 complaints about Wicked Campers between
2014 and 2018. Sixty-three of those complaints were upheld.
Mr LIMBRICK: I was referring to Victoria. Do we have statistics on Victoria at all?
Ms PULFORD: The challenge here—and this is why we are taking an approach to this problem
that is in line with what Queensland has done and is certainly in line with the reform that I believe has
been given active consideration in South Australia as well; other jurisdictions are looking at also
following the Queensland model—is that this is ultimately a question of advertising standards, which
is not something that transport legislation would normally contemplate. So this really, to my mind, is
about creating a deterrent and sending a clear message to organisations that put objectively offensive
language on vehicles that we do not want those vehicles on our roads.
One of the other challenges here of course is that a lot of these are vehicles that are used for touring
and for travellers, and so they routinely cross state borders. Wicked Campers, as I understand it, is
based in Queensland, so this has perhaps been a bigger issue in Queensland than it has in Victoria.
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Perhaps that is how they came to find a way of addressing it before any other jurisdiction, but it is an
issue that certainly resonates across the state. But I do not think we are going to agree on this, are we?
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her answer. I wonder if the minister could please walk
me through the process of how this will work from complaint through to deregistration. How is this
going to actually work?
Ms PULFORD: I would be quite happy if the effect of this is such that no vehicle ever has to be
deregistered—it is really my hope that this will serve as a deterrent—but I can walk you through the
process as requested. Ad Standards is the organisation that manages the complaint resolution process
of the advertising self-regulation system. Its purpose is to guide advertisers around maintaining decent
and honest advertising that aligns with prevailing community standards. They achieve this through a
complaints handling process. Ad Standards functions as a secretariat for the Ad Standards community
panel and the Ad Standards industry jury, so it is in the business of making those judgements about
what does and does not align with prevailing community attitudes.
The advertising complaints process is that Ad Standards accept complaints about advertising from
consumers in writing, most commonly through their online complaints form. A single written
complaint is enough to initiate a formal complaint. An anonymous complaint, however, is not
sufficient. Then what happens is that complaints are assessed—promptly, I am told—for
appropriateness before submission to the Ad Standards community panel. If the information provided
in the complaint is insufficient, then more information is sought from the complainant. Once a
complainant has been accepted by Ad Standards the complainant is then informed via email or post
that his or her complaint will be considered by the community panel. The advertiser is then notified
about the complaint and provided with information about it. They can provide a written response and
copies of the relevant information that they would like the community panel to consider.
The community panel meets a couple of times a month to consider complaints. This is not specifically
about any particular business or specifically about vehicles—far from it. They consider the complaint
received, the relevant advertising or marketing communications that are submitted, the advertiser or
marketer’s response if they choose to provide one, relevant provisions in codes and initiatives and any
other relevant supporting material. Advertisers are advised within 48 hours of the community panel’s
decision. There is a review process. The people who originally complained about the advertisement
are the only people who can request a review. Any other party wanting to be involved in it would need
to go through their own process. Request for a review of a community panel determination has to be
received within 10 business days. Then what would happen next? I have loads of information here
about how Ad Standards works, but I think we have probably gone through that in enough detail.
The way this then interacts with this proposed change to the legislation today is that the secretary, if
the bill is successful, would have the power to cancel the registration of a vehicle or trailer if the Ad
Standards community panel determines that an advertisement on the vehicle is in breach of the
advertising code and that no action has been taken by the operator of the vehicle. Before they cancel
the vehicle’s registration the secretary must send a registration cancellation notice to the registered
operator of the vehicle and give them at least 14 days to modify or remove the advertisement.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her answer. Okay, so the commercial vehicle operator
have a chance to comply with the censorship request—they have 14 days—and if they do not comply,
they will get deregistered. I get that. With this relating to advertising on commercial vehicles, thinking
about tradies vans, you often might see stickers on those vans. Some of those stickers might be a bit
offensive. Is it possible in this sort of situation that a sticker on one of those vans could end up with
the van being deregistered?
Ms PULFORD: Bumper stickers are not within the scope of the changes.
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Mr LIMBRICK: So just to clarify, this only relates to advertising. A bumper sticker can also be
advertising, though, can it not?
Ms PULFORD: It can be, but this will not apply to bumper stickers.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her answer. That is good to know. I was not clear on that.
So if we have a situation where a business has a name that might be deemed offensive—there are some
plumbing businesses that have names that are pretty spicy—
Mr Barton: Such as?
Mr LIMBRICK: I do not want to name them specifically—
Ms Pulford: I know. I have pages of stuff I also don’t want to read out.
Mr LIMBRICK: Yes, let’s not go there. But let us say that there is a business name that is fairly
spicy and they get a complaint that is upheld. How would that work in this situation?
Ms PULFORD: The business registration process no doubt applies certain standards when things
are particularly, as you put it, spicy, but the process exists where there would need to be a complaint
made and it would need to be upheld, and then that 14-day opportunity to change it exists. So I refer
to my earlier answers to questions, but this is not intended to require people to change the names of
their businesses.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her answer. You can probably see where I am getting to,
though, with the situation where something passes a business registration process by their standards.
However, those standards may conflict with what Ad Standards comes up with. I am concerned about
the situation where someone has a legitimately registered business, and Ad Standards for whatever
reason decides that that business name does not comply. They are then in big trouble, because it is a
big thing to change your business name. I am concerned about the situation where this might happen.
Is it the case that if a business name is registered then that is automatically accepted by Ad Standards?
Ms PULFORD: That would be a matter for the business owner to submit to Ad Standards as part
of the process by which they provide additional information, as they wish, and as I outlined earlier. So
it would be entirely open to somebody who had had a complaint made about their business name to
make the case about the appropriateness of it, the impact on them and the consequences of any adverse
decision in the process that already exists. But that said, if people are already advertising in a way that
offends the ad standards that exist, there is nothing in this bill that changes that. The mechanism in this
bill is plainly about creating the ability for the secretary of the department to give notice of and then
act on the revoking of a vehicle registration in those circumstances. So if somebody has got a business
name and is advertising that business in a way that does not already comply with ad standards, then
they are already exposed to that risk. But I do think that risk is negligible.
Mr LIMBRICK: Thank you, Minister, for your answer. I do not share the view that it is negligible,
and I will get to why I think that is the case. This bill will possibly create new incentives for complaints.
For example, in a competitive market, at the moment there is no incentive for a business to make a
complaint about one of their competitors’ commercial vehicles if they are deemed offensive. Under
this legislation, once implemented, if they could find a situation where they could complain about a
competitor to Ad Standards, they could get their competitor’s vehicles deregistered. Has that been
given any thought, and does the minister see that as a possible unintended consequence of this type of
legislation?
Ms PULFORD: I have a list of examples of the types of things that have been upheld and the types
of things that have not that I am happy to share with Mr Limbrick. I am not sure what is to be gained
for the historical reporting of debates in the Parliament of Victoria to read through them.
Mr Limbrick: I am familiar with them.
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Ms PULFORD: It is not too prudish to my eye. The ones that are upheld are pretty hardcore, and
the ones that are not are cheeky and risqué, and cheeky and risqué seems to be doing just fine.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her answer. That brings me to the next point—this
community panel. Who are they, who appoints them and what is the process for the future? Who is
responsible for the appointments? My understanding is that it is not an arm of government; it is a
private organisation. My understanding is that it is quite unusual for a censorship mechanism to be in
a private organisation. How are these people appointed?
Ms PULFORD: Ad Standards is a self-regulation system for the advertising industry. The
centrepiece of the self-regulation system is the composition and independence of the Ad Standards
community panel which I referred to. The community panel includes people from a broad range of
age groups and backgrounds. It is gender balanced and representative of the diversity of Australia’s
society. Membership of the community panel is on a fixed-term basis. New appointments are
staggered to ensure the community panel retains a mix of corporate knowledge and at the same time
introduces people with different experiences, views and skills. The community panel appointments
are made following a publicly advertised application and interview process. Appointments are made
by the Ad Standards board of directors.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her answer. How are the Ad Standards board appointed
in that case? If they appoint the community panel, how is the Ad Standards board appointed?
Ms PULFORD: The question of how the Ad Standards board is appointed is something that I am
happy to take on notice, but you might find that it is quicker to check the Ad Standards information
that is publicly available. But I make the point that Ad Standards is the current process that determines
what is and is not appropriate. So we are not introducing a new level of censorship; we are introducing
a mechanism to apply that standard to vehicles with particularly offensive language on them.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her answer. I have looked into Ad Standards, and my
understanding is that it is essentially an industry body for the advertising industry. My concern here is
that you have an industry body that is controlling censorship of an industry which is quite separate to
it. The writing on these vans and commercial vehicles is unlikely to go through advertising agencies.
I would postulate that Wicked Campers does not employ an advertising agency to do signwriting stuff
on their vans and would not be a member of this type of industry association, whereas it is my
understanding—and please correct me if I am wrong—that Ad Standards is more a group of
advertising companies that are trying to standardise the way they do things and that commercial
vehicles are pretty much outside what they do. They do things like TV ads, billboards, bus stops and
all that sort of thing, but they do not tend to do a lot of commercial vehicles—that is my
understanding—apart from big things like buses and things like that. Does the minister have any
comments on that—that we have an industry body regulating an industry which is fairly separate from
itself?
Ms PULFORD: I have not really got a lot to add to my previous comments. This is the standard
insofar as there is one that exists, and we are seeking to use that standard rather than to try to create a
new one with all of the complexity and possible contradiction that that would involve. The Queensland
model is what we are adopting, and in our considered view—we are not doing this on a frolic—it is
the best, clearest, most consistent, neatest way to remove this kind of language from the roads.
Ms PATTEN: I apologise for jumping in here. So the advertising standards board is effectively a
peak industry association. The board is elected. The code of ethics and the standards are written by
that board, so at any time if the board was to change, those standards might change, and that could
happen at any time. We are putting our faith in a private board, so my question here is around the fact
that we have a classification act. We have a classification act that has been used and has a very
objectively set out test for what is acceptable material for public display and what is acceptable
material that is suitable for adults, suitable for children or suitable to be used. We in Victoria have used
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the classification act for decades. Why did the government choose not to base the decision-making on
the objective test of the classification act rather than the subjective test of the advertising standards
board? As I say, the standards of that test could change with the changing of the board. Hypothetically,
Wicked could take over the board.
Ms PULFORD: They could indeed, and another alternative was for us to propose our own fresh
set of standards and to come in here and debate what was and was not appropriate, which would have
meant none of us would have been getting home for months if we had started on that path. Look, the
advertising standards are the standards that we have chosen. The desire to have a nationally consistent
approach has also been a factor in our thinking here, because of course these vehicles, particularly the
Wicked Campers vehicles, are often hired by people who are travelling around for some days or weeks
or even months and zipping across state borders. So they are the reasons. Yes, it is possible that Wicked
Campers could stake out the advertising standards board, but it has been a pretty consistent way of
determining what is and is not appropriate language in places like billboards. So that is really why we
made that choice.
Ms PATTEN: Thank you, Minister, and I agree with that. I would point out that the ACT
government just last week was very unhappy with a decision made by the advertising standards board
over some cladding that was put on some building sites. The advertising standards board felt that the
advertising was suitable. The ACT is now looking at a way to appeal that decision, which is not
possible. So it brings me back to the question: why did the government or the transport ministers
choose this over the classification act, which every state has, which is a uniform scheme and which is
a national code that is objective and was developed in unison by and in consensus with the state
attorneys-general?
Ms PULFORD: I have not a lot to add to my previous answer, but again I make the point that we
are working towards a nationally consistent approach, and so that is certainly a factor in our thinking.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her last few answers. Does the government, in having
private organisations decide on what is and is not acceptable for us to hear, have full faith in this
process? Do you think that this board will be competent enough to decide what you can and cannot
see, because that is effectively what we are deciding here? I accept that there are lots of terrible things
on the vans and they are really awful and that. As Ms Patten has outlined, my concern is that the
standards of this organisation will change over time for many different reasons, including new
incentives now that they have the power to deregister vehicles. Who knows what sort of incentives
that will create. Do you have any concerns about this?
Ms PULFORD: No, I think that the way that we are proposing is the best way forward, if you
accept—and I know some members here do not—the premise that we want to get this language off
the roads. Based on my knowledge of complaints upheld and complaints dismissed, it actually gives
me a high level of confidence that we will hit the right mark here. I am going to again resist the
temptation to share with you some, but there is some pretty saucy stuff that is getting dismissed. So
they will still be able to be pretty saucy; it is just kind of those crossing the line into what the advertising
standards community panel deems to be offensive.
Ms PATTEN: I know that we are going towards a national scheme, so I appreciate that other states
have done this, but I just do not understand why we did not choose the classification act, which is a
national scheme, which is a uniform scheme that is government decided. Each state attorney-general
agrees to the standards of that scheme. There is actually an appeals process through the classification
board. It just seems like the far more appropriate test or the far more appropriate adjudicator in this
circumstance than the advertising standards board, that is private. We do not know; I mean, my
concern might be that a bunch of evangelical Christians take over the advertising standards board and
all of a sudden blasphemy becomes a problem.
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Ms PULFORD: I really hope that no-one watching this today decides to try and take over the
advertising standards board. I have not got anything further to add. I think—
Ms Patten interjected.
Ms PULFORD: I think I have to take this as a comment. Having a nationally consistent approach,
particularly for vehicles that are crossing state borders all the time, is important. We think that the
approach that Ad Standards has taken, particularly in relation to Wicked Campers, lands in the right
place. Ms Patten, your view on what might have been a different or a better way to have approached
this and the way that we are proposing to approach this—I am just not sure we are going to get them
in perfect harmony this afternoon.
Ms MAXWELL: Minister, in relation to drug-driving offences, I am wondering if you can clarify,
please, what training is specifically required before an officer of Victoria Police is able to administer
drug-driving testing. Probably more to the point, why are general duty police officers not able to
administer drug testing on roadside stops at present?
Ms PULFORD: I thank Ms Maxwell for her question, which I think has its origins in an amendment
that does not particularly go to this question but that engages this question in clause 98. The
amendment there simply changes the word ‘accompanying’ to ‘supervising’ in relation to what in the
legislation has been ‘an accompanying driver’ but what is typically described in the regulations and in
general discussions in the community about who is helping people get their 120 hours and the like as
‘a supervising driver’. So it is about bringing those together and just updating that 1986 language from
‘accompanying’ the driver to ‘supervising’. It is really language that requires the person who is in the
car with the learner to be more attentive to their task rather than just going along for a ride.
On the question around the police operational aspects of roadside drug testing, I will, Ms Maxwell, if
that is okay, take that on notice. I will need to seek some advice from the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services. I appreciate your interest in the question, but I make the point to the Deputy
President that it is beyond the scope of the bill that is before us today. I know it is a matter of some
interest to lots of members in the house, and I am happy to provide that information, but I do not have
it to hand today.
Ms MAXWELL: Thank you, Minister. I appreciate that honest answer. My last question, which
no doubt you may also find outside the scope, is aligned with my first question on drug driving. Do
you have any figures available to you at all that show what percentage of drivers have been found to
have illicit drugs in their system among those who have been roadside tested within a 2-kilometre
radius of the entry or exit of a music festival or indeed any other similar figures in relation to drugdriving testing in the near vicinity of a music festival? I ask this specifically in the wake of the series
of recent media reports emphasising that 25 per cent of tests were recorded positive by a group of
drivers leaving a music festival at Tallarook earlier this month.
Ms PULFORD: Again I will need to take that on notice and provide the best response to it that we
can after consulting with the police minister. But we do have a problem in Victoria with drug driving,
absolutely, and we are increasing the frequency of testing and hope to, I think, get to a point in time
when people’s fear of getting drug tested is as widespread as people’s fear of getting drink-driving
tested, which is of course an ever-present experience for all drivers, given the number of drink-driving
tests that we do. I do not know, but in fact I almost imagine that we do not measure locations proximate
to music venues. If I cannot get you specific data on that, I will probably be able to get you at the very
least some well-informed general observations, but I will need to take that on notice as well.
Mr BARTON: Deputy President, I would like to circulate a second set of amendments. There was
a typo in my original set of amendments. We have put an ‘a’ into the amendments, so for anyone who
wants to check this section, ‘does not apply to person’ should be ‘to a person’. That is the typo.
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I call Mr Quilty to move his amendment 1, which is a test for all of
his remaining amendments, so I invite him to talk to all of his amendments at the same time.
Mr QUILTY: I move:
1.

Clause 1, page 2, lines 30 to 32, omit all words and expressions on those lines.

I have already discussed this in my speech earlier on, so I will not go into it at great length. My
amendment will remove the parts of this bill that allow the government to censor things they find
offensive. Government censorship is bad and wrong. Offence is subjective, and the market has already
resolved the issue at hand. If a company wants to put things that some people find offensive on their
vehicles, the market is perfectly able to make the company suffer for it if it really does offend people.
The law is a blunt instrument. The Liberal Democrats may be the only people willing to stand up for
Wicked Campers today, but this law will not only affect Wicked Campers, and it will stay on the books
long after anyone remembers the reason we originally passed it. The people who determine what we
find offensive might well be reasonable today or tomorrow, but they will be different people in the
future, and society will be different. Society is prone to all manner of moral panics and fits on the most
bizarre topics. Censorship is nearly always wrong. The Liberal Democrats stand against government
censorship and the nanny state. Anyone in this chamber with pretensions to support civil liberties
should support this amendment.
Mr LIMBRICK: I would also like to speak on Mr Quilty’s amendment. Obviously I will be
supporting it. I think that what we have uncovered through committee thus far is that we are not just
looking at a government censorship regime; we are looking at giving power to a private body to decide
what Victorians can and cannot see through advertising. I think this is a terrible precedent, I think it is
a bad idea and I think it is dangerous. I appreciate the intent—that we want to get sexist, misogynistic,
racist and whatever things off the road—but the power that we are giving this body is extremely
dangerous. Ms Patten came up with one scenario where this might be exploited. I can think of many
other scenarios where this might be exploited. As Mr Quilty has also said, we cannot be guaranteed
that the standards set by this body will maintain into the future the intent of what the government is
trying to do. We cannot be guaranteed that that intent will be carried on into the future.
Mr DAVIS: Despite understanding the focus and the intention of the amendments, and despite
having some concerns about the long haul with these regimes, we on this occasion will not support the
amendment, although I am at pains to point out I do understand the concerns that people have.
Ms PULFORD: I might just take this opportunity to provide some further advice to the house in
response to Ms Patten’s question which, whilst not specifically on the amendment, was very closely
related to it. The classification act currently only applies to publications, films and computer games. It
does not apply to advertising, so I just wanted to provide that further information. I have already
indicated why the government is not supporting this amendment.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 2
Limbrick, Mr (Teller)

Quilty, Mr (Teller)

Noes, 38
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr

Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr

Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms (Teller)
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms (Teller)
Terpstra, Ms
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Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Grimley, Mr

Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Patten, Ms
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Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
Wooldridge, Ms

Amendment negatived.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Mr Barton, I invite you to move your amendments 1 and 2, which
are a test for your remaining amendments so if you would like to talk to all your amendments now,
you are welcome to.
Mr BARTON: I move:
1.

Clause 1, page 3, line 8, omit “Acts.” and insert “Acts; and”

2.

Clause 1, page 3, after line 8 insert—
“(e) to amend the Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Act 2017 to provide for offences
prohibiting—
(i)

persons from directly approaching other persons and offering them the provision of a
commercial passenger vehicle service; and

(ii) persons from advertising offers for the provision of commercial passenger services in
certain specified cases.”.

I have probably spoken enough over the last nine months about bringing in touting, and I think
everyone is sick of hearing me on it.
Mr DAVIS: The opposition will support Mr Barton’s amendments.
Amendments agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
Clause 2 (16:14)
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I invite Mr Limbrick to move his amendment 1. Mr Limbrick, just
in saying that, this is a test for all of your remaining amendments, so you might like to speak to all of
your amendments.
Mr LIMBRICK: I move:
1.

Clause 2, line 11, omit “117 to” and insert “117,”.

My remaining two amendments again relate to the deregistration part of the bill. These two
amendments are intended to make the process fairer. The first part is to allow a right of appeal to
deregistration of a vehicle, and the second amendment is to allow the refund of registration. The
justification here is that if the government accepts registration fees from a motorist and subsequently
deregisters their vehicle, it seems fair to me that they should be refunded the pro rata amount of the
registration that they paid for. That is all.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Sorry, this tests all of your first set of amendments. There is one
amendment that is not tested by this; it is in the second set.
Mr DAVIS: As outlined to Mr Limbrick, we cannot on this occasion support it.
Ms PULFORD: As I outlined in summing up, the government does not support this amendment.
We believe that it weakens and diminishes the intent that we have proposed in the bill.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 4
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr

Patten, Ms (Teller)

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

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

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

Amendment negatived.
Mr BARTON: I move:
3.

Clause 2, line 12, omit “and 155” and insert “, 155 and 195A”.

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to; clauses 3 to 11 agreed to.
Clause 12 (16:24)
Dr RATNAM: I move:
1.

Clause 12, after line 34 insert—
“(1A) After section 63(2)(c) of the Transport Integration Act 2010 insert—
“(ca) include and have regard to a hierarchy for the following modes of transport, with the
mode set out in subparagraph (i) the most important mode of transport and the mode set
out in subparagraph (vi) the least important mode of transport—
(i)

walking;

(ii) cycling;
(iii) public transport;
(iv) freight transport;
(v) commercial passenger vehicle transport;
(vi) private vehicle transport;
(cb)

include targets for modes of transport as a share of all modes in the transport sector;

(cc)

include targets for the reduction of carbon emissions produced by the transport sector;

(cd)

include targets for the reduction of pollution produced by the transport sector;”.”.

This amendment sets out additional content that should be included in the transport plan. It creates a
new hierarchy of transport from most to least important: walking, cycling, public transport, freight
transport, commercial passenger vehicle transport and lastly private vehicle transport. The plan will
also have to set targets for modes of transport as a share of all transport modes and for the reduction
of carbon emissions and pollution.
This amendment is about ensuring the transport plan prioritises sustainable, active forms of transport
like walking, cycling and public transport. It is vital that a transport plan contains a hierarchy of
transport modes to ensure that we have a transport system that supports us to move from the motor car
to more sustainable, space efficient and less costly means of transport. We have had no targets for
different modes of transport, which has allowed the car to dominate. We currently have around onefifth of people who use public transport and 1 per cent or so who cycle, and that is not good enough.
Next to this, 74 per cent of Melburnians still rely on cars to travel to and from work. For a truly
sustainable transport system we need to aim much higher. We need targets for people travelling by
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each mode of transport that we can hold the government to account for, and we need carbon emission
and pollution standards.
Just in response to the minister’s response to our amendments in her summing up and the reasons why
the government say they not going to be supporting this, I would like to remind her that this is not a
proscription; this is a hierarchy that will help us prioritise where resources should be allocated. Noone is going to force somebody to walk somewhere that is outside of walking distance. This is about
priority and hierarchies, which are mechanisms used all throughout legislation with different plans and
visions that we set so that we have a direction for that vision.
It is quite clear with the congestion that we face now in so many forms of our transport that transport
planning has been woefully inadequate, because we just have not put the resources into prioritising
these hierarchies. Any member here who has previously been in local government knows that local
government do a lot of work to prioritise different forms of transport because often they need to pick
up the pieces when transport planning at the state level falls short, which is more often than not. They
have to provide for pedestrians safer access to sustainable transport when they too want to ease
congestion and to help people to move into a transport option that is suitable and sustainable for them.
We also know that transport emissions are one of the most significant contributors to climate change,
producing over a third of carbon emissions. If we are really serious about taking action on climate,
transport has to be an area that we look at. For all these reasons, I commend this amendment.
Dr CUMMING: As a former councillor who has been on council for 21 years, I know councils
understand integrated transport plans, and a lot of councils have them. It would be great to see the state
have an integrated transport plan. I am not quite sure how I feel about this amendment, seeing that I
am not comfortable about the 10 sitting days and that requirement. I will be keen to hear the
government’s response to this amendment.
Mr QUILTY: I rise to speak in response to this amendment. To the Greens the fact that people
prefer to drive a car is an inconvenience. They call any example of people’s preferences which they
disagree with a market failure. Most people prefer driving cars to walking, cycling or taking public
transport for many or most of their journeys. Cars offer a degree of privacy and comfort that other
forms of transport just cannot match. They also offer the freedom to travel great distances, the freedom
to travel to and from places that are not popular and the freedom to travel at times that do not suit
others. In short, cars are popular because people like having personal freedom and independence. The
Liberal Democrats oppose this amendment because the Liberal Democrats respect people’s freedom
and choice.
Mr DAVIS: The opposition will not support this amendment, although I understand the reasons
that the member has outlined for why we need better transport planning. There is some logic to setting
these sorts of targets. I note Mr Quilty’s points about choice and the choices that community members
individually make, but notwithstanding that, there is some logic in having some targets laid out. But I
do believe it would have to be grounded in a broader transport plan. I do not think this can be done in
isolation. It needs to be part of that broader approach. The government shows no sign or indication
that it is even interested in doing proper planning of that type, so in that context I think that there is not
a great argument for this. Having said that, I think—for example, with pollution—there is the need for
a better focus on diesel. Diesel fumes are a huge issue in metropolitan areas. We need to be thinking
about many of those points.
Ms PULFORD: The government will be opposing Dr Ratnam’s amendment on the hierarchy for
different transport modes for the reasons that I outlined in my concluding remarks in the secondreading debate. We think including a hierarchy for investment decisions would destabilise the way
that decisions are currently made as they would not be based on need and return on investment. But I
would indicate that we are also making all sorts of investments and decisions about project design that
are very sympathetic to Dr Ratnam’s objectives of making it easier for people to get around on foot
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and to get around on a bike. There are loads and loads of examples of that in big projects and in small
projects and in any number of different ways. We work with organisations like Victoria Walks to
advance opportunities for people to make choices around active transport, but we do not believe that
this amendment would make a positive improvement to the way in which those objectives are
achieved.
Amendment negatived.
Dr RATNAM: I move:
1.

Clause 12, page 17, after line 2 insert—
“(3) For section 63(4) of the Transport Integration Act 2010 substitute—
“(4) The Minister must cause a copy of the transport plan that is provided to the Minister
under subsection (1A) on or after the commencement of section 12 of the Transport
Legislation Amendment Act 2019 to be laid before each House of the Parliament
within 10 sitting days after the Minister is provided the transport plan.”.”.

2.

Clause 64, page 69, after line 16 insert—
“324A Last transport plan provided to Minister before Transport Legislation Amendment
Act 2019 to be laid before Parliament
On the commencement of section 12 of the Transport Legislation Amendment Act 2019,
the Minister must cause a copy of the last transport plan provided to the Minister under
section 63(1A) before that commencement to be laid before each House of the Parliament
within 10 sitting days after that commencement.”.

