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Tuesday, 2 June 2020
The PRESIDENT (Hon. SL Leane) took the chair at 12.04 pm and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (12:05): 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.
Condolences
HON. NICHOLAS BRUCE REID
The PRESIDENT (12:06): I advise the house of the death on 24 May 2020 of the Honourable
Nicholas Bruce Reid, member of the Legislative Council for Bendigo Province from 1976 to 1988.
I ask members to rise in their places as a mark of respect to the memory of the Honourable Nicholas
Bruce Reid.
Members stood in their places.
Bills
COVID-19 OMNIBUS (EMERGENCY MEASURES) BILL 2020
Royal assent
The PRESIDENT (12:07): I have a message from the Governor, dated 24 April:
The Governor informs the Legislative Council that she has, on this day, given the Royal Assent to the
undermentioned Acts of the present Session presented to her by the Clerk of the Parliaments:
11/2020 COVID-19 Omnibus (Emergency Measures) Act 2020

APPROPRIATION (INTERIM) BILL 2020
APPROPRIATION (PARLIAMENT) (INTERIM) BILL 2020
STATE TAXATION ACTS AMENDMENT (RELIEF MEASURES) BILL 2020
Royal assent
The PRESIDENT (12:08): I have a further message from the Governor, dated 28 April:
The Governor informs the Legislative Council that she has, on this day, given the Royal Assent to the
undermentioned Act of the present Session presented to her by the Clerk of the Parliaments:
12/2020 Appropriation (Interim) Act 20200
13/2020 Appropriation (Parliament) (Interim) Act 2020
14/2020 State Taxation Acts Amendment (Relief Measures) Act 2020

Business of the house
VICTORIAN AUDITOR-GENERAL’S OFFICE
Financial audit
The PRESIDENT (12:08): I received a message from the Legislative Assembly on 6 May 2020
agreeing, under section 79 of the Audit Act 1994, to appoint Mr Steven Bradby of PKF Melbourne
Audit and Assurance for a period of four years. Pursuant to the temporary orders agreed to by the
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house on 23 April 2020, I notified the Leader of the Government, the Leader of the Opposition, the
Leader of the Australian Greens and all other members of the crossbench that this message had been
received on 6 May. By 12 May I had received agreement from each of the members notified, and
therefore the recommendation was deemed adopted by the house. I sent a message to the Legislative
Assembly communicating this.
Announcements
COVID-19
The PRESIDENT (12:09): I will make a statement regarding this week’s proceedings. I would
like to reiterate some of the special arrangements for the operation of the chamber that allowed for
members and staff to observe social distancing. These measures were in place when we sat on
23 April, and I expect they will remain in place for coming months.
The seating arrangements are very similar to how we set up in April. The increased spacing in the
chamber means that members may not be sitting in their normal seats. There have been additional
microphones placed around the chamber. I ask you to please continue to distance yourself where
possible.
Clerks and chamber staff will be operating at minimum numbers. Staff will be distributing and
collecting only minimal notes and documents from members who have spoken. Attendants will not
be collecting notes from members for Hansard. I request that members email their notes to Hansard or
take a photo of their handwritten notes and email them to Hansard.
Hard copies of bills, ministers’ second-reading speeches and amendments, if any, will not be
individually handed out to members. These will be available on the table for members to collect. All
of these documents will also be available online via email from the table office.
Attendants will not provide a water service to members. Bottled water will be available in the chamber.
I ask all members to dispose of those bottles appropriately. Many of the doors will remain open during
proceedings to minimise the number of times that handles are touched. There is hand sanitiser around
the building, which I would encourage all members and staff to use.
Members are encouraged, where possible, to watch proceedings from their offices or from the
broadcast areas set up in Queen’s Hall and the library and only attend the chamber to contribute to
debate.
As per the resolution of the house agreed to on 23 April, the lower public galleries and lower side
galleries will continue to remain closed to staffers and the public and will be considered part of the
chamber. Members may watch proceedings from here and may contribute to debate and raise points
of order from the microphones allocated around the chamber.
We will continue to conduct divisions as we did on 23 April. The division bells will ring, but members
are not required to move around the chamber or change sides. Members present in the lower public
galleries and the lower side galleries will be counted in the division. Once the bells have stopped, the
Chair will request those voting aye to stand in their place and remain standing in their place until the
clerks at the table have ticked everyone off. The same process will of course be undertaken for the
noes.
If the Chair is of the opinion that only one member or one minor party is dissenting from the majority
view, those members will be given the option to have their dissent recorded in the minutes rather than
have a full division conducted. If the member or members wish to have a division instead, it is their
right, and I will request the bells to ring, and a division will occur as set out earlier.
The temporary orders agreed to by the house on the last sitting day have now expired, as they were in
place until the day the house next sits.
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Questions without notice and ministers statements
BARLEY TARIFFS
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:12): My question is to the
Minister for Agriculture. Minister, what actions have you taken to forestall the imposition by the
Chinese Communist Party government of a massive 80 per cent tariff on Victorian barley producers?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (12:13): I thank Mr Davis for his question. Of course
the decision by China to impose a very significant tariff on Australian barley is a disappointing
decision. It is something that farmers are concerned about and indeed have raised directly with me. I
would say that farmers, particularly in the north of the state, have said to me that they hope the door is
left open for some access to China in the future and are appreciative that the Victorian government has
a good relationship with China on the whole when it comes to exports. Indeed in the last five years
exports to China from Victoria have increased by 62 per cent. Agriculture Victoria is working closely
with Global Victoria and identifying alternative markets—India and the like. I would say that
Victorian barley producers produce some of the most premium produce in the world. That is an
attractive commodity to other markets, and we are exploring all alternatives.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:14): I personally think it is
much more than disappointing, and I think that is a very soft description of what has occurred. But,
Minister, I ask you: given the likely bumper Victorian barley crop and the effective closure to Victorian
barley producers of the Chinese market, where will Victorian barley producers send their barley this
year? Where will they actually send it?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (12:14): I do believe I answered that question. As I
said, it is a premium product. India is a market that we are actively pursuing, and there are a range of
barley products, whether it is in relation to malt production or indeed feedstock. Both Victoria and
WA, as the biggest exporter of barley, are looking at a range of options in a range of different countries.
As I said, because we have such fantastic produce here in Victoria, we are hoping that other markets
will open up in due course. And I would note that harvest of barley in Victoria does not occur until
November.
COVID-19
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:15): My question is for the Minister for Health.
In recent years there has been a lot of research re-examining our understanding of sunlight and the
body. Vitamin D is acknowledged as being a protective factor, particularly in respiratory diseases,
along with other positive immune system responses to sunlight. An Australian researcher, Dr Rachel
Neale, conducted a review of respiratory viruses, published last year. She found that those with low
levels of vitamin D were almost twice as likely to get extreme lung infections similar to COVID-19.
The AMA published a document in early May titled Predicting a Worse COVID-19 Outcome. Among
the factors highlighted was a deficiency in vitamin D. I know that this is a novel disease, and there is
considerable research on the many factors that might influence the virus treatment and recovery. Could
the minister shed light on any research being conducted into the role of sunlight in preventing
coronavirus infections or reducing the severity or duration of symptoms?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19) (12:16): I thank the member
for his question and his continued interest in the response to the coronavirus. As the member has
alluded to, this is a new virus. It is one that countries outside of China have been aware of only this
year, and there is a great deal of research that is being undertaken into both an effective vaccine that
may be developed for this coronavirus as well as more effective treatments. I just want to take this
opportunity to acknowledge and thank our medical research scientists in Victoria, who are playing a
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leading role in respect to both of those—both the potential development of a vaccine as well as
treatment.
The member has asked me specifically around research into sunlight and light, and it is very tempting
to go into some claims that have been made by a particular world leader, but I will refrain. I will refrain
from being tempted to go down that path today. I do want to stress—and I have taken this opportunity
to stress now at a number of times I have spoken about these issues—that I would encourage
Victorians to rely only on credible research and credible findings around any potential treatment for
coronavirus, and it does concern me when things are talked about and speculated upon that this may
encourage some individuals to embark upon potentially very risky strategies that may even harm their
health.
The member has posed a question specifically around sunlight and vitamin D deficiency, and there are
clear links around a lack of vitamin D and association with poor health outcomes. I myself have been
berated by my GP for many, many years for my lack of vitamin D because I am someone who
hibernates indoors probably far too much. So there are well-established links in terms of vitamin D
deficiency and poorer health outcomes, and we want to encourage people to be alive to those issues
and to ensure that they have adequate vitamin D. But in terms of a potential link to coronavirus, I will
seek some advice about that. I am not aware of a specific credible study in relation to having made
that correlation, but I will seek some advice from my public health experts. I am happy to come back
to the member with some advice on this issue.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:19): I thank the minister for her answer. With
the possibility of vitamin D and sunlight playing a part in health outcomes and potentially with this
current pandemic disease, could the minister highlight any changes being considered to the
management of COVID-19 cases in hotel quarantine? Because these people are indoors and cannot
get sunlight, is there any consideration of their vitamin D levels and ability to obtain sunlight while in
hotel quarantine?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19) (12:20): As I said, I will
come back to the member on the specifics about the studies. As I said, I am not aware of any particular
established link. But what I would say is that with the care of the individuals in hotel quarantine, this
has been a very successful program to date. We have had many, many thousands of returned travellers
quarantined now. I think it is about 125 individuals who have tested positive whilst in a Victorian hotel
under that mandatory quarantine program—potentially more than 100 people who may have been
walking out in the community spreading the virus but for having been in quarantine. There are health
checks that occur on a daily basis. People have the ability to access fresh air whilst they are in hotel
quarantine. I am not aware of any particular measures being taken to ensure they get access to sunlight
specifically, but they do get fresh air and exercise opportunities whilst they are in that mandatory hotel
quarantine. But if there is anything more I can add to the member around the specifics that he has
asked, I will endeavour to provide that to him.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: REGIONAL ECONOMY
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (12:21): I wish to use a ministers statement to update
the house about the Victorian government’s support to help and stimulate Victoria’s regional economy
during this important time. We understand that the COVID-19 restrictions, coupled with the summer’s
fires and previous drought and dry season conditions, have hit country communities particularly hard,
specifically our visitor economy sector.
Last week the Premier announced a $2.7 billion building works package, which will deliver funding
towards shovel-ready projects, helping people and businesses get back to work. With the building
works package we are creating jobs right across the supply chain in manufacturing, transportation and
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construction. Investment in the resurfacing and patching of roads and improvement of regional
recreational trails will help to get people and produce to where they need to go.
We also understand that when it is safe to do so regional tourism will be a major economic driver for
Victoria’s revival. That is why the package includes $382 million in upgrades, maintenance and new
experiences at tourism destinations across the state—for example, upgrades to facilities, cultural
experiences, lookouts and trails at Tower Hill, which will enhance our amazing, world-renowned
Great Ocean Road experience.
Our infrastructure agenda and continued minerals exploration will also play a significant role to help
regional Victoria’s economy recover and rebuild. I recently announced that Earth Resources
Regulation will be deferring the collection of rent and annual fees worth $3.5 million until January
2021 to aid the immediate cash flow of mines, quarries and exploration companies. This is in addition
to the freeze on all fee increases due to come into effect in July. Businesses in our resources sector
have done a fantastic job in keeping our lights on and our vital industries running during this pandemic,
and this support is about easing the pressure on them to help keep people in jobs and contribute to our
all-important recovery.
While I certainly acknowledge it has been a difficult time, I thank everyone for their patience and look
forward to the amazing projects that will be delivered across country Victoria for locals and visitors
alike.
BARLEY TARIFFS
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:23): My question is again to
the Minister for Agriculture. Minister, despite a major objective of the Belt and Road agreement
entered into with the Chinese Communist Party government, the Andrews Labor government says, of
enhancing ‘two-way trade for mutual benefit between Victoria and China, especially for agricultural
products, food’, an 80 per cent tariff was nevertheless imposed on Victorian barley exports by the
Chinese government. I therefore ask: is it not a fact that for Victorian agricultural producers the
Victorian Belt and Road agreement is not worth the paper it is written on?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (12:24): I thank Mr Davis for his follow-up question
in relation to our export relationships with China. I will refer to my previous answer. The relationship
with the Victorian government in China is integral to indeed open up market access for Victorian
producers. Since 2015 exports from Victoria into China have increased by 62 per cent. Ralphs Meat
in Seymour are benefiting from this. Our wine producers around country Victoria are indeed benefiting
from this. The decision of the Chinese government to apply tariffs on Australian barley, not just
Victorian barley, as I said, is disappointing. I am working with our barley producers, and our barley
producers have said to me directly—the people who are growing, the people who are sowing barley
in our state at the moment—that they hope that Victoria maintains a positive relationship with China
so that they can indeed access that market in the future. They would hope there could be amendments
to the five-year imposition—
Members interjecting.
Ms SYMES: Indeed I am taking calls on a daily basis from other producers of other commodities
imploring the Victorian government to continue their relationship with China because it means our
products have places to go. As we know, Victoria produces way more food and produce than it needs.
It needs export markets. China is a very important export partner, and a lot of Victorian jobs are reliant
on those markets remaining open, and indeed the relationship with the Victorian government is
important in that regard.
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Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:25): Disappointing; I think it
is more than that, Minister. The Victorian Belt and Road agreement details dispute resolution
processes, saying:
… both sides will settle differences in the interpretation, application or implementation of—

this agreement—
through friendly consultations.

Minister, has the Andrews Labor government sought to invoke this dispute resolution process?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (12:26): Mr Davis, the relationships need to be
maintained with China in a variety of different ways. I am not responsible for the Belt and Road
Initiative MOU in relation to the things that—
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Order! I cannot hear the minister’s answer.
Ms SYMES: The Victorian government is working closely with the commonwealth government
in relation to tariffs and things that have been imposed by the Chinese government.
ROYAL COMMISSION INTO VICTORIA’S MENTAL HEALTH SYSTEM
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:27): My question is for the Minister for Health,
representing the Minister for Mental Health, in relation to the Royal Commission into Victoria’s
Mental Health System. Last November the state government published the interim report for the royal
commission into mental health. The interim report contains a number of priority recommendations
that address immediate needs and lay the foundations for a new approach to mental health. The interim
report is the first of two major reports by the commission and represents a stocktake of what the
commission has learned so far. While I understand the majority of the commission’s recommendations
will appear in its final report, which is now due in February 2021, there are a number of areas which
the commission stated need to be addressed as a priority. My question is: can the minister outline
which of the nine recommendations from the interim report have now been fully implemented,
specifically the status of recommendation 9, which is the mental health implementation office?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19) (12:27): I want to thank the
member for his question. I know he has a deep interest in issues around mental health, and I thank him
for that continued interest. I am very proud to be a member of a government that has established
Australia’s first mental health royal commission. Minister Foley as the responsible minister has on a
number of occasions commented on how we acknowledge that this is a broken system and that so
much work needs to be done to provide people with mental health issues with the support that they
need. The interim report that was handed down is a very important blueprint to head us along that path,
and of course we look forward to its continued work and its final report early next year. I want to
commend Minister Foley because he has hit the ground running. He has taken this interim report, and
he has been doing a huge amount of work to begin the implementation of those initial
recommendations.
Specifically in relation to the particular recommendation that the member has asked about, Mental
Health Reform Victoria was established on 29 January as an administrative office under the Public
Administration Act 2004, fulfilling recommendation 9 of the interim report. It is being led by CEO
Pam Anders and chief adviser Simon Stafrace, and it is leading the implementation of seven of
the nine recommendations. They include the creation of a Victorian Collaborative Centre for
Mental Health and Wellbeing to bring together the different skills and expertise to drive better
mental health outcomes for all Victorians.
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It has led to an additional 170 youth and adult acute mental health beds to help address critical
pressures in areas of need. It has led to the expansion of the hospital outreach post-suicidal
engagement, or HOPE, program into all area mental health services and linked subregional health
services, as well as new assertive outreach to provide a follow-up care service for children and young
people to increase the availability of support and outreach for Victorians at risk of suicide.
It has led to the creation of an Aboriginal Social and Emotional Wellbeing Centre and the expansion
of Aboriginal social and emotional wellbeing teams across the state. It has led to the establishment of
Victoria’s first residential mental health service as an alternative to acute admission, designed and
delivered by people with lived experience of mental illness, expanding and supporting consumer and
family carer lived experience workforces and also addressing workforce shortages and preparing for
further reform. There is particular work that has happened. Just last month Minister Foley announced
$19.5 million to support the HOPE expansion to those new locations. (Time expired)
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:31): Thank you, Minister, for your response. Between
18 April and 5 July 2019 Victorians were invited to share their experiences, views and ideas on how
to improve Victoria’s mental health system. The commission received more than 3200 submissions
from organisations and individuals, including people with lived experience, carers, families and the
workforce. However, as we know, there are big differences between the mental health services we
need in the city versus the mental health services we need in country Victoria. I did not really pick up
on any regional responses in your previous answer, so my supplementary question is: what steps is the
state government taking to ensure that the royal commission is acknowledging the views of all
Victorians, particularly those, given that there have most likely been changes to future public hearings,
in regional areas?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19) (12:31): Obviously the
royal commission has been impacted by the pandemic. In acknowledgement of that, at the request of
the royal commission, the Premier and Minister Foley announced recently a three-month extension on
the royal commission’s due date, enabling them to hand down their report to government early next
year. This extension will give Victorians more opportunities to have input into the royal commission,
enable more hearings to be had, more community meetings to be had, particularly those that had to be
cancelled in regional Victoria. This will give the commission more opportunities to have that public
engagement. We do want to encourage Victorians with lived experience to participate and to make a
contribution to the royal commission.
There have been initiatives already that have been delivered that do benefit regional communities. For
example, the new innovative Hospital in the Home program includes the Barwon region. We have had
the hospital outreach post-suicidal engagement program expansion in new locations. There is also
workforce expansion that will benefit all parts of the state. The funding that the minister announced is
on top of $59.4 million that Minister Foley announced back in April as well. (Time expired)
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: COVID-19
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19) (12:33): Acting on advice
from the chief health officer that there is a continued serious and potentially catastrophic risk to public
health arising from COVID-19, I have extended the state of emergency until 11.59 pm on 21 June
2020. This extension will ensure the government can continue its enforcement of physical distancing,
quarantine and isolation requirements, as well as other vital legal directions designed to flatten the
curve of coronavirus to protect our health system and to save lives.
During May the government undertook a massive testing blitz, analysing more than 398 000 test
results, and as of today we have had more than 521 000 tests that have been analysed since the start of
the year. From 24 May the government started easing restrictions, thanks to the contribution of every
Victorian who stayed home and who adhered to the directions and helped flatten the curve. The
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continued high testing rate in Victoria—the highest per capita testing rate in the nation and one of the
highest in the world—taken together with our current low rate of community transmission, has
provided the chief health officer and the government with the basis to slowly ease these restrictions.
But it is important to emphasise that the battle is far from over. As we settle into a new normal, the
message remains to stay safe. That means continuing physical distancing, taking appropriate hygiene
precautions, avoiding crowds, staying at home as much as is possible and getting tested if you have
symptoms, no matter how mild they are. A vital part of this is continuing to work from home. This
means that, if you have been working from home until now, you must continue to do so. This will
limit the number of people moving around our state, gathering in offices and getting onto crowded
public transport and help to protect those who do have to go to work, like our dedicated healthcare
workers.
I take this opportunity to thank all Victorians who have been doing the right thing. We must keep at it
to save lives. We must all continue to look after each other and continue to stay safe.
COVID-19
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:35): My question is to the Minister for Health.
Minister, you said in a recent Public Accounts and Estimates Committee hearing, and I quote:
… all appropriate contact tracing began once it was clear that there were cases of coronavirus diagnosed in
workers who attended shifts at Cedar Meats …

Minister, when did contact tracing commence for the second case that was known to be positive on
24 April?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19) (12:35): I thank the member
for that question. Our government has provided about $37 million in funding initially to boost our
public health team—now more than 1000 disease detectives engaging in this important contact tracing
work. Just recently the Premier and I announced a further investment of $20 million to enable more
work to be undertaken by our public health team, including the establishment of an outbreak
management unit and rapid response teams to respond to outbreaks as required. In relation to any
outbreak, or any case in fact that occurs in Victoria, the contact tracing team takes action to ensure that
all those close contacts of that individual are able to be followed up. That is exactly as one would
expect. It would be that those individuals receive a telephone call and are provided with advice about
needing to self-isolate and potentially get tested if they exhibit the relevant symptoms.
In terms of the question that the member has asked, in terms of the first case, I know there has been a
media report recently that incorrectly asserted that there was a missed case on 17 April; that was in
fact the case on 24 April. That was the first worker that was identified as working at the Cedar Meats
site that was diagnosed with coronavirus. My advice is that that was followed up on that day that the
notification occurred with the public health team.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:37): I am not sure the minister answered the case, but
nevertheless. Minister, if the Cedar Meats cluster debacle was handled, in your words, absolutely
perfectly, why did it take until 1 May, a further seven days—or longer in fact now that the second case
was 17 April—for those employees who were working alongside that worker at Cedar Meats to then
be tested?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19) (12:38): Firstly, as I
explained in answer to the member’s substantive question, she asked me about the first case that was
on the site, and I explained to her that the advice that I have is that that was on 24 April, and I explained
also that there has been an incorrect media report asserting that there was a missed case on 17 April,
which was in fact one and the same case as that on 24 April. As I explained, the advice that I have is
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that contact tracing commenced at that point in time. Now, there have been further steps as a result of
further cases identifying other cases subsequently at that site, and then the department worked together
with the employer to provide advice to the entire workforce of the need to be tested subsequently. I
know there has been a lot of newsprint that has been devoted to this particular issue, but there has been
nothing that has come to light subsequently to suggest that the department has not acted appropriately
in response to this outbreak.
CYCLING INFRASTRUCTURE
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:39): My question is for the Minister for Roads.
Minister, governments around the world are creating more space for people riding their bike or
walking in response to COVID-19 to help with social distancing and prevent our cities from being
clogged with cars when restrictions ease, yet the Victorian government stands alone in its failure to
fund or allocate road space to cyclists and pedestrians. Minister, why has the government done nothing
to support active transport during this crisis?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:40): I thank Dr Ratnam for her question and her interest in active
transport and how we can assist in encouraging people to walk or to ride a bike where perhaps
previously they had caught public transport and indeed to embrace some of these health benefits that
lots of people have taken up.
Anecdotally, whilst the economic consequences of the pandemic have been so profound, there are
reports that bicycle stores are one of the exceptions to that rule, and we have certainly noted a 200 and
in some cases 300 per cent increase in the number of people riding bikes on some of the paths and
some of the routes where this activity is measured. So there are more people taking advantage of that
option, and I would certainly take the opportunity to encourage people, in spite of the cold and blustery
weather, if their journey to work or their journey to school is within, say, 5 or 10 kilometres, to think
about this as a really good alternative transport option, and so too for people whose journey might be
a kilometre or two, making space for others across the suite of transport options that we have and
walking if possible. Now, not everybody can physically walk their way to work or ride their way to
work, but there are people who can, and we would certainly encourage them to do that.
The Department of Transport has been working with the Department of Education and Training on
messages around school travel as students resume. Whilst it is just the very small students and the very
big students that are back, we will certainly be taking advantage of the opportunity, as people are
gearing up to resume school in greater numbers, to encourage those messages throughout school
networks and throughout the community.
We have many, many projects underway and programs to promote and make more available cycling
and indeed better pedestrian access as well. There is a very long list of projects that are underway
through the Towards Zero road safety program. There is $100 million for the Safer Cyclists and
Pedestrians Fund. When I go for my walks or to get a takeaway coffee in Ballarat, I can see work on
one of the projects funded from that program happening at a great rate in Sturt Street in Ballarat, but
there are projects in Rosanna, Strathmore, along Maribyrnong Road, Rosehill Road, lighting upgrades
along the Upfield bike lane, the very, very significant project on St Kilda Road— (Time expired)
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:43): Thank you, Minister, for your response, and while
I welcome some description of some of the projects underway, and those are welcome, the real concern
here is about what has been taken into account in terms of encouraging more active transport in
response to the pandemic. As a supplementary, the Institute for Sensible Transport recently found that
Greater Melbourne may need an extra 50 000 people riding their bike to work to ensure social
distancing can be maintained on public transport. The New South Wales government recently
announced six pop-up bike lanes and have allocated $50 million to councils to immediately widen
footpaths and create cycling lanes. So my question is: will the government commit to putting in pop-
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up bike lanes to ensure our city does not grind to a halt with congestion, particularly in response to the
crisis conditions we are seeing now?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:43): I apologise to Dr Ratnam. I was getting to that, but I am a
bit rusty and I did terrible time management in my answer to the first question. What the government
is doing is working with the City of Melbourne on some ideas along the lines of what Dr Ratnam has
raised. There are other local governments, not just in inner-urban areas either but others throughout
Melbourne, that are similarly seeking our assistance to assess the appropriateness of proposals for popups, and we have been working and will continue to work constructively with councils on those types
of proposals. But we do want to encourage people who might not have previously thought about
getting on a bike or getting about on foot to do that. Whilst our public transport system is safe for
people to travel on—and I want to emphasise that point—we are also all trying to mind our distance
and mind our space, and so people who can take another option we certainly want to encourage to do
that, and cycling and walking are an important part of the mix.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: COVID-19
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:45): Our government is committed to ensuring that our local democratic processes
continue throughout this public health emergency. The recent changes to the Local Government
Act 2020 through the COVID-19 Omnibus (Emergency Measures) Bill 2020 enable councils to meet
virtually so they can continue to make decisions on important matters. These temporary changes
address concerns from councils that they are, or may in the future be, unable to maintain quorum due
to councillors being unable to physically attend a council meeting. It brought council meetings in line
with the restrictions on physical distancing and working from home. Using these provisions, councils
can close their meetings to the public and instead make them available to community members via
online streaming. Macedon Ranges Shire Council were the first council to hold their council meetings
virtually on 1 May 2020. More than three-quarters of councils are now holding their meetings
remotely. Some councils have used a hybrid model. The majority of councils have also adapted the
way they engage with communities during this difficult period, enabling people to submit their
questions electronically. I welcome councils’ efforts to engage and connect with their communities at
this very important but difficult time.
COVID-19
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:46): My question is again to the Minister for Health.
Minister, as I referred to before, at a recent Public Accounts and Estimates Committee (PAEC) hearing
you failed to answer whether you could confirm that on 27 April the management of Cedar Meats was
told by your department that, and I quote, there was ‘no risk to the plant’, despite an employee having
tested positive after an incident on 24 April, so I will ask you again: is it or is it not a fact that your
department did say to Cedar Meats, following them undertaking a risk assessment on 26 April, that
there was, and I quote, ‘no risk to the plant’?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19) (12:47): I thank the member
for her question again. The time lines of this matter have been gone through pretty extensively at
PAEC and on a number of occasions, and the chief health officer had the opportunity to address these
matters as well. The chief health officer has explained that there were a number of steps that needed
to be taken, including the fact that there were obviously animals on site and animal welfare issues that
needed to be addressed before the entire site was able to be shut down, as it was on 1 May.
In relation to the matter the member is raising, the advice that I have is that the department contacted
Cedar Meats on 27 April to continue the investigations into the outbreak at the plant. The member
might make whatever assertions she wants in the course of question time—of course, as is her wont,
to make all sorts of assertions—but I am not aware of that. I do not know the basis on which the
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member is making that assertion, but the advice that I have is that the department contacted Cedar
Meats on 27 April to continue its investigations into the outbreak. As I said, there were animal welfare
issues involved that required those animals to be slaughtered and processed before the site was able to
be shut down on 1 May.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:49): Minister, will you release the details of the risk
assessment carried out by your department on Cedar Meats, yes or no?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19) (12:50): Well, I am not
quite sure what it is that the member is asking for, but the public health team make assessments every
day in responding to cases that come in. Twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week they respond to
these matters in an expeditious way, and obviously they work closely with businesses and staff and
others impacted by these matters to ensure that the community and everyone in those workforces are
able to stay safe.
Clearly the member does not quite understand how the process works. It is a nimble process that
involves people moving very rapidly to find cases, to give people advice and to isolate them. There
are not people sitting there writing laborious reports, if that is what you are asserting, because they are
working 24 hours a day, seven days a week. I am very grateful for their work, and I know that the vast
majority of Victorians are very grateful for the work— (Time expired)
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:51): I move:
That the minister’s answer be taken into consideration on the next day of sitting.

Motion agreed to.
MERCY MENTAL HEALTH
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:51): My question is to the Minister for Mental Health
in the other place. What funding is available to Mercy Mental Health, who urgently need to upgrade
their 24-hour mental health triage line to cope with the extra demand of COVID-19? A government
media release states that new funds:
… will expand online and phone counselling services through Beyond Blue, Lifeline, Kids Helpline and
Suicide Line Victoria.

The Mercy triage is over 15 years old and receives over 25 000 calls a year from people across the
western region in acute mental distress, and this has increased dramatically. They link them to the local
police, the community and health professionals. An appeal for donations has been launched, but this
service is struggling.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19) (12:52): I thank the member
for her question and her advocacy on behalf of her local community and her local agency that is
providing very vital support to many people across her electorate. I can certainly pass on the request
that the member has raised to the responsible minister, Minister Foley, in relation to the particular
needs of this specific agency, but as the member did allude to in the preamble to her question, there
has already been some significant funding announced in response to the interim report of that
important mental health royal commission.
In answer to Mr Grimley’s earlier question I referred to two particular funding packages that have
been announced: the $19.5 million announced last month by Minister Foley, supporting the
implementation of three key recommendations in that interim report, being the expansion of the HOPE
program, the new Hospital in the Home program as well as workforce expansion; and also the
$59.4 million that Minister Foley announced back in April, which included the first phase of additional
adult and youth acute mental health beds.
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The funding in April included vital funding for key services to help people seek the support they need,
including Lifeline and Beyond Blue, who have seen significant increases in demand related to the
coronavirus. This package seeks to assist those who are already struggling with mental illness as well
as those experiencing it for the first time. It included also new funding for community mental health
services. I understand it was nearly $7 million for both phone and video support to prevent relapse and
to prevent emergency department presentations; $6.7 million to expand online and phone counselling
services through Lifeline, Beyond Blue, Kids Helpline and Suicide Line Victoria, as well as the Mental
Illness Awareness Council and Tandem, which provide support to carers of people with mental illness;
and $6 million to fast-track the new innovative eOrygen platform, which will provide online therapy
and peer support for young people. But in terms of the specific needs of this particular organisation, I
am happy to pass that on to Minister Foley and see if he can provide the member with some additional
information.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:55): Thank you, Minister. I look forward to Minister
Foley’s response. The population of the west is growing fast. Will the minister ensure that services
like Mercy Mental Health receive ongoing support so they may continue to offer a diverse service and
meet the demands that will grow beyond this current crisis?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19) (12:55): As I acknowledged
earlier, there have been many organisations doing absolutely vital work responding to the mental
health needs of Victorians, particularly at a very anxious time for the community as we have faced this
pandemic. I want to acknowledge that and thank all those mental health services for the vital work that
they are doing. It is important that everyone in the community looks after their mental health and
wellbeing during these anxious times. I am happy to pass on the member’s specific advocacy to the
responsible minister, and I am sure he will consider that, as he does all of those requests around the
specific needs of different communities across the state. As I said earlier, we acknowledge that this is
a system that has been neglected for far too long. That is what the royal commission is all about. It is
about fixing a broken system and making sure we can start to turn around what have been longstanding
problems in our mental health system for— (Time expired)
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: TAFE FUNDING
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:56): It was just over two years ago that our government first announced the free TAFE
for priority courses initiative. The initiative was rolled out for its first year in 2019. Everyone on this
side of the house backed free TAFE every step of the way, and last week Victorians got to see why. I
was delighted to release the free TAFE report card, and the outcomes are incredible. Nearly
40 000 students enrolled in free TAFE. This is almost a doubling of enrolments in these courses
compared to 2018. That means a significant pool of Victorians are getting the skills that they need for
the jobs that are available.
But more than that, free TAFE has broken down the financial barrier that prevented so many from
enrolling in TAFE—a 94 per cent increase in enrolments of students with a disability, a 32 per cent
increase in Indigenous Victorians, a 118 per cent increase in women, a 99 per cent increase in people
from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds and a 102 per cent increase in unemployed
Victorians. On every measure, free TAFE has been an incredible success.
In reality those opposite just did not support it. But the record stands for itself, and it has been an
enormous success. This has been a major Victorian Labor government initiative, because we believe
in TAFE. We saved TAFE, and we are working every single day to make it better than it ever was
before, and of course we are wanting it to be more and more relevant than before. For example, because
of our investment we are in a much better place to respond to and recover from the pandemic. So many
free TAFE graduates are already working on the front line. We will always back our TAFEs and stand
up against attempts by others that want to just destroy it.
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WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:59): As far as today’s questions go, can I thank Minister Mikakos for
committing to get written responses from the Minister for Mental Health to both of Dr Cumming’s
questions. Also, could she get a written response to Mr Grimley’s substantive question; I think she
might have acquitted his supplementary question. I also thank the minister for offering further advice
to Mr Grimley; I think she acquitted the question, but outside the standing orders. Also, could I ask
the minister to supply a written response to Ms Crozier’s second supplementary question.
Ms Crozier: On a point of order, President, thank you for reinstating the second question, which I
was going to raise with you. But I am also wondering if you would consider the minister did not answer
the question of why it took until 1 May for employees who were working alongside the employee that
was infected on 24 April—and why it took so long—to be tested. I am just wondering if that could
also be reinstated.
The PRESIDENT: I am happy to review it. My understanding was that the minister actually
refuted that the first case was on the 17th but on the 24th; therefore that put the whole sequence back,
as far as was my understanding. But I am happy to review it, because I believe that she did answer that
question or disagreed with the series of dates that you proposed in your question. Are there any answers
to questions, Minister?
Questions on notice
ANSWERS
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (13:00): Since the last sitting day 205 written
answers to questions on notice have been provided to members and published under the temporary
orders agreed to by the house on 23 April 2020. I now have written responses received today to
questions on notice 1843 and 2145.
Constituency questions
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (13:01): My constituency question is for the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services. In May I invited Craigieburn residents in my electorate of
Northern Metropolitan Region to complete my community survey. I would like to thank those
residents who returned the survey. Many Craigieburn residents are concerned about their safety at
night, hoon driving, youth on unregistered motorbikes, the unlawful dumping of rubbish and graffiti.
Before COVID-19 crimes against the person had gone up roughly 23 per cent in the year to date.
Stalking and harassment were up as well. Can the minister advise me so that I can advise my residents:
will the government commit to extra police patrols in Craigieburn Road, Mickleham Road and
Mt Ridley Road to tackle hoon driving, unregistered dirt bikes and the unlawful dumping of rubbish?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (13:02): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Racing in the other place. Despite stage 3 restrictions still being in place at the time, over the break the
Warrnambool racing carnival went ahead without a crowd, and with it, as usual, came a jumps racing
death. Sir Isaac Newton won over half a million dollars for his connections. In his second-ever jumps
race he fell at a jump and broke his shoulder. Now he is dead. Following the race, racing.com removed
all evidence it even happened, taking down the race replay. If the government or racing industry will
not take action to end jumps racing, surely they have no issue with the repercussions of their policy
position being available to the public to see. My constituents in Warrnambool want to know what the
minister will do to stop even more state secrecy by ensuring the racing industry does not hide its jumps
racing body count.
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WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (13:03): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Health. This government have proven themselves totally opposed to transparency in every form. They
concentrated power in the gang of eight crisis cabinet, refused to have non-government-majority
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee scrutiny of their pandemic response, made secret deals
with Beijing, evaded parliamentary questions on notice and attempted to keep the name of an abattoir
secret when it was linked to a large cluster of coronavirus cases. When Cedar Meats was finally named,
concerns arose in my electorate of Western Victoria over drivers of livestock carriers who had
transported stock to the abattoirs and then returned to the region’s farms potentially contaminated. So
I ask the minister why the chief health officer did not trace every livestock carrier who visited Cedar
Meats to ensure all drivers and their associated farm contacts were tested.
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (13:04): My question is for the Minister for Creative
Industries and is an appeal for him to intervene and save the broadcasting licence for Channel 31. This
valuable community service will be replaced with white noise from 30 June if we are unable to secure
an ongoing licence. There are no other issues for this broadcast spectrum at this stage. Channel 31
gives a voice to multicultural communities, promotes local tourism through its hunting, fishing and
four-wheel drive programming and provides work experience for our film and broadcasting students.
I ask Minister Foley: will he support community broadcasting in Victoria and seek an extension of
this broadcasting licence for Channel 31? He lives in my Eastern Metro Region.
The PRESIDENT: Sorry, Mr Barton. Who lives in your electorate, did you say?
Mr BARTON: Well, I believe it is actually Shane. I cannot recall his surname, but he is with
Channel 31.
The PRESIDENT: So are you doing it on his behalf? He lives in your electorate.
Mr BARTON: Yes.
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (13:05): My question is for the Minister for Regional
Development and it concerns the planned construction of a GovHub in Bendigo. Last month the
Greater Bendigo City Council agreed to sell their council office building and land for $5.5 million to
the Andrews Labor government to make way for construction of the Bendigo GovHub. The council
will become a tenant of the building and will use the proceeds of the sale as a contribution towards
council’s share of the fit-out costs, which is more than $10 million. In addition, council will pay rent
on the space, estimated to be around $40 million over the next 40 years. While the minister has
previously spruiked the economic benefits to the local Bendigo community during the construction
phase of the GovHub., ratepayers have serious doubts about the long-term economic benefits and
return on investment realisation for the ratepayers of Greater Bendigo and what they will be. Can the
minister outline how selling a building owned outright by council to enter into a lease with known
costs of at least $50 million over the next 40 years represents good value to the ratepayers of Greater
Bendigo?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (13:06): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Education. A number of constituents have raised with me the matter of the amount and quality of hand
sanitiser in our local schools in Northern Metro, and in particular in Brunswick. Some schools in this
region have complained that they simply do not have enough product to go around, while parents have
raised concerns about the quality of the sanitiser available. Department of Health and Human Services
calls for at least 60 per cent ethanol in hand sanitisers to make them effective against COVID-19.
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However, parents have told me that they have seen sanitiser with as low as 40 per cent ethanol. My
question is: what guidelines are in place for the use of sanitiser in schools and what is the Department
of Education and Training doing to ensure all schools have an adequate supply of quality sanitiser?
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (13:07): My constituency
question is for the Minister for Public Transport. In my electorate of Southern Metro there are many
train lines—Pakenham, Cranbourne, the Belgrave-Lilydale lines, the Sandringham line. All of those
traverse my electorate—and my electorate office, as people will know, is in South Yarra, right in the
hub of those. But what I am interested to see from the minister is why, with only 15 per cent patronage,
the train system is not running at 100 per cent capacity? There is no excuse for the failure, there is no
excuse for this incompetence, there is no excuse for the poor performance. So my question is: what
steps will the minister take to ensure that the train system runs on time, punctually, in South Yarra and
in the lines that traverse Southern Metropolitan Region?
SOUTH EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (13:08): My question is for the Minister for Public
Transport. I was recently contacted by a constituent who lives in Lynbrook, who raised an issue with
me about train cancellations. The constituent routinely takes the train to and from the CBD and
Lynbrook station. The journey should take roughly 50 minutes to complete. However, due to train
cancellations between Dandenong and Cranbourne this can increase travel time to 1 hour and
40 minutes—sometimes even longer. Other times she finds that she must sprint between the platforms,
up and down the stairs, only to find that the train is already pulling away from the platform virtually
empty. This leaves her and others who have rushed to make the connecting train frustrated as they
then have to wait at the platform until another train arrives. My question for the minister is: what is
being done to improve disruptions along the Cranbourne line?
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (13:09): I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Roads and it relates to the crossing supervisors on Ferdinand Drive for students from Grayling Primary
School in Clyde North. As you would be aware, Clyde North is booming—the population is growing
every single day—and traffic volumes are growing as a consequence. I have been contacted by several
constituents, including a serving member of Victoria Police, who are very concerned about student
safety and general road safety in this precinct, noting that this area would also service students from
Rivercrest Christian College and the Manna Gum kindergarten. So my question for the minister is:
will she work with the City of Casey to ensure that school crossing supervisors are in place at Grayling
Primary School on Ferdinand Drive?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (13:10): My question is to the Minister for Regional
Development. Notwithstanding that the overwhelming majority of COVID-19 cases are being
contracted around Melbourne, the government continues to apply a statewide response to the virus,
including for last week’s directive that people avoid attending work to help relieve public transport
pressure, when that is largely irrelevant to the way most northern Victorians travel to work. Businesses
and constituents in my electorate are contacting me to try and understand these restrictions. However,
in rural areas the stringency of these restrictions is often seen as unnecessary given our minimal case
numbers. I therefore ask: has consideration been given to a more flexible, region-by-region model to
help electorates like mine, and if so, why has it been rejected? That is, what regard has the government
paid to letting regional communities experience less restrictions and/or re-emerge from this earlier
than our metropolitan counterparts?
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WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (13:11): My constituency question is for the Minister for Local
Government and relates to council-operated animal pounds and shelters. In Victoria many animal
welfare matters fall under the management and control of local government. While many believe that
companion animals receive greater legal protections than other animals, this may not always be the
case. It appears that many councils, including some in Western Victoria, either do not have the capacity
to run a pound or have failed to be compliant with regulations, meaning that dogs are frequently picked
up by the RSPCA. The management and care of impounded companion animals is essential. However,
inadequate resourcing and long-term planning means that some councils are presiding over poor
practices. My question is: can the minister outline what measures the government is taking in ensuring
that all Western Victorian councils have the resources to comply with animal welfare standards, in
particular when dealing with impounded companion animals?
Committees
PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES
Membership
The PRESIDENT (13:12): I advise the house that I have received a letter from Mr Atkinson,
resigning from the Electoral Matters Committee and the Environment and Planning Standing
Committee, effective from 15 May 2020.
Reporting dates
The PRESIDENT (13:12): I also advise that under the temporary orders agreed to by the house
on 23 April 2020, I have received letters from the chairs of two standing committees notifying me of
the following changes to reporting dates: one, the Economy and Infrastructure Committee’s inquiries
into expanding Melbourne’s free tram zone from 1 September 2020 to 1 December 2020 and into the
increase in Victoria’s road toll from 17 November 2020 to 31 March 2021; and, two, the Environment
and Planning Committee’s inquiries into nuclear prohibition in Victoria from 14 August 2020 to
30 November 2020, into ecosystem decline in Victoria from 30 October 2020 to 30 April 2021, into
air pollution in Victoria from 29 October 2020 to 31 August 2021 and into renewable energy in
Victoria from July 2021 to 30 April 2022.
Petitions
Following petitions presented to house:
AIRSOFT
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council that
the sport of Airsoft is illegal in Victoria and Australia, yet it is a popular sport enjoyed by people all around
the world.
Airsoft is a competitive team sport that is similar to paintball. It is enjoyed by teams of players in skirmish
scenarios who are eliminated from the game if they are shot by an airsoft gun pellet. The Airsoft pellets are
typically propelled by a gas canister out of a replica air weapon called an air gun. The term ‘Airsoft’ is used,
as the projectiles are toys that are designed not to injure players and therefore the sport relies heavily on the
honour system with a player calling themselves out of the game when hit.
Victoria Police will not issue authorisation for Airsoft gun importation because there is no approved range in
Victoria to undertake these war games, and because their militaristic appearance plays a part in their perceived
undesirability. Yet these issues, along with all the others associated with the sport of Airsoft, can be addressed
and remedied.
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The Petitioners therefore request that the Government support all necessary policy initiatives, administrative
actions and changes to legislation required to facilitate the legalisation of the purchase of, trade in and use of
Airsoft equipment, and support all the commercial activities that are associated with the sport.

By Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (1590 signatures).
Laid on table.
AIRSOFT
TO THE LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL OF VICTORIA
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council the
status of the sport of Airsoft both in Victoria and Australia-wide being illegal, yet it is a popular sport enjoyed
by people all around the world.
This competitive team sport that is similar to paintball is enjoyed by team players in skirmish scenarios
eliminated from the game if they are shot by an airsoft gun pellet which is typically propelled by a gas canister
out of a replica air weapon called an air gun. The term airsoft is used as the projectiles are toys that are
designed not to injure players and therefore the sport relies heavily on the honour system with a player calling
themselves out of the game when hit.
Victoria Police will not issue authorization for airsoft guns importation because there is no approved range in
Victoria to undertake these war games, and their military appearance is used as a reason for their perceived
undesirability. Yet these issues, along with all the others associated with the sport of airsoft can be addressed
and remedied, as so many other countries around the world have demonstrated.
The Petitioners therefore request that the Government support all necessary policy initiatives, administrative
actions and legislation required to facilitate the legalisation of the purchase of, trade in and use of airsoft
equipment, and support all the commercial activities that are associated with the sport so it may be enjoyed
by the people of Victoria.

By Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (17 signatures).
Laid on table.
Bills
HOUSING LEGISLATION AMENDMENT (PUBLIC HOUSING CHARTER OF RIGHTS
AND OMBUDSMAN) BILL 2020
Introduction and first reading
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (13:15): I move to introduce a bill for an act to amend the
Housing Act 1983, to create a charter of rights for public housing tenants and to establish a mechanism
to deal with issues relating to the rights of public housing tenants and for other purposes, and I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

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

Motion agreed to.
WILDLIFE RESCUE VICTORIA BILL 2020
Introduction and first reading
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (13:16): I move to introduce a bill for an act to provide for
certain matters related to the carrying out of wildlife emergency response activities, including
establishing the Wildlife Rescue Victoria Committee with functions dealing with or related to those
activities, in particular a function of advising the secretary on the management of volunteers carrying
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out those activities and on the management of persons or bodies who will provide those volunteers,
and including providing for the accreditation of volunteers to carry out those activities and of persons
or bodies carrying out related activities and for related matters and for other purposes, and I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

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

Motion agreed to.
Papers
UNIVERSITY OF DIVINITY
Report 2019
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (13:17): I move, by leave:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the University of Divinity report 2019.

Motion agreed to.
PARLIAMENTARY BUDGET OFFICE
Policy costing response
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (13:17): I move, by leave:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the Parliamentary Budget Office’s response to Reason Victoria’s
request relating to a four-day work week trial—part-time staff receive new hourly pay rate.

Motion agreed to.
Committees
SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 5
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (13:18): Pursuant to section 35 of the Parliamentary Committees
Act 2003, I lay on the table Alert Digest No. 5 of 2020 from the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee, including appendices. I move:
That the report be published.

Motion agreed to.
Papers
OMBUDSMAN
Investigation of Alleged Improper Conduct by Executive Officers at Ballarat City Council
Investigations into Allegations of Nepotism in Government Schools
The Clerk: Pursuant to section 25AA(4)(c) of the Ombudsman Act 1973, I lay on the table a copy
of two Ombudsman’s reports: one, Investigation of Alleged Improper Conduct by Executive Officers
at Ballarat City Council; and, two, Investigations into Allegations of Nepotism in Government Schools.
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DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY AND FINANCE
Quarterly Financial Report No. 3
The Clerk: Pursuant to section 27D(6)(c) of the Financial Management Act 1994, I lay on the table
a copy of the Quarterly Financial Report No. 3 for the quarter ending 31 March 2020.
AUDITOR-GENERAL
Personnel Security: Due Diligence over Public Service Employees
Managing Support and Safety Hubs
The Clerk: Pursuant to section 59(4)(c) of the Audit Act 1994, I lay on the table a copy of two
Auditor-General’s reports: one, Personnel Security: Due Diligence over Public Service Employees;
and, two, Managing Support and Safety Hubs.
INDEPENDENT BROAD-BASED ANTI-CORRUPTION COMMISSION
Operation Betka: An Investigation into Alleged Corrupt Conduct by a Former Contractor of the
Department of Education and Training
The Clerk: Pursuant to section 162(12)(c) of the Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption
Commission Act 2011, I lay on the table a copy of the IBAC Commissioner’s special report on
Operation Betka: An Investigation into Alleged Corrupt Conduct by a Former Contractor of the
Department of Education and Training.
Committees
ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
Inquiry into Recycling and Waste Management
The Clerk: Pursuant to standing order 23.30(2)(b), I lay on the table a copy of the government
response to the Environment and Planning Committee’s inquiry into recycling and waste management.
LEGAL AND SOCIAL ISSUES COMMITTEE
Inquiry into Firearms Prohibition Legislation
The Clerk: Pursuant to standing order 23.30(2)(b), I lay on the table a copy of the government
response to the Legal and Social Issues Committee’s inquiry into firearms prohibition legislation.
Papers
PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Bendigo Kangan Institute—Report, 2019.
Box Hill Institute—Report, 2019.
Chisholm Institute—Report, 2019.
Deakin University—Report, 2019.
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981—Report pursuant to section 96 by the Chief
Commissioner of Victoria Police for 2019.
Federation University Australia—Report, 2019.
Gambling Regulation Act 2003—Amendment to the Public Lottery Licence under section 5.3.19(4) of the Act.
Gordon Institute of TAFE—Report, 2019.
Goulburn Ovens Institute of TAFE—Report, 2019.
Holmesglen Institute—Report, 2019.
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Land Acquisition and Compensation Act 1986—Minister’s certificate of 13 April 2020 to not require the
service of a notice of intention to acquire land, pursuant to section 7(1)(c) of the Act.
La Trobe University—Report, 2019.
Melbourne Polytechnic—Report, 2019.
Monash University—Report, 2019.
Members of Parliament (Standards) Act 1978—Register of Interests—Return submitted by a Member of the
Legislative Council—Primary Return, 5 May 2020 (Ordered to be published).
Municipal Association of Victoria—Report, 2018–19.
Planning and Environment Act 1987—Notices of Approval of the following amendments to planning
schemes—
Ballarat Planning Scheme—Amendment C213.
Banyule Planning Scheme—Amendment C155.
Bass Coast, Baw Baw, Colac Otway, East Gippsland, Glenelg, Greater Bendigo, Greater Geelong,
Hepburn, Latrobe, Mitchell, Moorabool, Moyne, South Gippsland, Southern Grampians, Strathbogie,
Warrnambool, Wellington and Wodonga Planning Schemes—Amendment GC112.
Colac Otway Planning Scheme—Amendment C104.
Darebin Planning Scheme—Amendment C187.
Frankston Planning Scheme—Amendment C131.
Glen Eira Planning Scheme—Amendment C198.
Greater Bendigo Planning Scheme—Amendment C252.
Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme—Amendments C213 and C222.
Hume Planning Scheme—Amendment C239.
Latrobe Planning Scheme—Amendment C123.
Melbourne Planning Scheme—Amendments C365, C375 and C383.
Monash Planning Scheme—Amendment C131.
Moreland Planning Scheme—Amendments C164 (Part 1) and C164 (Part 2).
Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme—Amendment C274.
Port Phillip Planning Scheme—Amendment C188.
South Gippsland Planning Scheme—Amendment C90.
Surf Coast Planning Scheme—Amendment C130.
Towong Planning Scheme—Amendment C25.
Victoria Planning Provisions—Amendment VC175.
Whittlesea Planning Scheme—Amendment C238.
Wyndham Planning Scheme—Amendment C242.
Yarra Planning Scheme—Amendment C265.
Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008—Report to Parliament on the Extension of the Declaration of the State
of Emergency, pursuant to section 198(8) of the Act.
Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology—Report, 2019.
South West Institute of TAFE—Report, 2019.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament—
Building Act 1993—No. 42.
Children’s Services Act 1996—No. 32.
County Court Act 1958—No. 27.
COVID-19 Omnibus (Emergency Measures) Act 2020—Nos. 31, 34 and 38.
Disability Service Safeguards Act 2018—No. 36.
Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988—No. 41.
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Magistrates’ Court Act 1989—Nos. 39 and 40.
Residential Tenancies Act 1997—No. 35.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994—No. 33.
Supreme Court Act 1986—Nos. 29 and 30.
Transport Accident Act 1986—No. 37.
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal Act 1998—No. 28.
Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013—No. 43.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994—
Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule Nos. 21, 25 to 30, 32 to 35, 37 to 40 and 43.
Legislative instruments and related documents under section 16B in respect of the—
Fisheries Act 1995—
Amendment of 3 March 2020 to the Initial Quota Order for the Pipi Fishery under section 64
of the Act.
Amendments of 29 April 2020 to the Initial Quota Orders for the Western Zone of the
Victorian Rock Lobster Fishery, the Eastern Zone of the Victorian Rock Lobster Fishery, the
Giant Crab Fishery in the Western Zone and the Sea Urchin Fishery under section 64 of the
Act.
Initial Abalone Quota Order of 30 April 2020 under section 66C of the Act.
Initial Quota Orders of 13 February 2020 for the Pipi Fishery and the Banded Morwong
Fishery under section 64 of the Act.
Minister’s direction of 30 April 2020 in relation to the fishery for branded morwong being
managed as a developing fishery under section 61 of the Act.
Gaming Regulations Act 2003—Notices of 23 March 2020 and 1 May 2020 and certificates of
25 February 2020 fixing the value of gaming machine supervision charge for venue operators for
2018–19 under section 3.6.5A of the Act.
Water Act 1989—Notice of 30 April 2020 in relation to Coliban Region Water Corporation Bylaw No. 13—Recreational Areas, under section 287ZC.
Sunraysia Institute of TAFE—Report, 2019.
Swinburne University of Technology—Report, 2019.
TAFE Gippsland—Report, 2019.
The University of Melbourne—Report, 2019.
Victoria University—Report, 2019.
Wildlife Act 1975—
Wildlife (Prohibition of Game Hunting) Notice (Gazette No. S234, 12 May 2020).
Wildlife (Prohibition of Game Hunting) Notice (Gazette No. S246, 19 May 2020).
William Angliss Institute of TAFE—Report, 2019.
Wodonga Institute of TAFE—Report, 2019.

Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Notices given.
NOTICES OF INTENTION TO MAKE STATEMENTS
Notices given.
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GENERAL BUSINESS
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (13:37): I move, by leave:
That precedence be given to the following general business on Wednesday, 3 June 2020:
(1) order of the day made this day, second reading of the Wildlife Rescue Victoria Bill 2020;
(2) the notice of motion given this day by Ms Maxwell referring a matter to the Legal and Social Issues
Committee relating to Victoria’s justice system;
(3) the notice of motion given this day by Ms Maxwell in relation to illegal tobacco trade;
(4) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Davis in relation to barley tariffs;
(5) the notice of motion given this day by Ms Lovell in relation to brumbies; and
(6) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Davis in relation to a joint select committee inquiry into
international treaties.

Motion agreed to.
Motions
LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL REGIONAL SITTING
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (13:37): I move, by leave:
That the resolution of the Council of 6 February 2020 requiring the Legislative Council to hold a regional
sitting in north-east Victoria in October or November 2020 be amended so as to now require the Council to
hold this sitting by 30 June 2021.

Motion agreed to.
Committees
ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
Membership
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (13:38): I move, by leave:
That Dr Bach be a member of the Standing Committee on Environment and Planning.

Motion agreed to.
Members statements
DOUGLAS THOMPSON WALPOLE
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (13:38): I rise to acknowledge the passing of a former member for Melbourne Province
and good friend, Doug Walpole. Doug’s contribution to working people and progressive politics is
well recognised across the labour movement, initially through his time as an Electrical Trades Union
(ETU) official and subsequently as an officer within my own union, the vehicle builders union. His
commitment to ensuring that anti-worker legislation was opposed at every turn was a defining feature
of his time with both those unions.
His commitment ultimately led him to pursue a political career. As a member for Melbourne Province,
Doug was part of a new wave of parliamentarians in the minority upper house that was charged with
the responsibility of taking up Labor’s challenge to the Kennett government. It was not an easy time
for Labor, but he and all the other Labor members did take up this challenge with gusto and ultimately
saw Labor into government.
Doug was a stylish man, easily recognised in a crowd by his silver-grey ponytail, which if I may say,
President, seems to be a trait of great former ETU officials. He was a lifelong friend to my husband,
Ian, and was married to Jo Fox in Tasmania, a wedding which we had the privilege of attending. He
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will be sorely missed by all and remembered fondly as a loving father and devoted grandfather by his
family. Rest in peace, Doug.
SNOWDOME FOUNDATION
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (13:40): During this time when there is so much focus on
COVID-19, let us not forget about the many people who are battling cancer and other serious diseases.
Sadly every year 15 000 Australian men, women and children will be told they have a blood cancer.
Blood cancers do not discriminate. You cannot screen for them or prevent them. The only hope is
cure. The Snowdome Foundation’s mission is to accelerate next-generation treatments to help
Australian blood cancer patients live longer, better lives. The Snowdome Foundation was founded
10 years ago and over that time has raised over $35 million and helped 399 blood cancer patients gain
access to new treatments through clinical trials. These trials are a lifeline to many blood cancer
patients. They are often a last resort when all other treatments have failed. They are keeping
Australians alive, buying them precious time with their loved ones and buying memories for loved
ones to cherish.
Snowdome has also funded the Christine and Bruce Wilson Centre for Lymphoma Genomics at the
Peter MacCallum Cancer Centre. The centre has completed over 2000 genomic tests. These tests help
to improve diagnoses and prognosis and help to identify specific mutations, enabling personalised
treatment. Snowdome is also supporting the Australian research industry, extending 47 grants that
have helped fund 65 blood cancer research positions over the last 10 years.
I have had the great pleasure of hearing firsthand of the extraordinary work done by those who are so
committed to the work and success of the Snowdome Foundation. How fortunate we are to live in a
country that has such expertise in this important area, with clinicians who are recognised around the
world for the work they are doing towards improving people’s lives. I congratulate the Snowdome
Foundation as they celebrate 10 years of advancing innovative blood cancer research and making hope
real for Australian blood cancer patients.
ECONOMY
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (13:41): The Australian Tax Office says that Victoria’s
payroll has declined more than any other Australian state’s. The Victorian Treasurer responded that
Victoria has higher job losses because we have a high level of services in the economy, since the state
relies heavily on hospitality, major events, tourism and international education. Well, this may be true,
but it raises the question: why has the government allowed Victoria to become such a vulnerable
economy, based essentially around a population-growth Ponzi scheme? We have allowed our
manufacturing industries to decline. People have been rightly appalled at our vulnerability to global
supply chains in the coronavirus crisis.
The Sustainable Australia party supports manufacturing industry and a healthy farming industry and
strongly believes that we get more secure jobs through a more diverse economy. I detect strong public
support for making things in Australia. Now is the time to relocate capital away from overinvestment
in housing and property speculation and back into our factories, farms and small businesses. It is high
time the Victorian government acted to reduce our dependence on international education and the
population-growth Ponzi and to build our manufacturing industry, our self-sufficiency and our
capacity to withstand a crisis— (Time expired)
TAFE ENROLMENTS
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (13:43): I share in the excitement of the Minister for
Training and Skills with regard to free TAFE, and do you know why? Because there are so many
TAFE campuses across the Southern Metro Region, and this means that so many of the constituents
in my area are benefiting directly from our government’s courage to invest in free TAFE. And the
numbers speak volumes. In 2019 almost 40 000 students enrolled in free TAFE, an 88 per cent
increase in the same courses compared to 2018. What does this mean? This means that but for these
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free TAFE courses those students would not have had the opportunity to invest in their skills; and,
secondly, it speaks also of the importance of equity of opportunity. Are we agreed?
So what does this mean in terms of real numbers, and why am I so inspired? And I should say it is not
only the Southern Metropolitan Region; it is the whole of Victoria—a 118 per cent increase in women
participating in TAFE, double the number of unemployed Victorians, double as many learners with a
disability and a 75 per cent increase in enrolments in regional Victoria. Hear that—regional Victoria.
There is a 32 per cent increase in Indigenous students and double the number of culturally and
linguistically diverse students. So it just goes to show this free TAFE initiative is an outstanding
success, and we know it is because those opposite have been advertising to expand free TAFE. That
says they endorse what we are doing.
HON. NICHOLAS BRUCE REID
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (13:45): It is with great sadness that I rise to knowledge the
passing of the Honourable Bruce Reid, a great friend, a former member of this place and a Bendigo
legend. Bruce’s love of Bendigo knew no bounds, and he passionately served his community in both
the Victorian and federal parliaments. Bruce was elected to the Legislative Council as the member for
Bendigo Province in 1976, serving in this place for 12 years. In 1990 Bruce received a telephone call
from the then Liberal leader, John Howard, who asked him to be the Liberal candidate for the seat of
Bendigo at the federal election. Bruce defeated John Brumby at that election and was consequently
twice re-elected, in 1993 and 1996.
A kind and gentle man, Bruce represented Bendigo and its citizens with great passion, and his
dedication to his community and public service continued when he retired from politics in 1998. Bruce
was a long-time Rotarian, a Bendigo Sports Star committee member and an inaugural committee
member of the Bendigo West sports stadium. Later in life Bruce served on many boards in Bendigo,
including the Bendigo Business Expo, the Bendigo Manufacturing Group, the Discovery Science and
Technology Centre and St Luke’s Anglicare.
Bruce Reid was simply a giant of the Bendigo community and will be deeply missed by all who had
the privilege to meet and know him. I extend my deepest condolences to Bruce’s children, Rosemary,
Catherine, John and Elizabeth, and to their extended family. Vale, Bruce Reid.
DANIEL MORCOMBE FOUNDATION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (13:46): I rise to dedicate today’s members statement to the
work of Bruce and Denise Morcombe. I am proud to stand here today to celebrate the 15th birthday
of the Daniel Morcombe Foundation, which began on 4 May. Bruce and Denise Morcombe have
stated how proud they are of being able to continue to keep kids safe in memory of their son Daniel.
To be able to create such a wonderful foundation helping to keep kids all over Australia safe is nothing
short of amazing. They are very proud to continue to educate children about personal safety while
continuing to provide support to kids impacted by crime. As Bruce and Denise said:
As we blow out our birthday candles, our one wish is to make Australia a safer place for all children.

Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party has a long history of supporting the Morcombes. Derryn himself has
regularly travelled to Queensland to participate in the Day for Daniel, which Ms Maxwell and I also
attended last year. What the Morcombes have been able to achieve over the past 15 years since this
incredible foundation was born is inspiring, and I am so proud of their courage, dedication and tireless
work. I wish the Daniel Morcombe Foundation a very happy 15th birthday, and as a father myself I
hope the Daniel Morcombe Foundation continues its valuable work well into the future. Happy
birthday, thank you—your foundation is vital in ensuring that our kids are kept safe. This tie here is
from the Daniel Morcombe Foundation. It is beautiful; go to their website and check it out.
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COVID-19
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (13:48): This Parliament is meeting at a time of great
uncertainty because of COVID-19. People who once struggled are struggling more, often being hit
with difficulties from instances that none of us ever imagined. This is particularly so for international
students, our refugees and the migrant community. We have seen international students brutally
vilified in the streets for no reason other than their race. We need to support them and those in need
and maintain our consistent advocacy for treating others with fairness and compassion. The Refugee
Communities Association of Australia, together with the Help Himalayan Youth Foundation and
members of the Vietnamese community and businesses, have got together and made available food
and other supplies to international students, refugees, migrant families and those in need.
Also, thanks to the initiative of the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, Colin Brooks, and the
President of the Legislative Council, Shaun Leane, it was decided that Parliament’s commercial-size
kitchens should be put to good use in response to the COVID-19 emergency, helping a number of
charitable organisations to prepare meals for Victorians in need. As of the end of May, over
100 000 meals have been prepared and distributed. These significant and selfless actions are ensuring
that no-one is left behind during these times. Thank you to these many important organisations,
community leaders and volunteers throughout Victoria.
SEA ELECTRIC
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (13:49): In late October 2018 the Premier on his bus made
a lot of fanfare in coming to the electorate of Morwell and promising that a new electric vehicle factory
would be constructed. It was reported in the Age of 30 October—the announcement by the Premier
and then minister Ben Carroll—and the story quoted SEA Electric group managing director Tony
Fairweather as saying the factory ‘We’d hope in around 12 months’ could be up and running.
Fast-forward over a year and a half since the election and there has been much talk about this factory
and the need for these jobs in the Latrobe Valley, the need for the economic activity that the Premier
promised with his secret deal that he signed prior to the election, promising up to 500 jobs. I turn to
the Latrobe Valley Authority, headed as it is by a former Labor branch president. What has the Latrobe
Valley Authority got to say about it? Well, today on its website—so today in early June—it says:
The priority for the company is first to identify and secure a suitable site, and they will be working closely
with local council to have this secured by the end of 2019.

It goes on to say other things. So here we are, a year and a half later, and nothing has occurred. No
jobs are secured. It is time for action from the Andrews government.
COVID-19
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (13:51): Just over a year ago, on 1 May last year, I stood here
and warned that:
The next zoonotic disease outbreak, which may kill millions, will almost certainly come from intensive animal
agriculture—just as, in the past, so many of the human-killing disease outbreaks have emerged from that area.

And so it has come to pass. Three-quarters of new or emerging infectious diseases in people come
from animals, just like SARS, MERS, zoonotic flus like avian flu and swine flu, Ebola, AIDS, anthrax,
bovine tuberculosis, salmonella and E. coli infections. And of course now another novel coronavirus,
COVID-19, not to mention, as I have before, the growing threat of widespread antibiotic resistance.
We are repeatedly told that we cannot possibly alter our treatment of animals because of the economy.
Well, how is that working out? So inevitably there were more outbreaks of disease in Australia—in
slaughterhouses, in McDonald’s, on live export ships—and the whole community must suffer the
consequences of systemic economic shutdown. COVID-19 was caused by inaction against systemic
animal abuse and prolonged by inaction against systemic animal abuse, and these threats will continue
to emerge until we altogether stop systemic animal abuse.
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COVID-19
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (13:53): Today I want to highlight the significant pressure that
Victorian workers in the aviation industry are under at this unprecedented time. The airline industry is
reeling from the most significant challenges since September 11 and the Ansett collapse, and this is
impacting on thousands of hardworking aviation workers. In a last-minute change by the federal
government, corporations owned by foreign governments are precluded from accessing the JobKeeper
payment for their workers. Among these companies is the Dnata group of companies, including
catering and ground-handling services critical to the functioning of the aviation industry nationally.
The ownership history of this company is long and complex, and until recently they were in whole or
in part owned by Australian companies.
These workers are Australians who pay their taxes. Without the JobKeeper payment these workers
have no certainty about their futures and their incomes, as they remain stood down until the
government lifts travel restrictions. Without it their jobs are under threat and their futures are entirely
insecure. It is imperative that the federal government close this loophole and support these workers.
We know that there are other industries where workers are falling through the gaps of the JobKeeper
scheme. The federal government can and must stop these workers from falling through the cracks in
their hour of need and fix the JobKeeper scheme as a matter of urgency.
BUSHFIRES
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (13:54): Recently I returned to Mallacoota to meet with the school
community and business operators to check in on the recovery and renewal process post the
devastating East Gippsland bushfires. There is a clear resilience and determination to rebuild, but
locals certainly need more support getting back on their feet. One outstanding person, P–12 principal
Tim Cashmore—a man of passion, vision and commitment—has not had a day off since 1 January.
Dedicated to the wellbeing of his students, staff and wider community, Tim has a clear message: it is
important not to forget Mallacoota. The school boasts a holistic approach to learning, with good
retention rates and career tracking for the post students. They are nurtured and developed for their
entire education. As well as an infrastructure upgrade, Tim is looking for the provision of teacher
housing to assist in recruitment and retention of staff.
Destroyed by fire, it was also great to see the Mallacoota Abalone co-op about ready to open its
temporary processing plant. This is a positive step, and it is such a large employer in the town with
80 jobs provided, but there is still a long way to go for that permanent structure to be up and running.
I congratulate Mark and Charles for their perseverance in adversity. It was disappointing, however, to
see that Cape Conran, with some very straightforward infrastructure projects like boardwalks and
disability access ramps, is still waiting for renewal six months on. Locals need these basics put back
in place so tourist visitations can occur and locals can also enjoy this beautiful coastline with easy
access.
INEQUALITY AND DISCRIMINATION
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (13:56): We have all been through an extraordinary few
months, a period that will undoubtedly be etched into history. The pandemic has meant we have had
to rethink everything and is demanding that our governments do the same, and we must do so with
more urgency now as we bear witness to civil unrest in the US that is borne from hundreds of years of
systemic racism and oppression. All across the world we are seeing what happens when we do not
address issues of inequality and discrimination. Sadly, while we are united in our grief about the state
of the world we are also united in these being shared realities, where no country, no state, no place is
immune to the injustice of racism and inequality.
Right here in Australia First Nations people have been dispossessed of their land and stolen from their
families and are now being incarcerated at rates 15 to 20 per cent higher than the non-Indigenous
population. As a result of years and years of bipartisan law and order politics Victoria is now locking
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up more First Nations people and people of colour than ever before. Every member in this place and
in parliaments across the world should be heeding what we are seeing in the world right now and
taking action to address racial and economic injustice. Here in Victoria that means building homes for
all, not more prisons. It means ensuring everyone has access to universal education, health and
community services, good long-term jobs and state support that allows people to live good lives. It
means discussing in this place how we achieve racial justice so no person is harassed, profiled or
imprisoned or dies at the hands of the state because of the colour of their skin. It means investing in
social and environmental justice, not propping up industries that harm us. Especially now we should
each be asking ourselves, ‘If not now, then when? If not me, then who?’.
COVID-19
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (13:58): I watched with horror on
Friday as the Premier instituted again a further hard lockdown followed by the emergency declaration
by the Minister for Health on the weekend. It is clear that the government is determined to keep this
hard lockdown despite the damage it is doing to the economy. We have seen the impact right across
many areas of the state, and we need a fair system, a system that sensibly, reasonably and safely
expands the economy. Our small businesses are burning. Our small businesses are dying. We actually
need to have a sensible system in place. We heard the Premier use the excuse of public transport, but
in a lazy step—in a failure to plan—he did not have additional capacity on public transport available.
He did not have more buses available. He did not have off-peak trains available to enable more people
to move into the city and more people to move into areas where they were needed for their work. Of
course public transport is a huge facilitator for the movements around the state, and that needs to occur
with safe practices in place. But the government has not done the basic work to get those safe practices
in place, and because of the government’s failure to do this work he has forced the hard lockdown on
the whole state yet again. He could have opened up, and we are far behind many of the other states
that have opened up—far behind New South Wales, which has actually had more cases than Victoria.
So I say the hard lockdown needs to end. We need sensible steps, and we need to make sure that our
businesses can go forward. (Time expired)
Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (14:00): I move:
That government business, notices of motion, 207 to 276, be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
Bills
NORTH EAST LINK BILL 2020
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Ms PULFORD:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (14:00): I rise to make some comments on
the North East Link Bill 2020. I do so starting from a historical perspective of looking at where this
government and the Labor Party have come from with respect to toll roads. Members who have spent
any time in this place will recall that when the first toll road was established in Victoria, in the mid1990s, it was done in the face of extraordinary hysteria and opposition from the Labor Party. When
the Kennett government conceived and built CityLink starting in, I think, about 1994 and opening in
1999 or 2000, it was in the face of enormous opposition.
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Those opposite condemned the project, condemned the concept of a public-private partnership for a
major road project like CityLink, and in doing so ignored the circumstances of the day, which made
such a public-private partnership necessary. The fact that the previous Labor administration—the
Cain-Kirner administration—had left the state of Victoria in such a dire position meant there was no
way known that CityLink could be funded using the state’s own resources, and it was necessary for
the Kennett government to go to market to seek a new mechanism to fund public infrastructure, being
the construction of CityLink, which was a very necessary project to get Melbourne moving again, to
connect the two sides of our major arterials—to connect the Tullamarine Freeway through to the
Monash Freeway, and to connect the Monash through to the West Gate Bridge and Geelong Road.
It was an absolutely critical piece of infrastructure whose time had well and truly come. We need to
keep in mind that 20 years ago we did not have the CityLink tunnels; they have only been there
20 years. Prior to that we could not travel non-stop from the Monash Freeway through to the
Tullamarine or through to the West Gate Bridge and Geelong Road. It has only been 20 years that that
capacity has been there. So that project was well and truly overdue when the Kennett government
started it, and through financial necessity put together the first major public-private partnership in
Victoria to build CityLink on the basis of a project where a concession deed was granted to an operator,
in that instance Transurban CityLink, to build, to operate and in the future to transfer that project to
the state.
Now we have seen of course since that original CityLink concession deed was entered into—when
that original agreement was put in place with CityLink—that that concession deed has been modified
and extended a number of times, most recently in respect of the West Gate Tunnel Project, which is
piggybacking on the back of CityLink. In many respects it is a parasite on the back of CityLink,
because people who use CityLink between, for example, Toorak Road and the city are paying
additional tolls, higher tolls, and for a longer period of time to fund the West Gate Tunnel, even though
they are not themselves using the West Gate Tunnel. So Transurban has been very good at extracting
rents from the government, extracting extensions to that CityLink concession deed, as we are seeing
with the West Gate Tunnel.
Of course since that pioneering project with CityLink in the 1990s the model of a public-private
partnership to deliver major road infrastructure by way of toll roads has been used around Australia.
It has been further used in Victoria with EastLink, which was developed in the mid-2000s and, as I
said, the West Gate Tunnel Project is also being built in a way as a public-private partnership and as
an add-on to the CityLink deal of the 1990s.
One of the challenges in putting together projects like CityLink, which as I said was one of the very
first—I think the first—in Australia and one of the first in the world, and we have seen it with
subsequent projects such as EastLink and more particularly some of the toll roads being built in New
South Wales and in Queensland, has been getting the risk transfer correct, getting the split of risk
between the public sector who is commissioning the project and the private sector builder and operator
of a road. In some of those projects interstate—some of the New South Wales examples around
Sydney and some of the Brisbane examples—there have been problems in that risk allocation between
the public sector and the private sector. There has been a reluctance on the part of the private sector,
in building those roads, to take on the risk of tolling revenue, to take on the risk of the unknown volume
of tolling. Obviously, with the road not having been built, the government and the private sector party
only have an estimate as to what the volume of demand is going to be and therefore what the toll
revenue is going to be, which creates a challenge for putting together a public-private partnership, and
increasingly we have seen the private sector less willing to take on the risk of that unknown tolling
revenue.
We also see that governments generally have challenges with allocating risk. A good example of that
now is watching the slowly evolving wreck that is the West Gate Tunnel as that project starts to fall
apart with the dispute now taking place between Transurban and the contracted construction
companies, with the disputes over responsibility for the toxic spoil which is associated with the West
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Gate Tunnel, where that fits contractually in the relationship between Transurban and the builder and
of course ultimately where that fits with the government, because with major projects of the nature of
the West Gate Tunnel, while the government can purport to contract itself out of the risk and can
purport to transfer that risk to the private sector operator or the private sector builder, as has occurred
via Transurban and its builder in the case of the West Gate Tunnel, in reality on a project of that scale
the government of the day always retains political risk and therefore, notwithstanding what contracts
say, inevitably also retains an element of financial risk.
It will be fascinating to see how the West Gate Tunnel debacle is resolved. The Premier and the
Minister for Transport Infrastructure can stamp their feet all they like, but if we get to a situation where
the builder walks away or Transurban walks away, the government is going to need to intervene and
fix the mess. So, irrespective of what risk is transferred in the contract, the political reality is, on a
project of that scale, risk sits with government and will remain with the government.
That brings me to the challenges of the North East Link, which is the subject of this bill. It is interesting
to watch at the moment as the government is seeking to finalise the structure of that project, the route
of that project to connect the Eastern Freeway with the ring-road, and of course get that away in terms
of the public-private partnership structure and get the contractors in place. That is occurring in a
challenging environment. It is occurring in an environment where the risks associated with that project
are unclear. There, I suspect, will be hesitance on the part of potential builders, looking at what has
occurred with the West Gate Tunnel and the issues of contaminated soil there—obviously with the
prospect of tunnelling involved with the North East Link—looking at the economic environment and
the financial environment globally at the moment, and of course looking at the reluctance that other
PPP toll road builders have had in taking on tolling risk on projects.
So there are some challenges the government will have in putting together the North East Link, and
that takes us in part to the bill we have before the house this afternoon, which is a bill to establish the
North East Link State Tolling Corporation. Now, I have to credit the government with that title. The
North East Link State Tolling Corporation is something which could have come straight out of the
Soviet era—something straight out of Russia in the 1970s and 80s. But this bill sets up the North East
Link State Tolling Corporation, and it does so to put in place a mechanism by which the state will in
the first instance collect the toll revenue which arises from the completion of the North East Link.
When CityLink was put in place in the 1990s a concession deed was given to Transurban. It was
responsible for setting up tolling infrastructure, and it continues to operate that toll road today under
the concession deed which was set down between Transurban and the state in the 1990s, which set out
the way in which tolls would be collected, the way in which those tolls would escalate and the vehicle
and structure which would be used to collect those tolls. Likewise, when EastLink was built in the
mid-2000s a similar structure was put in place for Connect East to collect the toll revenue on an agreed
basis, on a contracted basis, with the state as to the level of tolls that would be collected, the way in
which they would escalate and the period of time over which they would be collected.
With North East Link, the government has recognised that there is not the appetite in the private sector
with this project to take on the risk of that tolling revenue. With Transurban, with CityLink, the tolling
volume risk sat with Transurban. With Connect East, with EastLink, the tolling volume risk sat with
Connect East. In the case of North East Link, reflecting what has happened elsewhere in Australia, in
the first instance that tolling volume risk will sit with the state by way of the North East Link State
Tolling Corporation.
In order for the government to do that, the bill before the house today establishes that corporation, sets
it up as a body corporate with members appointed by the Governor in Council and provides that in
essence that corporation will be responsible for collecting toll revenue on the North East Link and will
be responsible, as with other state corporations, for paying a dividend to the state as determined by the
minister and in agreement with the Treasurer.
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The model for the North East Link State Tolling Corporation is similar to the model used for CityLink,
similar to the model used for EastLink and similar to the model used for the West Gate Tunnel. The
bill does not seek to set out levels of tolling or the formula by which tolls will be escalated over time,
but it does establish the framework and the corporate structure which will then enter into an agreement,
which is the North East Link tolling agreement, with the state setting down the level of tolls, how they
will be collected, how they will escalate et cetera.
The rationale that the government have laid down for introducing this legislation is to develop inhouse tolling capability. In reality, though, the North East Link State Tolling Corporation is not going
to develop tolling capability in the way that Transurban has, in the way that Connect East did because
the state corporation is not going to actually operate physical tolling infrastructure. The basis of
revenue collection under this bill and for North East Link will essentially be roaming off CityLink
e-tags and roaming off EastLink e-tags. So the state tolling corporation will not be introducing its own
physical tolling infrastructure, its own physical e-tags or transponders in vehicles. It will be using and
accessing the networks which are used by the other toll roads to record and collect tolling information
for the North East Link. To the extent that the government said this is about developing tolling
capability, it in fact does not replicate that capability which exists in the other tolling operators in this
state, so it is questionable as to how that capability is going to be developed within the North East Link
State Tolling Corporation.
One of the interesting things about this piece of legislation, as I said, is that the bill—soon to be act—
requires the corporation to table in Parliament the North East Link tolling agreement, which is the
agreement struck between the state and the tolling corporation, which of course is an agent of the state,
as to how the tolls will be collected, the level of escalation et cetera.
One of the big differences between this model and the model used for CityLink and EastLink is that
with this model there is no incentive for the government to minimise the level of those tolls and the
escalation of those tolls. With CityLink and EastLink the tolling revenue accrued to the benefit of the
operator, not to the benefit of the state, so there was an incentive for the state, acting on behalf of
Victorian citizens, to minimise the level of tolls, to minimise the escalation of tolls and to require the
two toll road operators to operate as efficiently as possible and as cheaply as possible for the benefit
of road users. In this instance, where tolling revenue will be collected and retained by the state—
collected for the state and retained for the state—that incentive in reaching that tolling agreement is
not going to be there. The state, in negotiating with its own corporation as to where those tolls should
be set and how they should be escalated, is going to be acting in its own interests as the revenue is
going to be retained for the state. So this is a significant difference between this model and the existing
models in that there is no incentive to minimise those tolls when the state is putting together the tolling
agreement.
That takes me to one of the amendments I will propose to move in committee. I ask, President, that
the amendments be circulated.
Opposition amendments circulated by Mr RICH-PHILLIPS pursuant to standing orders.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: The bill as drafted provides that the North East Link tolling agreement
must be laid before Parliament by the tolling corporation and may be then subject to revocation by
both houses of Parliament. The problem with requiring both houses to revoke it is that essentially, in
requiring the lower house to be part of a revocation, it seems in practice the government can mark its
own homework, because the only circumstances in which a tolling agreement can be revoked under
the bill as drafted is if the government agrees to it. Given the government is negotiating the tolling
agreement with its own statutory corporation, it is inconceivable the government is then going to
support a motion to revoke that agreement.
The amendment I am putting forward today seeks to change the bill to provide that either house may
on its own motion revoke a tolling agreement. This is consistent with the model which is in place for
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CityLink, which allows changes to the CityLink concession deed to be revoked by either house of
Parliament. Recognising that the government in the lower house is never going to revoke a deal it has
done itself, it relies entirely on this chamber to provide the scrutiny that is required to ensure that we
are acting in Victorian interests, not merely in the interests of the tolling company.
We see that as an important amendment to provide a level of scrutiny of what would otherwise be a
mechanism whereby the government effectively marked its own homework and then subsequently
reviewed it. I will be seeking the support of the house and seeking the support of the crossbench to put
that level of accountability in place to ensure that the government is not setting the tolls itself in
agreement with itself and then reviewing itself, as is currently proposed in the legislation.
One of the other issues that arises from this bill is the question of ‘Why now?’. The government at its
best estimates says that the North East Link will open in 2027, and that is obviously contingent upon
a lot of arrangements being made in respect of the tenders and getting contracts in place and getting
the build underway without problems like we are seeing at West Gate Tunnel.
So the best-case scenario is North East Link opening in 2027. Why are we therefore putting in place a
tolling company for North East Link some seven years before the road actually opens? That opens up
the question: in what other ways is the government seeking to use this tolling company? If this bill
passes today—and it is not opposed by the opposition—and if this North East Link tolling corporation
is put in place, in what other ways is the government going to seek to use that corporation to impose
tolling structures on other roads, be they new roads or be they existing roads? That is something around
which the Victorian community is entitled to certainty, because it is a very unusual path the
government is going down, to put the tolling infrastructure framework in place some seven years
before the road is in place and needing it.
I would have thought at a time when the government is trying to go to tender—it has not even yet
finalised the design of the road—there would be far greater priorities with North East Link than putting
in place the tolling infrastructure. Our concern, and I think that concern is borne elsewhere as well, is
that this could be used as a vehicle by the government to impose tolling on other roads—simple
amendments on other roads, be they existing roads or new roads.
One of the amendments my colleague Dr Bach will seek to bring forward later today is to explicitly
exclude the Eastern Freeway so that under this legislation tolls could only be put on the new-build
North East Link and could not be extended to the existing Eastern Freeway. That is something we will
seek to explore in some detail with the minister in committee, seeking her assurance that the
government is not seeking to use this for anything other than North East Link and will not seek to
impose tolls on the existing Eastern Freeway.
This is an interesting piece of legislation. It does only set up a framework, so much of how this tolling
regime will work is dependent on the tolling agreement, which the state will enter into itself with its
own corporation. That is why it is so important that we have that oversight mechanism through this
house. That is why I will be seeking to put in place that amendment, to ensure this house can provide
that oversight.
This is a new way for the state to go with toll roads. We have not previously set up a state tolling
company to collect tolls on behalf of the state, and presumably we will see in time the government
seek to sell this tolling corporation to the private sector to operate as CityLink does, as EastLink does,
once that revenue stream is proved. As a new model of PPP it is an interesting one. It is one where
there are many unanswered questions, and it is one where we believe the government does need to
provide more information and where the government, through the amendments we are putting forward
today, does need to ensure there is more protection for the community and more accountability for the
community. While the opposition does not oppose this bill, we will look to see it strengthened in
committee of the whole in due course.
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Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (14:24): I rise to make a contribution on the North East
Link Bill 2020. I will make some opening remarks and go into some detail about the project and the
bill itself, but I will also just quickly respond to some of the matters that Mr Rich-Phillips has raised.
In particular I might start with the matter that was just raised in the closing moments of Mr RichPhillips’s contribution in terms of why the government is in fact seeking to introduce legislation now
that will deal with tolling aspects.
Quite simply, the North East Link Project has been subjected to rigorous planning processes through
the environment effects statement—the EES process—and construction of the early works package is
set to commence in 2020. We took this project to the electorate as an integral part of our Big Build
agenda. It is an unprecedented transport infrastructure project that will change the way Victorians live,
work and travel around the state.
Legislation is required to deal with this issue well before the contracts close for the primary package,
which will enable the tolling company to be established, to become operational and then to enter into
agreements with the state and the consortium to deliver the project, so it is simplistic to suggest that
legislation could be put in place later. You cannot just flick a switch and have something become
operational. There are obviously processes that need to be worked through so that consortiums can be
aware of the arrangements that are put in place, and that is why these matters are being dealt with
earlier in the process so that it is transparent and open and that everyone can see what is going to
happen and how these things will work. Of course the legislation is needed to establish the tolling
company and to confer on it relevant tolling and road management responsibilities and to provide for
the enforcement of tolls. This again is preparatory work. It is necessary to introduce this legislation to
have it dealt with early in preparation for the next stages of the project.
As I said and as Mr Rich-Phillips has also said, one of the objectives of this bill is to establish the
North East Link State Tolling Corporation and to provide that framework for the tolling, operation and
maintenance of the North East Link. I will go to these matters in a moment, but obviously the project
is being dealt with and delivered in stages, so part of the project’s early works will obviously come
first and then the next part after that is construction. Of course it is a long project because it is one of
the biggest road-building projects in the history of Victoria.
This bill will establish a new statutory corporation, the North East Link State Tolling Corporation, and
it will have the following objects:
(a) to be responsible for managing and controlling the use of and access to, and operating and maintaining,
the North East Link road; and
(b) to fix and collect tolls for the use of the North East Link tollway in accordance with Part 4 and a North
East Link tolling agreement; and
(c) to optimise the value of, or return from, its infrastructure and other assets.