Currently under section 63 of the Transport Integration Act 2010 a transport plan for Victoria must be
prepared and periodically revised, which the minister may publish. However, as it stands no transport
plan has been published since the original 2008 Victorian Transport Plan. So our amendment will
require the minister to table a Victorian transport plan before Parliament within 10 sitting days of being
provided with a plan and table the last transport plan provided to the minister within 10 sitting days of
commencement of this part of the bill. It is no longer good enough to avoid developing and publishing
a Victorian transport plan. Our amendment will ensure the department is required to create a plan by
requiring the minister to table it before the Parliament so we can also hold them to account for their
transport visions and targets. This will bring much-needed transparency and accountability to transport
planning and spending in this state.
Once again, to respond to the earlier comments made by the minister, who outlined the government’s
opposition in her summing-up comments, the minister offered that tabling a transport plan would
essentially be tabling something that would be outdated by the time it is tabled. Well, to that I argue
that if your plan is going to be outdated by the time it is tabled it is not a good plan. Why would a
government think a plan that would be tabled would be outdated by the time it is tabled by the minister
if it did not actually have a vision for the future? A plan is about a vision for the future, and if the
government does not have a vision for transport in this state, well then just say so. Do not hide behind
very weak excuses about why planning is not important.
Planning is integral in our state and is one of the reasons we are experiencing the transport woes that
this state is experiencing that almost every Victorian will tell you about on their daily commute when
they are squeezed into overcrowded trains and trams and when they are battling traffic on mega toll
roads that they pay increasing tolls for that they were promised they would not have to pay for.
Transport is becoming out of reach and public transport does not become a viable option, so they have
to rely on their private vehicle when they would much rather use a sustainable, efficient form of
transport. Every Victorian will tell you our transport has not been planned adequately. A transport plan
was required in the original vision of the Transport Integration Act in 2010. Governments were
required to develop a plan, and the minister was asked to table it and make it transparent. What has
happened since 2010, nearly a decade on, is that no government has had the vision to table a plan—
and you wonder why we are facing the troubles that we are facing.
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This amendment is a simple one but would go greatly to improving transparency and accountability—
the transparency and accountability that Victorians deserve because they are feeling the heat of the
government’s failure to act. It is a very simple amendment, just requiring the plan to be tabled.
Ms PULFORD: If I could just quickly respond to some of that, this is not some sort of anti-plan
thing. We have a number of plans that inform our investments in transport infrastructure. I point
Dr Ratnam to Plan Melbourne, to the freight plan, to the regional network development plan. But what
we do not think is necessary is adding another administrative layer on top of our Department of
Transport’s already heavy workload. The idea of a single plan, as distinct from a number of plans that
complement and sit together, would achieve nothing more than bureaucratic duplication, would be a
poor use of taxpayers money and would be a poor use of time and resources. I do not think anyone
wandering around this city or this state could accuse our government of not having a whole lot of
transport infrastructure projects underway, with more and very significant ones in the pipeline, and for
each of those there is a plan for land use and for moving people around the state and moving goods
around the state. There is a plan for all those things. So I just want to reject the suggestion that our
opposition to this amendment is in some way some anti-planning view. Nothing could be further from
the truth. Being able to transform our transport network in Victoria is absolutely central to the work of
this government.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Mr Davis, I believe you have an amendment to the amendment?
Mr DAVIS: Yes. I move:
Amendment No. 1, sheet SR17C—In section 63(4) that is to be substituted, omit “10 sitting days” and
substitute “20 sitting days”.

I will just make some comment around Dr Ratnam’s proposal. We understand why the Transport
Integration Act put the plan in originally: there is not a plan. That is the key point. As the minister
outlined, there are a series of ramshackle different aspects. There is no coordination there. That was
the purpose in fact of the original idea of a plan: to bring those together, whether it be commercial
passenger vehicles coordinating with trains and trams, whether it be buses coordinating with trains
and trams or whether it be long-term planning on infrastructure of various types—I could go on—or
indeed something of the hierarchy that was outlined by Dr Ratnam earlier. But none of that work has
in fact been done statewide, and that work does need to be done. So we support the idea of a plan. The
act requires it. To the extent that the act requires a plan to be provided to the minister, we think it
should be provided to the Parliament. We do not think that is a big stretch. We think it is a reasonable
position, so we will support the Greens on this.
We do have one quibble. I just think in a practical sense that for a minister who is presented with a
plan, 10 days seems to me to be a very short time to prepare a communications plan and brief the
relevant bodies and others. My suggestion is that it be 20 days. Twenty sitting days would be a more
reasonable time period, so that is the amendment to this amendment that we suggest. But the essence
of what Dr Ratnam is proposing is sensible—a proper plan consistent with the act—bringing together
all of those disparate parts and actually putting some sort of structure around it.
Now, other areas of government do produce plans, and there is no reason why that cannot occur in this
transport area. We have got huge expenditure at the moment. We have got cost blowouts. We have
got issues with the quality of some of our transport infrastructure. We have got issues about the value
of some it and prioritising one project over another where cost benefits have not been properly
examined. An integrated transport plan would be a good idea. We would welcome it, and we would
welcome it being tabled in a timely way in the Parliament.
Mr LIMBRICK: Whilst the Liberal Democrats are far less enthusiastic than the Greens about state
planning, if the state is going to have a plan, then in the interest of transparency we are interested in
having that plan available, and therefore we will support this amendment.
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Just for the committee’s information, Mr Davis has actually moved
an amendment to the amendment, so you can speak on both the amendment and the amendment to the
amendment. When we vote, we will vote on Mr Davis’s amendment to Dr Ratnam’s amendment first,
and if that fails, we will vote on Dr Ratnam’s amendment as it originally stood. If the amendment to
the amendment stands, we will vote on her amendment as amended.
Dr CUMMING: When I spoke earlier I noted from my local government experience that most
councils have an integrated transport plan. It has been frustrating for me over many years—my
20 years in local government—to have every single council have their own individual plan, not
necessarily a regional plan or six member councils or the like. It would be great to actually see a state
integrated transport plan. The community deserves that. But listening to the contributions of both the
Greens and the Liberal Party today, I still struggle to feel comfortable with these amendments and the
time frames given—10 or 20 days. My personal opinion is that it is not about visions. I do like plans
if they are five-year plans or 10-year plans that are annually reviewed, but those plans actually have to
have actions as well as money put towards them. So that is my contribution.
Dr RATNAM: If there are no further speakers on the amendment, firstly, I indicate that I am happy
with Mr Davis’s amendment to my amendment, so I will accept that and just respond to a number of
other points that were raised in the contributions across the chamber. Firstly, going back to the basics
of the Transport Integration Act 2010, the act actually requires a plan, so if there is not a plan, it is a
breach of the act. Minister, in your comments you have discussed having various plans, and you actually
believe that an overall plan would be a duplication. Can I ask: is that an admission that the Victorian
government does not have a plan as required under the act and that therefore you are in breach of the act?
Ms PULFORD: I would refer the committee to my previous comments. I have spoken about this
at some length in the summing up, and again throughout the committee stage.
Dr RATNAM: I have a very specific question, which is: is there a plan? A plan is required by the
act and if you do not have a plan, you are in breach of the act. You have made mention that there were
several plans but not one overall plan. The act requires one overall plan. It is a very simple question:
is there a plan or is the government in breach of the act?
Ms PULFORD: It is the government’s view that we have a number of documents that when
considered together comprise a plan that satisfies the requirements of that act.
Dr RATNAM: Furthermore, in reference to the comments that there are a number of pieces of
work and therefore tabling a plan would be a duplication, as the minister remarked, I point to the fact
that what we are talking about here is integration, not duplication. It is about bringing different aspects
of transport planning together in an overall, strategic, integrated plan for the state. I am still unclear
whether the state has a plan, because I have had different answers—and I just remind the minister that
to not have a plan is a breach of the act. I think that is really important for this chamber to know.
All we are asking for is a tabling of something that is required by law to have been done, and the
presumption in good faith is that that work has been done. All this amendment is asking for is for that
to be tabled so that there is some transparency around it. When we have varying responses, like that
there are various plans in different places which make up the overall vision, let us see all of that
together so that the Parliament can do its job to scrutinise the work of government and so that the
public can be assured that there is an integrated, forward-looking, visionary transport plan for Victoria.
There was also a mention previously by the minister in her summation that she believed that this
amendment was just a plan, a proposal, for the sake of a plan. Well, I would argue that the opposition
from the government to this amendment is opposition for the sake of opposition, because there is
clearly no reason why anyone would oppose the simple tabling of a document that is required under
the act, which governments must adhere to. It is a really important point of transparency, and I would
urge all my colleagues in this place to consider this very seriously. If you care about transport in this
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state, all this is asking for is the tabling of something that is required and has been required for the last
decade, nearly, in Victoria. If you have any quibbles or worries about what is happening with transport
in Victoria, this is a very small but effective step in making sure we now see what the vision, targets
and plans are for transport in this state. If you care about transport, you will support this amendment.
Ms PULFORD: I think Dr Ratnam has conveniently not heard the answer to her most recent
question. Again, I would refer you to the comments that I made. The plans that I have referred to—
Plan Melbourne, the Victorian freight plan and the regional network development plan—are all public
documents. So if it is a bit hard for the Greens to read several documents together and deduce the way
that they interact, then I am not sure I am going to be in a position to satisfy your concerns today,
Dr Ratnam, but our government has the biggest transport infrastructure program in the state’s history
by some considerable measure.
As I indicated in the summing up, there has been no single plan since 2008, and I have indicated that
during the course of the afternoon at least a few times. There are high-level strategic plans in place
that guide overall network planning, and our approach is one that is more fluid, dynamic and
responsive to emerging trends—economic trends and societal trends—rather than this extra
administrative layer that the Greens are very keen for there to be. So the amendment is very specifically
about the tabling of a single plan that has not existed since 2008.
A member interjected.
Ms PULFORD: Well, we do not believe we are. We believe that the existing plans satisfy the
requirements of the act. You might not think that, but the government’s view is that they do.
Mr DAVIS: The language in the act in plain English requires a single plan; that is what it requires.
The government should produce a plan and it should be public, and the most public way for it to
become that is for it to be tabled. I do not see the objection. I think the minister’s approach of listing
out a series of plans that are ramshackle and not connected is a sign of precisely the point. There is not
a plan, and it is actually required. Whenever it is produced—and I would encourage the government
to produce it—it should be tabled.
Dr CUMMING: In rising again about an integrated transport plan, I do support a statewide
integrated transport plan that I believe would be overarching, with all the little plans and all the little
departments, in my mind, underneath, and with actions as well as funding allocated to have those
things—and with full transparency for the community. I respectfully am not happy about the way that
this amendment has come about. I do not believe that this is the way to actually get an integrated
transport plan. Maybe it should be in the way of a crossbench motion for a debate, because to have an
integrated transport plan takes a fair amount of time. I understand how long it takes a council to do
one. I know that the community and many municipalities across Victoria would love a regional
integrated transport plan, because they do not necessarily have the funds, or a statewide one so that
they do not have to continually do these individual municipal plans. That is my contribution. I do not
know if this is the way or whether it should be a motion, but yes, an integrated transport plan is pretty
clear.
Mr Davis’s amendment to Dr Ratnam’s amendment agreed to.
Committee divided on amended amendment:

Ayes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr (Teller)
Hayes, Mr

Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr

Patten, Ms
Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr
Rich-Phillips, Mr (Teller)
Wooldridge, Ms
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Noes, 24
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Cumming, Dr (Teller)
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Grimley, Mr (Teller)

Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Maxwell, Ms
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Pulford, Ms

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

Amended amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 13 to 118 agreed to.
Clause 119 (17:02)
Mr LIMBRICK: I move:
1.

Clause 119, page 98, lines 20 to 26, omit all words and expressions on those lines and insert—
“16AG Refund of registration fees
If the Secretary cancels the registration of a motor vehicle or trailer under section 16AE(1),
the Secretary must refund any registration fees paid by the registered operator of that motor
vehicle or trailer which correspond to the period of time after the date on which the Secretary
cancels the registration.”.

Just to clarify what this amendment is doing—I have already spoken about it—basically if someone’s
registration is cancelled and they have some registration left, they should be refunded the outstanding
registration moneys. That is what this amendment is seeking to do as a form of basic justice, that they
get the paid-for part of registration back.
Ms PULFORD: It is the government’s intention that the amendments we are proposing to the act
through the bill to deal with this issue serve predominantly as a disincentive and that that is how they
are effective. I think the proposal by Mr Limbrick to refund the registration somewhat undermines our
objective. So the government will be opposing this amendment.
Mr LIMBRICK: Can I just clarify with a question for the minister: is the outstanding registration
considered a penalty in this case? Is how I am understanding this correct?
Ms PULFORD: No, it is not considered a penalty, but registration is paid annually. If an Ad
Standards complaint is upheld—and we have talked at length about the appeals processes and so on—
that vehicle will be deregistered, but as I have indicated, it is very much our hope that this serves as a
disincentive for the kind of language and the kind of images that are not going to be successful through
that process. But, no, to characterise it as a penalty is inaccurate, I think.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 4
Hayes, Mr (Teller)
Limbrick, Mr

Patten, Ms

Quilty, Mr (Teller)

Noes, 36
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr

Grimley, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms (Teller)
McArthur, Mrs
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr

Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
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Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr

Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
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Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
Wooldridge, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I take this opportunity to remind members of the chamber that the
area between the doors at the bar is not considered part of the chamber for a vote, so if you are caught
in that area, you will not be part of a division. Bear that in mind.
Clauses 120 to 195 agreed to.
Heading and new clause (17:12)
Mr BARTON: I move:
4.

Page 140, after line 23, insert the following heading—
“Part 8A—Amendment of Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Act 2017”.

5.

Insert the following New Clause to follow clause 195 and the heading proposed by amendment number 4—
“195A New sections 267A and 267B inserted
Before section 268 of the Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Act 2017 insert—
“267A Advertising offers for the provision of commercial passenger vehicle services in
certain cases prohibited
(1) A person commits an offence if the person advertises in any way an offer for the
provision of a commercial passenger vehicle service and—
(a) the motor vehicle to be used for the purpose of providing the commercial
passenger vehicle service is not a commercial passenger vehicle; or
(b) the person is not an accredited driver.
(2) A person who commits an offence against subsection (1) is liable to a penalty not
exceeding 60 penalty units for an individual or 300 penalty units for a body
corporate.
(3) This section does not apply to a person carrying out an activity set out in
section 267B(l)(b).
267B

Making offers in a certain way, or displaying offers on one’s person, for the
provision of commercial passenger vehicle services prohibited
(1) A person must not—
(a) directly approach another person and offer the provision of a commercial
passenger vehicle service; or
(b) display on or about their person, in any way, an offer for the provision of a
commercial vehicle passenger service; or
(c) offer the provision of a commercial passenger vehicle service through an
activity that is prescribed.
Penalty: 60 penalty units.
(2) Subsection (l)(a) or (c) does not apply to a person who facilitates the provision of
a commercial passenger vehicle service to a person at a place designated as a place
where a commercial passenger vehicle may pick up passengers for the provision
of the commercial passenger vehicle service.
(3) A person does not commit an offence against subsection (1) in relation to an
activity referred to in subsection (l)(a), (b) or (c) if the activity is—
(a) a prescribed activity; or
(b) carried out in the prescribed circumstances.”.”.

Heading and new clause agreed to; clause 196 agreed to; schedules 1 to 4 agreed to.
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Long title (17:13)
Mr BARTON: I move:
6.

Long title, omit “and the Transport (Compliance and Miscellaneous) Act 1983” and insert “, the
Transport (Compliance and Miscellaneous) Act 1983 and the Commercial Passenger Vehicle
Industry Act 2017”.

Amendment agreed to; amended long title agreed to.
Reported to house with amendments, including amended long title.
Third reading
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (17:14): I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

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

House divided on question:

Ayes, 38
Atkinson, Mr (Teller)
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Grimley, Mr

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

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

Noes, 2
Limbrick, Mr (Teller)

Quilty, Mr (Teller)

Question agreed to.
Read third time.
The PRESIDENT: Pursuant to standing order 14.27, the bill will be returned to the Assembly with
a message informing them that the Council have agreed to the bill with amendment.
LAND (REVOCATION OF RESERVATIONS) BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Ms MIKAKOS:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:21): I am very pleased to inform the house that
I will be brief in relation to this bill, because we are not opposing this bill. It is a very straightforward
bill. It provides for the revocation of the permanent reservation around Crown land adjoining
Frankston Hospital to replace it with a temporary reservation for hospital purposes and to enable
extensions to Frankston Hospital. It also provides for removing part of the existing permanent gardens
reservation over Lower Reserve in Camberwell to replace it with a temporary reservation for state
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school purposes, for use by Camberwell Primary School; removing part of the existing permanent
reservation over Lower Reserve, Camberwell, and replacing it with a temporary reservation for public
recreation purposes; and also removing part of the permanent public purposes reservation located at
Rippleside in Geelong. The bill also revokes two restricted Crown grants issued to trustees for the
Coleraine Racecourse, which will enable a committee of management to be appointed to manage the
reserve. I commend the bill to the house.
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (17:22): Righto, can I beat that? I don’t know, but I will
try. What I was just going to say is with regard to the changes to revoke permanent reservations over
Crown land sites at Frankston, Camberwell, Geelong and Coleraine. I am glad to see that there is
furious agreement in the house, I am thinking—
Dr Cumming: Yes.
Ms TAYLOR: Yes? Excellent. So I will not protract this process. Just to clarify, a Crown land
reserve is land that is set aside for a particular public purpose, such as for educational or recreational
purposes, and these reservations may be temporary or permanent. A temporary reservation may be
revoked through an administrative process. A permanent Crown land reservation may only be revoked
by or in accordance with an act of Parliament. So it just clarifies that, because the first question I asked
was: ‘Why did we go from permanent from temporary?’. When you see that, it makes a lot of sense.
So how is this going to be great for Frankston? I did want to say a little bit about that. The government
has committed $562 million to carry out a major redevelopment of the Frankston Hospital, as
identified by the hospital’s master plan. These works include the construction of a new multilevel
inpatient building, providing an expanded emergency department together with a maternity
department, a paediatric ward, inpatient wards, oncology wards and a helipad; the relocation of mental
health services to the multilevel inpatient building; the refurbishment and expansion of existing
surgical theatres and allied health facilities; and the consolidation of all medical and surgical wards
into a single zone, facilitating multidisciplinary care. The construction of a new multilevel inpatient
building will absorb the existing hospital car park, and I can visualise it because I used to visit the
Frankston Hospital a lot in another life when I worked in pharmaceuticals. So I am really, really
pleased to see these changes coming around because I can literally see them before me, and they are
going to create up to 1700 jobs—
Mr Jennings interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: Yes, exactly—during construction. The preliminary works are scheduled to start in
2020. And what is really good is that the relocation of the Frankston Tennis Club has been resolved
as well, so everyone is happy and moving on.
The only other thing I was going to say about Camberwell is that because of strong growth at
Camberwell Primary School it makes sense that the reservation there is revoked. I actually walked on
those grounds recently, and it just makes sense. Simply it is a very logical process, and everyone is in
furious agreement, so that is fine. What is also good is that the general public will still be able to use
Crown allotment 2145 after it has been reserved for the state school purposes.
Mr Jennings: 2145—excellent news. That’s one of the best ones.
Ms TAYLOR: Exactly. I need to be precise in this situation. So it is proposed that following rereservation the Department of Education and Training will grant a long-term licence to the City of
Boroondara, which will permit the community to access the playground outside school hours.
In terms of the Geelong foreshore, fundamentally what it is doing is providing certainty and
overcoming an anomaly, which is a very, very good idea, and also enabling—
Mr Jennings: ‘Certainty over anomaly’—it’s the state motto. There you go.
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Ms TAYLOR: Well, pretty much. I am moving along. The permanent reservation over Crown
allotment 2095, Parish of Moorpanyal—I am sure I have not said that—
Mr Jennings: You got it right.
Ms TAYLOR: I got it right? Good. It is being revoked to enable its incorporation into the lease of
the adjoining marina as provided for under the terms of the development agreement. And what is really
lovely about this is that that area is going to be developed with soft plantings—this makes me happy—
in a landscaped area set between the residences of the freehold land and a shared pedestrian-bike path,
which has got to be good, linking the Rippleside and St Helens beaches, located on Crown land.
With Coleraine Racecourse land—I want to be fair and speak to each one—the bill provides for the
revocation of the permanent reservation for racecourse purposes, which currently applies to the
Coleraine Racecourse. It will also revoke two restricted Crown grants issued to trustees of the
Coleraine Racecourse. This makes sense. Finally, the bill also permanently reserves the Coleraine
Racecourse Reserve for racecourse purposes under the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 and appoints
the Coleraine Racing Club as committee of management of the reserve, giving certainty and enabling
new governance arrangements. It all makes good sense. I commend the bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (17:27): I would love to move,
by leave:
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.
BUILDING AND ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL
2019
Introduction and first reading
The PRESIDENT (17:28): I have received a message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act to amend
the Architects Act 1991, the Building Act 1993 and the Environment Protection Amendment Act 2018
and for other purposes’.

Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (17:28): I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

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

Motion agreed to.
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Statement of compatibility
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (17:29): 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 Building and Environment Protection Legislation
Amendment Bill 2019.
In my opinion, the Building and Environment Protection Legislation Amendment Bill 2019, as introduced to
the Legislative Council, is compatible with human rights as set out in the Charter. I base my opinion on the
reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview
The Bill makes a number of amendments to the Architects Act 1991 and the Building Act 1993 to improve
regulation of the architect, building and plumbing industries, and to modernise and strengthen relevant
governance arrangements. The Bill also makes some further miscellaneous amendments to the amending
legislation of the Environment Protection Act 2017.
Human Rights Issues
The human rights protected by the Charter that are relevant to the Bill are the right to privacy and reputation
(section 13), and certain rights in criminal proceedings (section 25).
Right to privacy and reputation
Section 13(a) of the Charter provides that a person has the right not to have their privacy, family, home or
correspondence unlawfully or arbitrarily interfered with. Section 13(b) provides that a person has the right
not to have their reputation unlawfully attacked. An interference will be lawful if it is permitted by a law
which is precise and appropriately circumscribed, and will be arbitrary only if it is capricious, unpredictable,
unjust or unreasonable, in the sense of being disproportionate to the legitimate aim sought.
Information-gathering powers
Clause 6 of the Bill amends the Architects Act 1991 to insert section 17B, which provides that, in order to
carry out any of its functions under that Act, the Architects Registration Board of Victoria (ARBV) may give
a person a notice in writing requiring the person to provide information or documents in the custody or control
of the person to the ARBV or an appointed person. The ARBV may require a person to provide such
information or documents if the ARBV has reasonable grounds to suspect that an architect has contravened a
provision of the Act or the regulations, to determine whether the Act or the regulations have been complied
with, to assist in the enforcement of any standards of professional conduct and practice for architects, or to
assist the ARBV or an appointed person in making a decision whether or not to hold an inquiry into an
architect’s fitness to practise or professional conduct.
In my view, although the right to privacy is relevant to these information-gathering powers, it is not limited
by new section 17B. While the ARBV may require information or documents from any person, the confined
purposes for which the information or documents can be required mean that such information or documents
will typically be in the custody or control of a person participating in the architecture industry, who will have
a diminished expectation of privacy with regard to such material. The information that can be requested by
the ARBV is limited to information that is necessary for, or relevant to, determining whether an architect has
complied with or contravened the regulatory scheme and assisting in its enforcement.
To the extent that section 17B could be considered to interfere with a person’s privacy, the interference would
not constitute an unlawful or arbitrary interference. The power to compel information in relation to potential
contraventions of the Act, regulations or associated professional standards is necessary for the ARBV to be
able to effectively monitor and enforce compliance with the scheme, which operates to regulate the
professional conduct of architects. In my view, to the extent that clause 6 interferes with the right to privacy,
it is neither unlawful nor arbitrary, and is therefore compatible with the Charter.
Register
Section 216D of the Building Act 1993 requires councils to establish and maintain a register of swimming
pools located in the municipal district of the council. Clause 30 of the Bill amends section 216D to increase
the categories of material that must be contained on the register from ‘information’ to ‘information, records
and documents’. The inclusion of ‘records’ and ‘documents’ reflects the intention that copies of certificates
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and other documents issued in respect of pools be permitted to form part of the register, as well as information
that is manually recorded.
The register may be inspected by: owners or occupiers of land on which a swimming pool is located;
swimming pool inspectors in relation to a barrier that the inspector has been engaged to inspect; and prescribed
persons, agencies or bodies if the inspection is necessary for the performance of their functions. The council
must ensure that no information in the register is published or made available to any other person, agency or
body. The Victorian Building Authority (VBA) may publish information on its website about the number and
types of swimming pools in the municipal district in general terms but must not disclose details of any owner
or specific location of a swimming pool.
To the extent that the expanded categories of material to be included on the register include additional personal
information, I believe that any interference with the right is lawful and not arbitrary. The establishment and
maintenance of a register of private swimming pools is intended to facilitate inspections to ensure compliance
with relevant safety requirements. Only limited personal information may be shared between regulators where
necessary for the performance of their functions, and will not be made public. Further, occupiers and owners
of land on which a swimming pool is located will only be able to inspect the register in relation to information
recorded in the register about that swimming pool. The collection and publication of information on the
register is necessary for, and tailored to, ensuring compliance with safety requirements, and accordingly does
not constitute an arbitrary interference with privacy.
Presumption of innocence
Section 25(1) of the Charter provides that a person charged with a criminal offence has the right to be
presumed innocent until proved guilty according to law. The right in section 25(1) is relevant where a statutory
provision shifts the burden of proof onto an accused in a criminal proceeding, so that the accused is required
to prove matters to establish, or raise evidence to suggest, that they are not guilty of an offence.
‘Reasonable excuse’ exception
Clause 6 of the Bill amends the Architects Act 1991 to insert section 17C, which provides that a person must
not, without reasonable excuse, refuse or fail to comply with a requirement of the ARBV or an appointed
person. Failing to comply with a requirement of the ARBV is an offence.
By creating a ‘reasonable excuse’ exception, the offence in section 17C places an evidential burden on the
accused, in that it requires the accused to raise evidence of a reasonable excuse for non-compliance. However,
in doing so, this offence does not transfer the legal burden of proof. Once the accused has pointed to evidence
of a reasonable excuse, which will ordinarily be peculiarly within their knowledge, the burden shifts back to
the prosecution to prove the essential elements of the offence. I do not consider that an evidential onus of this
kind limits the right to be presumed innocent, and courts in other jurisdictions have taken this approach.
Accordingly, I am satisfied that this provision is compatible with the right to the presumption of innocence.
Right to protection against self-incrimination
Section 25(2)(k) of the Charter provides that a person charged with a criminal offence is entitled not to be
compelled to testify against themselves or to confess guilt. This right is at least as broad as the common law
privilege against self-incrimination. It applies to protect a charged person against the admission in subsequent
criminal proceedings of incriminatory material obtained under compulsion, regardless of whether the
information was obtained prior to, or subsequent to, the charge being laid.
New section 17D(2) of the Architects Act 1991, inserted by clause 6 of the Bill, provides that it is not a
reasonable excuse for a natural person to refuse or fail to produce a document that the person is required to
produce to the ARBV or an appointed person if the production of the document would tend to incriminate the
person. This may constitute a limited abrogation of the privilege against self-incrimination because a
document required to be produced may contain evidence that would tend to incriminate the person.
The privilege against self-incrimination generally covers the compulsion of any information or documents
which might incriminate a person. However, the application of the privilege to pre-existing documents is
considerably weaker than that accorded to oral testimony or documents that are required to be brought into
existence to comply with a request for information. Some jurisdictions have regarded an order to hand over
existing documents as not engaging the privilege against self-incrimination. In my view, even if it does, it is
reasonable and justified.
The primary purpose of this limited abrogation is to enable the ARBV to require production of information
or documents to support its regulatory activity. Any limitation on the right in section 25(2)(k) is directly
related to this purpose. The documents that the ARBV can require to be produced are limited to those
necessary for the purposes of determining contravention of or compliance with the regulatory scheme,
assisting enforcement of standards of professional conduct and practise for architects, or deciding whether an
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inquiry should be held into an architect’s fitness to practise or professional conduct. Importantly, the
requirement to produce a document to the ARBV does not extend to having to explain or account for the
information contained in that document. If such an explanation would tend to incriminate, the privilege would
still be available.
There are no less restrictive means available to achieve the purpose of enabling the ARBV to have access to
relevant documents, and access to such documents is necessary to enable the ARBV to effectively carry out
its regulatory role. To provide for a ‘use immunity’ that restricts the use of produced documents to particular
proceedings would unreasonably obstruct the role of the ARBV and the aims of the scheme, as well as give
the holders of such documents an unfair forensic advantage in relation to criminal and civil penalty
investigations. Any limitation on the right to protection against self-incrimination is therefore appropriately
tailored and the least restrictive means to achieve the regulatory purpose.
For the above reasons, I consider that to the extent that new section 17D(2) may impose a limitation on the
right against self-incrimination, that limitation is reasonable and justified under section 7(2) of the Charter.
Hon Jaclyn Symes MLC, Minister for Regional Development

Second reading
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (17:29): I move:
That the second-reading speech be incorporated into Hansard.

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

Incorporated speech as follows:
The Victorian Government is committed to ensuring Victorians can live in houses, townhouses and
apartments that are liveable, safe and compliant. The safety of building occupants is our top priority.
The government has progressively implemented a program of industry reform since 2016, including:
•

the Building Legislation Amendment (Consumer Protection) Act 2016;

•

the Building Amendment (Enforcement and Other Measures) Act 2017;

•

the Building Amendment (Registration of Building Trades and Other Matters) Act 2018;

•

the Building Regulations 2018 and Plumbing Regulations 2018, following sunset reviews; and

•

the Better Apartment Design Standards and Guidelines.

These changes were made to improve industry performance and consumer protection by establishing a new
dispute resolution system, modernising the regulation, registration and discipline of building practitioners,
and improving apartment design standards.
The Bill amends the Architects Act 1991 and the Building Act 1993 to further implement the government’s
commitment to improve the regulatory regime in the building and construction industry. A robust,
performance-based legislative framework helps maintain strong and resilient building and plumbing
industries and helps Victorians to feel confident in the products and services they provide.
In summary, the Bill will:
•

modernise and strengthen the Architects Registration Board of Victoria;

•

modernise governance arrangements to strengthen building industry engagement and advice to the
Minister for Planning;

•

wind up the Building Practitioners Board and transfer inquiries to the Victorian Building Authority
(the Authority);

•

strengthen financial probity requirements for building practitioners to enable greater scrutiny of
company directors, secretaries and influential persons in the registration process and as a ground
for disciplinary action;

•

introduce a power for the Authority to immediately suspend the licence or registration of a
plumbing practitioner on public safety grounds, pending an inquiry process;
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•

introduce an expiry date for certificates of accreditation issued by the Building Regulations
Advisory Committee;

•

clarify the specification of builders in relation to specific building work as it applies to partnerships;
and

•

make minor corrections to provisions of the Building Act that relate to the establishment of a
register of private swimming pools and spas.

The Bill will also make minor, technical corrections to the Environment Protection Amendment Act 2018
(EP Amendment Act 2018) to ensure the Environment Protection Act 2017 (EP Act 2017) operates as
intended once the amendments in the EP Amendment Act 2018 commence.
Modernise and strengthen the Architects Registration Board of Victoria
The Architects Registration Board of Victoria is the responsible regulator for professional architects. The
number of new architects registered in Victoria continues to grow year on year and their role in the design
and construction of new buildings or alteration to existing buildings is significant.
However, the legislative framework has not changed significantly since the Board was first established in
1922. Limitations of the legislation in relation to governance arrangements and disciplinary action have
constrained the Board in effectively carrying out its regulatory role and meeting community expectations.
The Bill amends the Architects Act to ensure that the Board can effectively respond to present and future
challenges with a strengthened regulatory framework.
The Bill replaces the outdated ‘good character’ test with a provision to enable the Board to be satisfied that
the architect is a fit and proper person, having regard to a number of probity matters. The Board will be able
to consider the probity matters when an application for registration as an architect is made. If the Board
becomes aware that the architect ceases to become a fit and proper person, this provides grounds for
immediate suspension or cancellation of an architect’s registration.
A key complaint about architects is the lack of knowledge in a number of critical areas, including the National
Construction Code. The Board currently has limited powers to impose requirements to ensure that architects
are staying up to date with key developments, including products.
The Bill therefore introduces a requirement for architects to comply with any continuing professional
development requirements, which are to be prescribed in regulations. Architects will be required to provide
written proof of compliance with prescribed requirements by 1 July in each year. Failure to comply with
relevant prescribed continuing professional development requirements is a ground for immediate suspension
of an architect’s registration.
The Bill aims to improve the robustness and effectiveness of the Board as the key regulator of architects.
Currently, the key mechanism for taking disciplinary action against an architect is a review by a tribunal,
which is largely focused on complaints and results in lengthy complaint resolution timeframes. The Bill
therefore provides a number of grounds on which the Board may immediately suspend the registration of an
architect, subject to an inquiry being conducted by a Tribunal.
Currently, the Board may request either a complainant or an architect to provide information or to assist the
Board determine if a disciplinary inquiry should be held. The Bill will broaden this power to enable the Board
to request information or documents to support all its regulatory activities.
The Bill will also increase the term of appointment for Board members from two to three years, to bring it in
line with other regulators. Longer term appointments provide better continuity for the Board, enable members
to take a much longer-term view which improves strategic thinking and improve Board cohesion and
effectiveness. The Bill will also improve the agility and reactivity of the Board by enabling it to delegate its
functions and duties to the Registrar or other officer appointed under the Architects Act.
Modernise governance arrangements to strengthen building industry engagement and advice to the
Minister for Planning
The Building Act establishes three advisory bodies to support the Minister for Planning in fulfilling the
functions and duties under that Act, including the Building Advisory Council, Plumbing Advisory Council
and the Building Regulations Advisory Committee. These bodies largely constitute a legislative industry
engagement model, as the members are drawn from across the different elements of the building and
plumbing industries. Such engagement is a critical part of an effective process to advise the Minister of issues
being experienced by the building sector. However, these arrangements must be fit for purpose.
There is considerable duplication and overlap between the Building Advisory Council and the Building
Regulations Advisory Committee, both in terms of its membership and functions. The Bill will therefore
abolish the Building Advisory Council and establish a single source of advice on building industry matters by
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transferring functions to the Building Regulations Advisory Committee. The Bill will also add a new member
to be nominated by the Building Designers Association of Victoria, as the key industry stakeholder that is
currently represented on the Building Advisory Council but not the Building Regulations Advisory Committee.
The Bill also proposes an additional amendment to remove an anomaly in the Building Act which relates to
the remuneration of public sector employees or statutory office holders when appointed to boards and
advisory bodies. Decisions around remuneration should be addressed under the Appointment and
Remuneration Guidelines 2018 following advice by the Department of Premier and Cabinet. Where it is
considered appropriate to appoint public servants to boards or advisory bodies, there should be a parallel
decision related to remuneration or allowances. It is rare that legislation puts a prohibition on remuneration
and it is believed that its removal will bring the Building Act in line with contemporary approaches that leave
such decisions to government.
Wind up the Building Practitioners Board and transfer inquiries to the Authority
Prior to 1 September 2016, the Building Practitioners Board had responsibility for the registration of building
practitioners and for the administration of the disciplinary actions against registered building practitioners.
The Building Legislation Amendment (Consumer Protection) Act 2016 abolished the Building
Practitioners Board and the functions exercised by the Board were transferred to the Authority. However,
transitional provisions provided for the Building Practitioners Board to continue to operate for the purpose of
concluding any inquiries into the conduct of a building practitioner referred to it before 1 September 2016.
There are several inquiries still to be determined by the Building Practitioners Board, including high-profile
disciplinary inquiries into the conduct of building practitioners. These outstanding matters have been affected
by significant delays, often due to adjournments and difficulties in rescheduling hearing dates, as well as
challenges in relation to the practice and procedure of hearings.
The Bill will therefore amend the Building Act so that outstanding inquiries with the Building Practitioners
Board are transferred to and determined by the Authority. The Bill provides that the Authority will determine
these matters in accordance with the old provisions of the Building Act that would have applied if the Board
were determining the matter. This will ensure the fair, efficient and satisfactory resolution of the outstanding
inquiries.
Strengthen financial probity requirements for building practitioners
The government has been made aware that some building companies are deliberately going into external
administration to avoid liability for building work following completion of that work. The conduct of illegal
phoenix activity—when a new company is created to continue the business of a company that has been
deliberately liquidated to avoid paying its debts, including taxes, creditors and employee entitlements—will
not be tolerated.
The Bill will amend the financial probity requirements that form part of the fit and proper test for building
practitioners to better enable the Authority to examine the conduct of practitioners and determine if they are
engaging in a pattern of behaviour that is illegal phoenix activity. The Authority will be able to consider, as
part of assessing an application for registration or renewal, if an applicant, or in the case of a body corporate
applicant a director of that body corporate, was a director, secretary or influential person of a body corporate
for up to two years before that body corporate went into external administration, and if the applicant or director
has engaged in a pattern of doing so. In this case, the application for registration or renewal can be refused.
A new definition of ‘influential person’ will be inserted into section 3 of the Building Act to capture
individuals who do not act in any official capacity in relation to a body corporate practitioner but exert
significant influence on the body corporate practitioner’s business and operations.
In addition, where illegal phoenix activity is detected and the Authority considers the new financial probity
requirements of the fit and proper person test are not met, it may choose to instigate disciplinary action
following a show cause process. If the Authority makes a finding during the course of disciplinary
proceedings that the practitioner, or director of the body corporate practitioner, is not a fit and proper person,
the Authority must cancel the practitioner’s registration.
Power to immediately suspend the licence or registration of a plumbing practitioner on public safety
grounds
The Bill provides for the Authority to be able to immediately suspend a licensed or registered plumbing
practitioner on public interest grounds including, for example, where a practitioner has repeatedly shown a
disregard for public health and safety considerations, a lack of concern for potential damage to neighbouring
properties or has been subject to multiple disciplinary proceedings.
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Introduce an expiry date for certificates of accreditation issued by the Building Regulations Advisory
Committee
One of Building Regulations Advisory Committee’s functions is to accredit a building product, construction
method, design, component or system connected with building work. Currently, the accreditation remains in
force until it is revoked. However, the circumstances in which an accreditation may be revoked are limited,
and the onus rests with the Committee to actively investigate and determine whether any of the criteria are
met for revocation.
Expiry and renewal of accreditations provides opportunity for review and reassessment of compliance with
standards and legislative requirements that may have changed over time, as well as changes in industry
practices, technological developments and community expectations. Given inherent defects in building
products, such as combustible cladding, the government considers accreditations should be subject to review
to validate continued accreditation and support consumer protection.
The Bill will therefore introduce an expiry date for certificates of accreditation issued under the Building Act.
Given the potential risk and liability that attaches to accreditation decisions, it is considered this will provide
the Building Regulations Advisory Committee (and others) with an opportunity to review the validity of those
accreditations currently registered and determine whether they should continue.
The Bill will provide that new accreditations are to remain in force for a period of up to three years unless
revoked earlier. Regulations will be made that outline the renewal process for accreditations. Existing
accreditations issued on or after 1 January 2019 will be deemed to expire within three years from the date of
issue of the certificate of accreditation. The Building Regulations Advisory Committee will be required to
provide a notice to accreditation holders advising of this.
For those accreditations issued prior to 1 January 2019, a transition period of six months will apply before an
expiry date is applied. Within that six months, the Building Regulations Advisory Committee will write to
accreditation holders and seek confirmation that accreditation is still required. If confirmation is provided, the
certificate of accreditation will be reissued with a three-year expiry date. If no confirmation is provided, the
accreditation will be automatically revoked, and the Building Regulations Advisory Committee will issue a
notice to this effect.
Clarify the specification of builders in relation to specific building work as it applies to partnerships
The Bill will amend the Building Act to provide greater clarity on how certain requirements apply where
building work is to be carried out by a partnership. This is to address inconsistencies between who is named
as building practitioner on a certificate of insurance and a major domestic building contract.
The Bill provides that if the builder is a member of a partnership, the major domestic building contract and
the certificate of insurance must both specify the name of the builder and the name of the partnership.
Therefore, the relevant building surveyor will be required to check that the names of the builder and the
partnership specified on the certificate of insurance are identical to the names of the builder and the partnership
specified in the contract.
Minor corrections to provisions regarding the establishment of a register of private swimming pools
and spas
The Bill will insert a definition of ‘swimming pool’ into the Building Act that is consistent with the Building
Code of Australia definition and includes spas, relocatable swimming pools and relocatable spas. Definitions
of ‘relocatable swimming pool’ and ‘relocatable spa’ are also to be inserted.
The Bill also amends the Building Act to:
•

make it clear that the regulations may provide for either an indefinite or time limited registration to
be granted;

•

allow the swimming pool and spa register to include ‘records’ or ‘documents’ as well as
information, which will allow for copies of certificates and other documents issued in respect of
pools and spas to form part of the register.

Minor, technical amendments to the EP Amendment Act 2018
The Bill will amend the EP Amendment Act 2018 to rectify minor errors in that Act that create inconsistencies
and could result in unintended consequences. Rectifying these errors will ensure the EP Act 2017 operates as
originally intended upon commencement of the EP Amendment Act 2018.
The Bill will amend the EP Amendment Act 2018 to:
•

integrate advertising an environment effects statement under the Environment Effects Act 1978
with advertising of a development licence under the EP Amendment Act 2018 to ensure that the
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provisions exempting a decision on the development licence from review by the Victorian Civil
and Administrative Tribunal are functionally the same as those for a works approval decision under
the current Environment Protection Act 1970;
•

ensure that references to procedures and processes under the Environment Effects Act are correctly
aligned with the provisions of and practices under that Act; and

•

clarify that the Environment Protection Authority or a council is able to amend a licence or permit
to add conditions, in addition to amending and revoking conditions.

I commend the Bill to the house.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:30): On behalf of my colleague Mr Davis, I move:
That debate be adjourned for one week.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for one week.
LOCAL GOVERNMENT BILL 2019
Introduction and first reading
The PRESIDENT (17:30): I have a further message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act to reform
the law relating to local government in Victoria, to repeal the City of Greater Geelong Act 1993, to amend
the City of Melbourne Act 2001, the Local Government Act 1989, the Victoria Grants Commission
Act 1976 and the Victorian Independent Remuneration Tribunal and Improving Parliamentary
Standards Act 2019, and to consequentially amend certain other Acts and for other purposes’.

Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (17:31): I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