Again this is purely about the North East Link. I note Mr Rich-Phillips’s comments—conspiracy
theories—that this may be some attempt to do it in other areas in other ways, but specifically this bill
relates to the North East Link Project. It will also provide a framework for fixing, collection and
enforcement of tolls for use of a vehicle in a toll zone on the North East Link road, so again specifically
relating to that road and nothing else. It provides a framework for the operation and maintenance of
the North East Link road and also makes consequential and related amendments to other acts,
including the Melbourne City Link Act 1995, the EastLink Project Act 2004 and the West Gate Tunnel
(Truck Bans and Traffic Management) Act 2019. As you can see, there are a range of other pieces of
legislation that will be amended by this act—or the bill as it sits before the chamber—and it is
necessary to do that in preparation for the introduction of and the commencement of the construction
for this road.
Just to turn to some of the important aspects of this bill, colloquially known as the missing link, the
North East Link is something that has impacted a large area in my electorate for many years now.
Living locally in Heidelberg, I can speak with firsthand experience as to the traffic volumes that have
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increased on Rosanna Road. Certainly this project is long-awaited and anticipated by many people not
only in Eastern Metropolitan Region but beyond that, because what this project will indeed do is not
only deliver the removal of between 9000 and 11 000 cars and trucks from Rosanna Road every day
but also reduce travel and commuting times for Melburnians in the north- and south-eastern suburbs
more generally.
It is predicted that there will be up to 35 minutes in travel time savings between Melbourne’s northern
and south-eastern suburbs. Trucks off local roads—that is a reduction of up to 15 000 trucks per day.
It will create more than 10 000 Victorian jobs, which is so critically important into the future. Not only
into the future but particularly right now there are opportunities for local businesses also to become
involved in the project, and I know of some local businesses, particularly Bulleen Art & Garden, in
my region, which has been successful in being able to contribute to production of saplings and trees
for the replanting efforts that will go on as part of the project. So it is great to see that the government
is offering the ability for local businesses to get involved in that project as well, and that is just one
example of how businesses are getting involved.
This will also include Melbourne’s first dedicated busway, along the Eastern Freeway. It will see the
creation of a new park-and-ride at Bulleen, and it will also improve access and upgrade car parking at
Watsonia station. So these are all important aspects to the North East Link Project.
Turning to the state tolling corporation, the government is introducing a new structure where a state
tolling corporation will be responsible for fixing and collecting tolls and revenues for the North East
Link, again specifically relating to this project. And as I said earlier, the bill will provide the state
tolling corporation with various functions and powers, including being able to collect tolls on the North
East Link as well as operating and managing the road during and after construction. Establishing the
state tolling corporation as a government entity will build the state’s capability and capacity in relation
to the operation and management of toll roads. This means that if, for example, other roads like
EastLink were to return to the state, we would have the capability to manage the road moving forward.
While the bill in and of itself does not set tolls per se, it provides for the tabling and amendment of the
North East Link tolling agreements between the state and the state tolling corporation. Similar to
existing toll roads, the Parliament will have approval and revocation rights for all aspects of tolling
agreements, and the North East Link tolling agreements and any amendments must be laid before each
house of Parliament, so there is transparency there. Details of tolling will be released once a preferred
bidder for the North East Link PPP is confirmed. The tolling prices cannot be set yet as the final design
will impact the amount of charges for different sections of the toll road.
We expect the price of the tolls to be broadly consistent with others in the network. Some key
information there is that the North East Link is, as I said earlier, one of Victoria’s biggest ever transport
projects and will complete the missing link in our road network, and this has been long awaited and
anticipated by many in our community. As I said earlier, this project was taken to the Victorian election
and resoundingly endorsed by the electorate. It has a positive return, meaning that for every dollar
spent on the North East Link the state will gain $1.30, so for every dollar spent $1.30 will be returned
to the state.
Half a million Victorians live within 2 kilometres of a planned interchange for this project, and it will
change the way people move around our city forever. As I said earlier, it will take 15 000 trucks off
local streets, and it will give those local streets back to local residents. Ten thousand jobs will be
created during construction, and 56 000 workers will have access to more job opportunities simply
because they can get to where they need to go. This project will provide a $427 million annual
economic boost as well from better freight connectivity. It is estimated that up to 135 000 vehicles will
use North East Link every day once it opens, and again with those sorts of numbers and predictions
you can see why this project is so desperately needed.
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Also, the project will focus on providing amenity benefits or associated benefits with the road project
itself, and some of those benefits also include walking and cycling connections. We know that is very
important to people who want to look at other options than just driving or perhaps catching public
transport. If additional walking and cycling connections are provided, then we know people will use
them. It is proposed that there will be 25 kilometres of new and upgraded walking and cycling paths
that will be built as part of this project. There will be upgrading of bridges and more signalised
crossings for walkers and bike riders, which will make things much safer. Also, we are completing the
north-east bicycle corridor, which will be a new commuter cycling route to the city along the Eastern
Freeway between the Chandler Highway and Merri Creek. I know myself when I have tried to cycle
into the city before using various bike paths that it can be a little bit tricky and you have to traverse all
sorts of different bike paths to get to where you need to go. Certainly the construction of the north-east
bicycle corridor will help join and provide connectivity for existing bike paths, so that is a very
welcome move.
Construction of five land bridges over the North East Link between Grimshaw Street and Lower Plenty
Road in Watsonia will create approximately 8500 square metres of green public open space, and more
than 30 000 trees will be planted as part of the project. As I said earlier, local business Bulleen
Art & Garden is going to be one of those businesses providing some of the trees for that project, and
for every tree that is removed two will be replaced.
The project will also be built to the highest environmental standards, including one of the toughest
noise policies ever put in place for a Victorian road project. Our state’s longest road tunnel will be
built to protect sensitive environmental areas, such as the Banyule Flats Reserve. I know many in my
local community hold dear the Banyule Flats, and it is very much appreciated that the government has
invested to such a level to ensure that those environmentally sensitive areas are protected and preserved
as well.
Just finally, on procurement, the project has been divided into five separate packages. The first package
is called the primary package, and that will see the construction of the North East Link from Somers
Avenue to the southern tunnel portal, including all tunnel components and interchanges at Lower
Plenty Road and Manningham Road; commissioning the whole of the North East Link corridor
operations and maintenance of North East Link from Plenty Road to Springvale Road and Hoddle
Street; and delivering the tolling infrastructure.
There will be a secondary package, which will consist of construction of the M80 upgrade from Plenty
Road to Somers Road; the Greensborough bypass interchange; infrastructure interfacing with the
Hurstbridge rail line and any associated rail infrastructure changes that are necessary; and construction
of the tolling-enabling infrastructure, which forms part of the secondary package of works. The
secondary package includes construction of the Eastern Freeway upgrade from Hoddle Street to Burke
Road. Then there is also the Eastern Freeway interchange, which is also part of the secondary package.
That will be the interchange primary package and upgrade from Burke Road to Tram Road and,
finally, the construction of the Eastern Freeway from east of Tram Road to Springvale Road. So it is
quite an extensive build. As I said, is it one of the largest construction efforts in Victoria’s history.
I might in my last minute and 35 seconds just talk quickly as well about some of the excellent
initiatives that the government is going to ensure happen in terms of our social procurement network.
There are opportunities not only for local businesses, as I said earlier, but also for social enterprises. I
understand that the North East Link Project has got targets that we want to see for employing
Indigenous people, apprentices and people from disadvantaged backgrounds. One of the parts of the
project which is a great initiative—I understand, President, you have had some input into it—has been
seeing how returned vets can participate in construction of the freeway as well, so helping those
returned vets assimilate back into normal, everyday civilian life after serving. It is great to see that a
project as large as this can have multiple benefits in a range of ways, not only in the way that Victorians
move around the suburbs in vehicles but also, more deeply and more importantly, in providing jobs
for Victorians; in providing opportunities for people who may not ordinarily have had opportunities
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to enter the workforce; in making sure we employ apprentices so they can get trained and work on one
of the biggest road-building projects in our history; and providing, as I said earlier, up to 10 000 jobs,
which is going to be so important not only into the future but of course now as a result of the COVID
pandemic. I will leave my contribution there.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (14:40): This bill establishes the North East Link tolling
corporation. It provides for the imposition, collection and enforcement of tolls for using the North East
Link and provides for the tabling and amendment of North East Link tolling agreements. It is another
nail in the coffin for motorists being able to drive freely on our roads.
It is only over the last two decades that we have had to pay tolls to drive on our freeways. The Kennett
government started the rot by tolling CityLink, and since then governments of both political
persuasions have resorted to tolls to fund our freeways, but only some of them. Motorists from
Melbourne’s north and the south-east must be amazed to see that motorists in the west or down on the
Mornington Peninsula do not pay tolls for their freeways. ‘To toll or not to toll’ is, or was, the question.
It has clearly always been a political judgement, and no amount of spin can disguise that.
Motorists have Melbourne’s rapid population growth to thank for the dubious privilege of paying everincreasing tolls to get around this already huge metropolis, soon to double under our current plans.
Our rapid population growth just over the past two decades—and gleefully predicted by some to
continue ever upwards—has seen us adding an extra 70 000 cars to Melbourne’s roads every year. If
Melbourne’s population had stayed relatively stable for the past two decades or even increased more
slowly, the existing road network would have pretty well sufficed. We would not have needed to build
more and more major roads, and especially freeways, in a futile attempt to tackle traffic congestion.
We would not have needed to fund them and to rely on ever-increasing tolls. What a different—and
in my view better—world that would have been. But our leaders’ enthusiasm for a bigger rat-race—
the Big Build agenda that Ms Terpstra mentioned; ‘More vibrant’, our city planners would say—and
their desire to speed up the treadmill, making us even more vibrant, has got us here. Nevertheless, I do
not support the tolls. Indeed I do not support the North East Link at all.
Of course the government will insist that we must have tolls—the users, motorists, must pay, they say.
But I say they are already paying through petrol excise payments. An excise on petrol is a far better
way to collect taxes from motorists for road infrastructure. It takes into account the impact each
motorist has on the environment and the climate. It encourages motorists to switch to fuels other than
petrol, which nearly everyone might concede is a good thing. What is more, I have always thought it
strange that we spend billions of dollars building a freeway only to stick a tollway charge on it and
basically discourage people from using it.
As I have indicated, I have not supported nor will I support the North East Link at all. This is a
$16 billion project, but we really need to understand how big this really is. We could build homes or
pay for the accommodation of every homeless person in Victoria with this money. We could minimise
the harm done by poker machine and gambling addiction. We could provide infrastructure for
renewable power, including safer underground powerlines, and reduce the risk of catastrophic
bushfires with such money. To spend $16 billion in this way reflects wrong priorities.
We should certainly rethink the massive cost of the North East Link in terms of the coronavirus and
the additional indebtedness that the state government’s anti-coronavirus spending will deliver. We
need government stimulus spending all right, but it should be targeted at projects which are rapid and
flexible and deliver good, positive social and environmental outcomes rather than big infrastructure
projects—a multitude of smaller scale capital investments in projects like public housing, schools,
hospitals, new public transport facilities and the like, and it looks like bike lanes also might be the way
to go.
I have spoken of the need for public investment in waste and recycling so that we stop seeing waste
go to landfill, especially with the government’s population growth obsession and its hopes for a
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construction-led recovery, a particular vision or nightmare that might be on hold for a while. Whatever
happens, the environment must be kept as a priority in mind. I have said it before and I will say it
often: we cannot build our way out of congestion.
Talking of the environment, I am most disturbed at the extent of the vegetation removal with this
project. Climate change is real. The urban heat island effect is real. Ecosystem decline and species
extinction are real. Birds and animals need vegetation corridors. We need trees too for our physical
and mental health. The North East Link will spell the end of 25 000 trees; 25 000 trees will go with
this project. They say they will replace them, but they are replacing mature trees with seedlings and
saplings that do not provide the same sort of resource to our native animals.
The project will reduce open space by 20 per cent in the Koonung Creek Reserve. It will remove
150 patches of native vegetation spread over 52 hectares of land, and it will remove oval 1 at Bulleen
Park. I cannot put my hand up to give the okay to vegetation destruction and open space destruction
on such a massive scale. It makes a nonsense of the government’s claim to have green credentials. We
need to keep the existing trees as well as planting more. Trees are the lungs of the city, removing
carbon and cooling the environment.
Third, I regret the massive disruption to homes and businesses that the project will generate. The
government will compulsorily acquire 36 homes and 96 businesses. That is not good. But arguably
worse is the impact on the nearby homes and families who are left behind, for now the tollway has
spread so much closer. Local residents are rightly concerned about particle pollution. As Timna Jacks
reported in the Age last Saturday:
Air pollution modelling prepared for the state government finds that by 2036, the amount of fine particulate
matter (PM2.5) on the—

North East Link—
will exceed daily limits at several points … creating poor air quality in the surrounding areas.

The modelling also shows an increase for the Eastern Freeway in the amount of PM2.5. The Eastern
Freeway is being widened up to 24 lanes to cater for an eye-watering 100 000 extra vehicles each day
once the North East Link is completed. According to Environment Protection Authority Victoria’s
rating system, the air quality on the Eastern Freeway will worsen from moderate to poor. The World
Health Organization has declared that PM2.5 is carcinogenic. The predicted amount will exceed the
state government’s 2025 targets. It makes you wonder how serious the government really is about
these targets. The amount of PM2.5 on the Eastern Freeway will be 29 micrograms per cubic metre by
2036, breaching the current standard of 25 and the tougher 2025 target of 20. Greensborough Road in
Watsonia will also have an increase in PM2.5, rising from 16 micrograms per cubic metre before the
North East Link to 27 micrograms after it is built. The Australian Institute of Health and Welfare
estimates that more than 3000 Australians die from urban air pollution every year.
Local residents are also concerned about the noise. The World Health Organization 2018 night-time
noise level limit is 48 A-weighted decibels (dBA), but the government’s environment effects
statement—the EES—uses the much higher noise limit of 55 dBA. The EES identified 158 residences
that will exceed the government’s policy of daytime road noise at 63 dBA.
The government says that night-time World Health Organization road noise limit cannot be achieved
due to cost. This is a classic case of prioritising the economy over people’s health. If the coronavirus
pandemic has taught us anything, it is that this is the wrong priority. Governments around the world
that prioritise health have got it right, and the people now expect political leaders to prioritise health
over the economy. A YouGov survey in England shows 80 per cent want the UK government to
prioritise health over the economy during the pandemic and 60 per cent still want health to be the
priority once the pandemic has passed.
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This brings me to my fourth objection to the link. Three local councils—Banyule, Boroondara and
Whitehorse—who represent between them close to half a million people in Mr Barton’s area, do not
support this project, so much so that they have initiated legal action to try and stop it. The government
has in a cavalier way ignored their concerns and those of resident action groups like Residents United
against North East Link Option A, who are concerned about the impact of the project on the
20 000 dwellings located within 500 metres of the project.
The same cavalier approach was taken to the independent panel that had a nine-week hearing with
over 50 expert witnesses and concluded that the project was not environmentally acceptable. These
recommendations were dismissed by the government. The minister claims in her second-reading
speech that the government had listened to the community’s concerns during the EES process. This is
not so. The evidence brought forward during this process demonstrated that this project is well and
truly suboptimal—its congestion benefits will be merely transitory. The government failed to engage
with the public on potential solutions to transport problems in this corridor. The chair of the panel said
on the first day of the hearings that no other initiatives would be contemplated. The government’s
mind was already made up. It does not listen to naysayers, no matter what the evidence.
A clear sign of the government’s arrogance is its response to a question I asked in the house last year,
in September, asking the government to examine the detailed alternative design work prepared by
Andrew O’Brien of O’Brien Traffic. The government’s response was totally dismissive of this
alternative. It claimed that he had no qualifications in freeway design work. For the record, Mr O’Brien
has worked in the traffic engineering field since 1971—nearly 50 years—and holds engineering
degrees and memberships of peak professional bodies in Australia, New Zealand and America.
Mr O’Brien has designed freeways for the Country Roads Board, including the Geelong Ring Road
and the Geelong inner freeway. He was commissioned by VicRoads to investigate and provide advice
on ramp metering management tools. He undertook traffic modelling for what became the Monash
Freeway, predicting traffic flows that were within 10 per cent of the actual flows. He is an experienced
road safety auditor and has led road safety audit teams assessing freeways. The minister dismisses that
glittering CV with ‘Mr O’Brien has no qualifications in freeway design work’. Well, frankly, I believe
the minister should retract this statement and admit that she owes Mr O’Brien an apology.
Fifth, this project represents a complete abandonment of the policy of the Bracks government to
prioritise links between major activity centres and principal activity centres by public transport. The
house knows that I do not agree with the mandatory enforcement of ever-denser population growth
for Melbourne. I think that Melbourne 2030 and its reiteration in Plan Melbourne continues on as a
dud manifesto that has served Melbourne’s residents poorly. Despite being a load of property
developer driven nonsense, the key attraction such plans hold for many sensible planners is that they
are supposed to encourage public transport. But the project lays bare that the public transport policy is
not fair dinkum. Major centres, including Melbourne Airport, La Trobe University, the Heidelberg
Austin Health precinct, Box Hill and Camberwell, will be even more car dependent if this project
proceeds. For example, many thousands of students and staff members at La Trobe University who
reside south of the Yarra River are compelled to travel to Bundoora by car because public transport is
so mediocre. The North East Link will exacerbate congestion on arterial roads such as Elgar Road and
Middleborough Road, which are already at capacity. Improvements in suburban bus services proposed
under the Bracks and Brumby governments have continued to languish.
Finally, I want to point out to the government that the coronavirus pandemic is a game changer in
terms of public policy, and frankly it needs to review pretty much every major project on its drawing
board or run the risk that what it is doing is 20th-century thinking. In the case of the North East Link,
the coronavirus issues are three. One, overseas health studies have identified air and gas particles as
carriers of coronavirus. Has the government considered this in how both the construction and the
operation of the North East Link may be a potential carrier of the virus? Two, the pandemic is highly
likely to lead to a rethink of where we work. People may work at home more and travel less,
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particularly to the CBD. Three, the virus may further increase online shopping, thereby reducing the
number of trips to shopping centres by car.
I cannot see any sign that the government is reviewing its assumptions or modelling in any way, but
simply sailing full steam ahead like the Queen Mary. This could turn out to be a serious blunder. I
know it is late in the day, but the pandemic shows that we can quickly change and comprehensively
do so if we have to. Even now I urge the government to put this project on hold and look at what
Melbourne really needs in 2020 and the years ahead.
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (14:56): I will be moving amendments to the North East
Link Bill 2020.
Transport Matters Party amendments circulated by Mr BARTON pursuant to standing orders.
Mr BARTON: Thank you for the opportunity to propose these amendments on the tolling of traffic
on the North East Link. This is not the first time we have discussed this. I attempted to introduce
similar changes to the West Gate Tunnel legislation last year. Instead this house let through a mortgage
on Melbourne, which stings even more in these challenging times as the Bank of Transurban has
chosen to impose its fee increases despite the devastation that the coronavirus pandemic has had. But
this new road, which almost everyone would agree—apart from Mr Hayes—is much needed for
linking our road network, presents a new opportunity to deliver some fairness to the tolling system in
our great city.
I support the North East Link, and while I admit it is tempting to take a shot at the planning process
and the use of reference design, which raises far more questions than answers, there is no doubt in the
gridlocked communities of Bulleen, Rosanna, Viewbank and Watsonia that this road is desperately
needed. But today I want to focus on reforming the tolls on this new road and I hope eventually across
Melbourne.
I was contacted earlier this year by a constituent who had purchased a new vehicle. She wrote:
We were so excited to recently purchase a Nissan Navara for family adventures in exploring regional Victoria.
My husband also needs to use it to commute to his work off the East Link in Mulgrave.
We were shocked to discover that we are forced to register as a light commercial vehicle and pay these
exorbitant rates. We just feel sick about it, and it certainly isn’t a fair go for families. We really had no idea
this would be the case.

She joins a great number of families who have been shocked and surprised to discover too late that
their new and prized family utility is an expensive beast that feeds a tolling giant.
I would hope that the amendments I propose today will be adopted for the North East Link and will in
time spread to road users on all toll roads in Victoria in a show of faith and fairness from our toll road
operators. Vehicles that make up our public transport system should not be tolled; this is simple. This
means we must exclude all taxis, VH-registered cars and buses from tolls on the North East Link. If
you are paying to travel on these roads, the toll fee should not be part of that cost. The endgame here
is to reduce congestion and get cars off residential streets and to get people into more efficient and
more environmentally friendly public transport services. Right now a taxidriver can recoup the cost of
tolls from passengers by adding any tolls incurred during the trip to the final bill. However, these costs
can only be charged when a passenger is in the car. If drivers need to return to the city without a
passenger, they bear all the costs, or they avoid the toll roads and make rat runs through the suburban
streets.
Making tolls free for commercial passenger vehicles will mean customers will get a cheaper ride. It
will encourage drivers not to use the rat runs to get back to the city. It will get buses off the suburban
rat runs too. Currently bus services are charged heavy commercial vehicle rates to use our toll roads.
Whether privately chartered or part of the public transport routes, buses transport large groups of
people—often students, tourists and community groups—getting them out of cars, reducing
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congestion and providing efficiency on our roads. They should not be tolled; they should be
encouraged. And what about rideshare drivers? Well, this amendment includes them too. I fought hard
last year to have VH plates returned to the market so that professional drivers could be easily identified.
VH plates are available now, at a cost, to any registered commercial passenger vehicle. Rideshare
drivers are included.
My amendments aim to make travelling on toll roads fairer for families. We almost got one through
last year, but I know people in this place and the community feel the pain of tolls because they chose
a ute or a cab chassis vehicle for their family. All our cars are heavier and bigger now. Utes are the
vehicle of choice for many active families. They should not be punished for their weekend adventures
in regional Victoria with commercial toll rates. There are many inconsistencies in the classification of
passenger and commercial vehicles. For example, a minibus carrying 12 passengers passes down our
toll roads on a car rate. The enormous $250 000 Range Rover pays a car rate as well. An eight-seat
Kia Carnival travels as a passenger vehicle, yet a nine-seat Volkswagen Multivan is hit with
commercial rates.
This year has been an utter disaster for Victoria. With devastating bushfires and coronavirus
lockdowns, our regional centres need these families and their family vans and utes, and will for years
to come. These amendments will also extend passenger vehicle rates to our tradies and other local
businesses who use utes for work purposes. This Labor government and our federal Liberal
government have expressed on many occasions that our construction industry must be kept alive and
that they will lead the economy’s recovery from coronavirus. Halving the tolls is an easy way to put
cash in their pockets. Including light commercial vehicles in the passenger vehicle classification also
puts money into the pockets of small businesses that really need it.
It is our small local businesses that have been hit hardest by restrictions, and it will take them many
years to recover. Reducing tolls for light commercial vehicles making local deliveries puts cash back
into these businesses and makes them competitive with online alternatives. When local businesses
must charge for delivery to cover tolls they compete with online stores, whose economies of scale
allow them to offer free delivery. I say let them through. Again, I am here to urge members to bring
fairness to the tolling of the North East Link, and I sincerely hope the Bank of Transurban is listening
and chooses to take these amendments in good faith, act as a good corporate citizen and extend them
across all toll roads in Victoria.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (15:03): I am reminded of Shirley Bassey’s song
Big Spender. High taxing and big spending is the norm for all sides of politics these days, and a
$16 billion road project is certainly big spending. The Liberal Democrats are, in general, not opposed
to toll roads. In fact we would like to see more projects where the users pay for the things that they
use. While we are opposed to big spending, we accept that government, at least in its current form, has
a role in negotiating big contacts for large infrastructure projects. While we will not be opposing the
bill, I would like to make it clear for the record that the reason we opposed the bill last year for the
West Gate Tunnel was that it was using a funding arrangement that extended tolls on another road.
That road has been built, the tolls were in place and the Victorian public had been told that there was
a clear agreement on the duration of those tolls.
We do have some concerns, however. Does anyone in the chamber really believe that this project will
be delivered on time and on budget at $16 billion? A Grattan Institute analysis of 836 transport
infrastructure projects in 2016 showed that taxpayers spent $28 billion more over 15 years than they
were told they would cost. Granted, not all of these projects were in Victoria, but I do not think many
people would argue things have drastically improved since the days of Myki and the famous cost
blowouts on that project. In the Grattan report premature announcements were highlighted as a key
contributing factor to cost blowouts. The average for cost blowouts was stated as being between 24
and 42 per cent. Add in the politics of bold announcements, and we get billions of dollars of taxpayers
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money being used as a political football. The Victorian Auditor-General stated in a report tabled in
Parliament in 2015 on the east–west link project, and I quote:
… the advice provided to the then government was disproportionately aimed at achieving contract execution
prior to the 2014 state election rather than being in the best interests of the project or use of taxpayers’ money.

Many Victorians would indeed share the view that both sides of politics played shameful and reckless
games with taxpayers money. It is the wealth of individuals and businesses that funds the government.
This is other people’s money that was being played with. The Auditor-General also stated, and I quote:
Some public officials involved in this audit indicated that providing frank and fearless advice when they
believe a government does not want to receive it will negatively impact their influence or career opportunities.