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

Motion agreed to.
Statement of compatibility
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (17:31): I lay on the table a
statement of compatibility with the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 (Charter), I
make this Statement of Compatibility with respect to the Local Government Bill 2019.
In my opinion, the Local Government Bill 2019 (Bill), as introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible
with human rights as set out in the Charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview
The Bill replaces the Local Government Act 1989 as the principal Act for the establishment and administration
of the system of local government in Victoria. The Bill also repeals the City of Greater Geelong Act 1993 and
makes consequential and related amendments to several other acts including the City of Melbourne Act 2001.
The primary purpose of the Bill is to give effect to section 74A(1) of the Constitution Act 1975 which
enshrines local government as a distinct and essential tier of government and an integral part of the Victorian
constitutional system. Importantly, by continuing to provide for democratically elected councils, the Bill also
gives effect to section 18 of the Charter which provides that every person has a right to participate in the
conduct of public affairs, directly or through freely chosen representatives, to vote and be elected at municipal
elections, and to have access to public office without discrimination.
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The Bill replaces the Local Government Act 1989 with a contemporary, accessible and principles based
legislative framework for the administration of Victoria’s councils. Notably, the Bill seeks to revitalise local
democracy and increase community confidence in the local government sector by: providing greater clarity
to the role and responsibilities of councils as democratically elected bodies; promoting greater participation
by communities in council activities and strategic decision-making; introducing a new principle-based
governance framework that encourages councils to be more autonomous and outcome-orientated and
reinforcing the council integrity and transparency framework.
Human Rights Issues
The human rights protected by the Charter that are relevant to the Bill are the right to equality (s 8), the right
to privacy and reputation (s 13), the right to freedom of expression (s 15), the right to participate in public life
(section 18), the right to property (s 20), the right to liberty and security (s 21), the right to a fair hearing (s 24)
and certain rights in criminal proceedings (s 25).
Right to participate in public life
Section 18(1) of the Charter provides that every person in Victoria has the right to participate in the conduct
of public affairs, directly or through freely chosen representatives. Section 18(2) of the Charter provides that
every eligible person has the right and opportunity to vote and to have equal access to the Victorian public
service and public office.
Requirements to hold office
Clause 34 of the Bill provides that only persons who are 18 years of age, eligible citizens and who have a
sufficient connection to the council to be on the voters’ roll are qualified to be a councillor. Clause 34 also
outlines a number of grounds upon which a person will not be qualified to be a councillor. These grounds
relate primarily to the commission of offences or serious misconduct under the Bill for which a finding or
findings have been made against a person following a hearing or investigation (such as failing to disclose a
material conflict of interest or having two findings of serious misconduct within eight years), holding another
office or position that may conflict with the duty of being a councillor (such as being a member of council
staff or a member of the Parliament of Victoria), or conduct of a serious nature (such as being disqualified
from managing a corporation). This may limit the right to take part in public life under section 18 of the
Charter; however, I consider that any limitation is demonstrably justified in accordance with section 7(2) of
the Charter.
Although the right to take part in public life is a significant right that is fundamental to a democratic system
of government, the right is not absolute, and it may be subject to reasonable limitations. In this case, the
purpose of the limitation is to ensure the integrity and good governance of the sector and public trust and
confidence in those elected or appointed to relevant positions. Clause 34 does not go any further than is
necessary to achieve this purpose. I therefore consider that any limitation imposed by clause 34 on the right
to take part in public life is demonstrably justified under the Charter.
Removal from office
There are a number of provisions in the Bill which outline the grounds upon which a councillor may be
removed from office.
In particular, clause 35 of the Bill outlines the grounds upon which a councillor will cease to hold office,
including if the councillor ceases to be qualified to be a councillor, is ousted from office, or is absent from
council meetings for a period of four consecutive months without leave obtained from the council (subject to
some exceptions). A councillor may also be: suspended by an arbiter (clause 147); suspended by a councillor
conduct panel (clause 167) or disqualified upon a finding by the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
(VCAT) that the councillor has engaged in gross misconduct (clause 172). A councillor may also be
suspended for failing to pay a surcharge relating to expenditure, deficiency or loss incurred in contravention
of the law or by misconduct, or an amount otherwise not brought to account (clause 322). Clause 228 provides
for interim stand down orders whereby a councillor may be stood down by the Governor in Council in limited
circumstances where there has been an application to a councillor conduct panel or VCAT alleging serious or
gross misconduct.
There are also provisions in the Bill which provide for the suspension or removal of an entire council.
Clause 230 provides that all of the councillors of a council may be suspended if the Minister is satisfied on
reasonable grounds that there has been a failure to provide good governance or that the council has repeatedly
and substantially failed to comply with certain orders. Clause 233 provides that if multiple extraordinary
vacancies created in the offices of councillors of the council have resulted in a period of temporary
administration under clause 232, the remaining councillors of the council are suspended for the period of
administration. Clause 235 provides that the Governor in Council may, on the recommendation of the
Minister, make an Order in Council to constitute a new council or abolish an existing council.
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These provisions may impose a limit on the right to take part in public life under section 18 of the Charter.
However, I consider that any limitation imposed on this right by these provisions is demonstrably justified in
accordance with section 7(2) of the Charter. The purpose of the limitations is to ensure good governance, and
that councillors act lawfully. The provisions do not go further than is necessary to achieve this purpose. The
powers to stand down or suspend a councillor are only to be utilised in the most serious of cases. Any limitation
on councillors’ rights is appropriately balanced against the strong public interest in ensuring the appropriate
exercise of statutory powers by councils and the appropriate undertaking of public functions by councillors.
Further, the powers are appropriately confined and the provisions are subject to appropriate procedural
safeguards. A councillor affected by a decision of a councillor conduct panel under clause 167 or whose
interests are affected by a decision of the Secretary imposing a surcharge under clause 321 may apply to
VCAT for review of the decision. Any order to suspend a council under clause 230 will be subject to
disallowance by Parliament and will therefore be subject to additional level of scrutiny.
The Governor in Council may only order a councillor to stand down under clause 228 where there has been
an application to a councillor conduct panel or VCAT alleging serious or gross misconduct, the Chief
Municipal Inspector or a municipal monitor has given the Minister a report about the councillor advising the
Minister of certain findings and the Minister is satisfied in respect of those findings. A councillor may only
be stood down for a specified period (of less than six months) or until a specified outcome relevant to the
application to VCAT or a councillor conduct panel has occurred.
In the case of a recommendation of the Minister under clause 235 to abolish or reconstitute a council,
clause 238 provides that the Minister must consider the report of a restructuring advisory panel before making
such a recommendation and clause 239 provides that the panel must engage in a process of community
engagement. In the case of a failure to provide good governance under clause 230, the Minister may not
recommend to the Governor in Council that an order be made to suspend a council unless the Minister has
considered what steps the council has taken to address and remedy the difficulties underlying the failure. This
ensures that the council has an opportunity to remedy identified failures and provide good governance before
the power is exercised.
I therefore consider these provisions to be compatible with section 18 of the Charter.
Limitations on participation
Clause 240 restricts the entitlement of certain persons to vote. Specifically, that entitlement is limited to two
joint owners of rateable property not resident in the municipality, two resident owners of rateable property
who are not on the state roll (non-Australian citizens), one representative of a corporation owning or being an
occupying ratepayer of a rateable property, or two occupiers who are ratepayers for a property. This may limit
the right to participate in public life by limiting the number of people who can be enrolled to vote in respect
of a rateable property.
Section 18(2) of the Charter specifically clarifies the right to vote applies to an ‘eligible person’. This is a
reference to who the Parliament chooses to be given that right. This terminology also highlights that
section 18(1) of the Charter, with respect to voting rights, is not intended to apply to all persons in all
circumstances. In my view, the eligibility criteria imposed by clause 240 therefore do not limit the right. In
any event, to the extent that clause 240 limits the right to take part in public life, any limitation would be
reasonable and justified to ensure the integrity of the electoral roll, which provides the foundation for the
integrity of council elections. The process of constructing the roll is complex, time consuming and labour
intensive. It would be more so without this reasonable limitation. In my view, limiting the entitlement of
owners who are not Australian citizens and occupiers whose entitlement derives from paying rates in lieu of
the owner to two votes is compatible with the Charter right to take part in public life.
Right to freedom of expression
Section 15 of the Charter provides that every person has the right to hold an opinion without interference and
has the right to freedom of expression which includes the freedom to seek, receive and impart information
and ideas of all kinds. Section 15 also provides that lawful restrictions may be reasonably necessary to respect
personal rights and reputations, or for the protection of national security, public order, public health or public
morality.
Prohibitions on providing false and misleading information
There are a number of clauses in the Bill that prohibit the making of false or misleading statements. For
example, it is an offence to knowingly give false or misleading information to the Chief Municipal Inspector
(clause 198) or to knowingly make false or misleading statements or produce false or misleading documents
to a Commission of Inquiry (clause 220). The Bill also contains offences for giving an election campaign
donation return that is known to contain false or misleading particulars, for providing false or misleading
information to a person required to give an election campaign donation return (clause 306) and for making a
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statement in relation to voter enrolment or an election knowing that it is false or misleading in a material
particular (clause 293). It is an offence for a proprietor of a newspaper to publish a paid article or paragraph
containing electoral matter (clause 289) without printing the word ‘advertisement’ as a headline.
Additionally, the Bill prohibits the publication and distribution of material that may be misleading or
deceptive. With respect to electoral material, it is an offence to print, publish or distribute any matter or thing
that is likely to mislead or deceive a voter in relation to the casting of the voter’s vote (clause 288), or to print,
publish or distribute a newspaper or pamphlet containing electoral matter unless the author’s name and
address are listed (clause 290).
These provisions may engage the right to freedom of expression by limiting the kind of information that a
person may impart. However, to the extent that the right is engaged, any limitation imposed would fall within
the internal limitations to the right in section 15(3), as reasonably necessary to respect the rights and reputation
of other persons, or for the protection of public order. Alternatively, any limitation on the right under section 15
of the Charter is demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the Charter. These prohibitions are necessary to
ensure the accuracy of the information provided to the Minister, Chief Municipal Inspectors, Commissions of
Inquiry and the public, and are limited to instances where persons are knowingly or recklessly providing false
information, or should reasonably be expected to know that the information is likely to mislead or deceive.
Further, these restrictions are critical to preventing the distribution of false or misleading information that could
unduly influence council elections, ensuring that voters have relevant information to inform their decisions, and
maintaining the transparency and integrity of council decision-making. Accordingly, I consider these
provisions to be compatible with the right to freedom of expression under the Charter.
Prohibitions on certain activities at voting centres
The Bill prohibits certain activities at voting centres that may engage the right to freedom of expression.
During voting hours it is unlawful to canvass for or solicit votes, or exhibit notices or signs relating to the
election (which are not official notices) within 3 metres of any entrance to a voting centre (clause 295), or to
distribute any printed electoral material that is not a registered how to vote card within 400 metres of a voting
centre (clause 291). Further, any person employed as an election official or scrutineer is prohibited from
wearing or displaying any badge, emblem or political slogan of any candidate or political party (clause 295).
Clause 301 makes it an offence for persons to demonstrate, or broadcast or disseminate any matter intended
or likely to affect the result of the election, during the hours of voting within a voter centre or within
400 metres of the entrance of a voter centre. Clause 302 gives an election manager or official the power and
authority to maintain order and keep the peace at any venue used for an election and to remove any person
who amongst other things, obstructs the approaches to a voting centre or causes disturbance at any election.
Clauses 301 and 302 are intended to protect public order and respect the right to public life by ensuring that
persons who attend voting centres can participate in the voting process.
Any interference with the right to freedom of expression occasioned by the above clauses only applies to
activities at voting centres during voting hours and does not limit political protests and campaigning at other
locations or during the lead up to an election. Accordingly, these restrictions fall within the internal
qualifications of the right to freedom of expression (as discussed above). Alternatively, any limitations are
reasonable and justified under section 7(2) of the Charter to ensure that the integrity of the voting process is
maintained, and council elections are able to be conducted in an orderly manner.
Prohibitions on disclosing certain matters
Certain provisions in the Bill prohibit the disclosure of certain information. Clauses 193 and 196 provide that,
subject to limited exceptions, a person served with a confidentiality notice in respect of an investigation on a
public interest complaint specifying one or more restricted matters, is prohibited from disclosing that restricted
matter, or matters, whilst the confidentiality notice has effect. Clause 212 provides that a Commission of
Inquiry may make an order prohibiting or restricting the publication of certain information. Clause 213
outlines the penalties applicable for breaching such an order.
A Commission of Inquiry may make a confidentiality order on the following grounds: if prejudice or hardship
might be caused to any person, the nature and subject matter of the information or evidence is sensitive, there
is a possibility of any prejudice to legal proceedings or the Commission otherwise considers it appropriate. A
confidentiality notice may only be issued if the Chief Municipal Inspector considers on reasonable grounds
that the disclosure of one or more restricted matters would be likely to prejudice an investigation by the
Independent Broad-based Anti-Corruption Commission or the Victorian Inspectorate, the safety or reputation
of a person, or the fair trial of a person who has been, or may be, charged with an offence.
These provisions may impose a limit on the right to freedom of expression under section 18 of the Charter by
limiting a person’s right to impart information. However, the purpose of the limitations is to allow an inquiry
to protect sensitive information.. I therefore consider that any limitations imposed are within the internal limits
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of the right in section 15(3) to respect the rights of other persons and for the protection of public order.
Alternatively, the limitations are demonstrably justified in accordance with section 7(2) of the Charter.
Exemption of documents from FOI regime
Clause 223 provides that the Freedom of Information Act 1982 does not apply to a document that is in the
possession of a Commission of Inquiry or that has been provided to an agency by the Commission while the
Commission is in existence. Clause 223 may engage the right to seek and receive information in section 15(2)
of the Charter by explicitly exempting specific documents from the Freedom of Information regime. It is
noted that Commissions are appointed to inquire into, among other things, serious governance concerns at
councils and routinely deal with contentious matters for which sensitive and confidential information is
sought. In my view, any limitation of this right is reasonable and necessary to ensure the integrity of the
inquiry process by ensuring that inquiries can operate efficiently and effectively and that the FOI regime
cannot be used during the course of an inquiry to release private information which might prejudice the
conduct of the inquiry. Further, the provision only applies whilst an inquiry is being conducted.
Accordingly, this provision is compatible with the right to freedom of expression under the Charter.
Right to privacy and reputation
Section 13 of the Charter provides that a person has the right not to have their privacy, family, home or
correspondence unlawfully or arbitrarily interfered with and not to have their reputation unlawfully attacked.
An interference will be lawful if it is permitted by a law which is precise and appropriately circumscribed,
and will be arbitrary only if it is capricious, unpredictable, unjust or unreasonable, in the sense of being
disproportionate to the legitimate aim sought.
Public access to information
Various provisions of the Bill provide for public access to personal information. Clause 251 provides that the
voters’ roll (excluding addresses of silent electors) must be available for inspection by members of the public.
Further, a summary of the personal interests of councillors (clause 135) and a summary of the gifts recorded
in an election campaign donation return (clause 307), including the name of the candidate and the name of
the donor, must be published on the council internet site and be available for inspection at the relevant
council’s office. These provisions could require the divulging of information that would otherwise be private
in nature.
However, any impacts on the right to privacy and reputation are not arbitrary or unlawful and can be balanced
against the need to ensure the transparent and accountable operation of councils and the voting system, the
integrity of council decision making and to prevent the misuse of public positions. Further, the provisions are
subject to certain safeguards. Interest returns of councillors published under clause 135 are only made public
in summary form, ensuring councillors’ personal details about their interests remain private. As such, to the
extent that the publication of the above information will interfere with privacy, any such interference will be
lawful and not arbitrary, and will therefore be compatible with the right to privacy.
Information sharing
Various provisions of the Bill confer information sharing powers on and between a number of persons and
bodies.
A Commission of Inquiry may provide or disclose any information or give any document or other thing to
any person or body if relevant to the performance of the functions of that person or body (clause 219). The
Chief Municipal Inspector may provide or disclose any information received in the course of an investigation
of an assessable disclosure to certain persons or bodies in certain circumstances (clause 192). Clause 196
provides that a restricted matter specified in a confidentiality notice may be disclosed in limited
circumstances.
Further, the Victorian Electoral Commission (VEC) must provide a copy of the voters’ roll to a candidate for
an election on request (section 252) and may provide the voters’ roll to a person or organisation on request,
provided the public interest in providing it outweighs the public interest in protecting the privacy of personal
information (section 253). Additionally, the CEO may use a copy of the voters’ roll for the purpose of
communicating or consulting with the municipal community (clause 254) and the Victorian Local
Government Grants Commission may require a council to provide information that the Commission requires
to enable it to perform its functions (clause 372).
These provisions may involve divulging personal information to third parties and will therefore limit the right
to privacy under the Charter. However, in my view, such limitations will not be arbitrary or unlawful and will
therefore be compatible with the right to privacy. These information sharing powers are limited to information
needed to perform particular functions and are necessary to support transparency and accountability in the
Victorian electoral system. Further, clause 253 contains an additional safeguard in that it requires the VEC to
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consult with the Information Commissioner on the public interest in protecting the privacy of personal
information and take into account the Commissioner’s advice.
I consider that these provisions strike an appropriate balance between protecting the privacy of constituents
while ensuring that responsible authorities (such as the VEC) have sufficient information to administer
electoral services and perform their functions, and candidates are provided with information in relation to
their electorate.
In my view, therefore, the information sharing powers will not be an arbitrary or unlawful interference with
privacy.
Investigatory powers
The Bill contains numerous provisions empowering the councillor conduct panel, Commissioners on a
Commission of Inquiry and the Chief Municipal Inspector to request information and inspect documents.
Clause 161 provides that a councillor conduct panel may request a person to attend a hearing and answer
questions, request information (including confidential information) from a party to a misconduct application,
and direct a councillor to attend a hearing or provide information. The Chief Municipal Inspector may require
a person to produce any document, give all reasonable assistance in connection with an examination or
investigation, and appear before the Inspector for examination on oath (clause 183). The Chief Municipal
Inspector may also consult with certain bodies for the purpose of ensuring an investigation does not prejudice
any criminal proceedings or investigations (clause 185) and must notify the IBAC of corrupt conduct
(clause 188). Clauses 206 and 207 provide that a Commission of Inquiry may serve written notice on a person
to appear and give evidence before it. Clause 208 provides that a Commissioner may inspect any document
or thing produced, copy it and retain it for as long as is reasonably necessary.
Additionally, a person in charge of a voting centre may request that a person suspected of handing out electoral
material within 400 metres of the voting centre produce for inspection any how-to-vote cards in their
possession and hand over all non-registered how-to-vote cards (clause 292).
A councillor may also be required, under clause 321, to show cause why they should not be surcharged for
an expenditure incurred in contravention of an Act, or a deficiency or loss that has been incurred by the
unauthorised or improper action of the councillor. This may involve providing personal information.
These provisions may interfere with the right to privacy. However, the powers are only exercisable for
specified purposes, namely, to allow Commissions and Chief Municipal Inspectors to conduct thorough
investigations into matters of serious concern at councils. Further, clause 292 is necessary to ensure the
integrity of the sector and to ensure that voters are not misled. Clauses 183, 206, 207, and 321 are also subject
to appropriate notification requirements. For example, clauses 206 and 207 provide that written notice must
be served and that persons do not need to appear before the Commission if they have a reasonable excuse,
such as that the request would require them to incriminate themselves or that they are unable to attend on a
particular date.
Accordingly, to the extent that the above provisions will interfere with the right to privacy by requiring the
disclosure of personal information, any such interference will be lawful and not arbitrary, and will therefore
be compatible with the right to privacy.
Entering land and carrying out work without consent
Clauses 117 and 118 of the Bill limit the right to privacy in relation to the home by providing that the council,
owner of land or persons authorised by the owner or council may enter land to carry out required work. Such
land could include a person’s home. In my view, while the exercise of these powers may interfere with the
privacy of an individual in some cases, any such interference will be lawful and not arbitrary.
The powers can only be exercised in limited circumstances where a person has failed to undertake the required
work and where it will ensure that works are undertaken in accordance with relevant Acts, regulations or local
laws. In the case of the right of an owner to carry out required work under clause 118 on occupied land, the
occupier of the land must be given notice of the owner’s intention to carry out the works. If the occupier of
the land does not comply with the notice, the owner of the land must then apply to the Magistrates’ Court for
an order requiring the occupier of the land to permit the owner to carry out the works before entering the land.
Further, there is significant public interest in ensuring that councils, owners or authorised persons can enter
land in order to carry out necessary works.
Accordingly, to the extent that this provision could be considered to interfere with a person’s privacy, the
interference would not constitute an unlawful or arbitrary interference. Therefore, the provision is compatible
with the right to privacy and reputation under section 13 of the Charter.
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Right to property
Section 20 of the Charter provides that a person must not be deprived of their property other than in
accordance with law. This right requires that powers which authorise the deprivation of property are conferred
by legislation or common law, are confined and structured rather than unclear, are accessible to the public,
and are formulated precisely.
Compulsory acquisition of land
Clause 112 of the Bill engages but does not limit the right to property by providing that councils may
compulsorily acquire land. The power to compulsorily acquire land is lawful as it must be exercised in
accordance with the Land Acquisition and Compensation Act 1986. This is a necessary power to ensure that
councils are able to acquire land for the performance of governmental functions.
As this acquisition of land must be in accordance with the Land Acquisition and Compensation Act 1986, the
acquisition gives rise to a right to compensation on just terms. Further, the Land Acquisition and
Compensation Act 1986 sets out clear requirements for notification, procedures for acquisition and
determination of compensation. Any such deprivation will be in accordance with law.
Production and inspection of documents
The Bill empowers the Chief Municipal Inspector (clause 183) and a Commissioner of a Commission of
Inquiry (clause 206) to require a person to produce a document. It is an offence to fail to produce a document
without reasonable excuse (clause 207). An authorised person may inspect any document or thing produced
to a Commission of Inquiry, retain it for as long as is reasonably necessary, and copy it (clause 208).
Clause 292 provides that a person in charge of a voting centre may request a person suspected of handing out
electoral material within 400 metres of a voting centre (a contravention under the Bill) produce for inspection
any how-to-vote cards in the person’s possession and to hand over all non-registered how-to-vote cards. A
person must not fail to comply with such a request.
These provisions engage but do not limit the right to property. Clauses 183, 207 and 208 contain procedural
protections, including that the offence under clause 207 is subject to a reasonable excuse exception which
encompasses the common law privilege against self-incrimination, and the owner of the documents may make
an application to have them returned by the Commission when they cease to be reasonably necessary for the
purposes of its inquiry.
To the extent that these clauses could be considered to deprive a person of property, any such interference
will be appropriately confined and tailored to ensuring compliance with the Bill. I therefore consider these
provisions to be compatible with the right to property under section 20 of the Charter.
Presumption of innocence
Section 25(1) of the Charter provides that a person charged with a criminal offence has the right to be
presumed innocent until proved guilty according to law. The right in section 25(1) is relevant where a statutory
provision shifts the burden of proof onto an accused in a criminal proceeding, so that the accused is required
to prove matters to establish, or raise evidence to suggest, that they are not guilty of an offence.
Evidential burdens
A number of provisions in the Bill create offences that may place an evidential burden on the accused. A person
must not, without reasonable excuse, acquire land in a municipal district without providing notice to the council
(clause 122), refuse or fail to comply with a requirement of the Chief Municipal Inspector to the extent to which
that person is able to comply (clause 198), fail to appear before the Commission of Inquiry after being served
with a written notice (clause 206), or refuse to take an oath or make an affirmation, or fail to give evidence or
produce any documents specified in a written notice served on that person (clause 207). Additionally,
clause 196 of the Bill provides that a person who discloses information subject to a confidentiality notice must
provide the person to whom the disclosure is made with a copy of the confidentiality notice and any updates to
that notice, unless the person has a reasonable excuse for not doing so.
Further, clause 83(2) requires a person charged with an offence against a local law to provide evidence that
at the time of the alleged offence the council had not complied with required notice provisions in relation to
that law.
These provisions create an evidentiary burden on the accused, in that they require the accused to raise
evidence, either of a reasonable excuse or of non-compliance by the council with notice provisions. However,
in doing so, they do not transfer the legal burden. Once the accused has pointed to such evidence, which will
ordinarily be peculiarly within their knowledge, the burden shifts back to the prosecution to prove the essential
elements of the offence. The purpose of clauses 206 and 207 is to ensure that a Commission is able to conduct
inquiries in a timely manner and the provisions only apply where a person has not complied with a request or
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notice. Similarly, clause 198 is necessary for the Chief Municipal Inspector to be able to effectively discharge
their functions and only applies where a person has not complied with a request. Clause 122 is necessary to
ensure that councils have accurate information on their voter rolls and clause 196 is necessary to ensure the
integrity of confidentiality regimes.
I do not consider that an evidential onus of the kind in the above provisions limits the right to be presumed
innocent, and courts in other jurisdictions have taken this approach. Accordingly, I am satisfied that these
provisions are compatible with the right to the presumption of innocence.
Evidentiary presumptions
A number of provisions of the Bill establish that certain things may be taken to be proof of certain facts.
Clause 324 of the Bill provides that, until evidence is given to the contrary, proof is not required as to certain
facts. Such facts include the constitution of a council, the election of councillors, the location or boundaries
of a municipal district or ward, the appointment of a person as a member of a committee of council staff, and
the correctness of the voters’ roll.
Other things that may be taken to be proof of fact include compliance by a council with a relevant good
practice guideline as evidence that the council has complied with certain corresponding obligations
(clause 87), a land information certificate as conclusive proof of the prescribed information stated in the
certificate (clause 121), a statutory declaration by a person who has served or given certain documents as
evidence of the document having being served or given (clause 316) and evidence that a person proceeded
against is liable to be rated in respect of land as evidence that the person is the owner or occupier of any land
in proceedings for certain offences (clause 323).
These provisions engage the right to the presumption of innocence under section 25(1) of the Charter because
they reduce the burden on the prosecution to provide evidence in relation to certain facts. However, to the
extent that these evidentiary presumptions limit the right to the presumption of innocence, I consider any such
limitation to be reasonable and justified. The facts relevant to the clauses are uncontroversial and, in the
context of a prosecution, an accused would have the opportunity to rebut the presumption with evidence to
the contrary. The purpose of imposing this evidential burden is to ensure the effectiveness of enforcement and
compliance with the new Act, by enabling offences to be efficiently prosecuted.
For these reasons, in my view, the above clauses strike an appropriate balance of interests and, even if they
did limit the right to be presumed innocent, such limitation would be reasonable and justifiable under
section 7(2) of the Charter.
Deemed criminal liability for officers of bodies corporate
Clause 320 provides that if a body corporate that is a corporation commits an offence against certain
provisions relating to bribery treating and undue influence, an officer of the body corporate also commits that
offence if the officer failed to exercise due diligence to prevent the commission of the offence. This provision
is relevant to the presumption of innocence as it may operate to deem as ‘fact’ that an individual has
committed an offence based on the actions of the body corporate. Officers may rely on a defence that would
be available to the body corporate if it were charged with the offence and bear the same burden of proof as
the body corporate in doing so.
I consider that any limitation of the right to the presumption of innocence occasioned by the deemed criminal
liability is reasonably justified due to the gravity of the offences relevant to clause 320 and the obligations on
officers of bodies corporate to exercise due diligence. In my view, there are no less restrictive means
reasonably available for ensuring adequate deterrence of corporate offences that may cause significant public
harm. Further, courts in other jurisdictions have held that protections on the presumption of innocence may
be subject to reasonable limits particularly in the context of compliance offences. Accordingly, I am satisfied
that these provisions are compatible with the right under the Charter to the presumption of innocence.
Right to recognition and equality before the law
Section 8 of the Charter provides that every person is equal before the law and is entitled to the equal
protection of the law without discrimination and has the right to equal and effective protection against
discrimination. The term ‘discrimination’ referred to in section 8(3) of the Charter is defined as discrimination
within the meaning of the Equal Opportunity Act 2010 on the basis of an attribute set out in section 6 of that
Act. Race, age and political belief or activity are some of the protected attributes which may be relevant to
the Bill.
Clause 16 of the Bill may limit the right to equality by discriminating on the basis of political belief or activity.
The Equal Opportunity Act 2010 defines ‘political belief or activity’ as (a) holding or not holding a lawful
political belief or view; or (b) engaging in, not engaging in or refusing to engage in a lawful political activity.
Clauses 16(6)(e) and (f) of the Bill precludes a person from being a member of an electoral representation
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advisory panel if they are a member of a registered political party or have been a member of a registered
political party at any time during the previous five years.
In my opinion, this requirement is reasonable and proportionate under section 7(2) of the Charter because the
exclusion of members of political parties is necessary to ensure that the functions of an electoral representation
advisory panel are carried out in an unbiased and nonpartisan manner which is necessary to safeguard the
integrity of political processes.
One provision of the Bill may engage the right to equality by discriminating on the basis of nationality. The
Equal Opportunity Act 2010 defines ‘race’ as including nationality or national origin, and courts have
considered the term ‘nationality’ to be equivalent to the term ‘citizenship”. Clause 34 of the Bill provides that
a person who is not an Australian citizen, an eligible British subject, or is under the age of 18, is not qualified
to be a councillor. This provision may limit the right to equality by excluding people who are not Australian
nationals from being elected into office. Clause 34 may also limit the right to equality on the basis of age.
However, I consider these limitations to be reasonable and demonstrably justified. Although these clauses
may restrict the activities of persons who are not of Australian nationality, the limitation is necessary to
address concerns about foreign influence on the political process. Further, any limitation in relation to the age
requirement is reasonable and demonstrably justified under section 7(2) of the Charter as such a requirement
is necessary to ensure that councillors are of an age where they have a sufficient understanding of public
affairs to act as elected representatives. Accordingly, I do not consider that there are any other less restrictive
measures that could be taken.
Right to a fair hearing
Section 24(1) of the Charter provides that a person charged with a criminal offence or a party to a civil
proceeding has the right to have the charge or proceeding decided by a competent, independent and impartial
court or tribunal after a fair and public hearing.
The Bill contains two provisions which enable proceedings to be closed to the public, which may engage the
right to a fair hearing under the Charter. Clause 163 provides that a hearing of a councillor conduct panel must
not be open to the public. Clause 210 provides that a Commission of Inquiry must determine whether the
proceedings are to be open to the public, having regard to the public interest and the effect on the reputational
and privacy interests of any person if the proceedings of the inquiry (or part thereof) are not closed to the
public. Further, a Commission of Inquiry may make an order excluding any person from a proceeding in
certain circumstances.
To the extent that the proceedings of a councillor conduct panel or Commission of Inquiry are civil
proceedings of a court or tribunal such that section 24 of the Charter applies, I do not consider that these
provisions limit the right to a fair hearing. In my view, these provisions are consistent with the qualification
in section 24(2) of the Charter which permits courts or tribunals to exclude persons from all or part of a hearing
if permitted to do so by law.
The Hon. Adem Somyurek MP
Minister for Local Government

Second reading
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (17:31): I want to draw to the
attention of the house that amendments were made in the Assembly. The amendments were added to
the bill in the Assembly following its introduction. The amendments fix incorrect clause references
made in the drafting of the bill. The amendments do the following:
1.

Clause 2, page 3, line 4, omit “, 1,” and insert “, 104,”.

2.

Clause 71, page 81, line 27, omit “89” and insert “90”.

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

Motion agreed to.
Mr JENNINGS: I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.
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Incorporated speech as follows:
Introduction
What an honour it is for me to rise today and speak in support of the 2019 Local Government Bill.
Local government contributes significantly to communities. It delivers vital and valued local services and is
central to the achievement of Victoria’s economic, equity and liveability outcomes. It is fair to say that each
of the more than 6.6 million Victorians benefit in some way every day from the local government sector.
This Bill creates a new Local Government Act that sets a clear standard for how Victoria’s 79 councils’
function and serve their communities.
The current Local Government Act has become outdated, incoherent and enmeshed in prescriptive detail. It
came into operation in 1989, at a time when Victoria had 210 relatively small councils and more than
2000 councillors, compared with the more than 600 councillors, in 79 councils, we have today. The Act has
since undergone hundreds of individual amendments and expanded to four times its original size. It is time
for an overhaul.
Councils, ratepayer groups and local government peak organisations have been asking for this Act to be
remade for many years. This government has listened and we have taken on the task.
Our councils need to be supported by legislation that empowers them to provide services in line with
community expectations.
The Bill is a culmination of extensive consultation with the local government sector and wider community
over three years. It enshrines in law a contemporary, principles-based framework that determines how
councils are created and elected; empowers councils to innovate and operate to the best of their ability;
significantly improves how councils are governed; and sets out clear processes and planning tools to support
and guide councils as they deliver responsive services and represent their communities.
Councils will be supported throughout the Bill’s carefully staged implementation, with detailed guidelines
and model policies to assist with the rollout and beyond.
The Bill will be gradually phased in from a date to be proclaimed but no later than 1 July 2020 through to
December 2021 giving councils at least eighteen months to undertake the changes required by the new law.
I am proud to be the Local Government Minister to finally deliver a contemporary Act that respects councils’
critical role, with stewardship of $101 billion of community infrastructure and delivery of over $8.5 billion
of critical services each year.
This is a new Bill for Parliament. It builds on the good intentions and substance of the previous Local
Government Bill, with the addition of innovative, transformative and much-needed reforms to improve
service delivery, strengthen local democracy, improve councillor conduct and community confidence and
provide a better relationship between state and local government and the community.
The Bill will deliver five broad outcomes: improved service delivery; councillor conduct; community
confidence; strengthened local democracy; and, a new relationship with the state government.
Improving service delivery
This Bill is about supporting and empowering local councils to deliver services in line with community
expectations, through better processes around community engagement, strategic planning and principles.
The Bill introduces higher standards for planning and reporting, placing the Council Plan and Budget at the
centre of strategic decision making and service delivery.
Council information will be more transparent and accessible than ever before, with a new policy that sets out
how council records are made available to the public.
The Bill sets out a framework for councils to follow for community engagement that reflects the public sector
values of responsiveness, integrity, impartiality, accountability, respect and human rights.
Deliberative community engagement processes will give Victorians more opportunities between elections to
have meaningful input into their councils.
For the first time anywhere in Australia, councils will have four-year Budgets, consistent with the state
government. This allows councils to have richer and more meaningful conversations with their community
in shaping priority services and projects.
This integrated, community focused and longer-term planning reinforces integrity and transparency in council
financial management. It reflects the expanded role of councils in providing complex service delivery and
major public infrastructure.

4495

BILLS
4496

Legislative Council

Thursday, 28 November 2019

Supporting a new relationship
The new Bill gives councils more power to do all things necessary or convenient to best perform their roles
in accordance with overarching governance principles. These streamlined principles allow councils to get on
with the job of serving the community, while ensuring they act lawfully, give priority to the best outcomes
for the whole community, engage meaningfully with the community and collaborate and cooperate with other
governments and public bodies.
The Bill removes unnecessary and outdated prescription from the current Local Government Act, enabling
councils of all sizes to be innovative and progressive. This includes being required to develop their own
procurement policies that embrace collaboration and economies of scale. This focus on achieving
effectiveness and value for money will bring a range of social and economic benefits to communities.
Councils will have more autonomy to develop and adopt their own policies and procedures, thanks to a new
framework that promotes greater strategic planning and financial management, governance and integrity. This
will be underpinned by streamlined principles and standards of community engagement, transparency, service
delivery and sound financial management.
Through this Bill we are granting councils the power to work together and investigate joint business
opportunities with other councils, different levels of government and private sector bodies, to explore
beneficial enterprises that will reach best outcomes for communities.
To strengthen this new collaborative approach, councils will be encouraged to hold joint meetings to develop
key strategic plans that take into account broader state and regional policies.
There will be new requirements for councils to develop a long-term outlook with their local communities.
This will include a 10-year vision for community, financial and asset management plans.
Councils will be required to develop strict governance rules which dictate how they make decisions and
conduct themselves both at council meetings and under delegation. This includes rules that describe any
limitations to council decision making during an election period.
The Mayor will play a pivotal role as leader and be required to report annually and publicly on the council’s
progress at an open meeting.
Rather than being set by the Minister allowances for the Mayor, Deputy Mayor and Councillors will be set
by the Victorian Independent Remuneration Tribunal.
Strengthening local democracy
The Bill puts communities at the centre of council decision making, with a legislative framework that makes
councils and councillors more accountable to their communities.
Council administrations will be required to have a complaints handling policy which outlines a mechanism
for dealing with complaints from members of the public, making councils more accountable to their
communities for their services and actions.
The Bill retains the power for the Minister to appoint a Municipal Monitor to watch and advise about council
governance processes and practices but balances that with increased requirements for councils to engage with
their communities on key strategic plans and policies.
When appointed, a Monitor will report and make recommendations to the Minister for further intervention,
such as issuing a governance direction to a council where governance failures have been identified.
Councillors will be more accountable through stronger sanctions for repeated conduct violations and poor
behaviour.
The Bill provides a new clear pathway to disqualification of a councillor for a period of four years if a
councillor has been subject to a finding of serious misconduct by a councillor conduct panel on two occasions
over an eight-year period.
The Bill simplifies council representative structures, by moving to a consistent model of single member wards
for all councils. The only exception to this is where it is more appropriate that a council be unsubdivided
without wards, for example, councils with large geographical areas and small populations, such as some rural
councils. Single member wards for councils will enable residents to receive direct representation, and
councillors will be more accountable to their local communities.
Additionally, the Bill amends the definition of ‘municipal community’ to include Traditional Owner Groups
in a way which is consistent with definitions in the Traditional Owner Settlement Act 2010 and the Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage Act 2006. Building on the state’s policy of self-determination this amendment
acknowledges that Traditional Owners have a unique role in their municipal community and will oblige
councils to engage with Traditional Owners on matters related to their responsibilities.
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Furthermore, to ensure councils reflect the communities which they serve, the Bill creates a requirement for
all chief executive officers to set out measures to ensure gender equity, diversity and inclusiveness in relation
to council staff.
The Bill will improve community confidence and reinforce the integrity of local democracy.
Improving councillor conduct
Poor conduct by a minority of councillors is an ongoing challenge for the local government sector. This Bill
sets clear standards to address and improve conduct.
Mandatory standards of conduct, defining what communities expect from their councillors provides a greater
understanding of acceptable behaviour, with a consistent framework against which to determine complaints
and alleged breaches of the Councillor Code of Conduct.
The currently complicated and varied internal resolution procedures will be replaced by clear, concise and
consistent internal arbitration processes.
This standardised process will be managed centrally by the Principal Councillor Conduct Registrar, and
arbiters will be empowered to directly impose disciplinary measures against councillors. Where a finding of
misconduct is reached, all decisions must be tabled at the next open council meeting to ensure greater
transparency of the process and its outcomes.
Under these reforms, specialised training will be introduced as a way to improve the competency and skills
of councillors and candidates. These training requirements will not only improve councillors’ understanding
of their role, they will give the community confidence and make the Council Chamber more accessible.
Importantly, this Bill ensures that there will be no doubt as to what conduct constitutes sexual harassment by
a councillor, making it clear that this behaviour is not tolerated in any form. Sexual harassment is defined
under serious misconduct and gross misconduct within the councillor conduct framework and will carry the
same definition of sexual harassment under Equal Opportunity Act 2010.
Allegations of serious misconduct will be heard by a councillor conduct panel, and any egregious allegations
which constitute gross misconduct will be investigated by the Chief Municipal Inspector and heard and
determined by VCAT. The maximum sanction for a finding of serious misconduct is increased from six
months suspension to 12 months.
Improving community confidence
Imposing a uniform election method under the statutory election service provider (the Victorian Electoral
Commission) rather than leaving the method to the discretion of elected councillors will enable all
communities to be equally represented. This will improve the integrity of the election method and increase
community confidence in voting methods.
Additionally, Council electoral rolls will be more closely aligned to the state electoral roll, whereby nonresident owners/corporate representatives and lessees of a property in the municipality will be required to
apply to vote in the municipality’s election. This will simplify the election process, increase participation rates
and reduce informal voting.
Separate arrangements will apply for the Melbourne City Council recognising its unique status. Only overseas
non-resident owners/corporate representatives of a property in the City of Melbourne will be required to apply
to vote at its election.
Conclusion
This Bill has been subject to one of the most exhaustive engagement processes of any piece of legislation in
government.
The new Local Government Act will be a leading example of modern and progressive principles-based
legislation.
The introduction of the Bill brings an end to a long, well considered and ambitious journey and the start of an
exciting new future for local government and the communities they serve.
I commend the Bill to the house.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:33): On behalf of my colleague Mr Davis, I move:
That debate be adjourned for one week.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for one week.
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PARKS AND CROWN LAND LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Introduction and first reading
The PRESIDENT (17:33): I have a final message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act to amend
the Conservation, Forests and Lands Act 1987, the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978, the Forests
Act 1958, the Land Act 1958, the Mineral Resources (Sustainable Development) Act 1990, the National
Parks Act 1975, the Parks Victoria Act 2018, the Wildlife Act 1975 and the Zoological Parks and
Gardens Act 1995 and for other purposes’.

Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (17:34): I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

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

Motion agreed to.
Statement of compatibility
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (17:34): I lay on the table a
statement of compatibility with the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 (the Charter), I
make this Statement of Compatibility with respect to the Parks and Crown Land Legislation Amendment
Bill 2019 (the Bill).
In my opinion, the Bill, as introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible with the human rights as set
out in the Charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview of the Bill
The Bill:
•

creates Yallock-Bulluk Marine and Coastal Park, Yellingbo Landscape Conservation Area, Don Valley
Education Reserve, adds areas to Dandenong Ranges, Errinundra, Greater Bendigo and Great Otway
national parks and Bendigo Regional Park and excises areas from several parks;

•

removes the prohibition on camping on licensed river frontages and provides for related regulations to
be made;

•

enables the Minister to grant a reasonable right of access over Grampians National Park and Cape
Liptrap Coastal Park to enable adjoining landholders to access their land;

•

provides for a shorter period for Parks Victoria to comment on a proposed amendment to the Parks
Victoria land record or a proposed statement of obligations if Parks Victoria states that it has no further
submission to make;

•

repeals multiple spent or redundant provisions and makes other minor, miscellaneous amendments.

Human rights issues
Section 12—Freedom of movement
Section 12 of the Charter provides for the right for every person to move freely within Victoria and to enter
and leave it and to have the freedom to choose where to live. It includes the freedom from physical barriers
and procedural impediments.
Cessation of roads and creation of new park and reserve areas
Clause 12 of the Bill inserts new section 50 into the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 to provide that certain
land ceases to be a road when it is included in an aerodrome reserve at Bendigo. Clause 99 of the Bill
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substitutes a new Schedule One to the National Parks Act, which includes clauses 2, 6, 8, 9 and 11. Those
clauses provide that certain areas of land cease to be roads when they are included in Yallock-Bulluk Marine
and Coastal Park, Yellingbo Landscape Conservation Area, Errinundra National Park, Greater Bendigo
National Park or in relation to land already included in Dandenong Ranges National Park.
New sections 49 and 50 of the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 (as inserted by clause 12 of the Bill),
clauses 3, 10, 12 and 13 of Schedule One of the National Parks Act 1975 (as substituted by clause 99 of the
Bill) and clauses 98, 103, 106–109 and 112 provide for the inclusion of various areas of land in certain parks
or reserves.
Those provisions could be perceived to affect the right to freedom of movement, to the extent that a person
can move freely around Victoria by passing across the sites which are subject to those clauses. However, the
provisions do not restrict a person from moving freely within the new reserve or park areas or within Victoria
or, in the case of roads that cease to be roads, prevent a person from accessing any land affected by the
provision or other land (including adjoining freehold land). Therefore, the Bill does not limit the right
protected under section 12 of the Charter.
Power to set aside areas where access is prohibited
Clause 52 of the Bill inserts a power into the Land Act 1958 to enable regulations made under that section to
provide that a land manager may set aside areas on a water frontage and permit, restrict or prohibit access to
that area.
The ability for land managers to set aside areas helps to manage conflicting recreational uses, reduce risks to
public safety and protect sensitive environmental values from the impacts of recreation. This type of power
already exists in other Crown land legislation, including the Alpine Resorts (Management) Act 1997, Crown
Land (Reserves) Act 1978, Forests Act 1958 and National Parks Act 1975.
The Bill itself does not purport to set aside any areas of land within a water frontage or to prohibit access to
such areas. Rather, it provides the power to make regulations that may include provisions which enable a land
manager to set aside an area of land on a water frontage where access is prohibited. As a result, clause 52 of
the Bill does not in itself limit the right protected under section 12 of the Charter.
However, as a result of the Bill, when making any such regulations and setting aside any prohibited access
area, the Minister or the relevant land manager (as the case requires) will need to consider the human rights
set out in the Charter in accordance with their obligations under that Act. Any limits on a person’s movements
would only be imposed to the extent necessary to fulfil the purpose of setting aside the area of land.
Section 19—Cultural rights
Section 19 of the Charter provides for the rights of Aboriginal persons to maintain their distinctive spiritual,
material and economic relationship with the land and waters and other resources with which they have a
connection under traditional laws and customs.
This right is particularly relevant to new clause 7 of Schedule One to the National Parks Act 1975 (as inserted
by clause 99 of the Bill) and clause 108 of the Bill, which provide for the addition of land to Greater Bendigo
National Park. The amendments will help facilitate the granting of aboriginal title over the park under the
Traditional Owner Settlement Act 2010 to the Dja Dja Wurrung Traditional Owner Group in accordance with
the Recognition and Settlement Agreement between Dja Dja Wurrung Clans Aboriginal Corporation and the
State of Victoria 2013. This will promote the cultural rights protected by the Charter.
The right is also relevant to clause 109 of the Bill, which creates Yallock-Bulluk Marine and Coastal Park.
The name of the park has been proposed by the Bunurong Land Council to honour the Yallock-Bulluk Clan
of the Bunurong People, whose Country includes the park area. This also promotes the cultural rights
protected by section 19 of the Charter.
The discussion and conclusion above (see Section 12—Freedom of movement) on the provision in the Bill
enabling regulations to be made to set aside areas of Crown land water frontages where access is prohibited
is also relevant to the right protected under section 19 of the Charter.
Set aside powers are a valuable tool to assist in managing conflicting recreational uses, reducing risks to public
safety and protecting sensitive environmental values from the impacts of recreation. A decision to set aside
an area where access is prohibited in accordance with regulations may limit the ability of Aboriginal persons
to continue to enjoy their distinct relationship with the land or to continue to take part in cultural practices
within prohibited access areas. However, any decision to set aside an area would only be imposed to the extent
necessary to fulfil the purpose of setting aside the area of land, and any limits on cultural rights would only
be imposed to the extent necessary to fulfil the purpose of setting aside the area of land. As a result, clause 52
of the Bill does not in itself limit the right protected under section 12 of the Charter.
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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 12 of the Bill inserts new section 48 into the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 to provide that certain
land ceases to be a road when it is included in an aerodrome reserve at Bendigo. Clause 99 of the Bill inserts
a new Schedule One to the National Parks Act, which includes clauses 2, 6, 8, 9 and 11. Those clauses provide
that certain areas of land cease to be roads when they are included in Yallock-Bulluk Marine and Coastal
Park, Yellingbo Landscape Conservation Area, Errinundra National Park, Greater Bendigo National Park or
in relation to land already included in Dandenong Ranges National Park.
These provisions could be perceived to affect the rights of those who own adjoining freehold land if the roads
provide the legal access to that land. However, legal access will continue to be provided along other
government roads adjoining the freehold land. In the case of Dandenong Ranges and Errinundra national
parks, the government roads do not provide legal access to freehold land. Therefore, the Bill does not limit
the rights protected under section 20 of the Charter.
The Hon. Gavin Jennings MLC
Special Minister of State

Second reading
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (17:34): I move:
That the second-reading speech be incorporated into Hansard.

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

Incorporated speech as follows:
The Parks and Crown Land Legislation Amendment Bill 2019 amends several Acts relating to Crown land
to create new park and reserve areas, increase administrative efficiencies and make a range of minor and
technical amendments.
Of particular note, it implements two of the government’s election commitments relating to Crown land by:
•

creating the Yallock-Bulluk Marine and Coastal Park on the Bass Coast; and

•

enabling camping on licensed river frontages.

The Bill also:
•

creates the Yellingbo Landscape Conservation Area and the Don Valley Education Reserve;

•

adds high conservation value areas to Errinundra and Great Otway national parks, and alters or corrects
the boundaries of several other existing parks and reserves;

•

re-reserves land in the vicinity of the expanded Bendigo Airport for aerodrome purposes to support its
ongoing operation;

•

improves the efficiency of certain administrative processes relating to Parks Victoria;

•

commences the process of modernising the Crown land legislation by repealing many redundant or spent
provisions; and

•

makes several other minor or technical amendments.

Creation of Yallock-Bulluk Marine and Coastal Park
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to helping more Victorians enjoy the great outdoors. As part
of its 2018 ‘Victoria’s Great Outdoors’ election policy, the government committed to creating a new marine
and coastal park on the Bass Coast.
The park will stretch along the highly scenic coast from San Remo to Inverloch. It will initially incorporate
several existing parks and reserves—Bunurong Marine Park, Bunurong, Kilcunda-Harmers Haven and
Punchbowl coastal reserves and Wonthaggi Heathlands Nature Conservation Reserve—together with other
suitable adjoining Crown land.
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The proposed park is already popular with visitors who are drawn to the spectacular coastal scenery and the
George Bass Coastal Walk. The government has committed significant funds to support the park’s creation
and provide improved and additional visitor facilities, which will help boost the region’s visitor economy.
The works will be progressively implemented following the completion of an access and infrastructure
precinct plan developed in consultation with the community.
There has been considerable community consultation leading up to the introduction of this Bill and there is
widespread community support for the park’s creation. Importantly, the Bunurong Land Council Aboriginal
Corporation has proposed an Aboriginal name for the park—Yallock-Bulluk—to honour the Yallock-Bulluk
Clan of the Bunurong People, whose Country includes the park area.
Enabling camping on licensed river frontages
Another important election commitment was to further encourage families and friends to spend time together
in the outdoors by enabling camping on licensed river frontages. This recognises that this activity has been
occurring on many of these frontages for many years.
The Bill amends the Land Act 1958 by removing the current prohibition on camping on those frontages and
inserting appropriate regulation-making powers to assist in managing the recreational activity and protecting
the environment (including water quality). It is recognised that not all frontages are suitable for camping, for
example because of their significant environmental values. Implementation of the policy will involve
consultation with relevant stakeholders.
Creating Yellingbo Landscape Conservation Area
Arising from recommendations of the Victorian Environmental Assessment Council’s Yellingbo Special
Investigation, the Bill creates the Yellingbo Landscape Conservation Area as the first of its kind under the
National Parks Act 1975. The primary object of such areas will be their protection, enhancement and
management as part of a fragmented natural landscape for the purposes of nature conservation. They will also
provide opportunities for appropriate enjoyment, recreation and education.
The Yellingbo Landscape Conservation Area supports a range of significant natural values, including habitat
of two of the state’s faunal emblems—the Helmeted Honeyeater and the lowland form of the Leadbeater’s
Possum.
Initially the landscape conservation area will comprise the Beenak, Hoddles Creek, Sheep Station Creek,
Warramate Hills and Yellingbo nature conservation areas, the Wright Forest Bushland Area and Haining
Farm. Part of the Coranderrk Bushland managed by Zoos Victoria will also be recognised as part of the
broader landscape but will remain managed under the Zoological Parks and Gardens Act 1995.
The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning is consulting with the Wurundjeri People about
a suitable Aboriginal name for the area which could be adopted through future legislation.
Creating the Don Valley Education Reserve
In the same area, the Bill also creates the Don Valley Education Reserve under the Crown Land (Reserves)
Act 1978 on part of what is now Haining Farm. This is the site of a new campus for The Alpine School, a
School for Student Leadership, which the government is building. The Bill protects the natural values of part
of the site.
Supporting the upgraded Bendigo Airport
The government has strongly supported the upgrading of Bendigo Airport which has enabled Qantas to
introduce flights between Sydney and Bendigo. The upgrade has involved extending and widening the
runway and requires managing vegetation in the vicinity of the runway to meet the safety standards of the
Civil Aviation Safety Authority. Some of this land is located within the existing Bendigo Regional Park.
To ensure that operational requirements can continue to be met efficiently, the Bill excises relevant land from
the regional park, re-reserves it for aerodrome purposes (together with a section of closed government road)
and appoints the City of Greater Bendigo as the committee of management. To offset the excision and
clearing, the City of Greater Bendigo is surrendering vegetated land for inclusion in the regional park and the
nearby Greater Bendigo National Park.
Altering the boundaries of other existing parks and reserves
The Bill makes several amendments to other existing parks and reserves under the National Parks Act 1975
or the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 by adding high conservation value areas to Errinundra and Great
Otway national parks and altering or correcting the boundaries of several other parks and reserves.
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Errinundra National Park
In 2018 the government committed to protecting forests with high environmental value in and around the
Kuark Forest south of Errinundra National Park. These areas include old growth forest and habitat for
threatened species. The Bill adds 3076 hectares of forest in two consolidated blocks to the park, adding to the
areas of forest permanently protected in East Gippsland’s magnificent parks. Most of the additions are
currently within special protection zones. There is also an adjustment to the park area of 144 hectares resulting
from a correction to the map base.
Great Otway National Park
In 2017 a significant part of the Anglesea Heath previously leased by Alcoa and containing exceptional
biodiversity conservation values was added to the Great Otway National Park. The Bill provides for a further
131 hectares of the Anglesea Heath north of the former mine site to be included in the park.
Other parks and reserves
The Bill removes a narrow strip of land from Hattah-Kulkyne National Park that has been found to be part of
the road reserve of the Calder Highway, and also a small area that is part of a refuse tip from French Island
National Park. It also corrects the boundaries of Dandenong Ranges National Park, Macedon Regional Park
and Eldorado Historic Reserve.
The Bill takes the opportunity to remove doubt over the status of an area of freehold land which had previously
been thought to be part of the Greater Bendigo National Park and provides for its inclusion in the park after
the title is surrendered.
Miscellaneous amendments
The Bill adds the Grampians National Park and Cape Liptrap Coastal Park to the list of parks in relation to
which the Minister responsible for the National Parks Act 1975 may grant a reasonable right of access to a
landowner whose land abuts or is surrounded by the park and where the practical access to the freehold is
through the park.
The Bill also provides greater efficiencies in some of the administrative processes relating to Parks Victoria.
These processes are associated with amendments to the record of land which Parks Victoria is to control and
manage, and proposals by the Minister to issue, amend or vary a statement of obligations.
Modernising Crown land legislation
In 2017 the government committed to modernising the legislation governing Crown land—in particular, the
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978, the Forests Act 1958 and the Land Act 1958—to ensure it was fit for
purpose and reflected contemporary values and processes. Some of this legislation dates back to the nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries. This Bill assists in this task by repealing many redundant or spent provisions of
the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 and the Land Act 1958, as well as the National Parks Act 1975.
Conclusion
In conclusion, the Bill helps to implement the government’s commitment to encouraging people to enjoy the
outdoors, further protects Victoria’s natural environment, supports the delivery of several government
priorities and makes other, miscellaneous amendments relating to Crown land administration.
I commend the Bill to the house.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:35): I move:
That debate be adjourned for one week.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for one week.
Business of the house
ADJOURNMENT
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (17:35): I move:
That the Council, at it rising, adjourn until Tuesday, 4 February 2020.

Motion agreed to.

BILLS
Thursday, 28 November 2019

Legislative Council

4503

Bills
CONSUMER LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Mr SOMYUREK:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (17:36): The bill before the house this
afternoon is an omnibus consumer affairs bill. It amends the Australian Consumer Law and Fair
Trading Act 2012, it amends the law with respect to domestic building contracts and with respect to
fundraising and residential tenancies and it amends the Sex Work Act 1994. In respect of the
Australian Consumer Law and Fair Trading Act, the bill makes amendments consequential to the
commencement of the Treasury Laws Amendment (Australian Consumer Law Review) Act 2018 of
the commonwealth. In particular it clarifies inspection and investigatory powers as part of the federal
scheme.
With respect to the Domestic Building Contracts Act 1995, the bill makes six amendments, in
particular to streamline referrals of domestic building work disputes to Domestic Building Dispute
Resolution Victoria and to insert a new grounds to reject a referral of a domestic building work dispute
for conciliation under that act where an application concerning the dispute has already been made
under the Building and Construction Industry Security of Payment Act 2002. With respect to the
Fundraising Act 1998, the bill amends that act to streamline the process for registration as a fundraiser
under that act for not-for-profit entities that are registered under the commonwealth Australian
Charities and Not-for-profits Commission Act 2012.
With respect to the Residential Tenancies Act 1997, the bill amends that act to introduce new
requirements concerning pets under a residential tenancy agreement. The bill also amends the
Residential Tenancies Act 1997 and the Residential Tenancies Amendment Act 2018 to provide for
the Solar Homes scheme, in particular to clarify that a landlord and a tenant can voluntarily enter into
an agreement, separate from their tenancy agreement, under which a tenant can agree to contribute up
to 50 per cent of the amount of the loan from the government for the installation of a solar photovoltaic
system that the landlord is required to repay.
The bill amends the Residential Tenancies Amendment Act 2018 in respect of a number of errors in
that act, which was passed by this Parliament last year. And in respect of the Sex Work Act 1994, the
bill amends that act to clarify that the information contained on the register of exempt sex work service
providers is only to be made available in accordance with the requirements of section 24 of that act
and is not to be accessible via freedom of information applications.
I said this bill is an omnibus bill covering a range of consumer affairs legislation. The first element in
respect of the Australian Consumer Law and Fair Trading Act is uncontroversial. The changes with
respect to the Domestic Building Contracts Act highlight the continuing challenges that we have with
respect to domestic building disputes in Victoria. Members of this chamber who have been here for
any period of time are aware of the complexity surrounding domestic building disputes in Victoria,
and in particular the controversy surrounding insurance in respect of domestic building disputes in
Victoria. The need for continued reform in this area is substantial, and it is an issue which has
challenged successive governments in the last two decades. I am not sure that any jurisdiction has yet
arrived at the perfect model for dealing with domestic building disputes. While the amendments that
are proposed by this bill are not opposed, it is obviously not yet clear that they will also be the fix for
what has been a complex area of policy which leaves many Victorian households and families in great
financial difficulty and distress when they experience problems with domestic building disputes, given
the very substantial investment that many families make with respect to building houses. Where those