I wonder: is the government receiving frank and fearless advice on this project? Even if we believe
the assumptions and projections made in the business case, it is pretty clear that they may no longer
hold true. With the pandemic, the looming recession, the population drop and possible ongoing
restrictions and changes in travel patterns for Victorians, the Grattan Institute and leaders from the
construction industry have called for a review of the business case. I think it would be a strange thing
to argue that all of the assumptions built into the business case would still stack up.
The government claims that the project will create some 10 000 jobs. Firstly, the government does not
actually create jobs. It would be more accurately described as redistributing jobs. Even if we took this
as a real number, I wonder if this is a net jobs figure, with over 100 businesses going to be impacted
and several of them stating that they are unlikely to be able to continue operating as they will lose their
local customers and will not be able to easily shift to a new location. Ten thousand is a nice round
number, though, and sounds good in a sound bite.
The government has made some attempts to tidy up the issues with infringements on the other toll
roads that were swamping our community legal services and courts with cases where people had
accrued thousands of dollars of fines that they would never have been able to pay only to have them
waved through by a magistrate when they finally made it to court. I note that clause 78 of the bill
attempts to address this by allowing for the application of financial hardship and special circumstances
as defined by the Infringements Act 2006. While the intent may be good, this section of the
Infringements Act has been described to me by people working in community legal services as
dysfunctional. I am not convinced that the issue of clogging our justice system with trivial matters of
infringements is entirely resolved by this. Perhaps an assessment process for special circumstances
that does not require lengthy delays to go before the courts could be considered in future, especially
with the backlog in our courts due to the coronavirus.
Now that the Eastern Freeway is considered an important heritage item for Melbourne, apparently, we
have to wonder if the proposed freeway widening works will conflict with the profound and important
heritage value of this iconic freeway. In conclusion, while we have serious concerns about the
predictable cost overruns that this project will inevitably have and the impact on taxpayers and other
important infrastructure works, we will not be opposing this legislation.
Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:08): I rise today to speak on the North East Link Bill 2020.
At the outset I should make it clear that as a representative of people in the Eastern Metropolitan
Region of Melbourne I support the construction of this road, so I am not going to seek to stand in the
way of this bill. However, the government’s process has been quite frankly a disgrace: underhanded,
politicised and self-serving. Several elements of the legislation before us today concern me.
The government’s handling of the North East Link Project from the outset has highlighted three things
that this government loves to do and that now we are seeing repeated time and time again. Firstly, this
government seems to love writing itself blank cheques and then telling anyone who has legitimate
concerns that they are standing in the way of progress. Secondly, this government routinely and
brazenly ignores its own financial incompetence and its cost blowouts. It does so disingenuously in
the name of getting things done and with scant regard for the heavy burden of debt and deficit that will
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hang around the neck of our state like an albatross for generations. Thirdly, this government is allergic
to scrutiny.
As I have said, the process that has been undertaken from the start of this project has been appalling.
Firstly, the designs for the road were released. Many people in the eastern suburbs of Melbourne saw
options B and C as viable. Option D, many of my constituents have told me, shot too far out to the
east. Option A, again, many local residents felt, would cause significant disturbance to the Banyule
Flats Reserve and also to local businesses.
To the alarm of local people it was this option, option A, that the government chose. There is
fascinating speculation, of course, in my part of the world that this has something to do with the
Premier’s well-known distaste for the member for Ivanhoe, whose electorate the chosen route cuts
through and whose constituents will experience untold disruption, although that is not something that
I could possibly comment on.
Still focused on the process, the environmental effects statement (EES) was issued. The public came
to the table. Indeed there were over 870 submissions and 50 expert witnesses engaged in the process,
but the report that was produced has been lambasted by local councils in my region that will be directly
affected by the road. They have identified the loss of 30 hectares of green space, the removal of up to
25 000 trees and irreparable damage to the Yarra River floodplain. These are serious issues. Numerous
councils in my electorate have made these claims, and they say that they are inadequately dealt with
in the EES—and that is not to mention the seven years of disruption and the compulsory acquisition
of 100 businesses. Claims that all this can be mitigated by planting 30 000 trees are environmentally
illiterate, with the certainty of long-term and deleterious impacts upon biodiversity in the beautiful
Eastern Metropolitan Region of Victoria. So numerous councils have identified the EES as inadequate
and requiring further revision, appealing to the Supreme Court for planning approvals to be reversed,
but the minister accepted the report with minimal changes, with an arrogance that has become the
hallmark of the Andrews Labor government.
Finally, we have had the truly bizarre saga of the proposed heritage listing of the Eastern Freeway.
The heritage listing of a 40-year-old road would be inexplicable if the political motives of this
government were not so transparent: to make a future east–west link virtually impossible despite the
extraordinary need. From start to finish the government’s handling of the North East Link has been a
victory for politics over policy and narrow self-interest over the interests of my constituents and the
broader Victorian community.
Now, the legislation before us today in many respects is a simple shell. It allows the government to
connect the dots as it deems fit. This road will be—and needs to be, in my view—a toll road; I do not
contest that. This project is among the largest undertaken in our state, but the mechanism for setting
the tolling and the way the relevant corporation is to be set up are matters of serious concern to me. In
this piece of legislation, as occurred last time we sat in this place, the government is seeking to hand
itself a blank cheque and to then charge Victorians however much it would like to use the road. The
tolls are not set, but when they are they will be organised by the government-controlled corporation.
There is no competition, no perception of corporate responsibility or brand protection, so the
government can set the tolls, increase the tolls and further burden the road user to cover up and remedy
the cost overruns that the government will inevitably experience.
I worry also that the government is once again seeking an avenue to deliver jobs for the boys, which
is a topic that has been widely discussed in this week’s press. This government is masterful at ignoring
its financial responsibility, debt and cost blowouts. The reason it has not set the tolls is that it has no
concept of what the total cost of the project will be. The government is expecting blowouts because
that is how all projects under the Andrews Labor government have progressed. The Metro Tunnel is
of course just the most recent example. An extra $3 billion has been added to that project, a 30 per
cent cost increase. The North East Link is sitting at $16 billion now, but we do not know what the final
cost will be. The government’s regulatory capacity to increase tolls gives it licence to not account for
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cost blowouts. Why bother reining in the cost of a project, why bother being economical, when you
can effectively increase your income at the back end of the project to whatever figure is needed?
This bill gives the minister, through the Governor in Council, an inordinate amount of control over the
North East Link corporation. That is because, rather than following a tradition of accountability, of
independent professional decision-making, the government has set up a shell to funnel its own
decision-making through, leaving the corporation as a reporting mechanism. Directors are appointed
entirely at the mercy of the Governor in Council, severely limiting any independent thought.
If we look at the bill, clause 113, ‘Regulations’, details the long list of matters the government, through
the Governor in Council, is set to take responsibility for. These include all the details of the tolling and
the use of tolling systems and devices. So we are setting up a quasi-independent, state-owned
corporation for the government to run its own decisions through to its own appointed directors to
deliver the outcomes the government wants.
The North East Link is a vital piece of infrastructure to my constituents in Eastern Metropolitan
Region. Now it is time to finish the ring-road and deliver a more united and interlinked road system
for suburban Melbourne. It will need to be tolled for the foreseeable future, but we can and should set
limits on the cost of these tolls, and we must continue to control the cost of this road on commuters
and taxpayers alike. It makes no sense to me—and this is a point that has been made by numerous
members on our side of not only this chamber but the other place—to have a North East Link but not
an east–west link. I also have deep concerns that that other road will in future be tolled by the
government. So when it comes to the committee phase I will be moving some amendments to that
effect, and I would ask now if those amendments could please be circulated.
Opposition amendments circulated by Dr BACH pursuant to standing orders.
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (15:17): I will not keep anybody for long here, but I do want
to talk briefly about how the government plans to pay for this major road project. The business plan
shows 10 different groups that will benefit from the project. This covers businesses, workers,
communities, public transport users et cetera. Ideally all of these beneficiaries should pay some share
of the project. While I note that user tolls on the road only pay for about 22 per cent of the costs, even
that is an unduly heavy imposition on one group of beneficiaries—the people who use the road. So
the rest of the road will be paid for by all other taxpayers in Victoria, particularly future taxpayers,
since the money will be borrowed. My constituents in Warrnambool and Torquay will pay for a share
of this road, even though it is of no use to them.
The point would be moot if infrastructure were fairly distributed across the state, but I have not seen
any plans to spend $16 billion on road infrastructure in my electorate of Western Victoria. The
government must do the hard work of economic reform to allow this infrastructure spending to be
recovered from the beneficiaries, in proportion to the benefit. Only by transitioning away from
inefficient taxes like stamp duties and payroll taxes and towards value capture will the funding for
projects like this become anything like fair.
The government proposes to establish a state tolling company. Having said that tolling is not the best
way to pay for the road, I understand the government is currently committed to it. I can still turn around
and say that this at least seems like a good move, and I hope the government can pull it off. Returning
tolling operations and tolling revenue to public hands is a good strategy for long-term financial
management.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (15:19): I rise to speak briefly to the North East Link Bill 2020.
At the very heart of this bill is the establishment of the North East Link State Tolling Corporation in
relation to the North East Link road. The new tolling corporation will be the primary body responsible
for the imposition, collection and enforcement of tolls in relation to the use of the North East Link
tollway.
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It can be argued that the government has a mandate to progress with this project as part of its Big
Build. Some might argue that toll roads do not constitute core policy for Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party.
Some might argue that the location of this proposed road in the eastern suburbs is a long way from the
regional corners of western and northern Victoria. However, minor parties are accountable for every
vote they cast in this chamber, and therefore any bill which legislates the tolling of roads in Victoria
should be carefully considered.
Unlike its ugly cousin the West Gate Tunnel, the North East Link is slightly more edible. I am sure
my colleagues in western Victoria would agree that the West Gate Tunnel has been very unpopular,
especially in the parts of western Victoria where the government wishes to put contaminated soil.
However, the fact that the state government is collecting the tolls from this new road is a major point
of differentiation. Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party does not necessarily support the tolling of major roads.
However, if the revenues are being returned to Victorians, this is surely a better outcome than
increasing Transurban’s dividends for shareholders.
Moving away from the tolling of the new road and onto the cost, any project which requires $16 billion
from hardworking Victorians should undergo rigorous scrutiny. Does the $16 billion price tag take
into account that the bosses of the CFMMEU and its allies are demanding wage increases of 4 per cent
or 5 per cent every year between 2021 and 2028 for workers on the project? I suspect not. I only wish
that our teachers and emergency services workers could get anything close to that pay rise. Wouldn’t
that be nice? Does the $16 billion price tag take into account potential cost blowouts due to
construction delays and pending legal challenges? I suspect not. All of these credible questions remain
unanswered at the same time as Victoria is navigating the health and economic crisis.
Then there is the issue of China. In October last year Premier Daniel Andrews signed a memorandum
of understanding with China on its Belt and Road Initiative. Let me make this clear: Derryn Hinch’s
Justice Party is not anti-foreign investment or anti-China. Australia’s economic growth is contingent
on China’s success. We have all been beneficiaries of trade with countries around the globe, but when
Victorians are being short-changed, it is up to all of us in this chamber to speak up. One of the largest
consortiums bidding to build the North East Link is backed by China Construction Oceania, which is
part of the China State Construction Engineering Corporation that is rolling out the Communist Party’s
Belt and Road Initiative. This coincides with unfair tariffs being placed on Australian barley.
Is Victoria relying on borrowed funds from foreign states to pay for this megaproject? Can Victoria
continue to service existing debts if interest rates rise or state revenue continues to decline? Most
importantly, is there any risk that the newly established tolling corporation will be privatised against
the wishes of hardworking Victorians and sold to the private sector or, more worryingly, a foreign
country? I worry that the state government is engaging in selective diplomacy by ignoring trade
tensions with China in some industries while striving for greater trade in other industries, potentially
undermining Australia’s sense of sovereignty. The public is understandably anxious about this.
Finally, I sum up my contribution to debate on this bill on a positive note. Rural and regional Victoria
is ready and waiting: ready for growth and waiting for much-needed funding. From the construction
of a new art gallery in Hamilton to the completion of the Murray Basin rail project, country Victoria
has hundreds of shovel-ready projects—projects which would drive job growth in communities where
there is high unemployment, projects which would unlock economic growth on a grand scale through
improved freight and passenger rail services, projects which actually have public support.
The North East Link is arguably needed. It is a project which responds to the immeasurable population
growth in the eastern suburbs of Melbourne, but I am concerned that this project is not currently in the
best interests of Victorians. I call on the government to reconsider funding arrangements for the project
and while doing so invest in communities across western and northern Victoria.
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Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (15:24): I will be brief. Although we are far from thrilled by it,
we are not opposed to this bill or this new road. My colleague David has set out the Liberal Democrats’
position on it. I just want to focus on a single aspect, one I think sets out one of the big problems with
this government. This $16 billion is part of Labor’s Big Build, the massive infrastructure expenditure
in Melbourne. It is not a big build of Victoria; it is a big build of Melbourne. This government is a
government for Melbourne—$100 billion for Melbourne and a rail trail will do for the rest of the state.
Where is the Shepparton bypass? Where are we up to with the Murray Basin rail project? Where are
the big infrastructure projects for the regions, the upgrades to the Hume Highway? Where is the
decentralisation that the state desperately needs? Nothing. This government does not care about the
regions, it does not care about Northern Victoria Region and it even holds us back from building our
own industries with the red and green tape. It does not care about anything outside of the Melbourne
boundaries. It is a government from Melbourne for Melbourne.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (15:25): I rise to speak on the North East Link Bill 2020.
This bill is establishing the North East Link State Tolling Corporation, a publicly owned tolling
company to manage the tolling on the North East Link road, and setting up the framework for the
tolling of the road. It also allows for the tabling and disallowance of the North East Link tolling
agreement and any subsequent amendments.
This bill is another one in the long line of poor transport decisions made by this government. Its
obsession with roads means our transport system continues to be dominated by asphalt and cars instead
of more train and tram tracks or more bike lanes. Like all of this Labor government’s mega toll road
projects, this is a bad project that should have never been green lit. It will pump thousands more cars
onto the roads, destroy 182 300 square metres of open space and park areas in the north-eastern
suburbs, remove 25 000 trees, turn waterways into drains and threaten already endangered flora and
fauna.
The road is also set to fail Victoria’s new air pollution standards. We have just heard this weekend that
vehicle emissions from all the cars on the North East Link will exceed daily air pollution limits,
affecting the air quality in the suburbs surrounding the road. It is all the more disappointing that this
government is sticking to its guns on this bad road project when there are so many other infrastructure
projects it could be investing in. Now is exactly the right time to invest in infrastructure projects, but
they need to be the right ones—projects that can add benefit to the Victorian community and seek to
both create jobs and tackle significant problems facing our community, like the climate crisis and
inequality. Right now we are at a moment in history when Victoria has a unique opportunity to invest
in big, visionary projects that shape our future for the better. At a time when we need to make choices
about how we spend and prioritise projects in order to boost economic recovery post COVID-19,
surely there are better ways that we could spend the $16 billion that the Premier and his ministers are
wasting on the North East Link.
We are in a climate crisis, an extinction crisis and a housing crisis, and we need to be investing in
modern, sustainable infrastructure across our state. These are all areas where we could be directing
our infrastructure spending instead of towards massive toll roads. We could be building tens of
thousands of new public homes to end homelessness in Victoria, solve our housing crisis and give
everybody a place to call home. We could be investing in public and active transport, creating
hundreds of new jobs and building sustainable transport infrastructure for the future. We could be
creating lots of new publicly owned renewable energy, helping us get out of coal and transition to
100 per cent renewable energy. All of these projects would create jobs, provide economic stimulus
post COVID and benefit our communities so much more than building just one road.
But the Andrews government has doubled down, saying the North East Link toll road is too financially
important to Victoria to be stopped, and it is refusing to consider any alternative social infrastructure
projects. It is doubling down on a project that is currently subject to a Supreme Court case where four
of the councils affected by the road are rightfully questioning the validity of the environment effects
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statement process. The environmental effects assessment was based on just a reference design—a
concept of the road—not the actual detailed design of the road. It is effectively a rubber stamp, a
charade that allows government to wave through bad projects with no consequences.
We have already heard calls from transport experts and economists for the government to re-examine
the project. We have heard forecasts that the project has overestimated travel time savings and traffic
numbers, meaning the government is preparing to pump billions into a project that will not deliver the
promised benefits. The project is even being abandoned by the private companies that the government
is relying on to build the road, with consortiums retracting their bids for the project and refusing to
accept the financial risks attached.
While the government argues that this is a landmark first for Victoria, a public tolling company, it is
actually just another step in the government’s mass privatisation agenda. Instead of privatising the
road straightaway, the government is making Victorians bear the financial risk of the road to begin
with before it will inevitably sell off the tolling rights in a few years, and from the tender documents
we know that the government is prepared to sell off the tolling rights to the road as early as 2030, only
three years after the road is set to open. So today I will move amendments to stop the government from
selling off the tolling rights in the North East Link without the approval of both houses of Parliament.
I am happy for those amendments to be circulated now.
Greens amendments circulated by Dr RATNAM pursuant to standing orders.
Dr RATNAM: These amendments require approval through a resolution of both houses of
Parliament for the sale and disposal of the main undertakings of the North East Link State Tolling
Corporation. The government should not be able to make the public bear the risk of the project in the
short term and then sell it off to its mates a few years down the track so they can make a profit. So our
amendments will prevent the government from selling off these rights without the prior approval of
both houses of Parliament.
On the topic of amendments, I would like to indicate that the Greens will be supporting the
opposition’s amendments to this bill. We support measures that improve the oversight ability of the
Parliament, especially the ability of this chamber to scrutinise and revoke bad legislation or
agreements, such as the North East Link tolling agreement. We also support the amendments that
make it clear that the government cannot allow tolling on the Eastern Freeway.
But to conclude, the Greens oppose this project and we oppose this bill. It is appalling that the
government is going ahead with sinking $16 billion into one road that nobody wants—not the experts,
not the private companies, who are steering clear of this disaster, and not the local community and
local councils in the area. It is a project that will be disastrous for local communities, clean air and the
environment. We urge the government to abandon this disastrous project in favour of sustainable,
beneficial social infrastructure.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (15:34): I am pleased to speak to the bill for what will
probably be a $16 billion 26-kilometre freeway that will be expected to open in six or seven years.
Certainly Dr Ratnam and I are acutely aware of that and our constituents are certainly speaking to us
considerably. But I will not use this contribution to speak about the road itself. I think I will stick to
the task at hand, which is the toll.
Now, in some ways this is a relatively novel bill. You do not normally see governments setting their
own tolls; they usually like to give it to other people to do. It sets up a state tolling corporation that
will be the recipient of these revenues. As we know, the bill provides for not only the collection but
also the enforcement and the administration fees. It will provide for the tabling and amendment of the
North East Link tolling agreements between the government and itself—the state tolling corporation—
and it also will enable itself to authorise and regulate the tolling. And it also has other purposes.
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As I said, it is novel and it is something that we have not actually seen for quite a while, but then again
we probably have not seen many international businesses or many corporations actually interested in
toll roads given the failure of Sydney’s Cross City Tunnel and Lane Cove Tunnel, and Brisbane’s
Airport Link and Clem7 Tunnel. None of those have actually really worked, so I can imagine that
there is not a great appetite for accepting toll revenue risk out there.
As I said, this is one of the first major road projects in Australia in which a government will take the
revenue risk for operating a tollway. Really since the advent of public-private partnerships we have
not seen that. Obviously there is cheap money around and low interest rates, and governments can be
more savvy about maximising public value for road infrastructure works, even if that does come at a
risk. In some ways you can hear Yes Minister: ‘Very brave, Minister—very brave’.
Mr Barton: Courageous.
Ms PATTEN: It is very courageous to actually toll your constituents and be responsible for any
increases in those tolls and be responsible for any enforcement of those tolls. There is no blocker; you
cannot actually blame somebody else for them, because you are front and centre of this.
Maybe this is what we might see as a turning point. We might see governments actually investing in
their own roads and borrowing their own money rather than going to public-private partnerships. I do
not think that would be necessarily a bad thing. I think it makes governments even more accountable
to their constituents, and as they raise those tolls it could well be through the ballot box that they are
told whether their constituents like those toll increases or not.
As I said, it will be the first Victorian motorway where the state takes that revenue risk. To be cynical,
they may have not had much choice in doing that. I am not sure that there are a lot of people out there
who have a great interest in investing in this area. But given that they are taking the risk, given that it
is a government toll, I hope that actually means fairer tolls in the long run. It also means that the
government will have, possibly, a saleable asset going into the future.
I do not want to speak about the road. I know many people here today have talked about the empty
roads that we are experiencing today and whether that will change; certainly Dr Ratnam in her
contribution spoke about this. But also when we are seeing greater use of active transport, as
Dr Ratnam has raised a couple of times today, and also as we are seeing things like electric cars, as we
are seeing other forms of transport, as we are seeing greater sharing of transport and as we are seeing
greater ability to work from home, all of these things will change this and will change the risk of
building this road. I think this is a question, and it is something that we will be debating no doubt
throughout this year.
We know when it is a tradies RDO or when it is the school holidays our roads are never as busy as on
other days. So we should also—and I encourage the government to also—consider other mechanisms
to reduce or spread that demand. I know Infrastructure Victoria will tell you that it is not necessarily
about building more infrastructure; it is just about managing the infrastructure you have better. And
this would take me to something like a four-day work week.
Ms Symes: Really? Didn’t see that coming!
Ms PATTEN: I knew you would be surprised! With the four-day work week, what we saw in that
was that this would reduce congestion and this would reduce the need for building more roads. It
would reduce the need even for building more trams and trains. If 15 per cent of people did not start
work at 9 o’clock, this would have an extraordinary effect on congestion throughout our city and our
state. In fact just changing the work times could have a staggering effect, let alone having one less day
a week when people are on the roads.
Over the coming 15 years the cumulative congestion will cost an estimated $42 billion to the Victorian
economy, and that is just in the interface councils. That is just in those councils that are at the edge of
our ever-growing city. This is the price of lost productivity as our workforce and our deliveries sit idle
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in traffic, emitting exhaust, in just a small proportion of the state. As I say, $42 billion is the number
just for those interface councils alone. So we can fix congestion by a whole range of means, not
necessarily by building other roads. COVID has shown us that we can adapt and we can do this
differently. But with that point made, I will support this bill.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (15:42): In starting my contribution today, I have no
doubt spoken at length about the need for large infrastructure projects in the western suburbs of
Melbourne and my great disappointment over the years not to have WestLink built—that being a
political football of the Liberals and the ALP over a very short time. Obviously I have also spoken
about my absolute love at that time of WestLink, knowing that if WestLink had been built it would
have been open this year. So again here we are in the chamber having a conversation, or voting on a
bill, today around a very large piece of infrastructure—a very important piece of infrastructure—for
Victoria.
I have been listening to the contributions from everyone here today, and I guess I would like to make
a couple of points on some of the things that I have heard during the debate today. Firstly, I would say
this to any member of Parliament that is a member for western Victoria: you cannot get to the docks
without going through Western Metro. So to any member for western Victoria who wishes to say that
they do not support the West Gate Tunnel, well, how are you going to actually get your produce from
western Victoria into the docks and overseas without coming through Western Metro—without
coming over the West Gate Bridge or through the West Gate Tunnel?
And then, after what I have heard from all the contributions today: how could you possibly not have
this wonderful piece of infrastructure which is the West Gate Tunnel Project, because we need it—the
second crossing? If you go down to the West Gate Bridge today and go under it, on Hyde Street as
you go to Williamstown, you will actually see people working underneath the West Gate Bridge,
holding it together, virtually. They have got workers underneath the West Gate Bridge. There are
orange things dripping out at the moment. They are all busy, like a bunch of ants. You do not see it as
you are driving over it, the bolting and welding and who knows what to the tune of $25 million a year
to keep that old, ageing piece of infrastructure from falling down again. That is what is currently
occurring.
So for the people here in this chamber that do not realise that we need a second crossing in the west, I
have put it on the record many times, and I will say it again: I supported WestLink. It would have been
a much better alternative. It would have gone from the docks straight under Footscray, come up in
Brooklyn or Altona and attached to the ring-road. It would have been fantastic. But, yes, it was political
football by the Libs. They were given $1 billion to do that project. No, they could not spend it in the
west. They had to spend that $1 billion and morph it into the east–west link project. And then, yes, the
Labor Party ripped up that contract to the tune of, what, $1 billion, $3 billion—you know, who cares;
$1 billion, $3 billion—and morphed it into this project, the West Gate Tunnel Project, which virtually
has a tunnel, and that is exactly what has occurred.
So, yes, I am constantly angry when we have these debates about these large pieces of infrastructure,
because quite clearly the community did not deserve to have a $1 billion or $3 billion contract ripped
up. They absolutely need that infrastructure in the west. But when I hear western members—and
Western Metro members—saying that this is not needed, that we somehow do not need an additional
crossing in the west, how the hell are you going to get your produce through my area of Western Metro
onto the docks and overseas? Kaboom! That is my brain when I hear those contributions in this
chamber.
Members interjecting.
Dr CUMMING: Yes, I know we are talking about the North East Link Bill today. I will get there,
do not worry. Respectfully, that is the missing link for Victoria. We are squabbling about what the
federal Liberals are going to give us money for and what the state ALP wishes to do; that is the
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squabble today. We can play political football—and I am looking at you; there are only two of you,
and maybe also Mr Rich-Phillips. We can play political football about this. But then we have another
project ripped up, and the north and east of Victoria does not get looked after. We can play. I am
watching Craig nodding like, ‘She doesn’t understand what’s going on’. No? I can just tell. I
understand what a public-private partnership is. Mr Rich-Phillips rightly said during the secondreading debate, as I was listening, that the Libs wrote the project. They wrote the contract. They wrote
the Transurban contract. But in this chamber I have watched and listened. When the Labor Party
extended that contract, ‘Oh, it’s secret. What’s in it?’, blah, blah, blah. Really? You wrote the original
one. It was an extension of that.
Yes, it is only 20 years ago. Do you think we have forgotten? I know there are people in this chamber
who have been here for 20 years. I wish Bernie was here today, because if Mr Finn was here today he
would have remembered the first Transurban contract that the Liberals actually signed. He would have
read it front to back, as he read the budget last year front to back the same day that we got it in our
laps. We got it in our laps at 12 o’clock, but you know, that day he read it front to back.
A member interjected.
Dr CUMMING: Well, the theatre of this place is amazing sometimes. And, yes, I am a bit
emotional about this. It really gets my goat when members here rip up billion-dollar projects or
$3 billion projects. I think it was $1 billion. I am not going to squabble about a billion or another
billion. It is $1 billion or $2 billion or $3 billion. It really gets the community’s goat.
So I am talking about this bill today, the North East Link Bill. For the government to get my support,
I asked the Treasurer quite directly—his advisers—for further information, rather than the little
briefing that was provided originally, about some of what I believed my community’s concerns would
be, because obviously my community listens to the media grabs and they do not really understand the
detail. My job here is to actually read the detail to make the decision on their behalf. Rightly so, I have
gone through the detail. I might actually read word for word correspondence from the senior advisers.
I would hope the government is not going to fall apart, but I am going to read it word for word, from
the questions that I raised:
Thanks for chatting on Thursday. Please find responses to your questions regarding the North East Link
Bill 2020. Detailed responses are attached.

I do not have enough time to go into all of that, but I will at least just read the front page of the email
sent:
Clarification of ownership and governance: tolling operation
Toll revenues will be retained by the state and undertaken via the STC. This means that the state, through the
STC, will hold the entitlement to and be responsible for managing all tolling revenues generated from the
North East Link, which we will use to pay services payments under the availability of the PPP.

For people who are listening, the PPP is the public-private partnership contract, which the Liberal
Party understands quite well, because Jeff Kennett and his mates did that originally. Let us not worry
about the theatre; let us get to the facts. My question to them was: ‘Is any part of this project funded
by the Belt and Road?’, because the community do not understand the detail. And they responded like
this:
The $15.8 billion investment in the North East Link has been fully funded by the government. The Belt and
Road Initiative framework agreement between the state of Victoria and the Chinese government does not
involve the funding of infrastructure projects. Rather it provides mechanisms for ongoing cooperation and
engagement.

Okay. That is the answer to that question. I must have said, ‘Break up the North East Link cost by
road’, so they have got back to me:
The early works package, up to about $400 million; the primary package, the PPP—
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which is obviously the public-private partnership—
$7 billion to $9 billion. The secondary packages: package one, M80, which is Somers Road, $1.5 billion to
$2.5 billion; package two, Hoddle Street to Burke Road, $400 million to $700 million; package three, Burke
Road to Tram Road, $1.5 billion to $2.5 billion; package four, Tram Road to Springvale Road, $500 million
to $750 million.
Please let me know if I can follow up on anything else or if there are any other inquiries you have about the
bill. Quite happy to talk them through—

the adviser said. I have got more, but I have also got other documents in my office that I have read
through. There might be others across the way here who might feel that I might not understand this
project in terms of, as others have said here today, the state holding the lease of the tollway and leasing
the road, but I have another question: who owns the land underneath? That was another question that
I raised.
I am almost out of time in this contribution, and I am looking at others around who are going, ‘Okay,
I want to have a turn’. Fair enough, but there is a lot of detail. I heard from the Greens’ contribution
just earlier the ‘would, could and should’, as my mum would say. Let us just stick to the facts of what
is actually in the paperwork and what needs to be done for the state.
I absolutely understand the community’s concern around paying a toll to pay for a piece of the
infrastructure that is needed, because obviously the government is in debt and they obviously need to
loan the money to get the project done. You can blame the Labor Party, the Liberal Party; you just
pick your time frame. They have all done it to us in one way, shape or form in the past. They have just
struck a nice red line through a billion dollars and then we pay in the future. Just pick your project. In
my lifetime I have known of many. My community, the City of Maribyrnong that I was part of, was
bankrupt for years due to a pathetic project under which my family home was compulsorily acquired.
It cost my community $30 million to 50 million 30 years ago and bankrupted my city for such a long
time. Finally the City of Maribyrnong, nice to say, is not in debt anymore. But it did take 20 years for
that to occur. I have a lived experience of living in an area where the political powers that be at that
particular time made horrible economic decisions and cost my community millions of dollars. And at
that time $50 million was a lot of money. I think you could have bought a house in Footscray for about
$35 000, that is just to show you the times.
But I must say we have to get realistic in these times that we are living in. We are all watching what
is occurring in America and across the world with a bit of thanks that we live in a wonderful country,
Australia, having Scott Morrison being so calm and collected. And it has nothing to do with Liberal
and Labor; I am an Independent. I hate—I mean I love—you both equally. I am very thankful that we
have Scott Morrison being measured and Daniel Andrews being measured, so if anyone out there
thinks that I hate one of them more than the other or I love one of them more than the other, I do not.
I see them for what they are, and I know, as I am not a political novice; I have been watching this
space for many years now. I just want the best for Victoria. So I am not sure if one of the other speakers
is ready to speak, or am I the final speaker?
A member interjected.
Dr CUMMING: Okay. I would like to also add that what I have heard in this chamber today—
and you know, you do choose your words selectively—respectfully, does sound a lot like we are trying
to bash the poor people of China, the Chinese community, for being born in the country that they were
born in. Respectfully, we all know in this place what postcode poverty means, and in this space we
also know that we cannot help what country we are born in. But when governments and politicians—
of which I am one, and others I hear today—use such emotive language to scaremonger the
community, not to tell or explain the full detail, to get their media grabs, it hurts my Independent heart
greatly that we cannot see each other all as humans. We can actually during this time lay down our
political theatrics and just speak to each other in a manner that we are all humans, regardless of if you
are Labor, Liberal, Green, purple or one of the 11—
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Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Dr CUMMING: I am purple, Craig. If you mix red and blue together, you get purple, right, so I
am purple. Okay? I am purple. Just remember that one, Craig. If you mix Labor and Liberal together,
you get purple. That is me. And the crossbench here—choose whichever colour: turquoise or yellow
or white—all of us are a representation of the world and we are all humans, and I do not enjoy,
especially in these times, trying to politically pointscore using emotive language. I guess I feel like I
have come in here today as a mother, telling off the naughty children in the chamber, but I feel the
need. I am not really here for a political grab or for the media; I am here just to speak from the heart
on behalf of my community and read the detail, making sure whether what I hear in the media and
what my poor community is panicking about is true or not. I still have not made my final decision,
because I like to listen to the whole of the debate and then make up my mind, and I will allow the other
speakers—and I think it is the final speaker next—to have their contribution so then I can make my
mind up. Thank you, everyone.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (16:05): Some days you just get lucky, don’t you? I
get to follow Dr Cumming, the purple member for Western Metropolitan Region. I would like to refute
some of the things that she said, but to be perfectly honest I am not quite sure what she was talking
about.
Nonetheless, let me talk to the bill at hand, the North East Link Bill 2020, a bill to establish the North
East Link State Tolling Corporation for the North East Link road. This is a really long bill in seven
parts with 165 clauses. I am certain the minister is looking forward to examining each one of those
clauses in the committee stage of the bill today; I know I am. I am looking forward to having that
discussion very shortly.
The bill sets up a tolling regime for the North East Link. The North East Link is a fancy name for it,
but essentially it is the completion of the ring-road that should have been completed years and years
ago. You can put whatever spin you want on this, but this road was never completed. If you represent
the area that I represent in the north of Melbourne, the ring-road stops at Greensborough. That is where
it stops—where the traffic lights are. But it actually stops back at about Thomastown. That is where
the traffic slows up. I know Mr Elasmar is familiar with the area as well. It is bumper to bumper almost
from the Tulla interchange all the way to Greensborough in the afternoon and from Greensborough to
the Bolte Bridge in the morning. So this is a completion of the Metropolitan Ring Road.
But when it is completed it will simply take all that traffic from the west of Melbourne and the north
of Melbourne onto the Eastern Freeway. If they are heading into town, where do they go then? They
stop on the Eastern Freeway, probably around the Chandler Highway, if not before. How can you
possibly build this extension or completion of the Metropolitan Ring Road without doing something
about the intersection of Hoddle Street, Alexandra Avenue and the Eastern Freeway? The North East
Link will feed into the Eastern Freeway and then stop dead where we could have had the east–west
link.
One thing Dr Cumming did talk about was putting a red line through a billion dollars. Let me correct
her: the government put $1.3 billion in the trash can for a project they said was not worth the paper it
was written on. We are the laughing stock of sovereign entities around the world when they say, ‘Are
you the place that spent $1.3 billion not to build a road?’. That is right; that was Victoria.
So how can you do this without completing the east–west link? The government spent an inordinate
amount of money. To be fair to the current Minister for Roads, it was under the previous Minister for
Roads that the government spent an inordinate amount of money on the Hoddle Street upgrade. I am
yet to find out, despite my questions, what commuter benefit occurred from the upgrade of Hoddle
Street. If you ask anybody who drives down Hoddle Street every single day, and I do, it has not made
a cracker of difference to the traffic flow down there. Yes, there may be a new way of getting into
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Johnston Street from Hoddle Street, but it has not made a cracker of difference for the through traffic
going all the way from Westgarth down to Punt Road—not a cracker of difference.
But when it comes to the tolling in this bill, I would specifically like to touch on, for a start, the cost
of the North East Link Project, which was originally announced as being a $5 billion project. It is now
up to $16.5 billion—an almost $10 billion cost blowout, and the jolly thing has not even started yet.
We know there is a lead contractor or maybe a lead consortium looking to build this at the moment.
We do know, in some extraordinary cash grab, that the unions who are looking to build this North East
Link Project, or the completion of the ring-road as I call it, are looking for a 40 per cent pay rise across
the life of the project before the jolly thing has started. I tell you what: this government has got form.
I reckon that union could probably start cashing that in right now. They are probably going to get it
anyway. If you have got anything to do with the construction industry, or dare I say the fire services
industry in the state, you are going to get some money; there is no doubt about that.
The other really interesting thing about this when it comes to talking about tolls—
Dr Cumming interjected.
Mr ONDARCHIE: I pick up the interjection from Dr Cumming on this, particularly when she
talked about projects out in the west. The West Gate Tunnel Project is a project that has blown out
right now not just in cost but in completion date. We were told it would be done in 2022; that looks
very unlikely now. The residents and my constituents of Northern Metropolitan Region are now
already paying exorbitant tolls, Transurban tolls, to use CityLink between Racecourse Road and
Essendon Airport or just beyond to fund a tunnel in the west they may never use.
Dr Cumming interjected.
Mr ONDARCHIE: Respectfully, Dr Cumming, you did have a chance. In saying that, they are
paying these tolls, which I am told is something like $37.3 billion in extra tolls, to fund a tunnel out in
the west that they may never use. Similarly we now have a tunnel that has cost blowouts and time line
blowouts, and the people of Northern Metropolitan Region are expected to pay for that. That is
outrageous. That is absolutely outrageous, and I invite the minister in her summary today to explain
to my constituents, the voters in northern Melbourne, why they should be paying for these tolls for a
project that has blown out in cost and blown out in time line and for a tunnel that they may never use.
But then again, it could be part of an overall sweetheart deal this government has with the construction
industry and with Transurban—a romance that is just a little bit unhealthy for my liking.
The toll to be derived by the state government is estimated to be around $15.8 billion on the North
East Link. A state-owned company—and we know how clever this government is at running a
business—will be created to charge motorists who use the new 11-kilometre connection of the
completion of the ring road between the Eastern Freeway and the M80; it is the first of its type, this
organisation. We know that when this government gets involved in running a business, it turns bad.
We know that. There is a bit of a story around Melbourne: ‘How do you create a small business in
Victoria? You give the state government a big business’. That is pretty well how it is done.
This state government has no capacity to manage money or to manage outcomes. We know it was the
Parliamentary Budget Office itself that looked at the costs associated with the West Gate Tunnel and
with CityLink and calculated that this is a project blowout. There has been no apology from this
government; it is an outrageous use of tolls, against Victorians, simply to cover the error of their ways.
And we add to that the $24.5 billion of extra borrowings they are looking to get to offset, without any
doubt in my mind, the $24.5 billion in cost blowouts on many of their projects. This is a government
who do not manage money, who do not understand money and who do not understand it is not their
money.
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Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (16:12): I would like to thank everyone for their
contributions on the North East Link Bill 2020 this afternoon. I know that there are a few amendments
to get through, a few questions to answer, and I will endeavour to do my best in that regard, but I
would like to remind members that listening to a lot of contributions, a lot of it revolved around the
actual road project, and I would just point to the fact that this bill is about establishing the North East
Link State Tolling Corporation and providing a framework for the tolling operation and maintenance
of the North East Link road, so I would be asking members to confine their questions to the bill.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 33
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Kieu, Dr

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

Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tarlamis, Mr
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Noes, 5
Cumming, Dr
Grimley, Mr

Hayes, Mr
Maxwell, Ms

Ratnam, Dr

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1 (16:23)
Mr DAVIS: I noted that the minister made sort of a statement just a minute ago that she is basically
only going to talk about tolling—
Ms Symes: As much as possible.
Mr DAVIS: As much as possible, but—
Ms Symes: The bill—it was not tolling; I said ‘the bill’.
Mr DAVIS: The bill. But I would put to you, Minister, that the second reading is part of the
committee stage as well, and it has got the business case, it has got ‘commence procurement’ and
‘expression of interest’ in a ‘public-private partnership’, the jobs that it claims to create, the time
savings it seeks to make, the biggest road project in history and ‘unprecedented’ transport—I am just
making a point here, and I think you understand what my point is.
Ms Symes: Yes, I do.
Mr DAVIS: You cannot put a second reading in the chamber and then not be asked questions about
matters around it. As you outline in the purposes of the bill, the main purposes of this act are to establish
the North East Link State Tolling Corporation (STC) in relation to the North East Link (NEL) road;
to provide for the imposition, collection and enforcement of tolls in relation to the use of the North
East Link tollway; to provide for the tabling and amendment of tolling agreements; to amend the Road
Management Act 2004 to modify the operation of the act; and to make related and consequential
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amendments to the Road Management Act and other acts. There is a significant list of acts, as you
appreciate, that are impacted. I want to understand, given that procurement is part of the secondreading speech, where the procurement process is for the North East Link Project at the moment. When
do we expect to see the tenders coming, and when will the government make a decision on the project?
Ms SYMES: I thank Mr Davis for his initial comments and for his question in relation to the project
and it getting away. I think most of the chamber would be aware that the preliminary works have
commenced. Those are certainly underway, and the final design and all of the preliminary works
before you can actually get along with the project have certainly started. The primary package has
received two bids, which we will be commencing assessment of in due course and looking to award
before the end of the year.
Mr DAVIS: I will come to other things in a moment. That is my understanding too. There were
three groups tendering. One subsequently withdrew. A second has made the public announcement that
there will be a non-conforming tender. So my first question is: will non-conforming tenders be
accepted? The third tender group I will come to a minute, but I guess maybe the first question is: will
the non-conforming tender be accepted?
Ms SYMES: It is my understanding that the third bid was withdrawn in February and the two
existing bids are proceeding.
Mr DAVIS: A simple question: will non-conforming bids—bids that are divergent from the actual
scoped-out project that people are bidding against—be accepted?
Ms SYMES: I cannot comment on the processes of a live tender except to confirm that there are
two bids that are being considered.
Mr DAVIS: You can actually make a general statement of principles as to whether non-conforming
bids will be accepted or not.
Ms SYMES: I have answered.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The minister is taking that as a statement.
Mr DAVIS: The Belt and Road Initiative has been much discussed in this state over the last few
weeks and is relevant given the series of steps that have been taken by the government to sign the first
two parts. Now a third part is expected, I think is probably the right word—and if it is not, you can tell
me. What I want to understand is: with the three tender groups, or perhaps the two that remain, are any
of those groups linked to the Belt and Road, given the involvement of Chinese government-controlled
companies in those tenders?
Ms SYMES: The Belt and Road Initiative, as we have gone through in this chamber even today
and obviously we have heard comments from ministers who are more responsible for the initiative
than me confirm, is an MOU with the Chinese government about facilitating mutually beneficial
agreements, whether they are through infrastructure, export and the like. It is not an initiative that
forms part of a contract to attract bids for an infrastructure project, for example. The Belt and Road
Initiative is more about relationships as opposed to signing formal contracts, as we are proceeding to
do with this road project.
Mr DAVIS: But it does, Minister, formally lay out that there will be involvement of Chinese firms
in infrastructure projects in Victoria very directly in the agreement and indeed in your second-reading
speech, and we are now looking at the largest such project in the state’s road history. We are actually
seeing that there are such Chinese firms. Is this a part of that Belt and Road Initiative? Is this connected
with it, or is it completely disconnected and these would have proceeded anyway?
Ms SYMES: The answer is no, not connected.
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Mr DAVIS: Not connected in any way? The words in the Belt and Road Initiative that refer to
Chinese firms and their involvement in our infrastructure projects have no bearing on this at all?
Ms SYMES: The specifics of this tender process could happen independent of the Belt and Road
Initiative. The Belt and Road Initiative is about relationships, about communication, about promoting
our state and the opportunities for us to attract Chinese investment for job creation and the like. It is a
completely separate process to the North East Link Project.
Mr DAVIS: Well, I put to you that the North East Link Project is a construction project. It is a
project that has involvement of large consortia, which include Chinese firms, and they are responding
arguably to your initiative. I think what you are telling me is it has got nothing whatsoever to do with
it.
Ms SYMES: There is no formal correlation. Having a good relationship with another country and
opening up opportunities for companies to make investments in Victoria is one thing, as opposed to
having an initiative that is the facilitator of such. In relation to the North East Link and the contractors
that we are receiving, it is not exclusively Chinese companies that have been invited to bid. The fact
that we do not have a separate initiative with the Brazilian government does not mean that a Brazilian
company cannot be part of a consortium for this bid.
Mr DAVIS: I understand that, Minister. Let me ask it to you in a different way. When the bids
come in—and we now know there are two; I will tell you one of them, I am well informed, is nonconforming and the other is conforming—will the assessment of that pay any heed to the background
of the companies, the fact that at least one of the companies is a Chinese government-controlled
company? Will that be a significant factor or any factor in the decision-making process?
Ms SYMES: Mr Davis, I do not think it is appropriate for me to comment on the specifics of a
tender process that is underway and I am not involved in. What I can tell you, though, is that some of
your construction of what you are asking is incorrect. The current bids that are being assessed—the
major company in control of one consortium is Spanish and the other one is Italian.
Mr DAVIS: It is actually a Chinese firm which is providing some of the money and is part of that
consortium. I accept that there are others involved in that project, and of course they are welcome and
we see that investment from all around the world is relevant in Victoria. But it is important I think in
this chamber with a bill of this nature to actually understand precisely what the government’s intention
is and precisely what the government’s criteria are for assessing this bid. You have made it clear that
you will not say what the government’s criteria are and the existence of the Belt and Road Initiative
and the existence of firms potentially connected with it will not, or maybe it will, play a factor in this
process.
Let me ask another point. The tolling technology, is it intended to innovate with the tolling technology?
How will that operate?
Ms SYMES: You do not want to ask that in the tolling section of the bill?
Mr Davis: I could, but I will ask it now because it may well be linked to some of these firms.
Ms SYMES: Mr Davis, in relation to the tolling arrangements, it will be part of the work of the
corporation that we are setting up. But we are looking to have a system where the infrastructure for
the tolling would enable a roaming-type of tolling system where we can rely on the existing tolling
companies that we have—that is, Linkt and Breeze. But do remember that the tolling of this road will
not commence until six or seven years down the track, so we are not obligated to go for a roamingtype arrangement if there are new innovations available. But indeed the decision of government is:
there is no point creating a separate type of tag for your car when we can link into the existing ones,
but also we would not want to preclude our options of some technologies in the future.
Mr DAVIS: Would Huawei be entitled to bid for an involvement in the tolling technology?

BILLS
Tuesday, 2 June 2020

Legislative Council

1597

Ms SYMES: It is a hypothetical question because it is not an open bid. At the moment the bill is
envisaging a roaming situation linking in with the existing ones. It does not preclude future
technologies, but I am not in position to rule in or out any companies. But we are not envisaging a
tender process at this point in time for any of those technologies that may exist now or may indeed
come to exist in the future.
Mr DAVIS: With the roaming, the tolling technologies—and I accept that there can be innovation
between now and when that might be implemented—will the state government be ensuring that
national security matters are in fact checked with the federal government before there is an
appointment of a tolling operator for this project?
Ms SYMES: Mr Davis, I think I have given you a good indication of where the government is
sitting in relation to its tolling-enabling infrastructure going forward. I just cannot respond to a range
of hypotheticals that we do not know exist yet.
Mr DAVIS: Well, let me get to something that is not hypothetical and relates directly to the
Premier’s comments as recently as Friday where he indicated that companies that are involved in legal
disputes or have not behaved, in his view, satisfactorily in current contracts may be penalised or
banned or in some way restricted from access to future projects, including the North East Link.
Ms SYMES: That was a statement.
Mr DAVIS: Let me form this into a clear question. When the government is making its assessments
of the two bids that come in, will it be looking at any other involvement that those firms have had in
Australia or elsewhere around the world—perhaps the reliability of the firm or whether they are good
corporate citizens or whether they are prepared to engage in litigation with governments?
Ms SYMES: Mr Davis, the government undertake a range of probity and due-diligence
assessments of companies that they deal with all of the time, and I expect that in any tender process
you are open to look at conduct of companies et cetera. But you are reaching outside the content of the
bill. The bill does not deal with the tender process, and I am not in a position to give you the details of
a live tender process and how that is working through its systems.
Mr DAVIS: You might not want to talk about the tender process, but it actually talks about the
expression of interest and the public-private partnership in the second-reading speech. So I do not
think you can simply step back from answering questions about things that you choose to put in your
own second-reading speech.
Ms SYMES: I will answer it like this: past behaviour can certainly be considered as part of the
consideration of a tender process.
Mr DAVIS: Also from the second-reading speech, there was obviously an environment effects
process that occurred. Many of us went along to some of those hearings. Some of us observed many
of the submissions that were made, and we certainly welcome the robust process that came from a
community level and we welcome the thoughtful and robust process that came from the various
councils, the municipalities, that are impacted directly by this. When that process occurred there were
a number of recommendations that were made by the independent panel that had been appointed under
the planning process to undertake that environment effects process. Why did the government reject
the recommendations of the panel for the longer tunnel?
Ms SYMES: Mr Davis, there were 29 recommendations made to the planning minister, of which
25 were accepted. His reasons were detailed extensively in his response to the inquiry and advisory
committee. I guess in summary the reason we did not go for the longer tunnel was that it would have
resulted in larger house acquisitions, worse environmental outcomes, it would have cost more and was
assessed to be of less benefit.
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Mr DAVIS: That was the government’s decision, but it was not the panel’s decision. The panel
actually said it was of better value and a better option, so I just record that. But I ask you this question:
would a bid coming forward on this project be able to incorporate the recommendations of the
environment effects panel and actually offer the longer tunnel?
Ms SYMES: It is possible.
Mr DAVIS: I am pleased to hear that on the record because it is actually an important point. Will
the firm that is successful then engage with the community, including councils and clubs and so
forth—I will come to clubs in a minute—and in that process listen to what they want, both expressed
in the environment effects statement and some of the submissions there and their current understanding
of what they want, including what they see as deficiencies in the government’s reference project?
Ms SYMES: Yes. The answer to your question is yes—involved extensively in the urban design
process, including both council and community members.
Mr DAVIS: One of the great concerns about this project, aside from the actual size and some of
the ways that it has been in effect imposed on people, is the huge loss of open space, the huge loss of
vegetation. As I see what the government has said, and I am happy to be corrected on this, there will
be a very substantial loss of vegetation, there will be a substantial loss of open space, and I ask: will
the government make good all of that open space loss? Will they make good all of the loss of
vegetation? I understand that if you take some material, say, in the north of Boroondara—an area I am
deeply familiar with—and the freeway is widened to a point there where it is more than 20 lanes wide
and a huge amount of old, established vegetation and parkland is gone, I guess the question to the
government is: where do you make that up?
Will you make it up vegetation-wise in full and open space-wise in full, and how?
Ms SYMES: Thank you, Mr Davis, for your question. Of course when you are building a large
infrastructure project like this there are challenges, there are gives and takes. I can assure you that a lot
of that is factored into the planning of this process and the way we will go forward.
In relation to community facilities, already $68 million has been invested to build six brand-new
pavilions and deliver major upgrades at 19 sportsgrounds to support those growing sporting clubs out
there. There are 25 kilometres of new and upgraded walking and cycling paths to be established. We
are upgrading bridges and adding more signalised crossings for walkers and bike riders, and
completing the north-east bicycle corridor, which is a commuter cycling route to the city, along the
Eastern Freeway between the Chandler Highway and Merri Creek. There is the construction of five
land bridges over the North East Link between Grimshaw Street and Lower Plenty Road in Watsonia,
creating approximately 8500 square metres of green public open space. And in relation to vegetation,
the project is committed to replacing trees two for one, and more than 30 000 trees will be planted as
part of the project.
Mr DAVIS: My obvious question on the trees is: where? But my information is that the public
open space will be significantly diminished. That concerns me, and I seek an assurance that that is not
the case. But that is the information that I have certainly been provided with, and Mr Hayes, I see, is
nodding his head there. He has many of the same informants as me. It may be that the minister cannot
provide that assurance actually, but I just need to put on the record that I am deeply concerned about
the loss of open space and that the government’s plan in fact does not compensate.
Ms SYMES: Just in response to that, Mr Davis, I think we have shown as a government that we
are pretty astute to these issues. You do not compromise community living amenity for a project. You
spend a lot of time making sure you get the best balance possible. The design is all about protecting
open space and opening up and exploring new opportunities to develop more open space. We have
already started planting some of the trees. You might be more familiar with the school, but there is
tree planting at Bellevue Primary School.
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The project goes to extraordinary lengths to protect the sensitive environmental areas. We share your
concerns. We act in accordance to make sure that the community is not disadvantaged in that regard.
It is something that we really hold in high regard.
Mr DAVIS: I suspect our interpretation of this will just have to be divergent, because certainly all
of the information I have, both from councils and from local community groups, is different—that the
amount of open space is much less, that the tree planting has not necessarily been guided sufficiently.
Maybe this is just more of a comment at this point, and you may not be able to provide me with the
assurance that is required. If I—
Ms SYMES: On that, Mr Davis, I think we had a similar debate in relation to sky rail. Of course
people are concerned when their communities are going to be changed, their environmental space
changed and their open space changed, but I think we have demonstrated as a government that we are
committed to making sure that those communities are not worse off because of projects. We want
them to be better off. We want to use every opportunity to provide amazing outdoor spaces and activate
areas that are possibly disused now. If you go and talk to people who were initially scared of the sky
rail project and how it would affect their amenity, many, many of them—the vast majority—comment
on how it is better than they ever thought and their fears were relieved.
I understand people would be concerned about a big road project, and it is very difficult to convince
people about the benefits when you cannot see them, but I can just give you the assurance that it is the
government’s commitment to preserve open space, activate open space and ensure that the amenity is
wonderful for that community.
Mr DAVIS: Sky rail would be one case that I would not pick as a case study of good consultation.
I could go on at length. I do not intend to but just to say that something like the tree retention policy
was released on sky rail after the trees had been cut down. I am just not going to take it that that is a
case study.
I want to ask about some of the sports clubs. The Eastern Football League (EFL) is a very large league,
and certainly the information I have is that they have not been adequately accommodated at this point.
There are people who still speak to us who indicate that they have significant concerns. I perhaps ask:
will you give a commitment that the Eastern Football League will be fully accommodated and that
they are able still to raise matters and actually have them addressed? All of the information I have, as
I say, is that they are not yet comfortable.
Ms SYMES: Can you just explain who the Eastern Football League are?
Mr DAVIS: It is a very large league that has some of its key grounds in this space.
Ms SYMES: Juniors or adults?
Mr DAVIS: I do not know what their oldest one is. I can honestly say that. But I know they go
from very young through to older.
Ms SYMES: Can you give me some of the grounds that it affects?
Mr DAVIS: If you start where the freeway will go now with this new large road and you come off
what is the Eastern Freeway now on to Bulleen Road, the first run of grounds on the left there would
be where I would start, and some of them are going to be deeply impacted. Again, the options that
have been provided are not great.
Ms SYMES: Mr Davis, I might seek some further advice from you in relation to the grounds and
the clubs that you are referring to. It is just that the advice I am getting is that the clubs and the grounds
are not necessarily matching up with the information that we have. So maybe just if we can work out
what clubs, what grounds you are worried about, then we can get together, because—
Mr DAVIS: Well, I might provide you a list.
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Ms SYMES: I think that would be good.
Mr DAVIS: I can’t do that right now.
Ms SYMES: No. But, for instance, my advice is that the EFL do not play at Bulleen Park. It is just
working out exactly who you are worried about, and I am happy to help link them in to the people that
they need to speak to.
Mr DAVIS: All right. We will do that. The other question that I have coming out of the second
reading relates to the tolls. I might just ask if the government has a tolling figure in mind and whether
the minister would put that tolling figure forward at this point. What would be the toll for the full
distance, and what will be the inflator, as it were—the growth rate of that toll? I will be quite clear that
what I am concerned about is that the inflator might be greater than the CPI, as it has been on a number
of other projects recently.
Ms SYMES: Thank you, Mr Davis, for that question. Details of the tolling will be released once
the preferred bidder for the PPP is confirmed, and it is expected to be quarter 4, 2020. Tolling prices
cannot be released yet as the final design may inform the final structure of tolls for different sections
of the road. Prices are expected to be in line with other tolls around metropolitan Melbourne. In relation
to the toll escalation rate, the details of this will be released again once the preferred bidder of the PPP
is confirmed, and it is expected again in quarter 4, 2020. Tolling prices again will be just subject to all
of those final designs, but certainly in line with other metropolitan tolling roads.
Mr DAVIS: Let me just put on record that that chills me to the bone. Being in line with other tolling
operators would leave a huge ongoing increase in toll prices going forward above the CPI. I mean, we
are watching the current CityLink roads paying a cross-subsidy for the West Gate Tunnel Project with
a 4.25 per cent annual inflator over a decade. So that is a huge amount above the CPI. I think at this
point the community would want to know that whatever toll rate is struck—and I appreciate this is a
matter of tender, potentially, and other arrangements—there is not going to be ongoing escalation. So
I ask a very simple question: will you rule out increases in tolls on this road that exceed the CPI?
Ms SYMES: I would just like to point out that we will be having to present that to Parliament and
it can be disallowed in relation to the toll, so that is the assurance that we are giving the Victorian
community.
Mr DAVIS: But no assurance at this point that there will not be tolls increasing beyond the CPI, I
think, is—
Ms SYMES: I cannot personally give that assurance.
Mr DAVIS: All right. I understand you cannot personally give that assurance. Let me then ask
another question around the tolls. The government with this bill is setting up in effect a tolling
company that has got a role—a statutory, state-owned company that has got a role—in tolling, and it
could have all sorts of people, firms, undertake the machinery of the tolling. So let us just leave that to
one side at the moment. But my question here is: could the toll revenue that is collected be used to
support other road projects or cross-subsidise other construction that is not the North East Link?
Ms SYMES: The tolls are designed to pay for the project and the ongoing maintenance of this
massive road project. Theoretically in many, many years time, if the road gets paid off a future
government could look to where that revenue may be spent—perhaps other road projects—but that is
some way off.
Mr DAVIS: Is there nothing in the bill that would provide assurance that the government could
not use some of the toll revenue from this road to support other projects?
Ms SYMES: Now?
Mr DAVIS: Now.
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Ms SYMES: Mr Davis, with the design of the project and the design of the tolls the revenue
generated has to pay for the road. That is part of the setting up of the project. There just would not be
the available funds, given the responsibilities to pay off the build and maintain the road, for many,
many, many years. The answer is: not in the short term.
Mr DAVIS: I think ‘No’ is actually the answer on that.
Ms SYMES: I do not know what is going to happen in 50 years.
Mr DAVIS: Well, my reading of the bill is that in fact revenue could be taken from this even at an
early point. It could be jacked up, and the revenue could be used to cross-subsidise. But anyway, I
have no further questions at this point, and I will leave that.
Mr LIMBRICK: I would like to just take up one of the issues that Mr Davis brought up on the
roaming toll arrangements. It is my understanding that these arrangements will need to be negotiated
between the different parties. They will have to negotiate on billing and technology and that sort of
thing. It is also my understanding in the bill that, if they cannot come to some sort of agreement, the
agreement can be referred to a person appointed by the minister—if they fail to come to an agreement.
Is that correct?
Ms SYMES: Yes, that is correct.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her answer. This raises the issue in my mind that if we
have a negotiation agreement between private existing operators and a state-owned operator and the
negotiations fail, the agreement will be referred to someone by the minister. Doesn’t that raise the
possibility that the private sector toll road operators are in a very unfair negotiating position when they
negotiate this agreement, because they know that if they cannot come to an agreement the state will
appoint someone that could possibly be in favour of the state-owned corporation. Is that a problem
that has been considered?
Ms SYMES: Mr Limbrick, although the minister can effectively appoint an adjudicator, it would
be the intention that it would be an independent adjudicator to help the parties negotiate.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her answer. During the second-reading debate there was
a figure quoted, I think by Mr Meddick, that I had not heard before—that 20 per cent of the project
would be funded by tolls and the rest by taxpayers. Can you please explain what percentage of the
project ultimately will be paid for by tolls and clarify that?
Ms SYMES: Mr Limbrick, I can confirm that the modelling is based on approximately 20 per cent
raised from tolls for the project delivery.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her answer. On another issue, since the pandemic has
happened there have been changes in population, economic assumptions and modelling and this sort
of thing. Has any review of the business case been undertaken, or is it intended to be undertaken?
Ms SYMES: I guess, in short, the answer to your question is no. But I think when we are looking
at the importance of an economic recovery for the state of Victoria, an infrastructure project of this
scale that creates up to 10 000 jobs is a pretty worthwhile project to ensure that the economy is going
up and that people are in jobs, and there was an extensive business case undertaken over two years.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her answer. I would say that it would only be good if it
is making a return on the investment.
But moving onto another issue, it is my understanding that there will be many businesses displaced by
this project, and for some of those businesses it is my understanding that their business economics
depend on them being in that location. So they will not be able to move their business because they
will not be economic if they move out of that area. What sort of compensation arrangements are in
place for those businesses that will be displaced by this project?
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Ms SYMES: Thank you, Mr Limbrick, for your question. We are continuing to work with those
impacted businesses. Of course, as I think I expressed to Mr Davis earlier, big projects in metropolitan
areas have some consequences, and obviously our government has to be very empathetic and very
supportive in relation to those people that are directly impacted to bring about the benefit for everyone.
We are working closely with businesses. They will be supported to relocate where possible. I know
there are ongoing conversations and people have been allocated case managers to help them work out
what the best options might be for their individual circumstances.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her answer. It is good to know that they have been
assigned case managers, and hopefully they will be satisfied with that process.
One of the parts of this bill establishes an infringement offence, and I know that in other debates that
we have had in this house we have talked about these infringement offences causing problems with
our courts and clogging up the courts. Could you provide some comments on these infringement
offences and why these were created in this bill as opposed to some other mechanism?
Ms SYMES: All I can say is that the decision of the government was to have infringements in this
way. I cannot really explain to you what other considerations there were at the time. That is the decision
of the government.
Mr HAYES: I just want to ask a question, Minister, following on from Mr Davis’s line about
contenders in making submissions and being awarded contracts. We are talking about a couple of large
players in the process, and I am just wondering if there is any provision for trying to give contracts to
Australian companies and local businesses too, because we are faced with a lot of unemployment
coming out of the coronavirus. There is a lot of preference being talked about for stimulating
Australian industry, and with this amount of money being spent it seems like an ideal opportunity to
favour some Australian, if not Victorian, investment from that huge investment.
Ms SYMES: Thank you, Mr Hayes, for your question. There will be enormous opportunity for
tier 2 companies to get involved in this project. We have the primary project, which is effectively the
tunnelling, which is obviously very specialised, high-tech work that involves large companies that
have the expertise to perform that work. Obviously there are the other packages that will come off it,
which are smaller road projects associated with the entire project.
We have the Industry Capability Network within government that actually goes out and holds seminars
and questions and answers for some local companies to see how they can get involved in government
projects. This is certainly a project that is estimated to create up to 10 000 jobs. So there will be a lot
of opportunity for local companies, local contractors and indeed local workers to be engaged in this
project over the duration of the build.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 7 agreed to.
Clause 8 (17:10)
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: We will move to clause 8 of the bill, and I invite Dr Ratnam to
move amendment 1 standing in her name, which is a test for her amendment 2.
Dr RATNAM: I move:
1.

Clause 8, line 13, before “may” insert “subject to sections 15A and 15B”.

These amendments require approval through a resolution of both houses of Parliament for the sale and
disposal of the main undertakings of the North East Link State Tolling Corporation.
This applies if the total real or personal property to be acquired or disposed of, together with any other
such acquisitions or dispositions during the last 12 months, represents an amount in excess of 5 per
cent of the value of the corporation’s real and personal property. The Greens have set this limit at 5 per
cent, as otherwise it becomes unworkable for the new North East Link corporation to function at all
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without having to come back to Parliament for all kinds of sales, such as office equipment. The
amendments mean the NEL corporation cannot dispose of assets, shares or infrastructure exceeding
5 per cent without approval. We believe this offers the best protection for the people of Victoria around
ensuring the tolling rights stay publicly owned while still giving the corporation the flexibility to
function.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Certainly the point Dr Ratnam makes is a good one, and I foreshadowed
in my second-reading contribution my expectation that the government, at some time once this tolling
revenue stream is proved, will seek to sell that tolling revenue, sell that stream, to a third-party
operator. So the point that Dr Ratnam is making around a mechanism that would require the
government to come back to Parliament for parliamentary approval to sell that asset, to sell that
revenue stream, is a good one.
We do have some concerns about the mechanism that Dr Ratnam proposes to use, and my advice is
that there are limitations with that and conceivably unintended consequences of that, and for that
reason we cannot support the amendment. But Dr Ratnam makes a good point that the sale of this
tolling stream in the future is something that should be subject to parliamentary approval, so certainly
in principle we support the intent of what Dr Ratnam is seeking to do with her amendment.
Mr LIMBRICK: The Liberal Democrats will not be supporting this amendment as we would like
the toll stream to eventually be sold, and we do not support state ownership of a means of production.
Ms SYMES: The government will not be supporting the Greens amendment either. I listened to
some of Dr Ratnam’s contribution and the assertion that the government is doing all of this work to,
your word was, ‘hock’, ‘flog’, ‘send’, ‘sell’—one of them—after a very short amount of time, and that
is just not part of the plan here. This is an innovative way of building a road for the benefit of
Victorians, using a tolling method that keeps being able to be reinvested into the road to pay for the
road and indeed its ongoing maintenance, which is going to take several years.
I share Mr Rich-Phillips’s concerns about the structure of your amendment, and the proposed 5 per
cent threshold has the real potential of capturing both real and personal property, which includes land
and other assets, such as data and tolling infrastructure. We believe this would impact business as usual
activities and potentially restrict the STC’s ability to operate efficiently. The 5 per cent restriction
could be particularly unworkable in the early years when the STC may not have substantial assets and
therefore may need parliamentary approval to capture many more day-to-day operational transactions
than would be intended. For instance, even moving the road asset to the responsibility of the builder
before the project had even started could potentially be caught up by your proposal. We would argue
that the corporation will already be subject to the ministerial oversight for a public body, and any
changes to tolling would be subject to parliamentary scrutiny through a tolling agreement which of
course would be subject to the revocation of both houses.
Just to comment, I guess, on your amendment 2, which will be tested, it seems to be a bit of a catchall provision to collect any potential sales that were not covered by your first amendment, but we
would argue it carries the same risks of inhibiting the practical operation of the corporation.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 6
Barton, Mr
Grimley, Mr

Hayes, Mr
Maxwell, Ms

Meddick, Mr
Ratnam, Dr

Noes, 33
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms

Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs

Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
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Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr

Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
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Symes, Ms
Tarlamis, Mr
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 9 to 49 agreed to.
Clause 50 (17:26)
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I invite Mr Rich-Phillips to move his amendment 1, which is a test
for his remaining amendments.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: I move:
1.

Clause 50, line 28, omit “each” and insert “either”.

I said during the second-reading contribution that one of the unique characteristics of this piece of
legislation compared to the Melbourne City Link Act 1995 and the EastLink Project Act 2004 was
that the tolling agreement for this project was effectively an agreement between the state and itself,
because the state is going to be the party which owns the tolling company. So it is even more important
with this legislation than it was with CityLink and EastLink that the Parliament have the capacity to
revoke a tolling agreement which is put in place, which, as I said, in this case will be an agreement
between the state and itself—its own state-owned tolling company.
The bill as drafted provides for the Parliament as a whole to revoke a tolling agreement, requiring a
motion to pass through both houses. The practical effect of that, though, is that there will be no
revocation because for a motion to pass through both houses revoking a tolling agreement would
require the agreement of the government in the lower house, and of course no government of any
shade is going to support a motion revoking its own tolling agreement. So if there is to be any practical
effect to this mechanism which allows Parliament to revoke a tolling agreement, it must be a
mechanism which allows either house to independently revoke a tolling agreement. So the amendment
that I am moving now and the consequential amendments are to change the provision in the bill which
requires both houses to pass a revocation motion to a provision which would allow either house, and
therefore the Council acting by itself, to pass a revocation motion and therefore ensure there is
independent oversight in Parliament and there is the capacity to act independently of the government.
Mr LIMBRICK: The Lib Democrats agree with Mr Rich-Phillips’s argument that the practical
effect of the revocation within the bill as it stands means that it will not be able to be revoked easily,
or is very unlikely, and therefore we support this mechanism to allow either house to revoke the tolling
arrangement.
Ms SYMES: The government will not be supporting Mr Rich-Phillips’s amendment. It is a really
significant thing to do to impose tolls on a roadway, and of course it would be a significant thing to do
in terms of revenue to cancel or amend a tolling agreement, and I think, as Mr Limbrick just pointed
out, you do not want to have these things easily revoked. You want proper scrutiny and want it
considered at the same level of seriousness as the act in itself, and therefore it should be subjected to
scrutiny in both houses of Parliament. Furthermore, there is a stronger consistency argument to oppose
Mr Rich-Phillips’s amendment. The North East Link Bill is consistent with the arrangements for most
recent tolling arrangements in Victoria. The West Gate Tunnel (Truck Bans and Traffic Management)
Act 2019 and the EastLink Project Act 2004 both provide for revocation by resolution of each house
of Parliament.
I will note for the record that the last toll arrangement that was revocable by either house of Parliament
was the Melbourne CityLink Act 1995. In that case the CityLink concession deed, which is given as
an act of Parliament and is also expressed to prevail over any laws to the contrary, was also in place.
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Similar to existing toll roads, Parliament will have the approval and revocation rights for all aspects of
tolling agreements. The North East Link tolling agreements and any amendments must be laid before
each house of Parliament. The tolling agreement is proposed to be released once the preferred bidder,
the final design, the costs and the North East Link PPP are confirmed, and that is expected in the fourth
quarter of this year. This agreement will then be presented to Parliament for approval by both houses.
I urge members to not support Mr Rich-Phillips’s amendment.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 17
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr

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

O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Noes, 21
Bourman, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr

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

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

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 51 to 57 agreed to.
Clause 58 (17:39)
Mr BARTON: I move:
1.

Clause 58, line 25, before “The relevant” insert “(1)”.

2.

Clause 58, after line 29 insert—
“(2)

Despite subsection (1) or anything in a North East Link tolling agreement, a toll cannot be
fixed or imposed in respect of the use of any of the following vehicles in a toll zone on the
North East Link road—
(a) a vehicle displaying a taxi number plate issued under the Road Safety Act 1986;
(b) a vehicle displaying a VH number plate;
(c) a bus operating a route bus service.

(3)

In this section—
bus has the same meaning as in the Bus Safety Act 2009;
route bus service has the same meaning as in the Bus Safety Act 2009;
VH number plate means—
(a) a VHA, VHB or VHC series number plate previously issued under the Road
Safety Act 1986;
(b) a number plate in the series VHD 004 to VHZ 999 bearing the words “Commercial
Passenger Vehicle” issued under the Road Safety Act 1986.”.

This is about fixing up some issues which have been inherent in the tolling system forever. This is
about making things fairer. It is a ridiculous situation where you can have a $250 000 Range Rover go
down the tollway and you have got a $50 000 HiLux, and the HiLux has to pay twice the price of a
Range Rover. It simply does not make any sense. If we are genuine about getting fairness in a lot of
areas, this is what we need to address.
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These things do not come up very often, and this is the time now for us to lock it in so we get it right
as we move forward. The argument has been put forward previously. It is about fairness. It is about
families. The two top-selling cars in Australia at the moment are actually utes. They are the Holden
Commodore station wagons of our time. This is what families are buying, and I think we should
support them and we should pass these amendments.
Ms SYMES: I think we are doing yours all together if you wanted to, aren’t we?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Amendments 1 and 2 are being moved together. Clause 59 is a
separate clause, so we have to do amendment 3 separately. We are on amendments 1 and 2.
Mr DAVIS: We will support the amendments that relate to commercial passenger vehicles, taxis
and buses. We believe that that is appropriate. We think that where they are acting as transport vehicles
in that way there is a legitimate argument for ensuring that they are treated fairly, particularly to enable
greater movements of people in a larger number in a vehicle. It actually supports, in that sense, decongesting our road system. It is also fairer with respect to the equivalence with other users who are
not paying those fares, and I particularly single out buses as an obvious case where there should be
some leniency.
Mr LIMBRICK: Deputy President, just to clarify, are we dealing with both amendments together,
or are there two separate amendments?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Mr Barton has moved amendments 1 and 2 to clause 58. Mr Barton
has a separate amendment to clause 59, which deals with utes and light trucks. Mr Barton, did you
speak to your amendments on buses, or did you speak to your utes one? I think you might have spoken
to the wrong amendment, so perhaps you could speak to the right amendments.
Mr BARTON: Sure. Thank you, Deputy President. We take the view that taxis, hire cars and
rideshare are part of Victoria’s transport mix. We want people to leave their cars behind as much as
they can, and using public transport options such as personalised transport like this is a sensible way
to go. The public should not have to pay not only the fare but also tolls to use them, as it would
discourage people from using taxis, rideshare and hire cars. It is just a basic philosophy that we want
to encourage public transport, and putting more cost onto it will only drive people away.
Dr CUMMING: In speaking on Mr Barton’s amendment to clause 58, which sets out that public
transport vehicles, including Public Transport Victoria buses, taxis and VH-plated vehicles, are to be
toll free, the reason for that amendment is to reduce the number of vehicles that travel empty residential
streets to avoid tolls—rat-running. I support Mr Barton’s, or Transport Matters’, amendment. I do
believe that to encourage more patronage of buses those buses should be toll free.
But I do struggle a little bit around taxis, and I do understand Mr Barton’s Transport Matters and why
he is here for the taxidrivers, because they have had a very raw deal from Uber drivers and the deal
that was done in the last Parliament. But I am currently trying to get an amendment or an addendum
to your amendment, if that makes sense. The table office is working after hours upstairs, around the
corner, and social distancing, but I finally did find it. I will speak a little bit further about that.
A member interjected.
Dr CUMMING: Wait, I hear from the floor you do not normally table an amendment from the
floor. You normally have it tabled and then it comes in, but respectfully, we are in unusual times, and
I am the only Independent in this Parliament without a parliamentary adviser. It is a really simple little
amendment, and I see the government—
Ms Symes interjected.
Dr CUMMING: I am happy, Minister, for a further question so we can have this discussion, but
obviously it is a very lengthy debate and there is much information for me to get through. I have done
my best to talk to Tim Pallas’s office to get further information. I was only today able to have a meeting
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with him to further clarify what I have troubles with with these amendments and with this bill.
Respectfully, I just walked out of a meeting, and I would really like to be able to put an amendment.
But, yes, I know we are all in a hurry and we all would like to have dinner. Yes, I am really sorry to
inconvenience the government today—
Ms SYMES: It is not about inconvenience.
Dr CUMMING: We have been here for 6 hours.
Ms SYMES: What does your amendment do? Do you want to give us a flavour?
Dr CUMMING: No, I am talking to Mr Barton’s amendment at the moment, but I am listening to
the interjection. I thought I would let the members know where I am coming from at the moment. I
know Mr Barton and I have spoken at length for weeks trying to understand this bill and looking
through the detail at length. It is very meaty and detailed, and it is really hard to get information when
you are requesting it—‘What does this mean?’ and ‘What does that mean?’. It is a total struggle. This
is my opportunity as a member of Parliament to be here to ask these questions and to actually look.
That is fine. You are all like, ‘Tell me now, tell me now’ like a bunch of children. Just allow for a bit
of space for me to actually get the table office to be able to do their work while social distancing.
Ms Symes: On a point of order, Deputy President, Dr Cumming, with respect, I do not have a
problem with you asking me questions about the bill, and I am sure Mr Barton does not have any
problems in you asking questions about his amendment. That is what we are here to do. But with
respect, we are not here for you to get up on your feet and waste time to wait for your amendment.
You are not talking about anything that is relevant to the bill. Please, ask me questions. I am here,
ready and available, and Mr Barton is ready and available as well. But you are talking about your
personal problems with trying to get a—
Dr Cumming: Not personal problems. I am a member of Parliament. I am talking on behalf of my
community.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Dr Cumming, the minister has the call, please. Interjections are
disorderly.
Ms Symes: Dr Cumming, I am inviting you to speak about the bill, and we await your amendment.
That is fine. But maybe let us talk about the bill right now.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Unfortunately the member’s time has actually expired, because as
we know in this Parliament now we do have time limits on contributions. You can ask another
question. That is fine.
Dr CUMMING: I have got a question on the amendment of Mr Barton. Even though I am trying
to talk through the Chair, because you are apparently not to direct to the gallery, because of where you
are sitting today you are feeling I am directing it to you; I am actually directing it through the Chair to
Mr Barton. I do know that we are talking about your amendment, and let us clarify that—no doubt
about it. But I need to talk through the Chair. Normally I get told off for this, to talk to you—
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: That is right, Dr Cumming, through the Chair.
Dr CUMMING: So my question to Mr Barton is this: is there a way that you could possibly see
an amendment to your amendment to exclude or to change buses and taxis? Would you accept just
buses and not taxis? Would you be able to divide that for my support? I am still considering it.
Mr BARTON: The simple answer to that is no. They are both public transport; they go hand in
hand.
Dr CUMMING: Thank you, Mr Barton, for that. I appreciate your passion for the taxi community
and why you are here and what you are trying to achieve. Thank you for answering my question on
your amendment. Sorry to inconvenience anybody.
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Mr ATKINSON: On a point of order, Deputy President, it would be helpful to the chamber
therefore if Dr Cumming was to actually tell us what the amendment she proposes is going to be,
which presumably now is to exclude just one of those vehicles. That would actually help members in
their decision on voting on Mr Barton’s amendment, because they may well have sympathy for her
amendment. But the chamber cannot operate without knowing what the proposed amendment is going
to be.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Thank you, Mr Atkinson. So Dr Cumming, would you like to
explain to us your amendment?
Dr CUMMING: To the amendment. I wished to ask Mr Barton a question from the floor about
his amendment. Now that I understand on the floor in this Parliament that you will not divide that, I
am not going to be putting up an amendment to clause 58. But I do have an amendment to Mr Barton’s
amendment on clause 59.
Ms SYMES: Thank you, Mr Barton, for your amendment and indeed your ongoing advocacy for
public transport users and public transport workers. Taxis and VH-plated vehicles are commercial
vehicles running a commercial service, and it has been the custom and practice that they have been
required to pay tolls. Having some sympathy for the points that you have made, Mr Barton, if these
vehicles were exempted, we think that it would open up the possibility for a number of other vehicles
to fall into similar categories—that is, Uber and those commercial cars, where they may be private use
part time, commercial use the other time. So applying an exemption and applying it fairly would be
extremely difficult to enforce through the mechanism that you have proposed. I know you will not
give up on this type of amendment, so I think there might be some further discussions for you to have
with relevant ministers.
I would also point out that supporting this amendment in relation to taxis would cause inconsistency
between the tolling regime on different roads and perhaps provide a benefit to those taxi drivers, indeed
commercial operators, who spend more time in the east than the west. Having said that, as I have
discussed throughout the debate, this road is not going to be built for some time, so there may be more
opportunities to explore some tolling in relation to your particular issues in that duration.
In relation to buses, I would say that there are no buses that currently travel on CityLink or EastLink,
and there are not yet any confirmed bus routes on the proposed North East Link. I would point out that
we could under the existing provisions in clause 62(b) or following agreement with the toll company
provide that exclusion. I think that there certainly is no intention to have tolls on buses that do not exist
or are not in policy going forward. We have been very friendly towards buses in relation to this design.
I understand through this map that the Doncaster busway is going to be a separate dedicated lane the
entire way to Hoddle Street. There is particular investment in the Doncaster park-and-ride upgrade,
and there is going to be a new park and ride at Bulleen. So there has been a lot of thought put into this
project in relation to the buses in that area and to facilitate them in the best way possible, but we are
not in a position to exclude buses by virtue of the bill—but I do confer that they could be exempted
by virtue of the bill. There is no point in exempting something that currently does not need exempting.
Dr CUMMING: May I direct a question to the government at this time on clause 58 on the
contribution that was made? My question is this: am I right to say on the contribution that you have
just made that you obviously do not support Mr Barton’s amendment but you would possibly look
into an agreement so that there is a possibility that public transport vehicles could possibly, under an
agreement, not to have to pay tolls? Could you please just expand on that so that I can understand that
a little further?
Ms SYMES: Dr Cumming, I just refer you to the language in clause 58 of the bill. This is about
the North East Link tolling corporation being able to fix tolls. That means—
Dr Cumming interjected.
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The minister has the call. Let her give her an answer, and then you
can ask.
Ms SYMES: By all means that means that the EastLink tolling corporation has the authority to fix
tolls, so it has the power to not fix tolls on public transport, such as a bus.
Dr CUMMING: My question, through the Deputy President, is: may I get a copy of the hard copy
of the bill that is sitting in front of you? I will wait till the next clause. Just to clarify, we are in clause 58
and I have an amendment to the amendment of clause 59.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: We have got amendments to clause 59 before we even deal with
Mr Barton’s amendment.
Dr CUMMING: So I will have time to talk about my amendment to my amendment? Thank you.
Committee divided on amendments:

Ayes, 17
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr

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

Meddick, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Patten, Ms
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Noes, 20
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Melhem, Mr

Mikakos, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms

Symes, Ms
Tarlamis, Mr
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Amendments negatived.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 59 (18:07)
Dr BACH: I move:
1.