BILLS
4504

Legislative Council

Thursday, 28 November 2019

disputes arise, they are typically very emotional because they relate to the family home and they also
relate to what for many people is their largest single investment.
With respect to the Fundraising Act, the bill streamlines the process of registration for those entities
which are registered under the commonwealth Australian Charities and Not-for-profits Commission
Act. Obviously this is a fairly substantial reform at the commonwealth level from 2012 with respect
to the way in which charities are overseen. That was important reform at the commonwealth level,
which has brought a degree of scrutiny to charity and not-for-profit entities which did not exist in the
past, and we have seen the need for that most recently with the decision of the not-for-profits
commission to revoke the registration of the Aussie Farms entity, which far from being a charity was
a borderline terrorist organisation. It is good to see that the Australian Charities and Not-for-profits
Commission stepped in and revoked the registration under that act for that entity. This provision will
streamline those entities that are registered under the Victorian act where they are also registered under
the commonwealth act.
The bill also makes amendments with respect to residential tenancies. As I indicated in my
introductory comments, part of this is in relation to fixing errors which were in the Residential
Tenancies Amendment Act of last year—in fact a substantial number of errors in that act—and it is
not a good sign for the minister that had carriage of that act in 2018 that we now need to come back
and correct a number of errors in that act from last year. It is always incumbent upon ministers when
they bring legislation to this place to ensure that legislation is accurate. It is not sufficient for a minister
to rely on the drafting of a bill by parliamentary counsel. It is always incumbent upon individual
ministers to ensure that the legislation they are presenting to Parliament is accurate. Seemingly that
did not occur with the Residential Tenancies Amendment Bill last year, and now we have the
consequences of that in needing to amend that today.
The other element with respect to residential tenancies is bringing forward the new provisions with
respect to pets in residential tenancies. They were controversial changes made last year and they
remain controversial in the sense of giving rental tenants a right to have pets in their tenancies. The
controversy arrives due to the lack of clarity as to what a pet is, given the very broad scope which can
cover pets from what we understand as domestic animals but also in some cases animals of a stock or
agricultural nature that can also be pets in certain circumstances. The lack of clarity around that is
raising concerns for a number of residential landlords.
The bill also makes amendments with respect to agreements for tenants and landlords to enter into
loan agreements over participation in the Solar Homes program. This of course has been one of the
biggest debacles of this government, which in introducing the Solar Homes program interrupted a
marketplace for the installation of domestic solar systems that was working and that was growing.
This government came along and as with most things they do in the energy portfolio they chose to
intervene in that market, they chose to throw subsidies into that market and a consequence of that
intervention has in fact been a huge cost to taxpayers and a shrinking in the number of domestic
premises that are actually having solar electric systems installed. It has been an absolutely perverse
outcome from the government. It is costing hundreds of millions of dollars, ultimately more than a
billion dollars, to Victorian taxpayers, and it is getting worse outcomes in the installation of solar
systems than was the case before the government intervened in the market. This step to open that
scheme to residential tenants is not going to improve that situation.
The final element of the bill is the amendment to the Sex Work Act in respect of what information
under the register of exempt sex work service providers can be made available under FOI. I understand
this arises from an FOI application which sought certain information from that register which was not
intended to be made public pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act 1982 when the original Sex
Work Act 1994 was put in place, and this amendment seeks to close that loophole and protect that
information from access under FOI. As I said, this is an omnibus bill. There are largely no controversial
elements to it, and the coalition parties do not oppose the bill.
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Mr ERDOGAN (Southern Metropolitan) (17:45): I am pleased to have the opportunity to rise in
support of the Consumer Legislation Amendment Bill 2019. As Mr Rich-Phillips stated, it is an
omnibus bill, and the broad objectives of this bill are to amend a range of consumer acts to correct
minor technical errors and to improve their operational effectiveness, to amend the Fundraising
Act 1998 and to amend the Residential Tenancies Act 1997. The reason for this bill coming before the
house today is that it acts on a number of recommendations of several reviews as well as being
informed by consultation with stakeholder groups. The amendments made in various instruments of
consumer law will lead to better outcomes for consumers and constitute a positive outcome for
Victorians. Without effective consumer rights people are vulnerable to dodgy business practices, badfaith dealings and products and services that are inferior in quality and not fit for purpose. Strong
consumer rights allow us to make purchases without being overwhelmed by uncertainty about whether
the products or services we are buying meet a reasonable expectation of quality. Consumer rights are
vital to give consumers confidence to spend and drive our economy. It is in everyone’s best interests
to have them in place.
The bill before us makes amendments to several acts, and these include the Australian Consumer Law
and Fair Trading Act 2012, the Domestic Building Contracts Act 1995, the Fundraising Act 1998, the
Residential Tenancies Act 1997, the Sex Work Act 1994, the Business Licensing Authority Act 1998
and the Residential Tenancies Amendment Act 2018. The bill will also amend the Australian
Consumer Law and Fair Trading Act in order to implement the recommendations of the final report
of the review into the Australian Consumer Law. The amendments, being based on recommendations
from the aforementioned review, will implement similar reform to that which the commonwealth
government has made to the Competition and Consumer Act 2010 and confer similar powers to the
Australian Competition and Consumer Commission. Specifically it will enable the director of
Consumer Affairs Victoria to use investigatory powers conferred in the act to investigate and make
inquiries into alleged unfair contract terms and to make a determination to the director on whether to
commence proceedings under the act.
The bill further enables private parties taking legal action after any other proceeding made available
under consumer law to rely on the facts made by the respondents in those proceedings in any
subsequent litigation. The amendments will also give the director of Consumer Affairs the power to
investigate and obtain information relating to alleged unfair terms in a contract. This will allow the
director to investigate unfair contracts more effectively, and when someone is found to have
contravened consumer law, private individuals will be able to use the information submitted by the
Consumer Affairs body when litigating a breach of consumer law.
The bill also amends the Domestic Building Contracts Act 1995 in several ways. It will enable
Domestic Building Dispute Resolution Victoria to resolve domestic disputes as quickly, effectively
and cheaply as possible while having regard to maintaining fairness. To meet those aims the
amendments within this bill will reduce the processing time involved in determining whether or not to
accept a dispute for conciliation; provide greater flexibility to the chief dispute resolution officer to
issue a certificate of ‘conciliation dispute not resolved’ when it becomes clear and apparent that a
dispute is unlikely to be resolved by conciliation—this will enable parties to take their dispute to
VCAT for resolution without any major delay or bureaucracy; enable a dispute resolution order to be
made by agreement between the parties to the dispute; better align the rights of builders and building
owners under the dispute resolution provisions of the act; and ensure that the same claim arising from
a domestic building dispute cannot be relitigated under the Domestic Building Contracts Act where it
has already been dealt with under the Building and Construction Industry Security of Payment
Act 2002.
Ensuring that Domestic Building Dispute Resolution Victoria is able to work as efficiently and
effectively as possible is important given that since April 2017 it has received over 11 500 applications
for dispute resolution and has closed just under 9000 of them. Anything that will improve their ability
to work efficiently will have a real and immediate benefit for thousands of consumers and builders
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across our state. The bill will also amend the Fundraising Act 1998 with the goal of reducing red tape
for charities that conduct public fundraisers.
The amendments in this bill will streamline the processes that are required to register as a fundraiser
for not-for-profit entities that are already registered as charities under the commonwealth Australian
Charities and Not‑for‑profits Commission Act 2012. The amendments will further align reporting
requirements so that a registered charity will not be required to lodge separate reports with the
commonwealth body and with the Victorian director of Consumer Affairs, as well as facilitating the
exchange of information between the commonwealth and Consumer Affairs Victoria. In short the bill
will enable less overlap and more cooperation between the federal and state bodies in regard to
charities and not-for-profit fundraisers. State and federal legislation should complement each other
and enable and ensure that legitimate charities are able to thrive while ensuring that consumers are
protected from inappropriate conduct and scams.
The bill also contains amendments to the Residential Tenancies Act 1997 and comes at the request of
the director of housing and the Secretary to the Department of Health and Human Services. These
particular amendments include measures to clarify that arrangements under which premises are let by
the director of housing or the secretary to agencies and service providers who then manage the
properties at community housing stock are not tenancy agreements and exclude the application of the
act to circumstances of a lease of a co-owner’s share of a property to the other co-owner as occurs
under the director of housing’s shared home ownership scheme.
The amendments within this bill also fulfil the commitment that this government made to give renters
more rights in relation to having pets at a rental property and will allow the measure to commence
operation earlier than the commencement of the full package of residential tenancy reforms within the
Residential Tenancies Amendment Act 2018. The balance of our residential tenancies reforms will
not take effect until 1 July 2020. This bill does not modify the reform concerning pets but simply
brings the provision into operation sooner.
A very important feature of these amendments to the Residential Tenancies Act are those that will
facilitate the full implementation our Solar Homes program. The Solar Homes program was an
election commitment that the government took to the election, and it has been extremely popular in
the state of Victoria. It is important to ensure the smooth and continued delivery of the Solar Homes
program and to unlock the benefits of solar energy for thousands of households in Victoria. These
amendments will address several concerns that loan agreements between a landlord and a tenant under
the Solar Homes program may conflict with a landlord’s existing obligations, and the cost of the initial
installation and connection of electricity and utilities is consolidated.
These amendments clarify that a landlord and a tenant can voluntarily enter into an agreement under
which a tenant can agree to contribute up to 50 per cent of the amount of the loan made by the
government to the landlord for the installation of a solar system, which the landlord is required to
repay. It is important that we pass these amendments so that the full rollout of the Solar Homes
program is continued. It is an initiative that will see 770 000 homes across Victoria taking advantage
of solar power. This program has provided real benefits to hundreds of thousands of Victorian
households and should reduce carbon emissions as well as rationalising power bills. The Solar Homes
program means providing certainty to the energy consumer and the industry as a whole. It will also
create over 5500 jobs in Victoria as well as driving investment in renewables. Investment in
renewables means future jobs in our state also.
There is a reason the Andrews government took the Solar Homes program to the election. It is a
program that will create jobs for Victorians, provide support to hundreds of thousands of households,
drive investment into Victoria, reduce carbon emissions and contribute to the wider energy plan of the
government to bring down the price of energy bills for households across the state. The measures of
this Consumer Legislation Amendment Bill will provide for clearer, more effective and stronger
consumer rights.
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In conclusion, it takes measures to amend several pieces of legislation to ensure their better operation
for those that engage in the areas covered by that legislation. It clears up the red tape to allow
overseeing bodies to work more efficiently and effectively. It allows fundraisers to operate less
impeded. It also enables the Solar Homes program, an election commitment of the Andrews Labor
government, to benefit thousands of rental properties across Victoria. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (17:55): I rise to speak on the Consumer
Legislation Amendment Bill 2019. The Liberal Democrats will not be opposing this bill, but I would
just like to speak briefly on the consultation process around this bill to maybe help the government by
giving them some insights into the process that we follow when we get legislation to look at and
outlining what are some of the consequences of the consultation process or lack thereof.
When we hear about a bill—I have a small but capable team—this is what we do. We go through the
bill and look at things and analyse it to see if these things are in line with our principles, who is affected
by this, should we support it and all the other stuff that you would expect. But one of the things that
we do is look at whether this legislation affects a certain group, and sometimes we will try as best we
can to reach out to those people and seek their opinion. We noticed in this bill that part 8 makes
amendments to the Sex Work Act 1994, so we reached out to a variety of sex worker organisations to
get their input and to hear what they had to say about this bill and what it is actually doing.
Now, my understanding of the amendments that are happening to the Sex Work Act in this bill is that,
firstly, it is reducing the scope of freedom of information to take the sex worker registry out of freedom
of information, and it is also making some changes to the secrecy and immunity of police. My first
instinct for any scoping down of freedom of information is to be quite sceptical. However, in this
particular case we are talking about a very sensitive government database, which I would prefer did
not exist in the first place, and understandably sex workers are very, very sensitive about this database
and the information contained in it.
However, when we approached organisations and asked for their views on this they had no idea what
we were talking about because they did not know that there were any changes to the Sex Work Act—
they had no idea. This was a problem because then they got very upset and they wondered why the
government was making changes to the Sex Work Act without their knowledge and without consulting
them. They wondered what these changes mean. We only notified them fairly late in the process. We
were not expecting that we would be the people giving them the news on this; we thought that we
would be seeking their informed opinion on this. But anyway, they formed their opinions and I think
overall there are no major concerns with this bill and this amendment.
I would like to ask some questions in committee about this consultation process, because I think in
this particular case it appears to have failed a stakeholder group that has a very intense interest in
something that is very personal and very sensitive. They did not know what was happening, and I
think that is a failure of the consultation process. I am hoping that we can improve that in the future,
and I am hoping that I do not have a lot of situations in the future where I contact stakeholder groups
and I am the person telling them that there is legislation affecting them. I am hoping that they will
already know about it and that they will have a position on it. That is what I would like to say there. I
do not have anything further to add, and I will have some questions in committee of the whole.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
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Committee
Clause 1 (18:02)
Mr LIMBRICK: If it suits the minister, I will acquit all my questions in clause 1. All my questions
relate to part 8, which is the amendment of the Sex Work Act 1994 (SWA) section. My first question
is: for these amendments to the Sex Work Act, which groups were consulted as part of the consultation
process when drafting this?
Mr SOMYUREK: Vixen Collective, Victoria’s peer-only sex workers organisation, has published
a positive statement about the Sex Work Act amendments. Victorian sex workers have clearly
indicated that workers do not wish members of the public to be able to access information from the
exempt register via FOI, and the removal of this access is seen as a positive development. The registrar
of the Business Licensing Authority was also consulted on the amendments to the SWA and the
Business Licensing Authority Act 1998.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for his answer. Yes, I am aware of Vixen Collective’s
position on this bill. However, they were one of the organisations that I contacted that were unaware
of the bill. So I was actually asking which organisations were contacted as part of the drafting process
of this bill—which ones were consulted—because I do not think Vixen Collective were, because they
did not know about it.
Mr SOMYUREK: The genesis of this was a VCAT case. There was an FOI request put in. The
request was denied, and that application went subsequently to VCAT—and the details of the people
on that register were, whilst not explicitly made public, more easily able to be identified. So for privacy
reasons it was thought that this amendment needed be made in order to tighten up these provisions and
protect the identity of sex workers who are on this particular register.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for his answer. So can I just clarify that these organisations
were not consulted as part of this drafting process?
Mr SOMYUREK: The organisations I have outlined before were consulted, but occasionally the
courts make decisions, VCAT makes decisions, and you have just got to go back and tighten up the
letter of the law. That is what is happening in this particular circumstance. Clearly the intent of the
legislation was to ensure that the people on the register had their privacy protected. What VCAT found
put that privacy at risk. So there was no need to do a six-month consultation process when sex workers’
lives were being put at risk. What the government had to do, what the minister had to do, was make
sure that the sex workers’ safety was protected rather than wasting time.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for his answer. Yes, absolutely, I appreciate the idea that sex
workers’ safety should be absolutely paramount. However, I would just like to say that I do not think
that the consultation process was adequate—with at least even some sort of notification to these
organisations—because as I mentioned in my second-reading speech, these organisations will be
notified by parties such as mine when we are asking them for their opinion and their position on these
bills. It is only very natural that a party such as ours, when we see something that alters the Sex Work
Act, will contact sex work organisations to seek their input, and if they are not even aware that this act
is being modified, then you can see the problem with this situation. You can take that as a statement.
So I would just like clarification; I am not really asking a question there. The objective is to protect
the secrecy. I will accept that. However, in new subsection (2A) there is a new immunity for police. It
is my understanding that in the original, principal act there is a range of conditions under which police
have immunity when they use and release information contained in the sex worker register. However,
there is a new subsection, subsection (2A), which is an extra level of immunity. I would like to get the
minister’s insight into why this subsection is actually necessary and has been inserted.
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Mr SOMYUREK: Thank you for your question, Mr Limbrick. Currently the Sex Work Act
provides immunity to police for functions under the Sex Work Act. Subsection (2A) is new in the
context of the Sex Work Act. However, under the Business Licensing Authority Act 1998 secrecy
provisions police are currently able to use information obtained under any licensing act for the
functions under any act. Without (2A), the status quo at the moment is that various acts list what
immunity police have and on what functions they can exercise this immunity. What this new provision
does is clarify rather than widen that immunity. So rather than pointing to different acts, you have now
got (2A) actually condensing all of that into the one subsection with the term ‘duties by the police
officer under or in connection with any Act’. So rather than listing the various acts, it makes it clear
that for any act the required provisions are adopted. So rather than widening, I think a more prudent
description is a clarification of the immunity.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for his answer. So just to clarify: this does not equate to any
expansion of immunity; it is just coalescing the existing immunities into this clause. Is that what I am
understanding?
Mr SOMYUREK: Yes, exactly. That is right.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 103 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (18:13): I move:
That the report now be adopted.

Motion agreed to.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (18:13): I move:
That the bill now be 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.
TRANSPORT LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Council’s amendments
The PRESIDENT: I have a message from the Legislative Assembly on the Transport Legislation
Amendment Bill 2019:
The Legislative Assembly informs the Legislative Council that, in relation to ‘A Bill for an Act to amend the
Transport Integration Act 2010, the Road Safety Act 1986, the Accident Towing Services Act 2007, the
Heavy Vehicle National Law Application Act 2013, the Road Management Act 2004, the Transport
(Compliance and Miscellaneous) Act 1983 and the Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Act 2017,
to make consequential amendments to other Acts and for other purposes’ the amendments made by the
Council have been agreed to.
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Adjournment
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (18:14): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

SUNBURY LEVEL CROSSING REMOVAL
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (18:14): I wish to raise a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Transport Infrastructure, and it concerns the much-vaunted and much-awaited removal of the level
crossing in Sunbury. I have received a great deal of correspondence and had a great deal of interest
from constituents in Sunbury about the process involved in that. I certainly have been approached by
constituents who are very keen to know if the minister will indeed be consulting local people about
this project. They are concerned because they have heard stories about what the minister has done in
other parts of Melbourne and indeed other parts of Victoria. That really is reason for concern, I would
have thought.
They are particularly keen to know if a new station and crossing between Sunbury and Diggers Rest
will be considered as a part of this level crossing removal. That has been proposed for a good many
years but is yet to happen. Of course we now have the development—well, more than a development;
it is an established part of Sunbury—on Jacksons Hill, and they need an added entry point for Jacksons
Hill because at the moment everybody is going through the one level crossing and it is putting a great
deal of pressure on that entry point.
The concern is also added to by what has occurred with the removal of the roundabout at the corner
of Gap Road and Horne Street. It took I think 17 months to remove the roundabout and install traffic
lights. And of course the traffic mayhem, I may have pointed out to the house before, was quite
horrendous at that time. You can understand that the locals are very concerned about a repeat
performance if indeed the government does decide to remove the level crossing. There were promises
made, but still people are wondering if indeed this will occur.
So what I am asking the minister to do is to provide either the business case or a report into the best
option for Sunbury to have the level crossing removed or alternatively ensure that a thorough, total
consultation is held with the local community so that the local people can have their say, they can be
heard and the people of Sunbury can be best served.
BOUNCE TRAINING PROGRAM
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (18:17): My adjournment matter is for the attention of the
Minister for Training and Skills. Minister Tierney often refers to the importance of TAFE and training
in order to ensure that Victoria has a skilled workforce to fill jobs in services and construction. There
are many professional providers and community-based organisations in western Victoria which also
understand the transformative nature of upskilling and employment. One organisation is Bounce.
Bounce is a globally recognised soft skills training program that has been successfully moving hardto-place and at-risk jobseekers into gainful employment since 2006 in Australia, 2014 in the USA and
2017 in New Zealand.
The Bounce program has uniquely developed a combination of training programs that provides the
best face-to-face training that is cost-effective and scalable. It accomplishes this by creating a unique
train-the-trainer model. The Bounce train-the-trainer model involves training their trainers to use
strategies to engage and create change for the individual, going well beyond standard job training and
traditional skills assessments. Bounce uniquely employs a multidisciplinary behavioural training that
touches on psychosocial solutions, including cognitive behavioural therapy, positive psychology,
emotional intelligence and behavioural economic insights. The model’s scientifically backed
methodologies and peer-reviewed impact assessments back their results.
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While the program currently operates effectively in conjunction with training providers and
employers, there is the potential for the program to be adopted in Victoria’s prison system and other
community-based organisations. I would also welcome the opportunity to meet with Minister Carroll
so that we can discuss the implementation of this program in Victoria’s prison system. Secure
employment and training are crucial in ensuring that low-risk offenders do not reoffend once they are
released from prison.
I understand that the employment provider sector is a populated field; however, Bounce claims a
75 per cent completion rate, with 92 per cent of participants willing to recommend a Bounce program
to others. Given this, the action that I seek is for the Minister for Training and Skills to meet with
representatives from Bounce in order to discuss how this program can complement the Andrews
government’s attempts to upskill and train Victorians in areas of need.
KINDERGARTEN FUNDING
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (18:19): My adjournment matter is directed to the
Minister for Training and Skills and Minister for Higher Education, the Honourable Gayle Tierney.
My adjournment matter relates to the minister’s portfolio responsibilities of training and skills. The
Andrews Labor government is investing almost $5 billion over 10 years so that children across the
state will have access to two years of kindergarten programs. This means that an extra year of playbased learning will be added to Victorian children’s education. The learning is led by a teacher.
Victoria will be the first state or territory in Australia to introduce funded three-year-old kindergarten
for all children. Funded kindergarten means the government will help the kindergarten service with
the cost of a child attending. This helps lower the financial pressure on parents. The Andrews Labor
government’s investment in three-year-old kinder also includes $473.2 million for early childhood
infrastructure, which will support the sector to co-invest in new and expanded kindergarten facilities
when and where they are needed most. This initiative will give a great start to the lives of future leaders.
The action I seek from the minister is: can the minister update my office on what government policies
there are to support the development of a skilled workforce to support the three-year-old kindergarten
policy?
CASEY HOSPITAL
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (18:21): I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Health. My electorate office received a very distressing call earlier this week. A constituent of mine
presented herself to Casey Hospital emergency on Monday night, 25 November, and I want to quote
from the email that I received from my constituent, whose name is Helen. It says:
On arrival we were greeted with a line of people out the door and up around a corridor the seating area was
packed, only 1 receptionist was attending to the triage area so the wait in line was four hours people we spoke
to had been there 6 hours waiting to see a Dr. A patient was writhing with pain crying waiting to be seen also
vomiting, receptionist told her to get off the floor as it was not clean. There seemed to be no system except
wait until you are called whether you are very ill, there were babies screaming people with dreadful coughs
and sneezing. We arrived 4.45—

pm—
and arrived home at 3am …

the next morning.
I have never been to Emergency before what a nightmare …

This was a Monday night that was, from my understanding, unexceptional in the Casey area.
Ms Crozier interjected.
Mr O’DONOHUE: As Ms Crozier, the Shadow Minister for Health, interjects, one can only
imagine—in fact I do know what it is like because I have had stories from people about what it is
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like—in emergency on a Friday and Saturday night. My thoughts go to not just my constituent and the
others in the emergency department at the time but also the nurses and the triage staff who are so
obviously grossly under-resourced to deal with the growing demand from what is an enormous
catchment through the Casey-Cardinia area that is growing by thousands of people every year. It is
quite clear not just from this experience but from others my constituents tell me that the Casey Hospital
simply cannot cope with the demand. Despite the wonderful staff doing their best, they just cannot
cope with the demand. So the action I would seek from the minister is that she urgently provide the
Casey Hospital with the resources it needs to manage the emergency department attendances in a
timely way so that people can be triaged and receive the treatment they need quickly. The situation
that my constituent Helen described frankly is not good enough. I would also ask the minister to
provide me with a report so I can update my constituent about why the emergency department was so
delayed and, from what my constituent says, lacked organisation that night.
SOUTH GIPPSLAND DOG PERMITS
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (18:24): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Local
Government. South Gippsland farmers have criticised South Gippsland council’s proposal to limit the
amount of dogs on farms, labelling it unworkable and ludicrous. Under the amendments as part of its
reform of local laws, South Gippsland Shire Council has proposed to introduce a cap of four dogs on
farming-zoned land before a permit is needed. Currently there is no limit to the amount of dogs allowed
on rural properties in the council. When you factor in dogs that have different roles, are in heat or are
training, this proposal is very restrictive. The council has not released any guidelines as to what they
will consider when issuing permits for farms with more than four dogs or how much this will cost
farmers. So I ask the minister to work with the council to ensure that South Gippsland farmers are not
hamstrung in their ability to use working dogs on their farms.
WATSON STREET–HUME FREEWAY, WALLAN
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (18:24): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Roads
and Minister for Road Safety and the TAC, and it concerns the construction of a full diamond
interchange at the intersection of Watson Street and the Hume Freeway at Wallan. The action that I
seek from the minister is that she prioritise the construction of a full diamond interchange at the
intersection of Watson Street and the Hume Freeway in Wallan by elevating this project to a priority
project for the state, to ensure it can attract funding from the federal government, and also for the state
to provide a commitment to provide its share of funding for the project. The construction of the
southern-orientated Hume Freeway on- and off-ramps to exit and enter Watson Street at Wallan will
create a full diamond interchange at the intersection to ensure a free flow of traffic. The construction
of a full diamond interchange at Watson Street will allow Wallan residents, tourists, businesses and
commuters direct access on and off the Hume Freeway when travelling to and from Melbourne.
Prior to the last state budget, in May, Mitchell Shire Council asked the state government to accelerate
this project as an immediate priority for consideration by the federal government, but this request was
ignored by the Andrews Labor government. The funding for the project would consist of a 50-50 split
between the state and federal governments, and the total estimated cost of the project is approximately
$135 million.
The incompetent member for Yan Yean has recently made some embarrassing remarks in the local
media, calling for the federal government to fully fund the construction of the interchange. Obviously
the member is unaware that her government thinks so little of the project it has refused to even
prioritise it by submitting it for funding consideration by the federal government. The office of the
federal Minister for Infrastructure, Transport and Regional Development has advised me that the
commonwealth government is working with the state government to finalise the infrastructure
investment program based on the priorities presented by the state, which fail to include the muchneeded Watson Street–Hume Freeway interchange. True to form, the member for Yan Yean continues
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to lay blame for the lack of funding at the feet of the Morrison government when she should be looking
in her own backyard.
The construction of the Watson Street–Hume Freeway diamond interchange is vital to meet the traffic
infrastructure needs of one of the fastest growing areas in Victoria within the northern growth corridor.
The action that I seek from the minister is to prioritise the construction of a full diamond interchange
at the intersection of Watson Street and the Hume Freeway in Wallan by elevating this project to a
priority project for the state, to ensure it can attract funding from the federal government and also for
the state to provide a commitment to provide the state’s share of funding for the project.
POWERLINES
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (18:27): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services. Last week’s heatwave caused thousands of Victorian homes to lose power
for an extended period. Our power infrastructure would be much safer and more secure if it were
underground. Furthermore, fires from powerline faults caused 159 of the 173 deaths in the 2009 Black
Saturday fires and were responsible for an estimated $4.4 billion in damage. Regional Victorians
would benefit from powerline undergrounding. It would be safer from fire and would be seen to be a
safer and therefore more attractive place to live.
The 2009 Victorian Bushfires Royal Commission called for substantial portions of Victoria’s
electricity power cabling to be placed underground. Although expensive, the long-term benefits in
terms of human life, property and the environment justify the cost. The royal commission findings
should be implemented. Despite the royal commission recommendation, state governments of both
persuasions opted for technology which was promoted at the time as cost saving and effective.
The rapid earth fault current limiter (REFCL) technology was promoted as removing the need for
undergrounding power cables. It was claimed to reduce the chance of fire by 90 per cent and was
promoted as cost-effective, with a projected cost of $151 million. However, since the scheme was
launched in 2015, tests have shown that the technology only reduces the risk of fire by 50 per cent
rather than the originally claimed 90 per cent. Furthermore, the cost of implementing the REFCL
technology has ballooned from the original estimate of $151 million to as much as $630 million.
What we have here is technology that is only about half as effective as was originally claimed but
costs over four times the amount we were promised. The cost of this project according to current
estimates could have undergrounded over 3000 kilometres of dangerous overhead power cables. The
bushfires royal commission said:
The use of underground cable essentially eliminates bushfire risk associated with the provision of electricity.
The cabling has a 40- to 80-year lifespan (depending on the voltage) and there are virtually no maintenance
or inspection costs. Additionally, in most cases underground cable will survive a firestorm. The result of these
features is that the interruptions to electricity supply that often accompany bushfires and can hamper
firefighting activities are avoided, as is the need to replace infrastructure following a fire.

Recent state and federal government regional funding announcements show that undergrounding
powerlines is not unaffordable. I call on the Victorian government to revisit and implement the royal
commission findings.
WIRE ROPE BARRIERS
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (18:30): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Roads and concerns the proposed installation of wire rope barriers along the Princes Highway between
Allansford and Panmure. Having received notification of the aforementioned matter, the local
community, particularly a number of farmers, have made consistent attempts to ensure an engaged
and informed response. Indeed community members held a community meeting; however, despite
being invited, a representative from Regional Roads Victoria failed to attend.
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The installation of wire rope barriers will have an adverse effect on the safe operation of milk
collection services, which in many circumstances occur twice daily. Any major alterations to the transit
of produce could pose a serious hazard to tanker drivers and other road users. The installation of wire
rope barriers along this section of the road is a counterproductive bandaid solution which will only
make the road more dangerous. A safer, long-term answer is required—for instance, the construction
of a dual carriageway on the Princes Highway, as originally intended. Indeed in 1972 the state
government forcibly acquired land for this specific purpose. The construction of a dual carriageway,
rather than wire rope barriers, would enable vehicles to turn around, which is particularly important in
emergency situations. The prime agricultural land acquired in 1972 has also become a fire risk.
Unkempt roadside vegetation has inundated land between Allansford and Panmure—this is on
Highway 1, the Princes Highway—posing a significant safety concern for the upcoming fire season.
Dairy farmers are already struggling with dilapidated, inadequately funded roads in western Victoria.
The government’s addiction to wire rope barriers is just another obstacle to rural lives and family
farms. The action I seek from the minister is the presentation of the road safety audits and justification
research that has warranted the installation of these wire rope barriers between Allansford and
Panmure which will so impact farmers in that area and a response from VicRoads to the community
members affected by the issue.
May I take this opportunity, President, to wish you, the clerks and all the staff here a very happy and
safe Christmas and new year. Thank you for your indulgence, support and help to this very new MP,
who has obviously made a lot of mistakes along the way. Please try and avoid the potholes and the
dangerous drivers in your holiday season.
HONG KONG PROTESTS
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (18:33): My adjournment item tonight is for the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services. I call on the minister to direct Victoria Police to investigate
accusations of serious intimidation and violence in Victorian universities and refer them for
prosecution where appropriate. There have been widespread media reports of Chinese Communist
Party (CCP) resources and direction being given to mainland university student groups through their
Australian embassy. These have manifested as violent opposition to pro-Hong Kong demonstrations.
There has also been surveillance of students and intimidation by threats of violence against any
mainland Chinese or Hong Kong students who are deemed to show insufficient loyalty to the CCP.
Families in China have received knocks on their door to let them know that their child’s behaviour has
gained the attention of the CCP but more importantly to make it clear that they know where the family
of the offending child lives.
We have seen this violence on the steps of the Victorian State Library and on university campuses.
Less publicised has been the disinterest of state police in dealing with these activities where they break
state laws. Addressing the activities of embassies and foreign powers is rightly a federal police
responsibility. Addressing ordinary crimes in Victoria is absolutely a state police responsibility that
must be taken more seriously.
For example, in early August a student from Hong Kong studying at Monash University was required
to research a contemporary international conflict and give a presentation on it. He selected as a topic
the repression of Hong Kong by the CCP and the resultant civil disobedience. In the course of his
research, his class, who are predominantly from mainland China, became aware of the selection. What
followed was a number of threats of physical violence and death threats. These threats were made in
person and by email, including by attributable means. The student sought recourse through his
university. Remarkably, rather than address the appalling and illegal behaviour, his lecturer advised
him to select another topic. His university’s independent complaints body was similarly uninterested.
Let me be very clear. I am suggesting that they failed to address these issues because of CCP influence.
Mainland Chinese students make up 96 per cent of the student body at the campus in question. Let me
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be clear that this implies that the CCP is exercising more influence on the rule of law in our universities
than our own government does.
With the university unwilling to act, he took these accusations to the police. He attended Dandenong
police station on the afternoon of 21 August this year. He presented evidence of death threats, threats
of violence and threats against his family to the police. He wanted to make a statement regarding
threats he had received in person. The police refused to take a statement or conduct an investigation.
They considered the threats not worthy of their attention.
Lazy police covering for CCP thuggery might be good enough in Beijing, but it is not good enough
here. Threatening to stab someone in their sleep if they engage in political or academic speech is utterly
unacceptable. The police must act to stamp out this alarmingly widespread behaviour. The rule of law
must be upheld, and police investigation of threats like this is clearly in the public interest.
DENTAL SERVICES
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (18:36): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Health, and it relates to the Victorian Auditor-General’s Office Follow up of Access to Public Dental
Services in Victoria report, which was tabled this morning. This report is a follow-up on the 2016 audit
into public dental services that was conducted during that time, close to four years ago. In the
conclusion of the report it states that:
DHHS and DHSV agreed to implement our recommendations by December 2020—

that is just 12 months away—
and have made some progress …

They highlight a whole lot of issues in relation to the work that needs to be done. There are some
actions that are being undertaken around the funding model, but they also state that that work could
have started earlier. They also note in the report that there has been no cost-benefit analysis, so it was
difficult to assess whether the value-based models of care will deliver the expected benefits.
I know that in the appendices there are various letters from the Department of Health and Human
Services and also a response from the CEO of Dental Health Services Victoria. In that response from
the CEO of DHSV, Dr Deborah Cole, she stated:
While there has been significant progress against the recommendations, the magnitude of the reform has
delayed some components of implementation for adult services. This has been countered by a re-focusing of
resources into the school dental program.

I realise that the school dental program was a very significant policy initiative of the government that
they took to the election last year. Whilst I would be very interested in how the implementation of that
dental school program is progressing, I am concerned about the current waitlist for adults who are
seeking public dental care. As we know, those waiting times are still very significant—in fact some
are up to 22 months. I hope that they are not going to be compromised because those resources were
shifted from adult dental care into the dental van program.
So the action I am seeking from the minister is that she provide an update of the expected time frames
of completion for all those recommendations. I know it is to be completed by December 2020, but I
would like to understand the pipeline of where the recommendations are actually at and the time
frames for when they are expected to be finished before that 2020 date and also ensure that there is the
funding required so that eligible adult Victorians seeking public dental health care will receive it.
ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AUTHORITY VICTORIA
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (18:39): My adjournment matter is to the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change in the other place. The action that I seek is a review of
Environment Protection Authority Victoria’s compliance and enforcement policy to allow the EPA to
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act in a more timely and forceful manner against individuals and companies that are found to be
responsible for toxic spills and waste. There have been many problems with toxic chemical storage
leaks and spillage in my community. Historically the west has had a high concentration of factorybased businesses, which mixed with weak regulations has meant toxic materials have been stored and
spilled.
Despite a full review and restructure of the EPA in 2016 and a published compliance and enforcement
policy, it appears that the policy allows companies to get away with notices of contravention rather
than prosecution and fines. This month Boral Resources have already been issued with a pollution
abatement notice. They have been found responsible for an oil spill reaching from the Paisley-Challis
Wetlands to Jawbone Marine Sanctuary and into Port Phillip Bay, impacting wildlife. Their
punishment in line with the EPA’s Compliance and Enforcement Policy is simply to clean it up. The
policy appears to be far too lenient and results in the EPA rarely prosecuting offenders.
This lenient policy leads to toxic materials not being handled safely, which in turn puts the health and
safety of my community and the animal population at further risk. The policy does not create any form
of deterrence. Unless prosecutions take place and a deterrent is established, companies will continue
to put local residents’ health at risk. Members of my community have lived with these dangers for far
too long. We need the EPA to have a compliance and enforcement policy that enables them to bring
guilty parties to justice.
TIMBER INDUSTRY
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (18:42): My adjournment tonight is for the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change and concerns Victoria’s native forests. The government’s
recent forests announcement stated that it would immediately protect all remaining old-growth forest
in Victoria, most of which is in East Gippsland. However, on the ground we are hearing that oldgrowth forests are being logged now, with more to be logged over the coming months. So tonight the
action I am seeking is for the minister to immediately protect all old-growth forests in Victoria,
specifically the 90 000 hectares of already mapped old-growth forest.
Let me explain a little, as there is a little bit of nuance to it. A few weeks ago the government announced
all old-growth forests would be protected and specifically mentioned the figure of 90 000 hectares.
Previously, in 2009 and updated in 2019, there was a process to map remaining old-growth forest in
Victoria, and this mapped modelled old-growth forest is the 90 000 hectares which the government
referred to in its announcement. But right now we understand there are hundreds of areas, called
coupes, scheduled to be logged by VicForests that are within this old-growth area. In fact many of
these old-growth forest areas are on VicForests’ current schedule of logging, called its timber release
plan, and even more are listed on its new schedule, released last week. It is pretty bad form if the
government is going to say it will protect forests and then send the loggers in the following month.
And on top of the mapped old-growth areas, there is still some old-growth forest which lies outside
this area, but the government seems to be leaving it to VicForests, the state-owned logging company,
to identify whether areas outside of this are old-growth forest or not. We know that VicForests has a
pretty bad track record at identifying old-growth forest, because they want to log as much as they can,
so they are likely to downgrade forest and say that in fact it is not old growth at all.
Victorians want to have confidence that this government will do what they have said. The government
should confirm that any areas with mapped modelled old-growth forest within the coupe boundary
will not be logged, starting immediately. And where logging coupes outside of these 90 000 hectares
are scheduled to be logged, the government should use a new effective field verification tool developed
by scientists, not by VicForests, to identify old-growth forest and where it is found and immediately
stop logging in these areas too. Finally, the government should immediately put in place a process to
formally and permanently protect areas of old-growth forest, such as in a national park. I thank the
minister for her work on this issue and look forward to her response.
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LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL STATUE
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (18:44): My adjournment matter is for the Leader
of the Government in this place. Is diversity our strength or is unity our strength? I am sure the answer
would be diversity, because it is 2019 after all. Diversity blossoms when people are free. Freedom of
thought, freedom of speech and freedom for people to live their lives as they see fit so long as they are
not stopping others from doing the same is what liberty is all about. However, I learned on a tour of
this place that a terrible mistake was once made here, and that mistake was never properly rectified.
Above us all, to my right—that one right there—is an important statue. She is now called ‘Unity’, but
her original name, her real name, is Liberty. Her chain was originally intentionally snapped as a symbol
of breaking free, but she was renamed ‘Unity’ when long ago the chain was mistakenly connected by
maintenance officers who thought it was broken. My request is that the government take whatever
steps are necessary to break the chain and restore the statue to her intended state and name so she can
be a constant reminder to us all that liberty is our strength.
RESPONSES
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (18:45): I think Mr Limbrick’s adjournment matter, with great
respect to all the others, raised a whole lot of eyebrows from everyone in the chamber. We all looked
up and looked at the chain and looked at the statue. That is a very, very interesting bit of the
Parliament’s history, so thank you.
Mr Limbrick: I am surprised everyone didn’t know it already.
Ms PULFORD: I do not know if anybody knew that. But anyway, that was fascinating, so thank
you for that. And to Dr Ratnam, Dr Cumming, Ms Crozier, Mr Quilty, Mrs McArthur, Mr Hayes,
Ms Lovell, Mr Bourman, Mr O’Donohue, Ms Vaghela, Mr Grimley and Mr Finn, thank you for your
contributions on the adjournment debate tonight. I will seek written responses for all the members on
the matters that they raised from the relevant ministers. I will take some advice from my department
on the question Ms Lovell raised. I would take enormous pleasure in assisting Mrs McArthur to
understand the enormous benefits to the communities of Western Victoria of wire rope barriers; I look
forward to doing that.
And as the person who happens to be on her feet last of all at the end of this year, can I just say an
almighty congratulations to all our new members on the successful completion of their first year; there
are so many in this Parliament this time—members of the opposition, members of the government and
of course so many members on our very diverse and expanded crossbench. Getting to the end of a first
year is an almighty milestone. I have enjoyed working with all of you in different ways and on different
issues, and I think that you should enjoy a nice rest because it has been a massive year. Well done to
all of you.
And, President, I would just like to join in your comments from earlier in the day and thank our clerks,
our attendants and all parliamentary staff for the wonderful, wonderful job that they do in helping to
ensure that we all retain some order as we acquit our responsibilities for the people of Victoria in this
place. And so, whether it is Christmas or some other kind of festivity that is your particular thing at
this time of the year, I do hope everyone gets a nice little rest and some time with family and friends
while we are away from this place until February. And thank you very much.
And I have three written answers to adjournment matters raised previously.
The PRESIDENT: The house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 6.48 pm until Tuesday, 4 February 2020.
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Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.

Thursday, 28 November 2019
BULLA BYPASS
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (16 October 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
The northern and western areas of Melbourne are experiencing significant growth in population and, as a
result, putting pressure on roads like Sunbury Road. In response, the 2018-19 Victorian State Budget included
a massive investment in the Suburban Roads Upgrade, with over $1 billion to be spent on widening and
improving safety on roads across Melbourne's northern suburbs. As part of this package of works, Sunbury
Road will be widened from two lanes to four between Powlett Street and Bulla-Diggers Rest Road in Sunbury.
A Planning Panel considered a future alignment for the Bulla Bypass. Since this time the Department of
Transport (then VicRoads) undertook further work in 2018 to consider additional options in response to a
request from the Minister for Planning, the Hon Richard Wynne MP. Investigations are continuing to finalise
the land corridor needed for a future major road link to bypass the Bulla township.
Ultimately funding for a Bulla Bypass will need to be considered through a business case process, prepared
and considered in a future budget cycle in a State-wide context.

GREAT OCEAN ROAD
In reply to Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (17 October 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
The current status of works on the Great Ocean Road
The Federal Government and Victorian Government to date have jointly committed a total of $165 million
comprising of the following:
•

In 2013, each government committed $25 million (total package of $50 million) to upgrade the
Great Ocean Road over four years;

•

In June 2016, the Federal Government made an election commitment of $25 million for further
upgrades to the Great Ocean Road;

•

In November 2016, the Victorian Government matched the $25 million federal commitment,
providing another $50 million over for years commencing in June 2017;

•

The Victorian Government also committed another $53 million over three years for resurfacing,
stabilisation, signage and traffic management technology improvements commencing December
2016; and

•

In December 2018, the Federal and Victorian governments jointly committed a total of
$13.5 million to replace the Moggs Creek Bridge and Wye River Bridge.

Great Ocean Road Works
Thanks to a multi-year investment by the Federal and Victorian governments, Regional Roads Victoria has
been hard at work rebuilding sections of the Great Ocean Road, upgrading key bridge infrastructure,
improving intersections and completing a raft of geotechnical works to further protect, strengthen and stabilise
the road and the adjacent hill and ocean side embankments.
Under this investment, we have already completed road rebuilding and resurfacing works on about
94 kilometres of the Great Ocean Road, replaced bridges at Grey River, Separation Creek and Boggaley
Creek, upgraded a dangerous intersection at Childers Cove, and completed a four-day, four-night road
building and geotechnical blitz at Mt Defiance in May last year. Through the blitz we laid more than

WRITTEN ADJOURNMENT RESPONSES
Thursday, 28 November 2019

Legislative Council

4519

1500 tonnes of asphalt, installed six cross-road culverts, drilled boreholes in the road to collect geotechnical
samples and conducted three seismic surveys.
We've also completed extensive geotechnical works—any regular visitor along the road will have seen our
teams abseiling down the cliff-faces removing loose rock, soil nailing and installing kilometres of rock netting
and erosion control matting. On top of this we have built rock armour walls along vulnerable beaches at sites
like Apollo Bay, Skenes Creek and Smythe Creek to help protect the road from the impacts of coastal erosion,
constructed 21 lower retaining walls and installed seven weather stations to help monitor soil moisture content
at high-risk landslip sites.
Soon, we'll be strengthening the bridge at Browns Creek and Petticoat Creek, Apollo Bay, and three more at
Gellibrand River, replacing the bridges at Moggs Creek and Wye River with stronger and safer structures,
upgrading key intersections at Lavers Hill and Nullawarre, and completing even more geotechnical works.

PRISONER REINTEGRATION PROGRAMS
In reply to Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (31 October 2019)
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie—Minister for Crime Prevention, Minister for Corrections, Minister for
Youth Justice, Minister for Victim Support):
I thank the Honourable Member for her thoughtful comments and concerns about female prisoners. This is
one of the reasons the Victorian Government has invested $20 million on programs specifically targeting
women prisoners in this year's Budget, as she has noted. This included $1,296 million to introduce women's
employment specialists in order to improve the employment outcomes for women exiting prison. The
$20 million investment also builds on previous investments in modernising and enhancing the women's prison
system, including the new $40 million mental health and well-being precinct within the Dame Phyllis Frost
Centre.
I would be pleased to visit McAuley Community Services. My office is making arrangements for me to visit
at a mutually agreeable time. I previously had the privilege of visiting McAuley Community Services in 2018,
during my time as Minister for Industry and Employment, and have seen firsthand the positive impact this
service has on the lives of women.
The Women's Correctional Services Advisory Committee has also advised me about McAuley and their
continued work in providing support for women in the community. McAuley is a Jobs Victoria Employment
Network provider, providing tailored employment assistance for women who have a range of needs, as well
as specifically supporting women who have experienced family violence. Deloitte Access Economics has
recently analysed the work of the agency and has commented favourably on the outcomes and effectiveness
of McAuley's interventions for women who have experienced homelessness, family violence, and mental
health issues. I look forward to seeing this firsthand during my upcoming visit.
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Answers to constituency questions
Responses have been incorporated in the form provided to Hansard and received in the period
shown.

15 November to 28 November 2019
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (29 August 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
I am informed that:
A response to your email was sent to your office dated 15 October 2019 to address the questions raised.

NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (10 September 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
Speed limits are set to provide an appropriate balance between safety, mobility and liveability. The
Department of Transport (DoT) assesses speed limit changes using the Victorian Speed Zoning Guidelines.
These guidelines ensure appropriate, credible and consistent speeds are applied across the state, with
consideration given to factors such as the number of access points along the route, the nature of the road
environment, adjacent speed zones, road user types and crash history.
In context of the above, DoT has undertaken a detailed assessment of the speed limit along Nicholson Street
between Brunswick Road and Alexandra Parade and supports the implementation of a time-based 40km/h
speed limit between Brunswick Road and Reid Street, due to the high pedestrian activity along this section of
Nicholson Street.
DoT is currently developing a proposal for the installation of electronic speed signs, which will be prioritised
for future funding in a statewide context and will undertake wider community engagement for implementing
the time-based 40km/h speed limit.

NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (11 September 2019)
Ms HORNE (Williamstown—Minister for Ports and Freight, Minister for Public Transport):
The number of Upfield line services delivered short of their destination has been trending downwards in 2019,
but DoT recognises that every altered service inconveniences passengers.
When alterations to services are necessary, Metro’s priority is informing passengers so they can make timely
decisions. Drivers make announcements and targeted push notifications advise passengers of the change and
the next service they can catch to continue their journey. This is supported by station announcements and
passenger information displays.
Under Metro’s contract that commenced in November 2017, tougher performance targets and penalties apply.
Services that are altered now factor into the calculations to determine if a penalty is payable.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12 September 2019)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure):
I thank the Member for Western Metropolitan for her interest in the Andrews Labor Government’s program
to remove dangerous and congested level crossings at Werribee and Cherry Street, Werribee, and Ferguson
Street, Williamstown.
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The Level Crossing Removal Project (LXRP) has consulted extensively on the Werribee level crossing
removal projects and will continue to do so. Two phases of consultation have already taken place for Cherry
Street and Werribee Street—in October 2018 and July/August 2019. The consultation process was advertised
widely and there was a high level of community interest including more than 300 people at drop-in sessions,
474 surveys completed and more than 2600 visits to the online hub.
The LXRP has listened to the community and made changes to the designs to make the area safer and easier
to get around. Signalised intersections are preferred, so at Cherry Street, the existing roundabout linking
Tarneit Road to a new road bridge will be changed to a signalised intersection. In response to feedback about
pedestrian connectivity, a footpath will be included on the new road bridge. A shared use path along the
railway line will connect Princes Highway at the Tarneit Road intersection back to the pedestrian underpass
at Cherry Street, also increasing connectivity in the area. LXRP are still developing the designs for Werribee
Street and are incorporating the community’s feedback into the final design.
In fact, the LXRP have just released the consultation reports for Werribee Street and Cherry Street from the
recent phase of consultation, which are available on the LXRP website at: levelcrossings.vic.gov.au.
Planning is now underway to remove the dangerous and congested level crossing at Ferguson Street in
Williamstown. Consultation began this month both in person and online with this phase closing 6 December.
Additionally, there will be many opportunities where people can join the conversation, including information
pop-ups, trader door-knocks, community workshops and the online feedback portal. Feedback provided
during the initial consultation period will be considered by the project team as they work to come up with the
best design to remove the level crossing.
We took the removal of the level crossings at Werribee Street and Cherry Street, Werribee, and Ferguson
Street, Williamstown to the last election and they were overwhelming endorsed. Construction at the Cherry
Street, Werribee site will begin in early 2020 and all three will be removed by 2022.

EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (15 October 2019)
Mr PALLAS (Werribee—Treasurer, Minister for Economic Development, Minister for Industrial
Relations):
The Department of Treasury and Finance’s website lists land that is currently for sale, land that is being
prepared for future sale and recent sales. It currently lists 152 properties either being prepared for future sale
or currently for sale, totalling 2,662 hectares of land.
It is worth noting that these properties are not all expected to sell this year. In fact, the sale of all these
properties is expected to take three to four years.
The current number of surplus properties is consistent with figures relating to the last 20 years of State
Government land sales. However, the total land area of the current surplus properties is much higher than in
previous years. This is due to 16 agricultural properties in Robinvale and a surplus research property in
Mildura, totalling over 2,300 hectares. These properties are mostly farmland owned and managed by the
Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions, which has declared them surplus to its requirements.
The matter relating to surplus land in Morack Road, Vermont falls within the responsibility of the Minister
for Roads. I have forwarded this matter to her to respond to.

NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (16 October 2019)
Ms HORNE (Williamstown—Minister for Ports and Freight, Minister for Public Transport):
The safety of passengers and their ability to access trams is a priority for the Andrews Labor Government.
Installing level access tram stops across the network is a key step in providing a greater level of safety and
accessibility for all public transport users.
The Member for Brunswick may be aware that the Andrews Labor Government has recently begun testing
of E-Class Trams on route 58, which runs through the Member’s electorate.
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WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (16 October 2019)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure):
I thank the Member for Western Metropolitan for his continued interest in the Andrews Labor Government’s
program to remove dangerous and congested level crossings, especially in Melbourne’s West. I also note he
has a long tradition of opposing the removal of level crossings.
I presume the Member is talking about a group called the Wyndham Infrastructure Network that appears to
advocate for an 8.5km tunnel in Melbourne’s West. Such an idea, in addition to being technically very
difficult, would cost billions of dollars more than the solutions that the Level Crossing Removal Project has
identified, and the Andrews Labor Government is building. If the Liberal Party has committed to this solution,
it should do the right thing and declare how they will fund and implement this.
We took the removal of the level crossings at Werribee Street and Cherry Street, Werribee, and Old Geelong
Road, Hoppers Crossing to the last election and these practical improvements were overwhelming endorsed.

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (17 October 2019)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources):
The assertion that Regional Development Victoria’s (RDV) funding has been cut is not correct. On numerous
occasions I have responded to this false accusation from both National Party and now Liberal Party MPs,
including at PAEC and in a response to Ms Bath to this chamber.
Our 2019/20 Budget outlined the $2.6 billion Delivering for Regional and Rural Victorians Program, which
is supporting businesses as well as boosting tourism, creating local jobs, investing in key industries and
providing infrastructure and services for communities to grow and thrive.
Our comprehensive investments are improving public transport, country roads and TAFE facilities, and
provide critical health facility upgrades. This will support an estimated 4,500 new jobs and make regional and
rural Victoria an even better place to live, work and invest. The Program covers many portfolios, reflecting
our whole-of-government approach to regional development.
As part of this program, $134 million is allocated for regional develop priorities. This also provides funding
for RDV to continue supporting businesses, create new jobs, invest in projects and infrastructure.
As was the approach previously, this $134 million amount could have been counted as the Regional Jobs and
Infrastructure Fund (RJIF). However, the Auditor-General made recommendations on drawing staffing costs
from the RJIF Trust Fund. I took the step of decoupling grants funding from projects and staffing costs.
I recently announced some refinements to RJIF to ensure the best projects receive support. More generous
funding ratios will improve fairness and for smaller councils and community organisations.
This Government is committed to supporting local businesses in regional Victoria grow, helping them to
reach new markets and create new local jobs. The 2019/20 Budget includes: $10.2 million in grants to assist
Victoria’s small-scale agribusinesses to scale up their operations and take their produce to the world;
$5 million to ensure the state’s wine industry continues to grow; and $5 million to support inbound trade
missions to connect international delegates with Victorian businesses and industries.
Supporting this, the Government over the last two budgets has halved the payroll tax rate for businesses to
2.425 per cent with plans for regional payroll tax to be reduced to 1.2125 per cent by 2022-23. This is around
a quarter of the metropolitan payroll tax rate.
We remain committed to investing in country Victoria and giving every Victorian an opportunity to succeed.
When we came to government in 2014, regional unemployment sat at 6.6%, it is now at 3.7%. Over this
period, 60,000 jobs have been created across country Victoria, many in small businesses. This compares to
just 5,600 created between 2010 and 2014.
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NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (17 October 2019)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure):
This matter does not fall within my portfolio responsibilities. The Member may wish to raise her question
with the Minister for Public Transport, the Hon Melissa Horne MP.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (17 October 2019)
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine—Minister for Water, Minister for Police and Emergency Services):
All Victorians receive a 24-hour police response regardless of where they live, and the Victorian Government
is committed to continuing to work with Victoria Police to meet the demands of the local community.
The Chief Commissioner of Police recognises that proactive operations, putting resources where they are
needed and responding to calls for assistance will best address crime and community concerns. Victoria Police
therefore continues to balance counter service hours to the public in a flexible manner to ensure the best
possible use of available resources.
The government continues to support Victoria Police through a record $3 billion police investment is
delivering 3,135 new sworn police officers, state-of the-art intelligence systems, new technology, new and
upgraded police stations, and stronger laws. As part of this investment an additional 19 police officers have
already been deployed or allocated to the division that services residents in Cobram.
Victoria Police constantly review its operational decisions in order to increase the level of service provided to
the community and your feedback will contribute to this process. I encourage you and your constituents to
continue to provide feedback to Victoria Police on local community safety.

EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (29 October 2019)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure):
I thank Mr Barton for his question and continued interest in this vital project.
North East Link has been the subject of an Environment Effects Statement (EES) which has carefully
examined the potential impact of this much needed road project. As part of this, the EES was on exhibition
for 10 days longer than the standard exhibition period to ensure people had enough time to view the detailed
documents and, as a result, more than 850 submissions were received from across the community including
from local councils and their expert witnesses, residents, schools and business owners.
In September 2019, I announced CPB Contractors had been awarded the North East Link early works contract,
which includes planning and creating a service utility relocation design, to support the early works before they start.
Investigative works of this sort have been underway across the project area since 2017—they will help limit
disruption later on and allow our prospective builders to map out where utilities are, and what needs protection
or removal during early works.
These investigative works are crucial in informing service relocation design and will minimise disruption to
essential services, such as power and water supply during early works.
The North East Link team is working very closely with CPB Contractors to ensure that any disruption is
minimised, and members of the community are informed of any investigations that are to happen in their area
before they start, as we get ready to start on Victoria’s largest ever road infrastructure project.
Early works will not start until the project receives planning approvals.
Early works will include moving major power, water, gas, sewer and telecommunication lines, as supported
by the service relocation design that CPB is currently preparing.
Early works will open the way for major construction to start from early 2021, to help deliver Melbourne’s
long-awaited North East Link.
This is the biggest road infrastructure project ever in Victoria—building a project of this scale through built
up, urban areas is challenging as there is no road reservation.
This project needs to happen—it will give local roads back to communities, and get trucks and traffic away
from residential areas.
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NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (29 October 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
Due to inclement weather throughout July and August 2019, works on the road shoulder on the WhittleseaKinglake Road at Pheasant Creek have been delayed.
This work has now been rescheduled to be completed by the end of November 2019.

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (29 October 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
Roadside grazing is allowed under certain circumstances in Victoria. State legislation requires local councils
to have in place local laws in relation to livestock movement and grazing on roads and roadside areas. In
issuing these permits, councils are required to take into consideration the needs of farmers, other road users,
the general public and the broader environment.
If the roadside area in question is on an arterial road, the application must still be made to the relevant council.
If the council has no objections, the request will be forwarded to Regional Roads Victoria (RRV) for
consideration.
RRV approves these permits where it is satisfied that the livestock grazing is safe and is unlikely to impact
the operation of the road in question.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (29 October 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
It has been a tragic year on Victorian roads and the State Government is urging everyone to remain vigilant,
make safe decisions and look out for one another. I am sorry to hear about the recent fatal crashes that occurred
along Sunbury Road and I wish to pass on my condolences to family and friends of the victims.
The Department of Transport is working with Victoria Police to understand the circumstances of these crashes
to help identify changes that may be needed to prevent other crashes from occurring.
The northern and western areas of Melbourne are experiencing significant growth in population and, as a
result, putting pressure on roads like Sunbury Road. In response, the 2018-19 Victorian State Budget included
a massive investment in the Suburban Roads Upgrade/with over $1 billion to be spent on widening and
improving safety on roads across Melbourne’s northern suburbs. As part of this package of works, Sunbury
Road will be widened from two lanes to four between Powlett Street and Bulla-Diggers Rest Road in Sunbury,
these works are needed to support the ultimate Bulla Bypass. The funded Sunbury Road upgrade covers the
location of one of the most recent fatality crashes near Sunbury.
Furthermore, the recent safety barriers installed along Sunbury Road between the Tullamarine Freeway and
Oaklands Road were undertaken as part of the state government’s Towards Zero strategy—to achieve fewer
than 200 fatalities by 2020 and to reduce serious injuries by 15 per cent on Victoria’s roads. These safety
improvements reflect the need to invest in protecting people as a priority and they do not preclude further
works to improve the capacity of Sunbury Road in the future.
The Department of Transport has completed a planning investigation for the Bulla Bypass and has been
undertaking further work to consider additional options in response to a request from the Minister for
Planning, the Hon Richard Wynne MP. Investigations are continuing to finalise the land corridor needed for
a future major road link to bypass the Bulla township.
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WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (30 October 2019)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Housing, Minister for Multicultural Affairs, Minister for
Planning):
The Victorian Planning Authority, through its Streamlining for Growth Program, is directly addressing this
issue by working with Councils in the Barwon South West region, including Moyne, Surf Coast, Colac
Otway, Corangamite, Southern Grampians and Glenelg Shire, to deliver a “Homes for Key Workers Action
Plan”. This work will involve an assessment of the scale and nature of housing and rental shortages facing
workers involved in large construction projects as well as housing availability and affordability for other key
workers in the region.