Clause 59, line 7, after “road” insert “other than the Eastern Freeway”.

2.

Clause 59, page 40, after line 6 insert—
“(6) In this section—
Eastern Freeway means that part of the Eastern Freeway, or any other road, between Hoddle
Street and Bulleen Road.”.

The amendments I am moving this afternoon will have one simple effect, and that is to give certainty
to my constituents in particular in Eastern Metropolitan Region but indeed to all Victorians that a
Labor government will not toll the Eastern Freeway in order to backfill their cost blowouts on the
North East Link. Currently there is great suspicion, especially centring in the eastern metropolitan
region of Melbourne, that this is exactly where the government is headed, and that is because of course
on multiple occasions this has been put to the government and yet we have had stony silence in reply.
We know of course that even when the North East Link is constructed the Eastern Freeway will
continue to end in a T-intersection at the end of Hoddle Street, most inappropriately. The North East
Link is going to pour thousands upon thousands of additional cars out onto the Eastern Freeway, and
all these drivers, these citizens, these constituents of mine, deserve some certainty and deserve some
clarity.
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I am particularly concerned of course as a member for Eastern Metropolitan Region because literally
tens of thousands of my constituents will not only use the new road when it is constructed but will
continue to use the Eastern Freeway every single day. And so I will ask the house: why should they
have to pay? Why should they have to pay for this government’s ongoing cost blowouts? Why should
they have to pay for this government’s budgetary malfeasance? Remember of course the state budget,
as I dare say all members are well and truly aware, was heading for a deep deficit position well in
advance of the dreadful bushfires over the summer period, well in advance of the COVID-19
pandemic. And so Victorians are hurting certainly as a result of those dreadful events but also
undoubtedly as a result of this government’s financial mismanagement, and my constituents in Eastern
Metropolitan Region are losing their jobs and losing their livelihoods at a faster rate than citizens of
any other state or territory around the country. So I am moving these amendments this afternoon to
seek to get, finally, some clarity for my constituents that the Eastern Freeway will not be tolled.
If I may, just for a moment longer, Deputy President, I am particularly interested to learn where other
members from Eastern Metropolitan Region stand on this question. Ms Terpstra is in the chamber. I
wonder what her views are on this question. I also wonder what Mr Leane’s views are. I wonder what
the views of the members in the other place for Ivanhoe and for Mount Waverley and for Box Hill are
on this question of whether or not their constituents—my constituents also—should be slugged further
in terms of their cost-of-living pressures. I know what their views are regarding their own salaries.
They are highly supportive of a huge additional pay rise for themselves, and so at this time I wonder
what their views are and where they stand on this question of providing some certainty and some
clarity for our shared constituents.
Mr LIMBRICK: The Liberal Democrats will be supporting Dr Bach’s amendment. Neither
Mr Quilty nor myself represent the Eastern Metro Region, but I know that we have debated many
times in this house the heritage values of the Eastern Freeway, and putting a tollgate on the Eastern
Freeway would surely damage the heritage values of the freeway, which we could not allow. So we
will definitely be supporting this amendment.
Mr DAVIS: It will not surprise the chamber that many of us on the Liberal side and The Nationals
side are very concerned about the government’s propensity and enthusiasm for tolling existing roads,
and this is the case that may well occur here. We have seen this with the CityLink project, which a toll
was put on to cross-subsidise another project in the West Gate Tunnel Project, and we do not think
that this is the correct way. We think that a toll on a new road is one thing, but tolling an existing road
to backfill the costs is a concern to us. Consequently I welcome the amendment from Dr Bach, and
those in my region and Ms Crozier’s region certainly would strongly oppose tolling the Eastern
Freeway.
Dr CUMMING: Dr Bach failed to want to know my opinion. Bit sad. I will just leave it at that.
Ms SYMES: Dr Bach, I know you are new here; I know you are keen to make an impression. But
putting grandstanding and politics ahead of facts does not really go down well in this chamber. You
started by wanting an assurance that a Labor government would not toll the Eastern Freeway. Well,
how about an assurance from the Liberal Party, who is the only party who has proposed tolling the
Eastern Freeway? The east–west link business case specifically considered tolling the Eastern
Freeway. The only person in this place who has ever planned to toll the Eastern Freeway is Michael
O’Brien.
You also proposed stony silence from the government in relation to tolling the Eastern Freeway. I will
send you article after article, Dr Bach, where both the Premier and the Treasurer have categorically
ruled out tolling the Eastern Freeway. In October 2018 there was angry debate over the toll rollout to
pay for the North East Link, and the Treasurer categorically ruled out tolling the Eastern Freeway to
fund the North East Link and at that time accused the opposition of spreading lies. The spreading of
lies in October 2018 hopefully has not become facts that you guys have convinced yourselves are true,
because we have categorically ruled out tolling the Eastern Freeway. What I would say is—
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Members interjecting.
Ms SYMES: We have clearly stated it, despite what Dr Bach might have you think. As I have
previously confirmed here, the Parliament will have oversight of the arrangements through the tolling
agreement disallowance regime. While we agree wholeheartedly that the Eastern Freeway should not
and will not be tolled, enshrining it in the act is unnecessary. We are not supporting your amendment.
You might as well say, ‘Government, don’t paint the road purple’. We do not need to say something
that we are not planning on doing. Dr Bach, you have my assurance through this debate, you have the
Premier’s assurance, you have the Treasurer’s assurance, that there will be no tolls applied to the
Eastern Freeway. I think you should try and seek that assurance from your leader.
Mr Ondarchie: On a point of order, Deputy President, just a clarification. Minister, were you
saying that it is not necessary to enshrine any policy in legislation. Is that what you are saying?
Ms SYMES: That is not what I said. That is what you interpreted.
Mr Ondarchie: Is that what you are saying?
Ms SYMES: That is not what I said.
Mr Ondarchie: Because we will hold you to those words.
Ms SYMES: Hold me.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Mr Ondarchie, that is not a point of order.
Mr Davis: On a point of order, Deputy President, I think the government has form on this. They
have tolled the existing roads on CityLink. They cannot be trusted on taxes, they cannot be trusted on
charges—
Mr O’Donohue: The Scoresby freeway. Steve Bracks.
Mr Davis: Indeed, the Scoresby freeway. Steve Bracks wrote to hundreds of thousands of people.
The only way to be sure on this is to actually entrench it in this legislation to ban a tolling of the Eastern
Freeway. Minister, even though you may want to give that assurance, I do not think you can hold this
government, the Labor government, to that. The fact is that the minister, the Premier and the Treasurer,
who have very poor form on these matters, may well bring in a tax on the Eastern Freeway unless it is
legislated that they cannot.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Thank you, Mr Davis. Again, not a point of order, but we will take
that as a comment.
Mr ATKINSON: I wish to support the amendment, and I just wish to make a couple of very quick
points. One of them is that it is all very well to have assurances from politicians in office on a particular
day. The fact is that those politicians may well not be there in the future. In fact I am prepared to put
money down that the Premier will not be in office in seven years time, and there does not necessarily
need to be a change of government for that to happen. The fact is that personnel change, and so we are
left with opinion rather than assurance.
In this particular case this entire legislation is based on setting up an entity that will deal with tolls.
What happens if their opinion, their expert opinion, their decision, their recommendation to a future
government is in fact that we ought to extend the tolls to the Eastern Freeway? In those circumstances
the assurance is not worth anything at this point in time, not that I call into question the honesty of
either the Treasurer or the Premier in my remarks. The fact is that when you look at what this
legislation is trying to do I think it is imperative that in fact that assurance that has been given is woven
into the legislation to ensure that down the track there is guidance to this new entity which will oversee
the tolls.
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The fact is that this coalition has not ever tolled an existing piece of road. I note some of the
interjections that were made in the course of this committee, but tolls have only ever been applied to
new road projects.
Can I just put on record that this North East Link Project concerns me greatly. I personally believe the
alignment is wrong. I believe it is going to cause extraordinary problems on the Eastern Freeway in
terms of traffic, it is going to make Hoddle Street an absolute car park and it is going to cause problems
because heavy vehicles that currently are able to use freeways—and particularly with North East Link
are anticipated to come onto the Eastern Freeway—are in fact going to have to leave that freeway in
the Doncaster-Box Hill-Nunawading area because they will not be able to go through the tunnels at
Ringwood.
Placarded vehicles are not able to go through those tunnels, so they are going to go back out onto local
roads and then presumably at some other point resume their journey on the Scoresby end or the
EastLink end, as it is known today. Can I indicate that because of the nature of the legislation we are
dealing with today and the very task that is put to this new entity, it is imperative that this amendment
be carried.
Committee divided on amendments:

Ayes, 18
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms

Davis, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms

McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Noes, 20
Cumming, Dr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Meddick, Mr

Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms

Symes, Ms
Tarlamis, Mr
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Amendments negatived.
Sitting suspended 6.28 pm until 7.37 pm.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: We are on clause 59, and we have dealt with Dr Bach’s
amendments. We are going to move to Mr Barton’s amendment first, but I would before that ask
Dr Cumming to circulate her amendment. The putting of Dr Cumming’s amendment will depend on
the outcome of Mr Barton’s amendment. If Mr Barton’s amendment fails, then Dr Cumming will be
able to move her amendment, but if Mr Barton’s amendment is accepted, Dr Cumming’s amendment
is incompatible. Dr Cumming, would you like to circulate your amendment.
Dr CUMMING: Deputy President, can you please circulate my amendment.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Can the clerks please circulate Dr Cumming’s amendment.
Mr BARTON: I move:
3.

Clause 59, after line 24 insert—
“(2A) Despite anything to the contrary in this Act or a North East Link tolling agreement, the toll
fixed in respect of the use of a cab chassis utility vehicle or a light truck in a toll zone must be
the same as the toll fixed in respect of the use of a passenger car in that toll zone.
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(2B) In subsection (2A)—
heavy vehicle has the same meaning as in the Heavy Vehicles National Law (Victoria);
light truck means a truck (within the meaning of the Road Safety Act 1986) that is not a
heavy vehicle;
passenger car has the same meaning as in the Duties Act 2000.”.

As I said previously, this is about fairness for people who are buying the most popular vehicles in
Australia. The argument that some people have put up that it is based on weight and how it affects the
roads and all that sort of stuff falls apart with the $250 000 Range Rover which weighs 2.5 tonnes
compared to a 1200-kilogram HiLux or something along those lines. These are the vehicles that are
the new family vehicles. Executives who can afford to pay the tolls are getting a cheaper rate than the
tradies.
One of the things that we absolutely know in the commercial passenger sector is that regarding tolls
we are talking about hundreds of dollars a week for these tradies and for taxidrivers. I can absolutely
guarantee you that we avoid using the tolls, so we go around the back roads, we go down the back
lanes and we create rat runs.
Members interjecting.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Just a sec. Can we have some quiet in the chamber, please.
Mr Barton is on his feet, and he has the call.
Mr BARTON: The rat runs are a very real thing. There are thousands of vehicles every day
avoiding the tolls on the Monash and on the Tullamarine Freeway. It is a real thing. What we are trying
to achieve with the North East Link—and I absolutely support the North East Link—is to suck traffic
onto it. We do not want to create this environment where people are going to go around the back ways
to avoid it.
We think the days of calling a HiLux a heavy vehicle have gone and passed. This is an opportunity to
start from scratch. We should be doing it now, and we should also be looking at all those other vehicles
to encourage people. If the toll is twice as much and you are the man with a little white van doing
deliveries, you will avoid the tolls—there is no question—because it impacts your income so much.
As I have done previously, I will leave it at that.
Mr BOURMAN: I am going to speak in favour of the amendment. I raised this issue a while ago.
Particularly with the ending of the Australian car industry, there are a lot of people going to the twincab ute as their family vehicle because it is the only thing that supplies a big enough cabin as well as
some load space. It is not businesses that are really hurting; it is just people. In this very uncertain
economic time it would be a good move, I think, just to throw them a bone basically and give them a
bit of a discount.
Mr LIMBRICK: The Liberal Democrats will be supporting this amendment for the reasons
stated—that it is unfair for many families to have their family car charged as a commercial vehicle.
Therefore this amendment makes sense to us, and we will support it. I feel like we have had this
discussion before.
A member interjected.
Mr LIMBRICK: We have been there before, so yes, we will support it again.
Dr CUMMING: I too support Mr Barton’s amendment. As I made mention of earlier, before our
dinner break, there are some difficulties with the amendment. I understand the current tolling
arrangement goes by tonnage and the wording in the current arrangement is such that it is done by
tonnage, and therefore passenger vehicles get caught up within that tonnage rule. So you could have a
four-wheel drive or a seven-seater vehicle that may be used currently as a passenger vehicle, like the
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people mover that I have myself, but be charged a commercial rate, as I am because my vehicle weighs
2 tonnes.
How it is actually written within either the agreement or within the actual legislation—I am just teasing
out one part of what Mr Barton is trying to achieve. My understanding from what I can see is that
currently mum-and-dad Multivans are being charged the commercial rate because of the tonnage, the
reason being that the current legislation is written in a way that considers the tonnage: ‘I don’t care
how heavy your vehicle is; that is doing damage to the road. I don’t care if it’s a four-wheel drive and
you use it for commercial purposes or for passenger purposes; we’re charging you for your heavy car,
your heavy four-wheel drive, your heavy Multivan, on that road’. That is what I understand of it.
I feel that with your amendment you are almost reaching the mark, but as I have circulated in speaking
to my proposed amendment, what needs to be achieved if this does not get up and what could possibly
take place is some wording which is in my amendment. I am not speaking to my amendment at the
moment. I am just speaking to Mr Barton’s amendment to explain what is going on in the way of the
wording and the amendments that have been circulated at very short notice. I understand that because
it has taken me this long to actually tease out what it means.
This amendment, if I get it up it, changes the law across the whole of Australia. For all tollways, it
virtually means that they will have to distinguish not due to weight; they will have to distinguish which
one is a passenger vehicle and what is considered a commercial vehicle. So therefore your four-wheel
drive owner will actually have to say, ‘I’m using this for commercial purposes. I’m not going to be
tolled by weight’. If it is a people mover, what I am proposing is that I am not going to be tolled by
weight. I am going to say it is a passenger vehicle. So therefore it will actually tease out that difference.
Because obviously mums and dads do not weigh their car when they are driving off the lot. Currently
you can get a Multivan like my van and it can be called a Transporter. It is the same heavy vehicle on
the outside—it is how it is fitted on the inside. A tradie would fit it out a certain way. It is called a
Multivan because it has got seats in it, but it is exactly the same vehicle. It is fitted differently, and it
weighs the same. So they charge the same because it is charged by weight. It used to be that you could
be— (Time expired)
Ms PATTEN: We have been here before with Mr Barton’s amendment. I think he is absolutely
right, and the numbers show us the popularity of these vehicles. As Mr Bourman said, this is also a
growing consideration given the end of the Australian car industry. I suspect the solution lies in an
overall review of how we classify vehicles. I think this goes to Dr Cumming’s point that how we
classify vehicles is probably very 20th century. In the 21st century how we use vehicles and how we
drive and use them on the roads is ever changing, and we probably do require something different. But
the fact is that many families are choosing a HiLux over a people mover or choosing a dual cab with
a thing out the back, and we have got ways of distinguishing those that are using it for commercial
purposes and those that are not, and it is called the registration.
We register commercial vehicles, and that enables them to use loading zones; it enables them to have
certain other benefits of that added registration fee that they pay. I think we have the technology to do
this, so I commend again Mr Barton on this. While supporting his amendment, I do think there is
actually just further work we need to do overall on this, which is I suspect where Dr Cumming is
coming from with her amendment.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Just to speak briefly to Mr Barton’s amendment, it is a matter that we have
discussed in this chamber in substance before, and we have some sympathy for the argument that
Mr Barton is making with respect to the different mix of vehicles which are now used as private
vehicles for private purposes. I note of course that this amendment would apply only in respect of the
North East Link, not in respect of the other toll roads, which raises an issue with respect to consistency.
We are currently in a position where we do not have a clear understanding of the impact of this
amendment—how many cab chassis vehicles are being used as private vehicles and what the impact
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of that is going to be with respect to the North East Link but also if it were to be applied to CityLink
and EastLink.
So we are not in a position to support Mr Barton’s amendment, but we do think there is merit in
recognising that there is a shift in the way in which what were previously commercial vehicles are
now being used as private vehicles. I think it is something that is going to need to be considered across
all the toll road legislative frameworks given the shift away from sedan manufacturing in Australia
and sedan importing in Australia to passenger vehicles which are far more like commercial vehicles
than they once were.
Dr CUMMING: Through the Deputy President to Mr Barton, I just wonder if you could tease out
your amendment and explain your amendment just a little bit further. As I have raised and in my
understanding of what I am reading, I am not quite sure if it actually hits the mark. There is commercial
registration and there is passenger registration, and my vehicle currently is registered as a passenger
vehicle but I am getting charged commercial rates as I drive along. Therefore it is like ‘user beware’.
When I buy a people mover I am not knowing the tonnage; I am getting the sticker that actually says
it is a passenger vehicle. I am not getting a commercial sticker, I am not paying that rate but I am
actually getting charged by the tonnage.
I feel that we have had this debate before. I know what you are trying to achieve—we have to somehow
know what is a heavy vehicle, a light vehicle and a passenger vehicle. Does it really mean that we
have to weigh them all? Are we going to be taking the government’s approach of, ‘Well, they are
heavy so therefore we do not care about the usage. It is tearing up the road’? Or are we actually going
to be looking and teasing out this bill and legislation so that the real intent of the law is when you
register for a passenger vehicle or you register for a commercial vehicle you know what you are
getting? That is what you should be charged for.
With that, because it is framed as a question, do you feel that your amendment hits that mark? What I
understand from my conversations is that the amendment that I will be putting up next achieves that,
but it achieves it across the whole of Australia. And yes, I understand why Gordon Rich-Phillips does
not like it—why both sides, the red team and the blue team, the Labor and the Liberal, do not like it—
because they have never in their wildest dreams cared about the passenger/commercial. It is just the
tonnage. It is just how you rip up a road. We do not care really about the usage. We do not really tease
that out. It does not matter. It more matters about the usage, not the tonnage.
The points you raised earlier about buses and public transport I 100 per cent support, because we need
to move with the times. Currently in coronavirus times I would like to drive my car to Darwin or to
Queensland. What I am proposing, which is exactly the intent that you are wishing for here in Victoria,
will be able to be achieved.
Mr BARTON: Thank you, Dr Cumming. VicRoads determine what a light commercial vehicle is,
and what we are suggesting is that the light commercial vehicle section needs to be changed. So
vehicles like the Navara and the HiLux would come out of that category. It comes down to this weight
business. There is no relevance, because we have got passenger sedans such as Range Rovers,
LandCruisers and Ram crew cabs where the weight there is way higher, but these vehicles can still
travel as a sedan. That is the discrepancy, and it is really unfair for families. That is what we are about
on that. But there is a definition by VicRoads, and what we want to do is move those crew-cab type
vehicles out of the light commercial section over into the passenger vehicle section. Effectively, in the
old language, anything up to 3 tonnes you move across into the passenger section.
Dr CUMMING: So, Mr Barton, I think we are in agreeance that we are both trying to achieve the
same thing in the way of some kind of fairness for people when they purchase a vehicle to understand
why they are being charged. How the Labor Party and the Liberal Party have written up all the
contracts across the whole of Australia over the years is about tonnage. They do not really care if it is
someone struggling, with a seven-seater. They just care how heavy your vehicle is, and they charge
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accordingly. They actually should care, because if they did care they could write the legislation in a
way that you could tease out that a commercial vehicle was a commercial vehicle and that person,
whether a tradie or the like, could earn some money. You could actually have that definition in there.
What I am proposing is not capturing all seven-seaters. What my amendment is trying to achieve is
not just to capture the actual vehicle, because otherwise the Uber driver or the taxi driver who has a
seven-seater is charged the same rate as a seven-seater.
So I totally understand what you are trying to achieve. You are just saying, ‘That’s a vehicle. It’s a
light vehicle. It’s a heavy vehicle’. That is what you are trying to achieve. And that encapsulates if it
is an Uber driver, yes. So I think we are both trying again, and we both actually can see how these
contracts are written up and how they actually slug mums and dads that wish to just travel around
Australia at this current time. But if they do travel around Australia, each toll that they go through is
going to be by weight, no matter how hard you are struggling inside that vehicle.
Ms SYMES: Thank you, members. Look, it is an important conversation to be having, and I thank
Mr Barton for his amendment. The government is not in a position to support it at this time. I would
say that basically Mr Rich-Phillips and I could have very much just exchanged notes. We have similar
issues with the fact that there is some sympathy for the fact that there is a move to certain vehicles that
are not used for commercial purposes but are used for family purposes and the like.
I guess this is probably important for the record. Currently vehicles that are tolled by other Victorian
toll roads include a basic pricing structure across the following classes: motorcycle, passenger car,
light commercial vehicle and heavy commercial vehicle. Both the West Gate Tunnel and North East
Link will also be required to introduce a fifth class, being high-productivity freight vehicles. Light
commercial vehicles are defined as cab chassis vehicles which are between 1.5 tonnes and 4.5 tonnes.
The intent for this is to charge a higher toll price for those vehicles that create a higher wear and tear
on a road and increase maintenance costs. If we were to change the classification to remove the cab
chassis vehicles, it would result in the North East Link vehicle classes being out of sync with the tolled
vehicle classes on other Victorian toll roads, and so we would not really want to have that inequality
brought about by this amendment. And I would say that this amendment would bring us out of step
with all other Australian road toll policies as well.
Mr Barton, this is an imperfect system, but we do think that the classification based on weight and
type rather than individual models is simpler. It would be unworkable for the tolling system to consider
each new model of vehicle every time a new car hit the Australian market. However, I do know that
the Minister for Roads is interested in this area, and I would encourage you to have further
conversations with her. Again, these tolls do not come into effect for the North East Link for six or
seven years. I think some technologies and innovations are possibly going to help us solve this problem
in the future, because I think there is no-one in the house who has not acknowledged that it is certainly
not perfect.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 10
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Grimley, Mr

Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Maxwell, Ms

Meddick, Mr
Patten, Ms
Quilty, Mr

Noes, 29
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr

Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr

Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tarlamis, Mr
Taylor, Ms
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Vaghela, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Dr CUMMING: I move:
1.

Clause 59, after line 24 insert—
“(2A) Despite anything to the contrary in this Act or a North East Link tolling agreement, the toll
fixed in respect of the use of a cab chassis utility vehicle in a toll zone, being a cab chassis
utility vehicle used primarily for non-commercial purposes, must be the same as the toll fixed
in respect of the use of a passenger car (within the meaning of the Duties Act 2000) in that
toll zone.”.

So in speaking to my amendment, what this amendment achieves is that mums and dads who have a
passenger vehicle can actually travel around the whole of Australia and not be charged a commercial
rate, seeing that currently they are charged a commercial rate because they buy a vehicle and they do
not know how much it weighs. Who in their right mind weighs a vehicle as they get it off the lot? As
I have raised earlier, those vehicles are the VW Transporter. So let us go to Volkswagen, who make
their vehicles in Europe. It is the same vehicle—a Transporter or a VW Multivan. It is what is actually
decorated inside. They both weigh the same. I drove one off the lot as a Multivan. I have its registration
as a passenger vehicle. The Transporter rolls off the lot, and he has a registration of a commercial
vehicle. We are both getting tolled the same because of the weight of our cars.
There is no definition. There is no teasing out in this bill, or really a lot of the bills across the whole of
Australia—Labor bill, Liberal bill, you name the bill or the amendment or the agreement or the tickthe-box arrangement—because somebody, when those agreements and those contracts and those bills
were formed, did not think of this, did not, obviously, think of a coronavirus, did not think that I might
like to travel to Darwin or to Queensland or to Perth and I would like to be only charged, when I go
on the tollways, for a passenger vehicle weight. ‘No, no, no, we didn’t think of that. We’re going to
charge you by how heavy your car is, because you’re tearing up the road’.
Therefore, fine. If Labor and Liberal vote against this together tonight, I understand them. They do not
want me to get a win. They do not want anyone from the crossbench to get a win. No, that is right.
This is a last-minute amendment; I am throwing it on the floor right now and have not had the time to
organise it. ‘We haven’t got the calculators out tonight. I am sorry; it’s a quarter past 8—got to shut
the calculator. It’s too quick, too hard. You know, we don’t know how much money we’re going lose
with one of our mates and whichever contract across the whole of Australia’. Fair enough. I totally get
it. You will be voting the way you are, against my amendment—and this is on the record forever and
a day that that is what you are doing tonight—because you do not know how much money is going to
be made in the future.
You know what? Good luck, right? What future have we got? I do not know if anybody has been
watching the news, but I think we have all been watching the news. I am actually trying to be
pessimistic but I am also trying to ensure, when everything calms down, that every mum and dad in
the whole of Australia will be able to drive around and get charged for what the sticker is on their car,
what they think that they are buying—
Ms Crozier: It’s just the state of Victoria.
Dr CUMMING: Oh, just the state of Victoria. I am sorry. Just read it. You have been here for a
long time. You pick on me. I have been here for 5 minutes and I do not know anything, right?
Ms Crozier interjected.
Dr CUMMING: No, Georgie wants to interject from the floor.
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Ms Mikakos: It genuinely makes no difference.
Dr CUMMING: Of course. I know this makes no difference. The way you are going to vote is the
way you are going to vote. No-one here has had enough time in caucus, or they are in caucus. I totally
get it. I absolutely and totally get it— (Time expired)
Mr BOURMAN: I will be quick. As much as I applaud the intent of this, I will agree with
Dr Cumming as I have not had time to even think about this to find out whether it has got any merit,
so I am not supporting it.
Mr BARTON: As much as I appreciate the support—and I know you have spent a lot of work
today trying to get this over the line, Dr Cumming—there are a whole heap of unintended
consequences here, and that is something that I would not want to do. What we have got is a situation.
What we are talking about is just the North East Link on a brand-new piece. Now, I know in New
South Wales they do separate the pricing. They can do it. It is not rocket science. They are very clever,
these people. But what you are suggesting is opening up a can of worms which we could not control,
I do not think. I am very disappointed that I will not be supporting it. We have not had enough time to
pull it apart. If we had more time we would have run through it together and worked it out, but I think
it is bad with the unintended consequences. But I appreciate your support on this because you know it
is right, what we were trying to do.
Ms PATTEN: Thank you, Dr Cumming, for raising this. I think this goes to the points that
Mr Barton and I and Mr Bourman have made, and even Mr Davis has made, that we actually need to
rethink how we classify vehicles as a whole—
A member interjected.
Ms PATTEN: And the minister as well—and acknowledge that we do need to consider and
reconsider how we acknowledge them. I must say that when we start with ‘Despite anything to the
contrary in this Act’, that is a difficult starting point. Given the unintended consequences of ‘despite
anything, we’ll rush ahead into this’, I do not think it is something that can be supported at this point.
But I do think that we have started the conversation this evening about how we really look at the
vehicles that we are driving today and how we are driving them today and what we are using them for
today. This has begun a conversation. Although it started with a bill about tolls, it actually I think has
started a conversation about how we classify the vehicles that we drive, how we use those vehicles
and how we should be appropriately tolled or charged for driving those vehicles.
Dr CUMMING: As a right of reply, I thank the crossbench speakers that I have heard tonight. It
is very hard being a part of a crossbench, not being part of the big party machine with all the advisers,
all the departments to try and get things up, and we all do our best. Mr Barton, I totally appreciate the
work your party has done to write up your amendment and the conversations that I have had with your
advisers, because I think the intent of what you are trying to achieve is wonderful and why I supported
the amendment.
We know we are up against it. We totally know that we are up against it, and we totally know that they
are not going to do things on a whim, even though at the moment the Reserve Bank is probably going
to be printing off money and contracts will be burnt up. I do not know, but in some states there could
be rioting in the streets, possibly. But, you know, that is okay. It is not going to happen here. We as
Australians trust our government—sometimes too much, because we cannot see the detail on what is
actually happening. Mums and dads rightly buy a car. They think it is a passenger vehicle. They have
got a sticker on it. It says that it is a passenger vehicle, and then forever and a day they are going, ‘Why
am I getting charged too much? Why is it the same as this? Why does it say “commercial rate?”’, not
understanding it is the tonnage. They have decided it is the tonnage. It is like you are weighing fruit.
So, yes, I do understand that I am up against it tonight, but we have got to keep trying, don’t we,
Mr Barton and Fiona and the others on the crossbench that may support me tonight? It might be the
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rare occasion that the government jumps up tonight and says, ‘This is fantastic. We should do this in
these times’, or the Liberal Party might even jump up. But they are just all rolling their eyes saying,
‘You know what? You don’t know how much this is going to cost. This is going to blah blah blah
these contracts, la la la’. I know it would create a big headache if this gets up tonight. But I tell you
what, the whole of Australia would love you all, the Labor and Liberal parties, if you actually did it,
if you actually dug in there, did something like that and seriously allowed the commercial operators
with those contracts to just go ah ah ah. And yes, things will change. Things will go back to normal,
and you will be slogged forever. But you know what? In this time, why don’t we just do something
quickly and let us see how that rolls out. But maybe the government will spend the next year or two
while we are here in this Parliament having a good look at this, and maybe either the Labor Party here
in this state Parliament or the Liberal Party in the federal Parliament might look on this as having some
merit and actually do it. But no, no, no. I am just this little Independent from Footscray. Good luck in
the voting tonight, and let us hope that the Liberal Party and the Labor Party listen to the crossbench
here and maybe eventually spend a bit of time and get it up for every single mum and dad in Australia.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Thank you, Dr Cumming. It does concern me the way you put
yourself down there and particularly the way you put down the western suburbs.
Ms SYMES: I have just a few short remarks. I think a lot of points have been made, particularly
by Mr Barton. Dr Cumming, I appreciate the sentiment of what you are trying to do. You identify an
inequality. You would like to see support for that. I can tell you that your amendment does not achieve
what you are trying to achieve, and I completely acknowledge you are one person in this chamber. I
would encourage you to consider how to bring about some changes that you are advocating for in a
manner that perhaps would be workable. I do have to put on the record that your amendment would
not in any way bind the rest of Australia. We do not have the capacity in this chamber to do that. I
again applaud your passion for addressing something that you see as unfair. I can assure you it is not
the government’s intention to vote down your amendment to entrench unfairness; it is just that we
have a system in place that classifies vehicles. This is a bill that will come into effect to create a toll
on a road in six, seven years time. I think there is time to have further conversations about this. I indeed
have had a conversation with the Minister for Roads, who is happy to pursue some of these
conversations in another forum. The government will not be supporting your amendment this evening.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The question is that Dr Cumming’s amendment 1 to clause 59 be
agreed to. Those of that opinion say aye; to the contrary, no.
Dr Cumming: Aye.
Members: No.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I think the noes have it.
Dr Cumming: The ayes have it.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Division called?
Dr Cumming: No. I think I am the sole voice here, Deputy President. Would that be correct?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Yes, I think it might be. If you are the only member who has
dissented from the motion, under the temporary orders agreed to by the house you have the right to
have your dissent recorded in the minutes or to have a division. Are you prepared to have your dissent
recorded in the minutes?
Dr CUMMING: Yes.
Amendment negatived; clause agreed to; clauses 60 to 165 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
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Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (20:27): I move:
That the report be now adopted.

Motion agreed to.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (20:27): I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
The PRESIDENT: Pursuant to standing order 14.27, the bill will be returned to the Assembly with
a message informing them that the Council have agreed to the bill without amendment.
DISABILITY SERVICE SAFEGUARDS AMENDMENT BILL 2020
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Ms PULFORD:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (20:28): I am pleased to be able to rise this evening,
finally, to speak to this important bill, because as the title, the Disability Service Safeguards
Amendment Bill 2020, suggests, the intent of the bill is to provide safeguards to those people who,
some of them, are the most vulnerable in our society, and those people who are looking after those
people. And it really is those service providers—the therapists, occupational therapists, speech
therapists and those that are working in the sector—providing the care and support to those, as I said,
who are some of the most vulnerable members within our communities.
Now this bill does a number of things. It is a fairly straightforward bill in terms of what the intent is in
relation to what it seeks to achieve. The purposes of the bill are to amend the Disability Service
Safeguards Act 2018 to clarify in the definition of the approved registration standards that an approved
registration standard is an approved registration standard that has taken effect. It provides for
consistency with amendments made by the Disability (National Disability Insurance Scheme
Transition) Amendment Act 2019, it repeals the provisions relating to provisionally registered
disability support workers, it extends the time period during which the provision of disability services
by an individual applying before 30 September 2022 for registration as a disability worker will qualify
that individual for registration and it makes minor and consequential amendments to the principal act.
On the face of it, it would seem fairly straightforward, but as my colleague in the other place Mr Bull
pointed out in his contribution back in March, there were concerns around a number of areas in relation
to what the sector was saying in relation to the number of providers who have some workers in the
disability sector for whom the standards are not yet known, meaning that the government had not
provided what those standards would be and they were still being formed. I think that was one of the
areas of concern that Mr Bull raised in his contribution quite a bit.
What this bill, as I said at the outset, is achieving is fairly simple in its intent. It is making these
amendments in line with the Disability (National Disability Insurance Scheme Transition)
Amendment Act 2019 and its amendments. Of course with the NDIS I am pleased to say all members
in this chamber and across parliaments—especially this parliament under the Napthine and Baillieu
governments with former minister Mary Wooldridge, who did significant work on the NDIS—and I
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think all governments of various persuasions have worked very hard see better outcomes with this
national disability insurance scheme being put in place. Of course at a federal level we have the
national disability scheme that is also working towards ensuring states and territories have the ability
to protect some of the most vulnerable members, as I said, within our community.
The bill makes four technical and clarifying amendments to those safeguards. But one of the areas, as
I said, which was raised by Mr Bull in his contribution, is this area around the standards that were not
yet known. As he pointed out in his contribution, we acknowledge that this legislation is about
protections for those disability workers who are not covered by the NDIS. That has come to light in
the last little while because his contacts in the sector were very clear about some of the issues that they
raised with him earlier on. But in between debating this bill in the lower house and debating this bill
here in the upper house this evening, there have been some concerns that those people that are working
within the NDIS will be covered under the federal scheme. So there is a degree of duplication, and
that is exactly what this sector do not want. They do not want the duplication. The NDIS does cover
those day care workers—those people who are the therapists and the respite carers and all of those
people that are the service providers providing the support.
I should comment that in my area there are a number of carers and therapists who are doing some
terrific work with a number of very vulnerable people. There are Marriott Support Services in
Bentleigh, who are just superb in the work that they do providing support. They have a community
hub that provides a whole range of activities, that really engages with their clients and that gives them
skills and assistance and support with things like shopping and cooking. They have a creative arts
program, they have music and they have drama, and it really is wonderful to see. I have been out there
a number of times, and I have seen the clients really enjoying and participating in those activities. It is
a true credit to all who work with Marriott in Bentleigh to provide the support and care. They really
are well known within that community, and the community recognise the work they do in integrating
them very well.
But to get back to this bill, the NDIS, the federal component, covers those workers. What this bill does
is capture not only those workers but those that were not captured previously. They are the workers
that were possibly working in areas such as the Transport Accident Commission—working with
people who may have had an accident and required the TAC for their disability insurance components
and their ongoing disability needs. The intent of this bill was really to put a code of conduct in to cover
those workers, but at the outset we have got a duplication, as I have mentioned, where this bill covers
both the National Disability Service federal component and the NDIS—those that come under that
legislation already.
As has been said by some of the sector, I want to just give this as an example of what I am talking
about which makes that duplication very clear. The code of conduct under the NDIS Quality and
Safeguards Commission requires workers and providers delivering NDIS supports to:
act with respect for individual rights to freedom of expression, self-determination, and decision-making in
accordance with relevant laws and conventions.

The Victorian Disability Worker Commission says:
The Code requires that disability workers, in providing supports or services to people with a disability, must:
1.

act with respect for individual rights to freedom of expression, self-determination and decision-making
in accordance with applicable laws and conventions.

When I read down this list, number 2 in the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission code is:
respect the privacy of people with disability—

which is followed by—
provide supports and services in a safe and competent matter, with care and skill
act with integrity, honesty, and transparency
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promptly take steps to raise and act on concerns about matters that may impact the quality and safety of
supports provided to people with disability
take all reasonable steps to prevent and respond to all forms of violence, exploitation, neglect, and abuse
take all reasonable steps to prevent sexual misconduct.

When I read out the codes of conduct, like I just did with point 1, about going to the Victorian
Disability Worker Commission, point 2 is exactly the same:
2.

respect the privacy of people with disability—

followed by:
3.

provide supports and services in a safe and competent matter, with care and skill

4.

act with integrity, honesty and transparency

5.

promptly take steps to raise and act on concerns about matters that may impact the quality and safety of
supports and services provided to people with disability

6.

take all reasonable steps to prevent and respond to all forms of violence against, and exploitation, neglect
and abuse of, people with disability

7.

take all reasonable steps to prevent and respond to sexual misconduct.

There are a couple of words that are different in the two codes of conduct, otherwise they are exactly
the same and the intent is exactly the same. That is the duplication that the sector is concerned about,
and that is why the coalition—the Liberals and Nationals—intend to move an amendment to remove
that duplication for those people that are captured under both the federal scheme and also the Victorian
scheme, because that just is ridiculous to have a process that means that they have to be applying to
both codes of conduct when they are already applying to the code of conduct that is exactly the same
as this legislation is requiring them to be applicable to. It makes no sense. It is sloppy work by the
government to not work this out at this point in time. If those respite workers, if those carers, if those
therapists are already covered under the NDIS scheme and already adhere to the code of conduct, then
why on earth would they have to then adhere to this legislation? Why can’t they just be captured in
one and save that duplication?
I think it is very sloppy work by the government, even though their intent is to protect all workers and
all providers and all people with a disability. The intent is here, it is just a duplication that makes no
sense and is going to put that burden on additional providers to ensure that they have complied. We
have got this over-regulatory burden, this red tape. It is almost a scene out of Utopia actually when
you have got a code of conduct that is already applicable to a group of workers and yet you are putting
more regulation on them—exactly the same regulation.
When we do get to the committee stage I will be moving an amendment in relation to excluding those
workers, and I would hope that the government would see sense and actually support the Liberals and
Nationals amendment in that regard to take out that concern because of the confusion that it will
undoubtedly cause. There will be confusion for those workers within the system and the sector about
the code of conduct and the schemes and the regulatory purposes that they are responsible for
undertaking.
I understand the government’s intent. They did want to capture those people that were not covered by
the NDIS code of conduct and they have inadvertently put everybody in the same bucket, and now we
have got this process that I have just outlined to say that it has captured a whole range of other people.
It should only apply to the non-NDIS workers who are not covered under the federal scheme, and that
is what the issues are, where people will have, as I have suggested, some confusion, and it really is an
unnecessary burden. I want to also point out, if I may, that the sector have put in some commentary to
the shadow minister, Mr Bull, in relation to these concerns. I am just going to quote from some
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communication that was provided to Mr Bull on this very point in relation to how it will affect National
Disability Services. Even though they are supportive of the government’s intent too, they say:
NDS still advocates for an amendment to this legislation—

What I am proposing—
… in relation to coverage of the Code of Conduct and associated notifications. We recommend it apply to
disability workers performing work not covered by the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission.

They go on to say that:
NDS recognises that this legislation applies to all disability workers in the state, not just workers providing
NDIS supports. NDS acknowledges that the government is keen to introduce protections for disability
workers who are not covered by NDIS. However we argue that workers providing NDIS supports should be
excluded from the compliance with the Victorian regulations as all these workers are already covered by the
NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission requirements.

So it is very clear what the sector think. They have written that to the shadow minister. It is what I
have outlined this evening in relation to the concerns that we have after speaking to the sector. It does
make sense that they be excluded so we do not have that duplication, that everybody is clear about the
code of conduct in terms of what they are required to do and that the protections are in place for
everybody—the service providers, the workers and of course those people that it will affect. They are
the people—the vulnerable Victorians, as I have described, who have a disability—because they
deserve the greatest protections. They are some of our most vulnerable members of the community,
and as a community and as a society we have an obligation to protect those most vulnerable and to
have a code of conduct. That is absolutely fine; that is what this is about—the protections and
safeguards in place so that they are protected and they are safe. But when you put an over-burdensome
regulation in place like this, the government, as I said, has been sloppy around the duplication process,
and we do not think that is necessary. We think the sector in relation to their commentary that I have
just outlined makes some very good points, and so I would urge the crossbench and the government
to see the sense of that and support the coalition’s amendments when we get to that in the committee
stage.
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (20:44): With pleasure I rise to speak in support of the
Disability Service Safeguards Amendment Bill 2020. This bill makes some minor amendments to the
Disability Service Safeguards Act 2018. The bill is technical in nature and also offers some
clarifications.
There are essentially four amendments in this bill. The first amendment is to clarify that an approved
registration standard is the one that has taken effect and has been published on the Disability Worker
Registration Board of Victoria’s website. This amendment makes clear that the standards disability
workers are required to meet to obtain and maintain registration are those that are available on the
board’s website. The amendment will provide certainty for areas where registration standards may be
made under the act, such as in relation to exams and assessments required to become registered and
also the requirements to maintain such registration—for example, insurance requirements.
The second amendment in the bill removes some conditions that are no longer necessary—namely,
the provisionally registered disability support worker division. The existing Disability Service
Safeguards Act 2018 already provides alternate options to register as a disability support worker that
are well defined and less complex. That is why this proposed bill will remove that section.
The third amendment is about the transitional provisions for registration that apply to the first two
years of the scheme. It ensures that disability workers seeking registration under the two-year
experience pathway will be eligible to register at the commencement of the scheme’s operation, which
is 1 July this year, 2020. It also, furthermore, increases the time frame to obtain experience from a
three-year to a 10-year window. This is introduced to ensure that competent and safe workers who
have taken career breaks or have worked in other sectors, such as aged care, are still eligible to register.
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The last and final amendment in this bill is to ensure that the rights and responsibilities of employees
and contractors of the Victorian Disability Worker Commission are consistent throughout, particularly
with the Disability Service Safeguards Act 2018.
The opposition mentioned some duplication. For completeness, and also for the bills that cover this,
there may be some overlapping. But I would like to take this opportunity to talk about the national
disability insurance scheme that has been introduced by the commonwealth. In Victoria, our state,
there are now over 91 000 Victorians under the national disability insurance scheme, but there are
more—a few thousand across the state—who are still waiting. That is why the Victorian government
is doing all it can to help the transition. However, we know that the NDIS, as it is, is still not operating
as it was intended. This is not the scheme that the Victorian people were promised or the one that we
deserve.
Take one example: the Victorian government signed a full-scheme bilateral agreement with the
commonwealth in June last year, 2019, in which our government contributes over $2.5 billion per year
to the scheme. The bilateral agreement committed to establishing a reserve fund by the end of 2019.
Also the commonwealth gave commitments to provide a framework for the reserve fund for states and
territories, firstly in October and then it moved to December and then again to February. Now they
have not met any of their self-imposed deadlines and we are told that it will not happen until after the
federal budget—October—and we do not know when after October the framework can be introduced.
In summary, this bill makes some minor amendments to the Disability Service Safeguards Act 2018.
It does not impact any of the prementioned objectives, principles or intents. There is no diminution of
safeguards to people with disability. This bill proposes reasonable minor amendments so that we can
ensure a clear and accessible disability worker regulation scheme to commence on 1 July 2020. It
reaffirms our government’s commitment to a safeguarding framework that supports choice and control
for people with disability in Victoria. I would therefore like to commend the bill to the house.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (20:50): I rise to speak on the Disability Service
Safeguards Amendment Bill 2020. This bill makes minor amendments to the Disability Service
Safeguards Act 2018, which establishes a regulation scheme for Victoria’s disability workforce. Our
disability workers are a huge part of our care workforce, providing care and support to nearly
100 000 Victorians who receive support under the national disability insurance scheme (NDIS) as well
as those who access services outside the scheme. As we have seen so clearly during the COVID-19
pandemic, it is our healthcare and support workforce who are Victoria’s essential workers. It is not the
bankers or the lawyers or financial advisers; it is our healthcare professionals who have been working
on the front lines to keep Victorians safe; our doctors, nurses and care workers who have continued to
provide health and support services to those who need them, including our disability support workers.
While the pandemic has been a tough time for many of us, Victorians with a disability and their carers
and support workers have been hit particularly hard. Workers and their clients struggled to access the
personal protective equipment they needed to feel safe at work. When the COVID-19 supplement was
announced for income support payments, Australians who receive the disability support pension and
the carers payment missed out. During a crisis like COVID-19 we need to ensure everybody is looked
after and nobody is left behind. The Greens will keep advocating for Victorians with a disability to be
properly supported as we emerge from lockdown and for all of our care workers to be recognised as
the essential workers they are, including getting the support and resources they need to feel safe and
valued at work.
While the new regulation scheme for the disability workforce is commencing at the beginning of next
month, I understand that the registration aspect of the scheme has been delayed until 2021 to give the
sector time to recover from the impact of the COVID-19 crisis before adapting to the new registration
scheme. The Greens are pleased that the other aspects of the new regulation scheme, including a new
code of conduct for Victorian disability workers and a complaints process, will still commence at the
beginning of next month. The code of conduct for Victorian workers is effectively the same code of
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conduct that applies to NDIS workers, and I understand that implementing the same code of conduct
was strongly supported by stakeholders. The code will apply to all disability workers who deliver
disability services in Victoria, regardless of whether they are funded through the NDIS or not. It is
crucial that we have a strong code of conduct in place that our disability workers must adhere to, to
protect people with disability from harm and abuse. Violence, exploitation and neglect continue to be
the experience of too many disabled people in this country, as we have clearly seen in the last few
weeks with the horrific death of Ann Marie Smith in South Australia.
I indicate that I will not be supporting the amendments circulated by the opposition. We are concerned
the amendments will leave unacceptable gaps in the scheme. Our disability worker regulation scheme
must protect Victorians with a disability from the abuse and neglect that continue to be far too common
within the sector. The Greens will be watching the implementation of this new regulation scheme to
ensure it operates as intended so that all of those who receive disability support services can trust that
they will be treated with the respect and care they deserve.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19) (20:54): It is with great
pleasure that I rise to sum up this debate and look forward to responding to some of the issues in more
detail in the committee stage. But can I just say at the outset that Victorians with a disability deserve
the right to live their lives free of exploitation and free of harm, and they deserve to be empowered to
live their lives as fully as possible and to have the support that they need.
I am very proud to be a member of a party that at both a state and a federal level has moved to enshrine
greater supports and protection for people with disability. The national disability insurance scheme is
in fact a great, lasting Labor legacy, as is the Medicare scheme—two very significant reforms that
have made and will make profound changes to Australians now and into the future—and it is important
that the national disability insurance scheme (NDIS) is delivered in the spirit in which it was intended
by the Labor government that initiated that scheme.
We have seen sadly too much abuse—sexual abuse, physical abuse, neglect and harm—perpetrated
against people with disabilities for far too long, and it is important now that we look to address the
harms and the abuse of the past and to make sure that protections are put in place to prevent this from
happening again. I am proud that we established a parliamentary inquiry and had a process in regard
to abuse in disability services, to hear from the victims—the survivors—themselves and their families,
and what we heard was unbelievable. You know, it is incomprehensible what has been perpetrated
against people with disabilities in the past. That evidence of widespread abuse and neglect of people
with disability is a shame. It is a shameful part of our history, and it is so important that we all work
together to ensure that this never happens again. This is why we made commitments following that
parliamentary inquiry to have a zero-tolerance approach to abuse and to make sure we could put the
protections in place to prevent these practices occurring again.
We had a very significant piece of legislation which is, I guess, the bedrock of the changes that we
have before us here today. That was the Disability Service Safeguards Bill introduced and passed in
2018, enshrining in place registration and accreditation schemes for the disability workforce, and I too
acknowledge the important role that they play overwhelmingly in supporting people with disabilities
in this state. But that was a scheme that involved significant consultation with the disability sector and
most importantly with people with disabilities themselves—from people with disabilities, from their
families, from their carers. The voice of people with disabilities was heard and was responded to, and
this is why we are making these further changes today to further refine those changes ahead of their
significant commencement that will occur from 1 July of this year.
So we have had a very lengthy process to get to this point, and we have got no doubt more work that
will need to be done following the conclusion of the federal Royal Commission into Violence, Abuse,
Neglect and Exploitation of People with Disability and further work that will need to occur there as
well. But it is important that people with disability are protected in this state regardless of whether the
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provider, the worker that is supporting them, is funded by the NDIS or not. And that is what the scheme
puts in place—these here today.
We have got minor amendments that are part of the legislation that we are considering today. They
have been gone through in some detail by Dr Kieu, and I do not propose going through those again in
significant detail. I will just make the point that there are some aspects of this scheme that have been
postponed to 1 July next year, and they go to the registration of disability workers. And that is because
of course we know so many people have been impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic, and this will
enable that workforce to have more time to prepare, as well as the commission itself.
So this is important legislation. It will provide people with disabilities with the protection, with the
dignity and with the respect that they deserve, and I commend the bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1 (21:00)
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I will ask Ms Crozier to circulate her amendments.
Ms CROZIER: I ask that my amendments be circulated in the house. As I said in my contribution,
the shadow minister, the Honourable Tim Bull, made a number of comments in relation to the
workforce registration standards that were not publicly available at the time he was speaking in the
house, and he raised his concerns during the debate at that time. Clause 1 refers to consistency with
the national disability insurance scheme, so given the state standards have to align with the federal
scheme, what specifically, Minister, are the areas in the federal scheme that are seen as loopholes that
warrant a separate Victorian scheme for NDIS-registered workers? And I will just add on: why have
other jurisdictions not seen the need to impose state schemes as well?
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you for that question. The position that the opposition has taken and is
proposing to take this evening with the amendments that the member has circulated and the argument
that she has run is effectively the re-running of the same arguments that the opposition ran two years
ago when the original safeguards legislation was debated and passed by this Parliament. There has
been very strong advocacy by disability advocates that we should in fact enshrine this code of conduct
in our own legislation. Effectively what we do by mirroring the code of conduct that applies under the
NDIS is ensure that people with disabilities are protected regardless of whether their worker is funded
by the NDIS or not.
The code of conduct that is enshrined and that is applicable here in relation to the state scheme and
that is relevant to the state commission is identical to the NDIS code of conduct—word-for-word
identical—so I reject the premise that the member has made in the course of her contribution that there
is in fact a duplication. It is ensuring that people with a disability get the same protection in terms of
the code of conduct regardless of whether they go to the state commission or the federal commission,
and that obviously means that there is a no-wrong-door approach—regardless of where they go they
have the ability to be protected through this code of conduct that is, as I said, word-for-word the same
as the NDIS code of conduct—and also, most importantly, that they get the same level of protection
regardless of whether the worker is funded through the NDIS scheme or not. So we think that it is
appropriate to have this level of protection for people with disabilities. It is not a duplication; it is
enshrining into our scheme the best possible protection for people with disabilities.
Ms CROZIER: Minister, I want you to tell the committee: were there any loopholes in the federal
scheme that you have identified? If not, then ‘no’ was probably an answer that I was looking for.
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Ms MIKAKOS: Well, I have made it clear that our scheme will apply the code of conduct to a
disability worker regardless of whether the worker is funded by NDIS or not. The NDIS scheme
applies to the NDIS-funded programs, so obviously we are extending this to apply also to disability
workers who work for an organisation that is not funded by the NDIS.
Ms CROZIER: Okay. So if you would not mind answering the question. If there are no loopholes,
there are no loopholes. But I also ask: why have other jurisdictions not seen the need to impose a state
scheme? What have they not? What is your advice on that?
Ms MIKAKOS: We have heard from disability advocates and disability organisations who
supported an approach—and as I explained before, this has been two years in development now—of
ensuring that we have got the same safeguards in place, the same code of conduct in place, regardless
of whether the disability worker supporting that person with a disability is funded by the NDIS or not.
It is giving them the same protections. In fact the proposed amendments that you will be seeking to
move will create the loophole; you will be creating the loophole. We are ensuring that people with
disability get appropriate protection.
Ms CROZIER: Thank you, Minister. That is not what parts of the sector believe, as I have
indicated in my debate. I read into the debate their concerns about what they feel. They are the ones
working in the field, and they do not believe that there will be loopholes. They think there is
duplication. But nevertheless I will go on to my next question.
It again goes to the components around the workers being registered under the national scheme but
not registered in the Victorian scheme. They will be referred to as ‘unregistered’, but clearly they are
not because they are registered under the national scheme. Those people that are not state-registered
will not be seen as being safe or competent. That is the concern. So what terms, titles or classifications
do you intend to apply to remove this stigma or inference that those not registered under the state
scheme are less qualified?
Ms MIKAKOS: I will come to that in a moment, but I just want to add further just in relation to
the issue around the comparison with the other states. One other key difference, which I think is worthy
of noting and putting on the record in terms of the differing approach that we have taken to other states,
is that other states have actually decided to cut their NDIS-delivered services from oversight from their
community visitors schemes. Victoria has decided to keep this crucial oversight because we know the
importance of that scheme. So we do not apologise for the fact that we have gone above and beyond
what other states might be doing in terms of providing additional safeguards to people with disability.
If we just look at the history of the evidence, whether it is coming through the federal royal commission
at the moment or through the state parliamentary inquiry, we have seen what happens when there are
not adequate protections in place.
But just coming to the member’s question now in terms of registration, the advice that I have is that
registration is like a licence. A person must lodge an application, which is then assessed by the
Disability Worker Registration Board of Victoria. The applicant may be granted registration if they
meet the qualification, training or experience and probity requirements set by the Disability Worker
Registration Board of Victoria. Once registered, the person is entitled to use a protected title reserved
for workers registered under the Disability Service Safeguards Act 2018, which will distinguish them
from unregistered workers. Registered workers practice is subject to monitoring by the Disability
Worker Registration Board of Victoria to ensure that they meet the standards set—that is, the
registration standards. They must renew their registration annually. If they are the subject of a
complaint to the Disability Worker Registration Board of Victoria, their conduct or performance or
health may be assessed, and if they are found to have engaged in professional misconduct, their
registration may be cancelled and they may be prohibited from providing disability services.
Unregistered disability workers will still be able to practise and will be able to promote or advertise
any other registrations they have or the fact that they have been screened under the NDIS as safe to
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provide NDIS services. However, by reserving titles for registered workers’ exclusive use, the
protected title regime will ensure that workers who choose to register can promote the fact that they
have been screened as both safe and competent to provide disability services.
I guess in summary this is about professionalising the workforce. I think it is a positive thing—now
that we have had this significant expansion and we will have hopefully in the future further expansion
of the NDIS to provide support to more and more people with disabilities in our state and in our
nation—that we are encouraging disability workers to be registered in this way and to demonstrate
their competency, their expertise and their qualifications to the people that they are caring for. The
member would be familiar with—I guess comparisons could be made; this is obviously different in
nature—the ability for us to check that our doctor or our dentist or others that we are dealing with are
registered with the Australian Health Practitioner Regulation Agency. This gives the ability for a
person with a disability, their family and their carers to actually look up and check that this worker
that they have supporting their family member or supporting them is actually registered and has met a
particular standard. So this is a very positive thing. Obviously there is going to be some delay, which
I outlined in my summing up, until 1 July 2021, to give workers a bit more time to participate in that
registration process. But this is going to be a very positive development in the caring or support that
people with disabilities will receive into the future.
Ms CROZIER: Thank you, Minister. Everybody understands that the safeguards are there. It is
not that. The intent of the bill is not being questioned, but the issue is around the sector saying that
there are concerns around that duplication, that there will be some differences between the two
schemes and that they will have that duplication. But given that there is that duplication, can I just
ask—and I know that you have outlined the reasons why the government thinks that it is required:
why is the Victorian code not only applied to disability workers performing work not covered by the
NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission, given the code of conduct standards are basically
identical? I mean, you said that—they are identical—but why, in terms of the two schemes and having
that and the differences? Why is the Victorian code not only applied? And that goes to the point of the
amendment. What we are trying to achieve here is to take those people out who are already covered,
to prevent that duplication. I know that you are going to say, ‘Look, I’ve already answered that’, but I
think we need to be just really clear on that duplication process because there are parts of the sector
that believe that this is going to provide significant confusion. That is the purpose of the amendment
that I am about to move, just to prevent confusion and to bring those people out that are already covered
by the NDIS.
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you. I believe I have already covered this issue. Keeping it identical in
terms of that identical language under the NDIS code of conduct, our code of conduct, has come about
as a result of the consultation with the sector—as I said, very strong support, particularly from
disability advocates. They did not want any differences because that would then create confusion. And
it is closing the gap, because without this replication of the code of conduct under our scheme we
would not have any safeguards in place that would apply to non-NDIS-funded disability workers.
Those people would not be subject to the types of standards that we are putting in place here. So it is
important that we understand. We were very clear. As we were transitioning to the NDIS, we were
very clear with Victorians from the outset that we would not reduce the level of safeguards because of
that transition. We have a proud history of having the highest level of quality and safeguards of
anywhere in the country, and we do not want to go back a step.
I know this, and I see this all the time as minister: when we try and harmonise everything nationally—
and Ms Lovell would have had this experience—and we have these conversations at a national level,
sometimes the lowest common denominator is not a good outcome, particularly for a leader, which is
how we like to see ourselves and what we have been in so many areas. ‘Lowest common denominator’
usually means Victoria loses out. We are always setting the highest standards, pushing things to be the
best that they possibly can be, so we do not want to go backwards and have Victorians who have a
disability actually lose out on that protection and that support.
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So what would happen—I am sure the member will get on shortly and speak to her amendment
specifically—is that would actually create a gap in the system because those disability workers who
are not funded by NDIS would then no longer be captured by the protections that we are putting in
place, the safeguards that we are putting in place for people with disability getting that support from
those non-NDIS funded workers.
Ms CROZIER: Minister, thank you. As I said, the sector do have concerns about this, and I will
move my amendment now so that we are not going over old ground. I move:
1.

Clause 1, page 2, after line 11 insert—
“(v) to provide for disability workers regulated under the NDIS to not be subject to an approved
code of conduct when in the course of providing services under the NDIS; and”.

I think there are concerns, but I do believe that there is duplication, and that is why, as I have explained
in my substantive debate and highlighted in some of my questions through the committee, the sector
do believe that there should be a separate component for those that come under the NDIS aspect as
well as the NDS. You have put your position in relation to why the government thinks that it would
create loopholes. Many parts of the sector believe this is duplication and unnecessary, so I move that
amendment, and I hope that people would see the merit of understanding that many parts of the sector
believe that to be the case.
Ms MIKAKOS: Just in relation to that, I want to indicate to the house that the government will be
opposing this amendment. I have touched upon the reasons for that already. As I have said, we have
had a two-year process leading up to this now. At the 11th hour, before midnight, we have got a
proposed change which would make a significant change to a scheme that the sector and workers have
been gearing up for for some considerable period of time.
This amendment would effectively stop workers delivering NDIS services from being held to account
by the new Victorian Disability Worker Commission and create significant gaps in the system. For
example, a worker could be banned by the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission as they have
been found unsafe to provide disability services but could not then be investigated by the Victorian
Disability Worker Commission and prevented from providing non-NDIS services. We think that that
would actually create confusion in the sector. We have seen terrible cases even very recently, and we
need to ensure we have got appropriate safeguards in place.
As I have explained, the code of conduct under the Disability Service Safeguards Act 2018 is the NDIS
code of conduct, and I think it is probably worth reading through what it is so everyone knows what
we are voting on here. I am quoting from the code of conduct, and this is all on our commission’s
website:
The Code requires that disability workers, in providing supports or services to people with a disability, must:
1.

act with respect for individual rights to freedom of expression, self-determination and decision-making
in accordance with applicable laws and conventions

2.

respect the privacy of people with disability

3.

provide supports and services in a safe and competent manner, with care and skill

4.

act with integrity, honesty and transparency

5.

promptly take steps to raise and act on concerns about matters that may impact the quality and safety of
supports and services provided to people with disability

6.

take all reasonable steps to prevent and respond to all forms of violence against, and exploitation, neglect
and abuse of, people with disability

7.

take all reasonable steps to prevent and respond to sexual misconduct.

I cannot see how anyone would disagree to say that they are not appropriate words, appropriate
standards that we would hold all disability workers up against regardless of whether they are funded
by the NDIS or not. By virtue of having this enshrined in our legislation and through our regulations
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we ensure that NDIS workers will not be subject to inconsistent codes of conduct as both codes are
the same. The effect of the proposed amendment that Ms Crozier is moving is to exclude one lot of
NDIS workers from the operation of the Victorian code of conduct, which is inconsistent with the
overarching purpose of the scheme to create a consistent set of safeguards for people receiving
disability services regardless of funding source.
The Disability Service Safeguards Act 2018 ensures that all Victorian disability workers are subject
to the same code of conduct irrespective of whether they are providing NDIS services or not. This is
important because many workers will provide both NDIS-funded services and non-NDIS-funded
services, so the same worker might be working for a number of clients, a number of agencies, and
therefore be subject to different rules depending on who they are supporting on that particular occasion.
Further, by having NDIS workers subject to the code of conduct under the Disability Service
Safeguards Act we can ensure that if their behaviour falls below the code, the Victorian Disability
Worker Commission can investigate their conduct and the Victorian disability worker commissioner
can prohibit them from providing any disability services in Victoria irrespective of the funding source.
Also the act requires that any complaints or notifications made about NDIS disability workers are
referred to the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission. The Victorian Disability Worker
Commission can then choose to hold off on exercising its powers until the NDIS Quality and
Safeguards Commission has considered the complaint. This minimises duplication of regulation and
ensures consistent regulation of workers by the NDIS and the Victorian Disability Worker Commission.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The question is that Ms Crozier’s amendment number 1, which is
a test for her amendment number 2, be agreed to.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms

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

O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Patten, Ms
Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Noes, 22
Cumming, Dr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr

Maxwell, Ms
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms

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

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 14 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19) (21:30): I move:
That the report be now adopted.

Motion agreed to.
Report adopted.
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Third reading
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19) (21:30): I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
The PRESIDENT: Pursuant to standing order 14.27, the bill will be returned to the Assembly with
a message informing them that the Council have agreed to the bill without amendment.
Questions without notice and ministers statements
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (21:31): I have a bit of outstanding business. I did indicate to Ms Crozier that I
was happy to review the questions she called a point of order on that she believed may not have been
answered. In my opinion at the time the questions were answered, and after reviewing it I still believe
that the questions were answered.
Adjournment
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19) (21:31): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION SCHOOLS FUNDING
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (21:32): My adjournment matter is directed to the
Minister for Education and Minister for the Coordination of Education and Training: COVID-19, the
Honourable James Merlino, MP. The Andrews Labor government has made a lot of investment in
funding works for schools. The funding will help schools carry out works such as painting, resurfacing
floors, replacing windows and fixing roofs as well as resurfacing outdoor paths and stairs.
Schools in my area of Western Metropolitan Region have also received funding. Avondale Primary
School will receive at least $9.02 million to deliver an upgrade. Dohertys Creek P–9 College, stage 2,
will receive funding of $11.23 million to deliver the essential construction of specialist learning spaces
to accommodate students in years 7–9. Footscray North Primary School will receive $16.13 million
to deliver an upgrade and modernisation of the school, including adding new facilities for an additional
200 enrolments. To Gladstone Park Primary School the Victorian government is providing
$2.27 million for an upgrade. Grasslands Primary School will receive a share of funding for new
schools construction to deliver a new school opening in 2022 for 525 students. Saltwater P–9 College,
stage 2, will receive funding of $13.06 million to deliver the essential construction of specialist
learning spaces to accommodate students in years 7–9. Strathmore North Primary School will receive
at least $6.62 million to deliver an upgrade and modernisation of the school, including adding new
facilities for an additional 100 enrolments. To Williamstown High School the Victorian government
is providing $1.23 million to upgrade their year 12 study centre and complete the school’s theatre
complex. These works will ensure every child can access a great local school where they can pursue
their best.
The action I seek from the minister is to visit Dohertys Creek P–9 College in my area of Western
Metropolitan Region with my lower house colleague the member for Tarneit, Sarah Connolly, MP, to
find out how the works are progressing and how the students in my area of Western Metropolitan
Region will benefit from these works.
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HIGH-CAPACITY METRO TRAINS
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (21:34): My adjournment matter
tonight is for the attention of the Minister for Transport Infrastructure, and it relates to the highcapacity metro trains. People will have seen the item on Channel 9 news tonight, and they will have
seen that there is yet more trouble for that already very troubled project. It was due to be completed in
November 2018. We were due to see major progress on the system at that point. It is now more than
18 months overdue, and indeed the indications are now that no sort of final train will be delivered and
operational until at least the end of the year and probably into the early part of the new year.
I make the point that this—so this is the Evolution Rail group, and that is Downer and Plenary and the
Changchun railway group from China—is a public-private partnership. It is a 35-year build-andmaintain contract, with a maintenance yard at Pakenham East and 65 trains over 35 years. But the
government has not been honest or open about this, and we have certainly got many questions on
notice which have not been answered in this place. We need to actually get to the bottom of what has
gone on and gone wrong—so seriously wrong—with this project.
The Minister for Transport Infrastructure has overseen so many disastrous projects now. Everything
she touches is a disaster. Everything she touches is massively over budget. This is the minister for
blowouts and stuff-ups. This minister actually needs to get active and explain to the community what
is going on. What I am seeking from her tonight is that she stand up in the Parliament this week and
make a formal ministerial statement, not a half-baked sort of 3-minute or 2-minute statement but a
serious statement about what has gone on and gone so badly wrong with the high-capacity metro trains.
The Minister for Local Government, who is at the table tonight, has an electorate that goes out towards
the Pakenham line and so forth, and he will understand that that line as we speak now is being used
for testing of this train. The passengers cannot get on because they are doing replacement services to
make sure that the train testing goes on and on and on. There are many problems. I have been informed
of problems with welds and I have been informed of problems with asbestos and other problems, and
now we know that many of the trains are being made in China—a bigger component of them. So
Alstom in Ballarat is in trouble with no new orders, and yet this group has got lots of orders. So I say
the minister has got to come clean with the people of Victoria and explain what she has got so wrong
with this project, why she has botched it and what her mistakes are.
PUBLIC HOUSING
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (21:37): My adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister
for Housing, and the action I seek is that the government establish a new office of the public housing
ombudsman to hear complaints from public housing tenants about the quality and condition of their
homes. Our public housing stock has been ignored and neglected for years. Instead of investing in new
public housing or refurbishing and upgrading our existing units, the government has ignored public
housing and effectively left units to rot. I have heard from the tenants who live in public housing that
our ageing units are now suffering a myriad of issues. Tower blocks have no recycling facilities, lifts
break down regularly and in some estates there are no lifts at all. In many estates there is a shortage of
parking spaces. Laundry facilities are insufficient to meet need or are still waiting on repairs needed
months ago. Bathrooms and kitchens are no longer fit for purpose. There is insufficient cooling, so
residents are sweltering through our increasingly hot summers. There are issues of disability access,
chronic mould issues, overcrowded living conditions and safety concerns—the list goes on.
For those tenants who do wish to complain about the conditions of their homes, the process is unclear
and difficult to navigate. Many tenants face language barriers in accessing the complaints process set
up by the Department of Health and Human Services, while others may not feel comfortable
complaining directly to the department about a service the department itself provides. When they do
complain it can take far too long for their issues to be resolved. I know of some public housing residents
who have had to follow up with the department as many as 100 times and waited several years for
maintenance issues to be addressed. Our public housing tenants deserve better from the department—
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their landlord—which is why they are mobilising to call for a public housing ombudsman and a charter
of rights for residents.
We need an independent body to oversee our public housing sector, to handle issues and complaints
from tenants and to monitor the government’s ability to look after our existing public housing stock.
Our tenants are calling for a charter of rights to uphold their rights to a safe, secure and livable home.
When we have 100 000 Victorians waiting for a public home we cannot afford to abandon our existing
units and allow them to fall into disrepair. We cannot ignore the needs of our public housing tenants,
who deserve a safe and modern place to call home. I echo the calls of our public housing tenants and
ask the government to establish a new office of a public housing ombudsman and codify a charter of
rights for our public housing tenants.
COVID-19
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (21:39): My adjournment matter this evening is for the
Minister for Health, and it relates to COVID-19 modelling that was undertaken by the Peter Doherty
Institute, the University of Melbourne, Monash University and the Department of Health and Human
Services. I think it is really important that Victorians, as we are undertaking and working through the
COVID-19 issue, understand exactly what is going on because of the restrictions that we are all being
placed under. The modelling was utilised as the basis for all decisions that resulted in the restrictions
and self-isolation measures put in place by the Andrews government, which I have to say Victorians
have adhered to magnificently and have helped to suppress the spread of COVID-19.
At the time, the modelling that was released earlier this year considered the worst-case scenario, and
it predicted that at its peak a major COVID-19 outbreak in Victoria could result in 58 000 infections
and 650 deaths per day. Now, these are extraordinary numbers—thousands of people. It never
eventuated to that. We are very fortunate that this country, Australia, has not seen what was predicted
in these worst-case scenarios. But nevertheless, we are still under these restrictions. We still remain in
a state of emergency, and we had the state of emergency extended on Sunday night into the next few
weeks. We have still got those restrictions.
In fact workers cannot go to their place of work. They are being told by the Premier to stay at home.
In fact the Premier has said the most extraordinary thing in saying, ‘Dob in your boss if you are forced
to go to work’. I think this is an appalling, nasty and very concerning line that the Premier is taking in
terms of speaking to Victorians. It undermines everything that people have been doing. They have
been working from home. They have been doing what they have been asked to do, and they will
continue to do that. No-one wants to get COVID-19—nobody—and the people who employ them do
not want their workers to get COVID-19 either. So I think the lines from the Premier were quite frankly
appalling and out of line.
All of that modelling that has been done by the department and the institutes—I think Victorians
should understand exactly what it entails. I know that during the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee hearings, when it was asked would that modelling be provided, the chief health officer said
that updated modelling had been done. As I said, now that we still remain in a state of emergency,
with these new directives for people to stay at home—and they have to adhere to that; otherwise they
are going to get fined—we need to understand. So I am asking the minister to release all modelling
that has been undertaken for the decision-making that they have made that has put these restrictions
on all Victorians during this COVID-19 crisis.
COVID-19
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (21:43): My matter is for the Attorney-General. It follows
the government’s alterations to bail reporting conditions as a result of COVID-19 through the series
of changes that were legislated in Parliament in the omnibus bill on 23 April. More specifically, it has
also been prompted by a disturbing incident in late May in which a child pornography offender living
in Greenvale was arrested whilst on bail for allegedly possessing further child abuse material. He has
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been charged with a string of further child abuse offences. I might add there was also another very
worrying incident last week in which a violent prisoner at the Fulham Correctional Centre near Sale
was somehow released from the prison in error, even though he had actually already been refused bail.
That is an issue that I might take up in a more detailed, separate contribution here in the future.
To return to the more specific focus of this adjournment matter, we learned from the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee hearings two weeks ago through the then Chief Commissioner of Police,
Graham Ashton, that there had been a lifting or easing of the previous bail conditions of 3083 people
at that time. What we still have not necessarily heard about, though, are the practical consequences of
many of these changes. As I expressed both in my speech and during committee questioning on the
COVID-19 omnibus bill, and as a number of people have also said to me privately, I do not think it is
unreasonable to be concerned about whether some people on bail may have sought to take advantage
of the revised arrangements in the weeks since then—beyond just the Greenvale case, that is. If they
have, then it is also obviously very important to understand the degree to which this has happened.
The action I therefore seek from the Attorney-General is that she provide figures that show what
percentage of people on bail have breached their conditions in any way (a) during the entire period
since 25 March, when the government’s stage 2 COVID-19 restrictions began, and (b) during only the
period since bail reporting conditions were eased as a result of the passing of the COVID-19 Omnibus
(Emergency Measures) Bill 2020 in the parliamentary sitting of 23 April. As a means of helping to
better set those numbers in context, I would appreciate if, as part of that, she could also provide the
numbers of people who breached their bail conditions during each of the preceding months of the
2019–20 financial year.
CRAIGIEBURN ROAD DUPLICATION
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (21:45): My adjournment matter tonight is for the
Minister for Transport Infrastructure, and it concerns the safety and traffic flow of vehicles around
Craigieburn and Mickleham roads. My office recently conducted a community survey in Craigieburn,
and I am very grateful to all those residents who responded. We were inundated with replies from
residents who are frustrated with traffic in the area. Every morning Craigieburn residents experience
choked roads and frustration as traffic is banked up, and quite frankly they have had enough.
According to the latest census data, 67.7 per cent of Craigieburn residents use their car to drive to
work. In 2018—two years ago—these drivers were promised that Craigieburn Road would be
duplicated. Nothing has happened so far. Understandably, they are very frustrated, these residents,
because they do not know when the Craigieburn Road works will start and they have not heard
anything, despite our pleas, about duplicating Mickleham Road. The action I seek from the minister is
to advise me so I can advise my residents when the Craigieburn Road duplication will begin and when
it is expected to be completed.
MARIBYRNONG TRANSITIONAL HOUSING
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (21:47): My adjournment matter is to the Minister for
Corrections in the other place. Last month Maidstone residents were told that renovation had started
on turning the former Maribyrnong detention centre into a transitional home for 44 men leaving prison
and that it would be occupied this month. The action that I seek is for the minister and Corrections
Victoria to urgently commit to a community forum via videoconferencing so my community may
express their concerns and have them addressed.
The housing has been called temporary, of which the meaning is not clear. My community is in the
dark. Every Victorian needs a secure and safe home, but all evidence suggests this is not a suitable
emergency solution. This appears to be an attempt to cover up one problem by creating multiple others.
The men, described by the department as vulnerable, will have separate bedrooms but every other
facility they will use—bathroom, kitchen, living area—is communal. It is not clear how they will be
properly socially distanced and how this will protect them within the community. Importantly, an
Australian Institute of Criminology 2018 report flags multiple problems with housing together large
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numbers of people leaving prison in transitional housing. The report found transitional housing for this
population more often contributes to reoffending and has the most resistance from the community
when compared with other types of housing. A former detention centre with barbed wire, high walls
and 24-hour security, the facility resembles a mini prison rather than a home.
The community resistance comes from residents, businesses and community services. It is
recommended, for best outcomes, residents and businesses have high levels of consultation before the
housing is launched, as well as ongoing reassurance. This is not happening. Community services are
often ill equipped to handle the specific needs of ex-prisoners and often cannot cope with the impact
on services already oversubscribed and under-resourced. It is also not clear what extra support will be
provided to them. Given the research evidence, why would you choose to spring this on the community
rather than seek best-practice solutions? It does not make sense.
DROMANA INDUSTRIAL ASSOCIATION
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (21:50): I am pleased to raise a matter on the adjournment
this evening for the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change in the other place. I have
been contacted by the Dromana Industrial Association, a really innovative group of businesses in
Dromana that do a whole range of different activities. Some of these activities include some new
businesses that are energy intensive, including a brewery. a distillery and food production businesses.
Together with a solar farm proponent they are advocating for the construction of a solar farm in
Dromana near the Dromana industrial estate that would provide low-cost power, environmentally
friendly power and power that can help take pressure from the grid by locating the source of the power
close to these users. This would be an absolute win-win.
A planning permit has been issued by the Mornington Peninsula Shire Council for the project. The
council is very supportive. The local community is very supportive. The proponent is keen to get on
and develop the project as quickly as possible, but there seems to be some delay and some
misunderstanding or lack of action from United Energy. The action I therefore seek from the minister
is that she intervene and ensure that whatever needs to be done to allow this project to commence be
done. She is the minister, and I urge her to act so that this very exciting project for the Mornington
Peninsula that will generate investment, clean energy and a 5-megawatt solar farm can take place and
take place as quickly as possible.
POLICE DRONES
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (21:52): My adjournment debate matter is for the
attention of the minister for police. On 10 July 2019 the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
announced the launch of a dedicated drone unit for Victoria Police. This unit would consist of at least
50 drones and 70 specialist operators within the first year. It was stated that these drones would be
used to support police operations, map crime scenes and provide search and rescue support. The drones
would also be fitted with night vision and long-range zoom and have the ability to transport supplies
like medical equipment and water to hard-to-reach places. All of these functions seem appropriate and
useful in assisting police under listed circumstances.
What is not appropriate is conducting surveillance on the general public who have done nothing wrong
or who are not involved in a police-related matter. Operation Summersafe, which was conducted from
December 2019 to March 2020, used drones to monitor areas from Williamstown to Altona and
St Kilda to the Mornington Peninsula, surveying the beaches, shopping centres and transport hubs to
‘proactively detect’ offending in public space. Commander Libby Murphy stated:
There will be a focus on using real time intelligence and technology through the Drone Unit to detect and
deter offending, giving us the ability to flexibly deploy resources to where they’re most needed.