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (30 October 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The Victorian Government takes the issue of illegal chemical storage and dumping extremely seriously.
The Environment Protection Authority Victoria’s (EPA) investigations of the illegal waste dump at a property
near Lemon Springs, south of Kaniva, have been extensive and are ongoing.
To date, EPA has not identified any pollution impacts on local groundwater. Nor has EPA identified any
harmful gases or surface soil contamination at the potential waste dump sites.
EPA is continuing to monitor groundwater on and off-site. Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water Corporation
continues to monitor the urban water supply.
EPA has also commissioned an independent assessment to identify whether further measures are required
beyond the steps being taken now, to ensure the safety of the community and the environment.
EPA is currently undertaking further assessment to begin determining the amount and types of waste present.
The cost and timeframe for clean-up is not yet available.
The safety of the community and agency staff has been EPA’s priority during its investigations. EPA is
working closely with local authorities including the Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water Corporation,
Agriculture Victoria, West Wimmera Shire Council, and the local emergency management team.
EPA will continue to engage with relevant stakeholders and will provide regular updates to community
through various channels. EPA and other government agencies will hold a further community information
session in late November 2019.
EPA will continue to investigate this site and will take all steps necessary to hold those responsible for
dumping this waste to account.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (30 October 2019)
Ms HORNE (Williamstown—Minister for Ports and Freight, Minister for Public Transport):
The Government is procuring 100 new E-Class trams, the first 81 of which are already in service. Testing of
the E-Class has begun on Route 58, which operates in the north-west of Melbourne. The introduction of new
trams will, overtime, result in low-floor vehicles being allocated across more tram routes. The routes which
will receive low floor trams first have been chosen based on the level of demand and the need for accessible
tram services amongst other considerations such as infrastructure requirements.
Low floor trams comprise around 37 per cent of the tram fleet. Low-floor trams have high passenger capacity
and will continue to operate on routes with the highest patronage demand.
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SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (30 October 2019)
Ms HORNE (Williamstown—Minister for Ports and Freight, Minister for Public Transport):
A significant multi-year program of tram traction power upgrades is underway as part of the broader
government commitment to purchase new trams for Melbourne. More power is required at strategic locations
across the tram network to ensure larger trams can operate.
The new substation at St Kilda Junction is providing traction power to the tram network, contributing to
keeping the network operating smoothly and reliably. The Department of Transport investigated several sites
around St Kilda junction during the site selection phase and found that the space within the road reserves was
the only location available that met the full technical requirements of the project.
Safety reviews are a mandated requirement and form the basis for all project designs. A review of the
substation and façade identified an opportunity for an additional barrier adjacent to the new substation to
mitigate the risk of pedestrians crossing the tracks where they should not. A temporary fence has been installed
until a permanent fence is built. Traffic signals will also be installed to further indicate to pedestrians when it
is safe to cross.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (31 October 2019)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources):
The Victorian Government values the dairy industry and its contribution to Victorian regional communities
and economies.
I have visited northern Victoria and met with local dairy farmers. I have seen firsthand the difficulties facing
some dairy farming businesses and recognise the importance of the industry to the local economy.
The Victorian Government is helping our dairy farmers in northern Victoria with programs that support onfarm planning and infrastructure development, one-on-one consultations to enable farm businesses to
transition to innovative and efficient production systems, funding for infrastructure to build drought
preparedness and resilience and providing a dedicated dairy support program through the Rural Financial
Counselling Service.
In May, the Victorian Government announced measures worth over $2.7 million that included support for
northern dairy farmers who continue to be affected by seasonal conditions and high input costs.
On 2 October 2019, the Victorian Government announced a further $31.6 million in assistance for farmers
affected by drought and dry conditions across the state, including the Goulburn Murray Irrigation District.
Northern Victorian dairy farmers will benefit from:
•

a continuation of business planning and technical decision-making support

•

a Catchment Management Authority drought employment program

•

the Farm Employment Exchange program to be delivered by the Victorian Farmers Federation

•

waiver of the Domestic and Stock Bore Licence Fee (for new bores)

•

grants up to $5,000 for business decision support and drought preparedness infrastructure

•

household financial assistance payments of up to $3,000 to families in need to be delivered by the
Country Women’s Association of Victoria.

On 16 October 2019, I announced the appointment of a new Rural Assistance Commissioner, Mr Peter
Tuohey, to provide insight on the challenges and opportunities facing Victoria’s regional and rural
communities. A key focus for Mr Tuohey will be the rollout of the drought assistance package and
understanding the impacts of the dairy transition occurring in Northern Victoria.
The Dairy Roundtable, an industry led initiative, has met six times since March 2018. The meetings have
focused on gaining a shared understanding of the challenges facing the region and identifying where services
need to increase, maintain or decrease. Mr Tuohey attended the most recent Dairy Roundtable meeting held
on 1 November 2019.
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EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (31 October 2019)
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of State,
Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs):
I would like to commend the 4Cs and the community volunteers who have worked to provide support for
vulnerable people in the south-east of Melbourne.
The Victorian Government acknowledges the effort and invaluable contribution of volunteers in our
community, and the value of organisations such as the 4Cs in improving community participation and
inclusion for many people across the state.
The Government supports a range of initiatives and programs that promote community participation and
inclusion of vulnerable Victorians, including Neighbourhood Houses, Men’s Sheds, food assistance and
financial support and counselling.
I appreciate that the 4Cs is working with the Cardinia Shire Council and the Salvation Army to ensure
continuity of services for clients of the 4Cs. I encourage the 4Cs to contact Ms Shari McPhail at the
Department of Health and Human Services on (03) 9096 1014, should they require any assistance during this
transition.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (31 October 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
The Victorian Government is delivering a $1.8 billion Western Road Upgrade package. This includes eight
priority road upgrades that will fix the roads the community and local business rely on every day. These
upgrades will be delivered within five years, with the maintenance and rehabilitation continuing for a further
20 years, including on a broader network of 260 kilometres of existing roads. This package of works includes
the upgrade of nearby Palmers Road and Dunnings Road, which will result in improvements to the movement
of traffic along Point Cook Road. In addition, the recent removal of the Aviation Road level crossing located
at the northern end of Point Cook Road, will improve traffic flow in the area.
The Department of Transport (DoT) and the Wyndham City Council have investigated congestion and safety
improvements at the intersection of Point Cook Road and Sneydes Road and consider that new traffic lights
at this intersection (as well as other associated works) would help to manage the increasing congestion and to
improve safety.
The DoT has also investigated options to improve the flow of traffic along Point Cook Road and through the
Aircraft activity centre. This includes improvements to the intersection of Point Cook Road and Central
Avenue, the interchange at Point Cook Road and the Princes Freeway, and initiatives to make walking and
cycling to Aircraft train station more attractive.
Any proposed improvements at these locations will be considered for funding in a future program in a
statewide context.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (31 October 2019)
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine—Minister for Water, Minister for Police and Emergency Services):
As of the 12 November 2019, the Tarneit Fire Station is now operational.
The delay in commissioning the new Tarneit Fire Station has primarily been due to major road upgrades
including the road in front of the fire station. VicRoads and the CFA have reached agreement on workarounds
including the installation of traffic signals to ensure response times are not compromised.
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In reply to Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12 November 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
The Victorian Government recognises that population growth and development in Melbourne’s south east
suburbs is resulting in the increasing amount of traffic on much of the arterial road network, including the
Monash Freeway, Blackburn Road, Wellington Road and Princes Highway in the City of Monash. The
Department of Transport (DoT) is working with the Victorian Planning Authority, relevant municipalities
and other stakeholders to plan the transport system to appropriately manage travel demands into the future.
Victoria is currently in a transport construction boom with 119 major road and rail projects being delivered.
In addition to current works, there is significant planning underway for several projects that are set to
transform the way Victorians travel. Highlights of Victoria’s Big Build include:
•

A second underground railway, the Metro Tunnel

•

Victoria’s biggest ever commitment to remove level crossings

•

$1.75 billion Regional Rail Revival package

•

A second major road connection from the west, the West Gate Tunnel

•

Victoria’s biggest road tunnel, the North East Link

•

Major upgrades to some of our busiest freeways including the M80, CityLink, Tullamarine and
Monash

•

Upgrades to priority roads in Melbourne’s outer west, north and south-eastern suburbs

•

Connecting Melbourne Airport to all metropolitan and regional rail lines

•

New electrified lines in the west and faster, high-capacity rail for our regional cities.

Over the last five years, the Andrews Labor Government has committed funds for the following works in the
City of Monash:
•

Completion of Monash Freeway Upgrade Stage 1, which provided additional lanes between
EastLink interchange and Clyde Road in Berwick

•

Commencement of Monash Freeway Upgrade Stage 2, providing additional lanes between
Warrigal Road and Cardinia Road and extend of O’Shea Road to Beaconsfield interchange

•

Completion of level crossing removals on Clayton Road and Centre Road

•

Planning works for Caulfield to Rowville Light Rail Link project

The Government is ensuring the ongoing needs of the local community, commuters and transport operators
are met.
The Westall Road extension has been identified as an important project required in the medium-long term
which, along with the Dandenong Bypass extension, will complete the Westall Road- Dandenong Bypass
corridor between the Monash Freeway and South Gippsland Freeway. It will ultimately provide a betterconnected freeway network and relieve pressure on arterial roads in the Monash area, reduce congestion and
improve accessibility. A business case has previously been prepared by VicRoads for the Westall Road
extension which sits in a high state of readiness for consideration when the project is required.
DoT receives many requests each year for road safety and congestion reduction projects and all are reviewed
for relative priority. All requests are prioritised based on the extent that such a treatment would improve safety
and/or congestion at the site. DoT considers factors such as the number and type of vehicles using the section
of road, the need to cater for pedestrians, the safety record of the section of road, the impact on the
performance of the surrounding road network and the implementation costs. An extension of Westall Road
will be considered in this context.

SOUTH EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12 November 2019)
Ms HORNE (Williamstown—Minister for Ports and Freight, Minister for Public Transport):
The Government recognises that getting to the station is an important part of using the rail network. There is
high demand for car parking at stations across the network, which is why the Government is committed to
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delivering 11,000 new and upgraded commuter car parking spaces at stations across Victoria. This is on top
of the close to 10,000 new and upgraded spaces built by the Government since 2014.
Planning activities are already underway for delivering the Government’s commitment for additional
commuter car parks at Cranbourne station. This project is being planned in consideration of the Cranbourne
Line Upgrade project and Camms Road level crossing removal, to ensure efficient delivery, precinct
integration and the least possible disruption for commuters.
The Cranbourne Line Upgrade project will fully duplicate the track between Dandenong and Cranbourne,
build a new station at Merinda Park and remove the last four remaining level crossings between Cranbourne
and the city.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (14 November 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
In September 2018, Regional Roads Victoria and NSW Roads and Maritime Services published the findings
of the Murray River Crossings Investment Priority Assessment. The bridge at Yarrawonga was assessed as a
medium priority. In the meantime, the bridge will continue to be maintained in a safe and serviceable
condition to ensure connectivity between the towns of Mulwala and Yarrawonga.
Regional Roads Victoria is currently focused on progressing the new road connection between the existing
bridge and the Murray Valley Highway which will relieve congestion and safety issues associated with heavy
vehicles using Belmore Street through the Yarrawonga CBD.
This road will divert heavy vehicles away from Yarrawonga’s Belmore Street and will allow efficient
operation of the road network for locals and visitors. Diverting heavy vehicles away from Belmore Street will
enhance Yarrawonga’s tourism appeal and provide for a safer and more vibrant main street.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (14 November 2019)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure):
I thank the Member for Western Metropolitan for her interest in the Andrews Labor Government’s program
to remove dangerous and congested level crossings at Werribee and Cherry Street, Werribee, and Old
Geelong Road, Hoppers Crossing.
I am aware of a group called the Wyndham Infrastructure Network that appears to advocate for an 8.5km
tunnel in Melbourne’s West. Such an idea, in addition to being technically very difficult, would cost billions
of dollars more than the solutions that the Level Crossing Removal Project has identified, and the Andrews
Labor Government is building.
We took the removal of the level crossings at Werribee Street and Cherry Street, Werribee, and Old Geelong
Road, Hoppers Crossing to the last election and they were overwhelming endorsed.
Construction at the Cherry Street, Werribee site will begin in early 2020 and all three will be removed by
2022.
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15 November to 28 November 2019
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (15 October 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
The 2017 Victorian Population Health Survey indicates that 20% of adults in Brimbank and 22% in the Hume
local government area experience high levels of psychological distress.
Brimbank is within the adult area mental health service catchment of Mid-West Area Mental Health Service,
with Sunshine Hospital as the main site for bed-based clinical mental health services. This service is operated
by Melbourne Health as the designated mental health service. Hume is within the adult mental health
catchment of North-West, with Broadmeadows Hospital as the site for bed-based clinical mental health
services, also operated by Melbourne Health.
The development of the Footscray Hospital will assist with increasing mental health services in the west. The
Victorian Government is investing up to $1.5 billion to deliver the new Footscray Hospital, which includes
expanded mental health services (including emergency department specific mental health and alcohol and
other drug hub and additional mental health beds.
Currently in development is the emergency department mental health and alcohol and other drug hub at
Sunshine Hospital. The emergency department mental health and alcohol and other drug hubs are an outcome
from the 2018-19 budget to implement an integrated mental health and alcohol and other drugs emergency
model of care.
The new Hospital Outreach Post-Suicidal Engagement (HOPE) initiative was expanded in the 2018-19
budget to Sunshine Hospital. The HOPE initiative is an assertive outreach program for people leaving an
emergency department or medical ward following treatment for an attempted suicide. The HOPE program
provides intensive, person-centred support which is tailored to the unique needs and circumstances of the
individual. Those eligible for the service will be contacted within 24-hours of hospital discharge, and support
will continue for up to three months.
There is also increased support for young people with a severe mental illness in Brimbank and Hume with
the development of a Youth Prevention and Recovery Care service to be based at Parkville, In the 2018-19
State Budget the Victorian Government committed $11.9 million for this project. This project will deliver a
new, 20-bed facility which will provide short-term (up to 28 days) subacute recovery focused clinical
treatment services for young people based in a residential setting.
The Andrews Labor Government has increased Melbourne Health’s funding for public mental health services,
from $212.6 mill in 2017-18 to $246.9 mill in 2018-19, representing a 16% increase in funding in the past year.
The Victorian mental health system is being reviewed by the Royal Commission into Victoria’s Mental
Health System. The Royal Commission is engaging widely with Victorian communities and encouraging
people to share their experiences and suggestions. This will allow us to build a strong foundation for the
mental health system and enable Victorians to experience their best mental health now and into the future.

TIMBER INDUSTRY
In reply to Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (13 November 2019)
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of State,
Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs):
The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning commissioned Professor Andrew Macintosh,
from the Australian National University, to investigate the development of a carbon methodology and forecast
the carbon benefits from avoided timber harvesting in Victoria.
Professor Macintosh is the Associate Director of the Centre for Climate Law and Policy at the Australian
National University and a fellow at the Australian Centre for Environmental Law and member of the ANU
Centre for Climate Economics and Policy.
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Professor Macintosh is also the chair of the Emissions Reduction Assurance Committee. The Emissions
Reduction Assurance Committee is an independent, expert committee established under the Carbon Credits
(Carbon Farming Initiative) Act 2011 (Cth) which assesses whether methodology determinations meet the
requirements of the Emissions Reduction Fund (now known as the Climate Solutions Fund).
Professor Macintosh’s work has shown that the development of a carbon methodology for avoided timber
harvest is feasible and that the carbon abatement which would be delivered from ending timber harvesting
would contribute to reductions in Australia’s greenhouse gas emissions. The approach taken in this analysis
was consistent with nationally agreed approaches to carbon accounting and considered relevant data and
scientific information about timber harvesting in Victoria’s forests.

HEALTH SERVICES CYBERSECURITY
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (13 November 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
I am advised that the Department of Health and Human Services did not receive a request for funding to
strengthen IT security for Portland and District Health, or for Barwon Health, in 2019, either before or after
tabling of the referred VAGO report in May this year.
The Andrews Labor Government has invested in excess of $46 million since the 2015-16 budget to strengthen
health service IT capability and replacing aged and at-risk technology in health services, allowing health
services to upgrade computers and other vital equipment to strengthen reliability and cybersecurity.
We are continuing to invest to keep our hospital networks as safe as possible with the additional investment
of $13 million in this year’s Victorian Budget.
Every Victorian health service has benefitted from our digital clinical technology refresh program, enabling
them to prioritise upgrading ICT infrastructure and devices, reduce cyber vulnerabilities and the risk of ICT
outage as well as invest in cyber defence tools.
It is well known and as the VAGO report acknowledges, Victoria’s health system is devolved and more than
80 health services are responsible for the data they hold.
The report explains that not only technical solutions are required because human action—either unintentional
or malicious—can undermine even the most sophisticated security controls. This is why our Government
established the health service cyber security program in DHHS to support our health services in 2016.
My department and health services are progressing all 14 recommendations made by the Victorian AuditorGeneral. Many of the actions had previously been identified and were under way prior to the VAGO report.

1080 POISON
In reply to Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (13 November 2019)
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of State,
Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs):
The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) is committed to reducing the impact
of invasive species, now widely regarded as the most significant driver of decline for Victoria’s biodiversity
and greatest threat to the persistence many of many of our threatened species.
DELWP recognises that pest management is most effective when a strategic, targeted and well-planned
program is delivered using all available control tools. At times, that includes the use of poison baits. The
department uses poison baits under strict directions for use and standard operating procedures to manage the
risk of non-target impacts.
The aerial deployment of pest animal bait is used in remote and hard to reach areas where control is deemed
important and where it is not practical to apply other control techniques. This minimises the risk of secondary
poisoning to domestic dogs and other domestic animals.
The approval to aerial bait for wild dogs in Victoria as a controlled action under the federal Environment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (the EPBC Act) expires 31 December 2019. The
Victorian Government is in discussion with the Australian Government regarding aerial baiting arrangements.
The conditions imposed on aerial baiting for wild dogs by the EPBC Act approval, such as restricted locations
and time of year it can be applied, off-target monitoring requirements and stop/go points should off-target
impacts occur, provide considerable protection for the spot-tailed quoll and other native wildlife.
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YARRAVILLE TRAIN STATION CAR PARKING
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (14 November 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
The Victorian Railway Crossing Safety Steering Committee (VRCSSC) advise and make recommendations
to the Minister for Public Transport on the safety of public road and pedestrian level crossings in the State of
Victoria, including delivering the Victorian Railway Crossing Safety Strategy.
The Victorian Railway Crossing Safety Strategy guides the wholistic approach to safety at level crossings in
Victoria and is focused on coordinating the efforts of multiple agencies and authorities, and delivering a
coordinated approach to improving safety at Victoria’s railway crossings.
The Department of Transport (DoT) has recently completed behavioural studies at this crossing location
looking at the behaviour of pedestrians and motorists.
DoT is working with relevant stakeholders to ensure ongoing safety at this location.
In February this year the Government launched Operation Jet at Yarraville station. Operation Jet is an alliance
of Metro Trains’ Community Education Unit and Victoria Police’s Transit Proactive Unit.
Police officers, Protective Services Officers and Metro staff members conducted a series of visits to schools,
level crossings and railway stations to discuss rail safety issues with students with the aim of reducing the
number of incidents across the network.

TIMBER INDUSTRY
In reply to Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (14 November 2019)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources):
The industry is facing a transition and they have told us that as they manage that transition, our state needs a
long-term plan.
In the past decade there has been about a 50 per cent reduction in the availability of native forest timber for
harvesting on public land. The availability of native timber has been declining at a high rate, mostly due to
the impact of bushfires, but increased difficulty in accessing forests and greater environment protections have
also had some impact on timber availability. More recently, consumer and retailer demand has grown for
plantation timber products.
Developing a plan for our forests that strikes the right balance between the environment and industry has been
a complex process with many considerations, so we get it right for communities and for all Victorians. We
are taking this action now to give workers the certainty they deserve.
In relation to the supplementary question, I noted in the chamber that the matter of releasing the information
that relates to the carbon impact of the decision to cease native timber harvesting by 2030 is for another
minister. This issue falls within the portfolio of the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change.

TIMBER INDUSTRY
In reply to Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (14 November 2019)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources):
The areas of land that are made available for timber harvesting is a matter for the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change.
What I can confirm is that the Victorian Forestry Plan includes the immediate protection of around
96,000 hectares of state forest in the Strathbogie Ranges, Central Highlands, Mirboo North and East
Gippsland. Government is immediately ceasing all timber harvesting in these areas.
These areas are home to some of Victoria’s threatened species including the Leadbeater’s Possum and Greater
Glider. The protections will ensure the habitats of these species are preserved in addition to providing
connectivity to other existing conservation reserves.
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The Immediate Protection Areas in the Central Highlands will make a major contribution to reducing the
extinction risk of the Leadbeater’s Possum, providing that more than 50 per cent of the Leadbeater’s Possum
habitat will no longer be available for timber harvesting.
The Victorian Forestry Plan will create a more sustainable future for the forestry industry and give workers
the certainty they deserve. Under the new plan, sawmills currently supplied by VicForests and whose
contracts expire earlier than mid-2024, will have the opportunity to take up new wood supply contracts on
commercial terms until mid-2024. To enable this there will be stabilised native forest harvest levels until mid2024.
Given that stabilised wood flow is being made available to mills until mid-2024, if mills choose to not take
up a renegotiated contract with VicForests in the immediate term, then this is their business decision, but they
will not have access to the transition package. They will, of course, have access to support through Regional
Development Victoria as part of their transition out of native timber.

COMMERCIAL PASSENGER VEHICLE INDUSTRY
In reply to Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (14 November 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
I thank the honourable member for the question.
To ensure compliance with safety duty responsibilities and mandatory equipment requirements, Commercial
Passenger Vehicles Victoria undertake both random and targeted inspections on commercial passenger
vehicles using a risk based, intelligence led method. As we enter a phase where certain security cameras and
fare calculation devices are being removed from service, vehicles that are not affiliated with registered
booking service providers will increasingly be targeted by Commercial Passenger Vehicles Victoria for
inspection. These inspections will encompass security cameras, general vehicle condition, fare calculation
devices, mandatory fare labels and record keeping obligations.
There is no requirement for commercial passenger vehicles to have GPS tracking or duress alarms. Security
cameras are mandatory for commercial passenger vehicles providing unbooked services in Melbourne
metropolitan and urban and large regional zones.

WESTERN HEALTH
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (26 November 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to reducing violence against healthcare workers because
everyone deserves the right to feel safe at work.
I was shocked and angered to learn about these two incidents. As I have already advised the Member, both
incidents occurred whilst the staff members were returning to their cars after a period of working at the
hospital, which were parked off site in nearby streets to the hospital.
I immediately asked my Department to contact Western Health and personally spoke to the CEO of Western
Health to reiterate my expectation that every possible support be provided to the two staff members affected
and also to the broader collective of staff at Western Health.
Western Health have advised they are engaging with Victoria Police, who are continuing to investigate this
matter.
It would not be appropriate for me to comment on any legal advice I may or may not have received on any
issue.

PROTECTIVE SERVICES OFFICERS
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (26 November 2019)
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher Education):
Victoria Police have been actively engaged with the Department of Health and Human Services and hospital
management in relation to recent incidents. Increased patrols have occurred in the vicinity of the hospital and
Victoria Police have provided support in relation to hospital practices and procedures to mitigate risk to staff.
Victoria Police is best placed to make decisions around the allocation of police resources.

WRITTEN RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
4534

Legislative Council

Thursday, 28 November 2019

Protective services officers (PSOs) are currently deployed to designated places across the public transport
network, including railway stations and other public transport infrastructure, as well as recent expansions on
trains, trams and public transport hubs. PSOs also currently provide security services at specific places of
importance, including CBD and suburban courts, Parliament House, Government House, the Shrine of
Remembrance, the Victoria Police Centre and the Spencer Street Police Complex.
The Community Safety Statement 2019-20 committed to new legislation to enable the flexible deployment
of PSOs to other locations where they are most needed to provide a highly visible police presence. This is
intended to ensure Victorians feel safe in public places. Legislation to facilitate this broader deployment of
PSOs and the related operational considerations around the scope of deployment is currently being developed.
The government is continuing to deliver on its commitment from the Community Safety Statement 2017 to
recruit 100 PSOs over four years to form mobile squads to:
•

tackle hotspots across the public transport network

•

target anti-social behaviour and crime on the public transport network led by police intelligence

•

boost capacity at train stations and other public transport hubs during busy times such as major
events.

Fifty of these new PSOs have already been deployed and additional PSOs are in training to meet this
commitment. The additional PSOs allow Victoria Police to provide a visible policing presence at railway
stations, and on trains and trams, in addition to their static presence on railway stations. These PSOs continue
to provide intelligence-led patrols through the day and at night.
PSOs have also helped support commuters travelling to and from major events, such as the Spring Racing
Carnival and AFL finals, and PSOs were deployed on trams and at tram stops at the Australian Open.

NORTH EAST LINK
In reply to Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (26 November 2019)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources):
I thank the Member for his question about when the inquiry and advisory committee (IAC) report and the
Minister’s assessment about the environmental effects of North East Link will be released. I understand that
many people will be interested in these documents, given the potential for them to experience impacts of the
project.
I’m advised the Minister for Planning has received the IAC report and is considering it in preparing his
assessment. The Minister intends to release the IAC report at the same time as he releases his assessment
which I understand will be done before Christmas.