The fact that these drones are used to deter reflects an Orwellian state of surveillance that is not
appropriate. My request to the minister is to make publicly available the outcomes of Operation
Summersafe in relation to the use of drones, including: one, the number of criminal activities observed
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and intercepted by drones; two, the number of hours drones spent in the sky; and, three, the number
of cases which would not have been detected if not for the drones. In addition, drones will likely
continue to be a part of the Victoria Police toolkit. Can the minister please provide an insight into the
following: one, what conditions limit the use of drones—for example, weather, range and height; two,
what abilities and exemptions will police drones have in comparison to civilian drones; and, three, can
we expect to see continued use of drones as deterrence and surveillance tools rather than response
tools?
CASTLEMAINE HEALTH
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (21:54): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Health,
and it concerns the currently suspended birthing services at Castlemaine Health. The action I seek is
for the minister to order the immediate resumption of birthing services at Castlemaine Health whilst
the current review by the hospital is carried out and for the minister to provide an assurance that
birthing services at the hospital will operate indefinitely in the future.
Castlemaine Health has a long and proud history of delivering quality health care to the people of
Castlemaine and surrounding districts. The first hospital in Castlemaine opened in 1853 and, after a
major building program, moved to its current site on Cornish Street in 1995. Just over three weeks ago
Castlemaine Health paused birthing at the hospital whilst the six-week review into procedures, policies
and processes—not even due to commence until 5 June—is carried out. While the hospital announced
the pausing of the service is temporary, the unavailability of birthing at Castlemaine Health has caused
great concern in the local community. The announcement immediately impacted three local women
planning to give birth at Castlemaine Health that weekend, and the community are rightly asking why
birthing services cannot continue during the period of the review.
The pausing of birthing services at the hospital during a period of review has the potential to send an
inaccurate message to the community that the service is unsafe, when history shows the opposite is
true. In what is supposed to be a wonderfully special time for families, the decision to pause birthing
services at Castlemaine Health is creating unnecessary anxiety for expectant mothers. Because of the
pausing of the service at least 10 women throughout the Castlemaine region are faced with changing
their birth plans unexpectedly.
Local community groups support birthing at Castlemaine Health and support the review but are
strongly advocating for the immediate return of birthing services while the review is carried out. In
three days the group collected more than 1000 signatures of concerned community members on a
petition calling for an immediate resumption of the service. The pausing of birthing services at
Castlemaine Health has caused genuine anxiety for expectant parents throughout the Castlemaine
district, and I urge the minister to step in and recommence this service immediately. The action that I
seek is for the minister to order the immediate resumption of birthing services at Castlemaine Health
whilst the current review by the hospital is carried out and for the minister to provide an assurance that
birthing services at the hospital will operate indefinitely in the future.
CHILD PROTECTION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (21:57): My adjournment matter is for the attention of the
Attorney-General and is regarding the exploitation of children. Sex offending is unfortunately an act
that is forever apparent within communities, and therefore we as policymakers have to respond
accordingly to ensure that we are doing all we can to protect our most vulnerable.
When Australia strengthened its domestic penalties as a step towards preventing further sexual abuse
against minors, perpetrators looked abroad for alternative ways to prey on innocent children. This
resulted in some predators engaging in child sex holidays throughout the world, but predominantly in
the poorer parts of Asia. Stemming from a proposal by then Senator Derryn Hinch in the federal
Parliament the government then ensured that convicted sex offenders could not travel abroad to exploit
children by imposing a passport ban on convicted sex offenders.
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Despite this, the continuing expanse of the internet now means that child pornography is more freely
available than ever before. Live streaming of sexual offending, the exploitation of minors and
pornographic images of minors continue to haunt the minds of the state and federal police, who try
each day to prevent this material from landing on Australian computers for consumption by predators.
Ultimately the internet is nearly impossible to police.
However, many sex offenders do not solely rely on the internet for gratification. Social distancing
restrictions and border closures have prevented opportunities for sex offenders to prey on innocent
members of the community, thankfully. However, recently at the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee, Minister Neville informed the committee that the incidence of parents abusing children
was on the rise. This included using children for sex and exploitation. It therefore did not surprise me
to hear that there are over 700 ongoing investigations into high-end harm cases. The family home is
meant to be the safest place for all children, but sadly this is not the case. If you thought that was
alarming, then listen to this: in 2017–18 only 51 per cent of people sentenced for sexual penetration of
a child aged 12 to 16 were given a term of imprisonment. Why are only half of the offenders who rape
a child ending up in jail?
Given this tragic rise in offending amongst family members during the COVID-19 pandemic, the
action I seek is for the minister to consider increasing sentences for serious sex offending in line with
community expectation. If existing laws are inadequate, as I believe they are, it should be a priority
for this Parliament to amend them and ensure greater community safety. Let us not make this about
politics but rather about protecting the innocence of our children.
WILD HORSE CONTROL
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (22:00): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change, and concerns Parks Victoria’s plan to indiscriminately
shoot brumby populations in the Victorian Alps. The minister will be aware of the extraordinary
passion this threat to our state’s brumby population has aroused. It has brought together an otherwise
disparate population and coalition: animal lovers; history lovers from my electorate and from all over
Victoria, Australia and even the world; and people who believe that brumbies have played a very
important role in our literature, our culture and our identity, and indeed the part they played on the
battlefield and in the very landscape of the High Country itself.
Tonight I wish to raise Parks Victoria’s role in this sorry saga, and what the minister must do to put
things right. People are angry—not just because the threat to the brumbies comes from a deeply flawed
decision but because they feel the government has lied to them. The feral horse strategic action plan
consultation told them animals would be mustered and relocated or trapped and rehomed, and that if
all else failed, shooting would happen only after further discussion. This could not be clearer. The
public document on page 22 states that shooting—and this is in bold:
Will not be used to control free-ranging feral horses.

It goes on:
In year three of this plan an evaluation of the success or otherwise of trapping and other capture methods will
commence.

It goes on to say that if this should prove insufficient:
… further public consultation and dialogue will be undertaken on techniques such as shooting …

Yet Parks Victoria now want to tear this up—to abandon sensible population management, an
approach used around the world, and move straight to shooting. It is utterly unacceptable, it is
dishonest, and the fury I heard at the rally outside Parliament today is the fury of those who feel
betrayed by the arrogant, dismissive dishonesty of this sham consultation.
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The second key point is that of population numbers. It is clear now the estimated numbers of brumbies
are wildly inaccurate, either due to the horrific impact of fires or because they were always wrong.
The brumby, always elusive, is now practically invisible. The claim of rampaging hordes cannot be
sustained by anyone with recent experience on the ground. The error here is not small; it is
fundamental, and the minister must look again before basing a potentially disastrous policy on such
inaccurate evidence. The action I seek is for the minister to stop the cull to allow population numbers
to be independently established and to make this the beginning, not the end, of a genuine debate about
heritage protection and proper brumby population management.
BUSHFIRE PREPAREDNESS
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (22:03): My matter is for the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services, and the action I seek is for the communications systems to be made interoperable between
the New South Wales Rural Fire Service, the Victorian CFA and other fire services. In the wake of
this fire season we were told that the government really cared about fixing fire management. We were
told this time would not be like the Black Saturday fires, when we quietly abandoned the
recommendations when the fuss died down because it was politically inconvenient. Well, barely a few
months later fire management has been wiped off the agenda by the news cycle. Coronavirus might
appear more urgent right now, but bushfires still matter.
To come to my point: cross-border sharing of firefighting resources is common and makes sense. The
border between New South Wales and Victoria is usually more theoretical than reality for those of us
who live there, with fires and people paying it little heed. New South Wales may be a long way away
from Melbourne, but it is closer to Wodonga or to Walwa as the bushfire travels, as we saw only too
clearly this year in the fire. Being able to talk to each other will save lives and stop fires. It makes sense
for both sides of the border to surge resources to meet the other’s requirements as it saves money for
both sides. You can stop fires faster.
One issue which the state border is more than an imaginary construction for is the differences in
firefighting bureaucracies. In short, the two sides of the border are not necessarily able to communicate
with each other by radio at the team level. This is silly and could easily be corrected with the political
will. Urgently I call upon the minister to organise an exchange of radios between the CFA and RFS
brigades on the border so that all fire tankers have communications available from both sides in a fire.
Do this now, before the next fire season. In the longer term I call on the minister to push for interstate
compatibility in radio equipment.
COVID-19
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (22:05): My adjournment matter this evening is for the Premier, and
it relates to his directive under the continued state of emergency that all Victorians, if they have worked
at home, must remain at home. I ask this on behalf of a large insurance broker company that sits in
one of my electorate towns and employs 26 people in that town alone but also has seven branches in
regional Victoria and one in metropolitan Melbourne and employs a total of 156 staff. Partnering with
locals in the regions, this organisation was certainly swift in its response to a variety of community
needs and in particular in East Gippsland with the bushfires and their recovery efforts. They provided
much-needed advice and support also for the timber industry, which links in and uses their services
and which this government again is putting under more and more pressure due to its decision to
abandon it because of the timber industry protesters and the resource allocation delays by the
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning.
Currently this insurance broker organisation is in the midst of supporting clients due to COVID. They
have been an exemplary business. They have been contained and dutifully stayed at home. They have
made provisions for all 156 of their staff as directed by the deputy chief health officer on 30 March
this year. But the key factor is that now that restrictions are being eased we are told various schools
and the like can go back to work, but if you have been staying at home working you must stay at home
working. Not only that, but we also see that there is a culture of ‘dob in your boss’, which I think just
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belittles the whole energy of the great work that country Victorians have done in order to stabilise and
keep active cases so very low. Indeed in Gippsland itself there have been zero new cases in the last
month and there are zero active cases at the moment. What this company is highly frustrated with is
that their staff want to come back to work. They have been at home for three months. They have made
clinical protections—cleanliness and hygiene instructions. They have been methodical in what they
are doing.
The other point that I raise is that the Premier talks about his concerns around trams and close
proximity in buses and trains. Ninety-five per cent of the population in Gippsland drive to work, so
this will not be an issue. The action I seek on behalf of my constituent is for the Premier to recognise
country Victoria is different, rescind that order that asks you to dob in a boss and keep those people at
home and enable them to get to their jobs, get into their offices and do their work properly.
HAMPTON PARK SECONDARY COLLEGE
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (22:08): I raise a matter this evening for the
attention of the Minister for Education. I have received representations from a constituent of mine who
works at Hampton Park Secondary College regarding the long-running issue of staff at that school
being underpaid. The correspondence I have received from my constituent refers to more than 15 staff
members being underpaid, in some cases for a period of up to a decade. Individual staff members have
been underpaid in the thousands of dollars, so it is not an insignificant amount that staff members have
been short-changed on.
This matter was first identified by the school in October of last year. It was referred to the Department
of Education and Training in November of last year, and to date it has not been resolved. Individual
staff members, I am advised, were told they needed to provide evidence that they had been underpaid.
I understand that evidence has now been provided to the school and to the department, but seven
months later they still have not received the payment that they are owed.
Indeed the person who has contacted me has asked for confidentiality because they are concerned that
if they are named there will be adverse action against them by the school or by the department. This
involves a number of staff at the school. I have seen documents that have gone from the school to the
Department of Education and Training that verify what I have been told, and these staff members
understandably want their back pay paid as quickly as possible.
The government for a number of months has been beating its chest about so-called wage theft
legislation which is coming forward, I believe, in the Parliament, so it is the height of hypocrisy for
the government to be going around accusing other employers of wage theft when seemingly that is
exactly what it has been doing with its own staff at Hampton Park Secondary College apparently for
a decade. I would ask the Minister for Education to urgently intervene with the department to ensure
that this matter, which has been outstanding for some seven months, is corrected and those staff, more
than 15 staff, receive the back pay they are owed.
RESPONSES
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (22:11): President, I have 15 adjournment matters to be addressed, and I will forward
those on to the appropriate ministers.
Since the last sitting day 25 written responses to adjournment matters have been provided to members
and published under the temporary orders agreed to by the house on 23 April 2020, and no written
responses were received today.
The PRESIDENT: The house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 10.11 pm.
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Written adjournment responses
Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.

24 April to 2 June 2020
LOCAL GOVERNMENT REFORM
In reply to Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (31 October 2019)
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Small
Business):
The Local Government Act 2020 was developed through an extensive engagement process that has spanned
over four years.
Council chief executive officers, mayors, councillors, senior staff, peak organisations, ratepayer groups and
community members have all participated in this review and can take considerable credit for having shaped
these reforms.
To ensure we could meet an important milestone this year, I sought feedback from the local government
sector and the wider community for a six-week period on six additional reform proposals to further strengthen
the Local Government Bill 2018.
This consultation was focused on the six additional reform proposals and was more limited in scope than the
previous phases of the engagement process that encompassed the whole Bill.
A strong level of interest was received from the sector and the wider community. At the close of the feedback
period, 429 responses were received on the six additional reform proposals.
The Government took the many views and ideas received during the consultative process into account and
this is demonstrated through the response to the six reforms and the amendments made in the Parliament.
I thank everyone who has contributed to the development of these important reforms.

COMMERCIAL PASSENGER VEHICLE INDUSTRY
In reply to Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (13 November 2019)
Ms HORNE (Williamstown—Minister for Ports and Freight, Minister for Public Transport):
The Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Act 2017 (the Act) provides for maximum charges for unbooked
commercial passenger vehicle journeys that begin in the Melbourne Metropolitan Zone or the Urban and
Large Regional Zone to be determined by the Essential Services Commission (ESC). The independence of
the ESC, supported by its information gathering powers, is important to supporting the long-term interests of
Victorian consumers. I am not able to direct the ESC in this matter.

MURCHISON NEIGHBOURHOOD HOUSE
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (5 February 2020)
Mr DONNELLAN (Narre Warren North—Minister for Child Protection, Minister for Disability,
Ageing and Carers):
I acknowledge the significant concern in the Murchison community following the closure of the DP Jones
aged care facility and the collapse of its operator, Murchison Community Care.
As you are aware, aged care is the primary responsibility of the Commonwealth and it is incumbent on the
federal government to ensure the financial sustainability of rural aged care services.
With respect to the Murchison Neighbourhood House, the Department of Health and Human Services is
working closely with the local council and the Goulburn North Eastern Association of Community Centres
Neighbourhood House Network to ensure it can continue to provide programs in support of the Murchison
community.
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As part of this process, the department has approved the Network to auspice the Murchison Neighbourhood
House, in place of Murchison Community Care.
The Victorian government provides more than $36 million every year for the Neighbourhood House
Coordination Program. This program provides funding for 401 neighbourhood houses to employ coordinators
to manage their activities and operations, as well as supporting Victoria’s 16 neighbourhood house networks
and the peak body, Neighbourhood Houses Victoria.

BUSHFIRE PREPAREDNESS
In reply to Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (5 February 2020)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The question you raised falls within the portfolio responsibilities of the Minister for Planning. Your question
will need to be redirected the Hon Richard Wynne MP for response.

ROAD CLOSURES
In reply to Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (6 February 2020)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Minister for
Priority Precincts, Minister for the Coordination of Transport: COVID-19):
The Victorian Government is investing in better roads to support economic growth in Melbourne’s west,
including through the West Gate Tunnel Project and suburban road upgrades. Unfortunately, some disruption
is inevitable while these major projects are built.
The closures on the M80 and West Gate Freeway were necessary in order to undertake a significant amount
of roadworks over a six-week summer construction campaign. The works were very large-scale and included
widening and reconstruction of existing ramps, construction of a new bridge to make room for West Gate
Freeway traffic underneath, and installation of new road features such as kerbs and guardrails.
The detour routes and signage used to manage traffic were extensively reviewed and tested in the months
leading up to these closures. The roadworks underwent a rigorous assessment that considered journey times
and available detour routes, with continuous monitoring of traffic conditions and travel times along the detour
routes during the disruption.
A major advertising campaign three weeks in advance of the closures, including across television, radio,
newspapers and social media, as well as on-road signage was implemented. Motorists were advised to allow
extra time for their journey with delays of up to 30 minutes—extensive traffic monitoring has shown that
average delays were well within this time for journeys on the freeway network.
I am advised that notification of the works was delivered to local businesses, including Aces Engineering
Supplies, on 6 January 2020. I am further advised that Aces Engineering Supplies were also visited during a
subsequent doorknock by the project’s builder on 21 January 2020, as part of a wider check on the businesses
in the area.
My office has already been in contact with ACES Engineering Suppliers Pty Ltd regarding their concerns.

COUNTRY FIRE AUTHORITY TRUGANINA STATION
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (18 February 2020)
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine—Minister for Water, Minister for Police and Emergency Services, Minister
for the Coordination of Environment, Land, Water and Planning: COVID-19):
The Country Fire Authority (CFA) has identified a site that is suitable for the new Truganina station and is
working with the developer and Council before the acquisition can be finalised and construction can
commence. The CFA explored multiple sites for the new Truganina station but was unable to secure any of
these due to site suitability or costs. This has led to project delays however the process is now underway. Once
the purchase of the new site has been completed, the CFA will consult with the brigade on the design of the
new station.
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ORBOST SECONDARY COLLEGE
In reply to Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (18 February 2020)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education, Minister for the Coordination of Education and
Training: COVID-19):
The Andrews Labor Government has invested more than $6.1 billion over the past five State Budgets to
deliver new schools and progressively modernise existing educational facilities. With more than 1,500
government schools, all in varying condition, our ongoing challenge is to balance and prioritise the
infrastructure needs of all schools.
In eastern and north-eastern Victoria, this challenge has been compounded by recent bushfire impacts. In
addition to the loss of Clifton Creek Primary School and the secondary effects of contamination on many
others, a number of schools were used as community refuges and emergency service centres. Then, as now,
schools have been at the centre of community life, spirit and identity.
As you indicate, Orbost Secondary College was allocated nearly $1 million in the 2018–19 State Budget to
refurbish and improve classrooms and infrastructure in poor condition. Building on this initial investment, a
further $3.48 million was allocated in the 2019–20 State Budget through the Permanent Modular School
Buildings program. This funding is being used to replace an older facility (containing asbestos) with a new
architect-designed permanent modular building.
I am advised that as part of this project, the Victorian School Building Authority (VSBA) reviewed the
college’s master plan and developed options to demolish and replace the eastern wing of the existing
administration building. Still in its design phase, the VSBA has expanded the project scope (as requested by
the college) to include demolition and replacement of the technology block as well.
The delivery of this new modular building will significantly transform the learning environment of Orbost
Secondary College and support local development at a time when the region is not only recovering from the
effects of bushfire but, like the rest of the world, is now having to contend with the disruptive impact of
coronavirus (COVID-19).
In relation to facilities at Orbost Secondary College, let me assure you that the Government will use all
available data, including condition assessments and pre-existing project plans, when determining priorities
for our school capital works program and allocating resources in a future State Budget.
I trust this information is of assistance.

ST ALBANS LEISURE CENTRE
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (19 February 2020)
Ms SPENCE (Yuroke—Minister for Community Sport, Minister for Youth, Minister for
Multicultural Affairs):
I refer to your adjournment debate matter regarding the St Albans Leisure Centre redevelopment.
Providing high quality community sport and recreation infrastructure is a key aim of the Victorian
Government and is integral to the health and well-being of all Victorians. The Victorian Government has
invested more than $850 million into community sport infrastructure since 2014.
The Victorian Government is committed to supporting Brimbank City Council to deliver community sport
infrastructure projects. That is why we have invested over $6.3 million into projects within their local
government area since 2014.
The new $22 million Local Sports Infrastructure Fund will provide funding for high-quality, female friendly,
safe and accessible facilities to ensure all Victorians can enjoy the benefits of participating in sport and active
recreation. The state-wide competitive program closed on Friday 14 February 2020 with outcomes anticipated
by mid-2020.
I can confirm that my department has received an application from Brimbank City Council for the St Albans
Leisure Centre to the 2020-21 Local Sports Infrastructure Fund–Aquatic Centre and Indoor Stadiums stream.
As started above an outcome for this application is expected to be communicated in mid-2020.
Thank you for bringing this matter to my attention.
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WEST GATE TUNNEL
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (19 February 2020)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Minister for
Priority Precincts, Minister for the Coordination of Transport: COVID-19):
Given the West Gate Tunnel Project is being built in former industrial areas, testing has found that low levels
of the group of chemicals known as PFAS will be found in some of the excavated soil during tunnelling.
These issues were identified during the Environment Effect Statement process and were well known to the
project parties when they entered into the West Gate Tunnel Project Agreement.
Plans are being put into place to ensure the safe management of soil. EPA Victoria and Worksafe Victoria
requirements will be met at every step of the way.
Transurban and its builder, CPB-John Holland are considering a range of potential sites but no decisions have
been made.
The use of any site would be subject to environmental and planning approvals. This involves consultation
with councils, nearby residents and businesses, to get their input and understand any issues.

COUNTRY FIRE AUTHORITY CREIGHTONS CREEK STATION
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (3 March 2020)
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine—Minister for Water, Minister for Police and Emergency Services, Minister
for the Coordination of Environment, Land, Water and Planning: COVID-19):
The Country Fire Authority (CFA) is aware of the needs of the Creightons Creek Fire Brigade. The station
was built in 1993 to house two emergency appliances and reflects the standard at the time it was built. The
station is located adjacent to a council hall, which the brigade utilises for brigade meetings and other
operational support needs. The CFA acknowledges some challenges associated with the station and as such,
the station will be replaced within the next five years, subject to funding availability. Following the recent
incident involving the failure of the motor room door, a comprehensive assessment of the cause of the incident
was completed and repairs were undertaken to ensure that the door is operating safely. The CFA has also
included the replacement of this motor room door in its preventative maintenance works schedule in the
2020-21 Financial Year.

VICEMERGENCY APP
In reply to Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (3 March 2020)
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine—Minister for Water, Minister for Police and Emergency Services, Minister
for the Coordination of Environment, Land, Water and Planning: COVID-19):
The Victorian Government is dedicated to making continual improvements to emergency management,
including updates to the VicEmergency App.
Emergency Management Victoria administers the VicEmergency website and app and makes improvements
to the app based on feedback from the community. Warnings and incident information on the app and website
are sourced from a range of government agencies and departments to ensure the most comprehensive
information is available for the community.
Victoria has an integrated information system that provides bushfire and other emergency information to the
community through radio, television, websites, telephone hotlines and social media. VicEmergency also
works with interstate partners, including the New South Wales Rural Fire Service, to display relevant
warnings and incidents. Fire incidents that occur up to 50 kilometres over the Victorian border into New South
Wales will be displayed. It is important that community members plan ahead and know the range of
information sources they will have access to in times of emergency and do not rely on any one source of
information.
Improvements to the VicEmergency app will be considered as part of the government’s response to findings
and recommendations from the Inspector-General for Emergency Management’s inquiry into the 2019-20
Victorian Fire Season which is examining the issue of public information and warning systems, including
cross-border coordination and communication, as part of the inquiry’s terms of reference.
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SUEZ LANDFILL, HAMPTON PARK
In reply to Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (5 March 2020)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The Victorian Government takes issues related to waste and landfills seriously. Victorian Government
agencies are working in partnership with local government to address issues at the SUEZ landfill in Hampton
Park.
The Environment Protection Authority Victoria (EPA) conducts regular inspections of the landfill and takes
regulatory action to hold the operator to account where the site operator does not comply with its licence.
Since September 2017, the EPA has issued $32,000 worth of infringements to the operator for breaches of
licence at the landfill.
The operator convenes a community reference group to engage with nearby residents on issues related to the
landfill, and meets with other community members as required.

WASTE AND RECYCLING MANAGEMENT
In reply to Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (5 March 2020)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
Recycling Victoria: A new economy, the Victorian Government’s 10-year circular economy policy and action
plan, was released February 2020. Through this policy, the government will invest over $300 million to
transform our recycling sector and deliver a recycling system Victorians can rely on.
This government has set a deadline of 2030 for every Victorian household to be provided with a food organics
and garden organics (FOGO) service. Many local governments are already rolling out these services (25 of
79 councils) and the Victorian Government will support every council as they transition to our new kerbside
collection model. However, it would be irresponsible to force or rush this change until the necessary
reprocessing infrastructure and markets are in place to take all this new material.
We will ensure the organics recovery industry grows successfully and does not create new waste stockpiles.
The government is investing $30 million in research and business innovation to drive these end markets and
$56 million to support investment in recycling infrastructure for FOGO and other recovered materials.
The waste hierarchy prefers recovery of energy from waste over disposal in landfill. Recycling Victoria
includes support for facilities that will generate valuable energy from waste that would otherwise go to
landfill. To ensure that waste minimisation, reuse and recycling remain our priorities, we have also placed a
cap on waste to energy. Of the roughly 14 million tonnes of waste generated by Victorian households and
businesses each year, only one million may be used in thermal waste to energy facilities.

YARRAWONGA FIRE STATION
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (17 March 2020)
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine—Minister for Water, Minister for Police and Emergency Services, Minister
for the Coordination of Environment, Land, Water and Planning: COVID-19):
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to supporting the sustainability of the Country Fire Authority
(CFA), both now and into the future. The CFA is aware of the needs of the Yarrawonga Fire Brigade. The
fire station was built in 1992 and reflects the standard at the time it was built. Over time, the size and number
of emergency appliances at CFA brigades has increased.
The CFA is co-located with Victoria State Emergency Services (VICSES) at the site and as a result there is
limited area available for improvements to the fire station.
The CFA is endeavouring to upgrade and replace stations across the state in an equitable manner to support
volunteers. The Land and Building Capital Works program is informed by the CFA’s infrastructure priorities,
which take into consideration district, regional and state-wide needs, including community risk profile and
service delivery needs, to ensure the best outcome for the state of Victoria. I have asked the CFA to consider
the request about the Yarrawonga Fire Station as part of their future infrastructure planning.
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DIGITAL LITERACY
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (17 March 2020)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education, Minister for the Coordination of Education and
Training: COVID-19):
The Andrews Labor Government is making Victoria the Education State, so that every child and young person
has the chance to succeed.
This has seen new investment in infrastructure, hardware and software for schools, including $25.4M for the
Software for Schools program, which is providing teachers and students with expanded access to a
comprehensive suite of educational software. In addition, the Government has also invested $51M to refresh
critical school Wi-Fi and virtual conferencing equipment, related products and services.
As part of the response to coronavirus (COVID-19), to ensure more school students can learn from home, the
Government has committed to loaning more than 6,000 laptops and tablets to students who don’t have access
to a device.
In addition, the Government has an agreement with Telstra to provide 4,000 SIM cards for government school
students. The Government has also purchased an extra 1000 dongle devices to provide to students. Priority
for the SIM cards and dongles will be given to senior secondary students, students in bushfire affected areas,
and families who cannot afford an internet connection at home.
Technology use in classrooms is guided by the Victorian Curriculum, which requires teachers to develop
students’ digital literacy. This includes using technology across all learning areas to support inquiry, creation,
communication and collaboration, and developing students’ competency in their safe, responsible and ethical
use. Schools are supported to plan for the use of technologies and the development of digital literacy through
workshops that the Department of Education and Training run each term across Victoria.
To promote the safe and responsible use of digital technologies, student safety and wellbeing, and the
development of social skills and positive behaviour, I announced a new mobile phone policy last year that
has taken effect from Term 1, 2020. This policy acknowledges that we live in a technology-rich world where
mobile phones are an important communication tool—and it also responds to research that has found that
mobile phones can be disruptive in classrooms and open to misuse at school.

CHILDS ROAD INTERSECTIONS
In reply to Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (18 March 2020)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Minister for
Priority Precincts, Minister for the Coordination of Transport: COVID-19):
I thank the member for his question and for sharing his feedback. It’s pleasing to see the member take an
interest in the Andrews Labor Government’s unprecedented investment in transport infrastructure.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to be delivering the Northern Roads Upgrade (NRU), which will
transform how locals get around. Major Roads Projects Victoria (MRPV) has been working with the local
community and stakeholders to plan for the delivery of the Childs Road Project, and the five other arterial
roads which will be upgraded as part of the NRU.
The Childs Road Upgrade aims to improve traffic flow and travel times, making it easier and safer to walk or
cycle around the local area and lower the risk and severity of accidents. As the member may appreciate, road
safety is our number one priority. At this stage, tender evaluations are still underway and a detailed design for
the Childs Road Upgrade is yet to be finalised. I am advised that MRPV is aware of the community feedback
about raised platforms and will consult with the Department of Transport on the appropriate application of
road safety treatments.
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ST ALBANS LEISURE CENTRE
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (18 March 2020)
Ms SPENCE (Yuroke—Minister for Community Sport, Minister for Youth, Minister for
Multicultural Affairs):
I refer to your adjournment debate matter regarding the new St Albans Leisure Centre.
The Andrew Labor Government is committed to supporting the Brimbank City Council to deliver community
sport infrastructure projects. That is why we have invested over $6.3 million into projects within their local
government area since 2014.
Providing high quality community sport and recreation infrastructure is a key aim of the Andrews Labor
Government and is integral to the health and well-being of all Victorians. The Andrews Labor Government
has invested more than $850 million into community sport infrastructure since 2014.
I can confirm that my department has received an application from the Brimbank City Council for the St
Albans Leisure Centre to the 2020-21 Local Sports Infrastructure Fund—Aquatic Centre and Indoor
Stadiums stream. An outcome for this application is expected later this year.
Thank you for bringing this matter to my attention.

GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT POLICY
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (18 March 2020)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19):
I am advised that:
It’s unfortunate the member fails to understand that I am the Minister for Health, not the Minister for Small
Business.
Nevertheless, as I have explained to the Member previously, in regard to the Andrews Labor Government’s
Baby Bundle, every effort has been made to source and include locally owned and made products by Victorian
companies.
Stage 2 of the procurement for the Baby Bundle was an open-market tender process with a priority on
sourcing locally designed and manufactured items within Victoria. Almost all of the products in the Bundle
have been sourced from local, Victorian-owned businesses. I am pleased that this iteration of the Baby Bundle
includes three products that are entirely Victorian designed, owned and made. All contents of the Baby Bundle
meet Australian Safety Standards.
The Baby Bundles are packed and distributed to all Victorian maternity hospitals by an Australian-owned
small business called BaoBag Pty Ltd. It is a company founded by two Victorian mothers. Whilst it is a
registered company in NSW, it does have a Victorian presence.
More than 30,000 Baby Bundles have already been distributed to first time parents across Victoria. The Baby
Bundle is part of a $213.7 million parenting package to support first-time parents and carers and just one of
the many ways our government is supporting parents during the transition to parenthood and the first years of
their child’s life.

GOULBURN VALLEY PRIMARY CARE PARTNERSHIP
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (19 March 2020)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19):
I am advised that:
An independent review (Review) of the Primary Care Partnerships (PCPs) Program commenced in late 2019.
PCPs and their stakeholders were consulted throughout and provided valuable input to the Review.
Shortly after this period not only did Australia experience an unprecedented bushfire season, but the
COVID-19 global pandemic escalated. This has meant the Victorian Government’s immediate priority
became, and remains, planning and implementing Victoria’s response to COVID-19.
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The Department of Health and Human Services recognised the PCPs were seeking direction and certainty.
Accordingly, all Victorian PCPs were advised on 16 March 2020 that their current Funding and Service
Agreement will remain in place until 31 December 2020.
The Government will consider the findings of the Review and the future of the PCP Program beyond
December 2020 and ensure that all PCPs are informed of those decisions in a timely fashion.

COMMERCIAL SEAFOOD INDUSTRY
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (19 March 2020)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
Victoria’s commercial fishers and aquaculture businesses supply domestic and international markets with an
extensive variety of the world’s finest fisheries products including abalone, rock lobster, King George whiting
and snapper.
The Victorian Fisheries Authority continues to support these businesses and, together with the broader
seafood industry, work to ensure Victoria’s fisheries and aquaculture businesses are viable, profitable and
sustainable for future generations. Initiatives include:
•

Established new fisheries for pipi, octopus, banded morwong and periwinkles.

•

Growing domestic consumption of fresh local fish by issuing small scale hook and line permits and
abalone small sale permits to help fishers provide fresh fish straight from the boat to the consumer.

•

Supported the increased production of farmed fish including barramundi, abalone, mussels and trout.

•

Removed PrimeSafe licence requirements for live abalone and lobster

•

Developed a modern electronic reporting system for commercial fishers—e-catch

•

Established the Aquatic Strategic Action Group—a forum which brings together experts in commercial
fishing and aquaculture to explore opportunities for the industry.

With regards to the current pressures on the fishing industry posed by the COVID-19 virus, both state and
federal governments are rolling out significant financial and other support services for businesses impacted
by the COVID-19 event, including fishing businesses.
Many commercial fishing businesses operate under a $3 million threshold making them eligible for relief
under the Victorian Government’s $1.7 Billion Economic Survival Package. This includes tax exemptions
and refunds to help keep staff employed and help get businesses through the immediate crisis.
The Victorian Fisheries Authority has allowed quota rollover for abalone, lobster and giant crab fisheries to
help ease pressure on industry having to catch fish before 1 April and 1 July 2020. They have also started
work on developing a long term recovery plan to help get the industry back on its feet once the current
pandemic subsides.
The Commonwealth Government has provided support of up to $57 billion for small and medium business.
Commercial fishing businesses can access the Boosting Cash Flow for Employers payments with nearly all
fishing operations falling under the $50 million threshold to receive payments of up to $100,000. A
$110 million package has just been announced to restart Australia’s stalled seafood export trade, providing
additional grant funding to develop export markets and creating a new freight assistance mechanism to try to
recommence local shipments to China, Japan, Hong Kong, Singapore and the United Arab Emirates. This
will be welcomed by our export fisheries.
Support services are continually being revised and updated as the situation changes. This is a difficult time
for primary producers, including the seafood industry, and I urge businesses to access the packages and
services available to them.

COVID-19
In reply to Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (19 March 2020)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19):
I am informed that:
The Victorian Government is working tirelessly to ensure that the latest information is available to the public
on both the nature of coronavirus disease and the response actions taken.
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The State of Emergency, declared in Victoria on 16 March 2020, provides the Chief Health Officer with
additional powers to do what is necessary to contain the spread of coronavirus and reduce its risk to the health
of Victorians.
The Directions issued in accordance with these powers are all publicly available on the Department of Health
and Human Services’ website. There are also FAQs and specific information for different sectors, workforces
and vulnerable Victorians which set out new restrictions and required actions and the reasons behind these
restrictions and actions.
The Victorian Government has a strong track record in relation to transparency, and like governments around
the world, we are responding to COVID-19 informed by the best evidence available.
The modelling, done by Victoria’s epidemiological experts at the Department of Health and Human Services
and in collaboration with Monash University and the Doherty Institute, shows how our actions are protecting
the health system and saving lives. This modelling is now available on the Department of Health and Human
Services’ website: https://www.dhhs.vic.gov.au/coronavirus
Importantly this modelling shows, that together our actions have made a real difference and slowed the spread
of coronavirus in Victoria. But there is still a long way to go.
That’s why our message to Victorians remains the same: Stay home. Protect our health system. Save lives.

COVID-19
In reply to Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (19 March 2020)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19):
I am advised that:
COVID-19 assessment clinics have been setup in response to demand for screening. Gippsland residents can
be screened at many of their GP clinics and local health services. Additional assessment clinics will be setup
as demand requires. My department is working closely with health services in Gippsland to ensure assessment
clinics are operational as the demand increases.
The Australian Government has also announced they are establishing GP Respiratory Clinics to assess people
with symptoms. My department is working closely with Primary Health Networks, service providers and the
Commonwealth to accelerate the Commonwealth process in Gippsland.
The details of screening clinics and their localities can be found on the DHHS website.

RICHMOND MEDICALLY SUPERVISED INJECTING FACILITY
In reply to Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (23 April 2020)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services,
Minister for the Coordination of Health and Human Services: COVID-19):
The matter the member has raised sits within the portfolio responsibility of the Minister for Mental Health.

PIG SERVICES CENTRE
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (23 April 2020)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources):
Agriculture Victoria has temporarily suspended the operation of its Pig Services Centre during the coronavirus
(COVID-19) pandemic to ensure continuity of services to the pig industry and support staff health and safety.
The Pig Services Centre has not permanently closed, and vaccine orders placed before the suspension will
continue to be met. Full operation will resume when it is deemed safe to do so. Arrangements have also been
made with a commercial provider to continue to ensure vaccine manufacturing and diagnostic services are
maintained in the meantime and are still readily available to the pig industry.
The 2016 review by KPMG was commissioned by the department in relation to the government’s principles
on cost recovery and was not for public release.
The Pig Services Centre has not been sold or leased.
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The Victorian Government continues to have a strong focus on surveillance and preparedness for emergency
animal diseases, including African swine fever and foot-and-mouth disease. The temporary suspension of Pig
Services Centre operations will not impact this work.

COVID-19
In reply to Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (23 April 2020)
Mr PALLAS (Werribee—Treasurer, Minister for Economic Development, Minister for Industrial
Relations, Minister for the Coordination of Treasury and Finance: COVID-19):
Thank you for your adjournment matter regarding regulatory changes as result of the COVID‐19 emergency.
The Government remains committed to the longstanding policy of best practice principles in regulatory design
and policy. In doing so, we will continue to balance the costs of regulation against the benefits of protecting
the community from harms.
Efficient regulation ensures efficient government with a flow on effect to productivity and general community
wellbeing. The Government will continue to use Regulatory Impact Statements (RIS) and Legislative Impact
Assessments (LIA) to ensure there is rigorous analysis and evidence about what works—and, just as
importantly, what does not.
Unsurprisingly, in a State of Emergency such as a pandemic environment, the balance of risks, harms and
benefits of various regulations will change. The Government responded accordingly to protect the community
and save lives.

