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Wednesday, 14 October 2020
The PRESIDENT (Hon. N Elasmar) took the chair at 9.35 am and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (09:36): On behalf of the Victorian state Parliament I acknowledge the
Aboriginal peoples, the traditional custodians of this land which has served as a significant meeting
place of the First People of Victoria. I acknowledge and pay respect to the elders of the Aboriginal
nations in Victoria past, present and emerging and welcome any elders and members of the Aboriginal
communities who may visit or participate in the events or proceedings of the Parliament.
Committees
PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES
Membership
The PRESIDENT (09:36): I advise the house that I have received a letter from Ms Stitt resigning
from the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee, effective from 13 October 2020.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (09:37): I move, by leave:
That:
(1) Ms Taylor be a member of the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee;
(2) Ms Terpstra be a member of the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee; and
(3) Ms Tierney be a member of the Dispute Resolution Committee.

Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (09:37): I want to make a couple
of points here. The reality is that we do not believe that Ms Taylor should go onto that committee at
this point. We believe that in fact given the change in the balance of the chamber, with Mr Somyurek
now a crossbencher, there should be a crossbencher go onto that particular committee. We believe that
that is a better outcome, and I think that in fact we should put Mr Grimley on that position. I move:
In paragraph (1), omit the words ‘Ms Taylor’ and insert in their place ‘Mr Grimley’.

Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (09:38): I would like to support this amendment. I
think Mr Grimley would make an excellent addition to the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
to provide scrutiny over the government’s response to the pandemic. I will support this amendment to
the motion.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (09:39): I would just like to say that I would absolutely be
honoured, and I think it is a privilege to be on the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee at a time
when active oversight is most needed, in particular when independent oversight is most needed. That
is what we have spoken about many, many times in this chamber over recent days. We just need that
accountability. We need that independence. We have 12 now on the crossbench, and I think we need
that extra voice on PAEC. I would be absolutely honoured to be on that committee, and I urge my
crossbench colleagues to support me.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (09:39): I will support Mr Grimley, even though I think he is
crazy—I have seen what goes on in the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee—if he wants to
chuck himself in there.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (09:39): It is not the usual practice of this chamber
to do things without appropriate consultation. I would be more than happy to take this offline and have
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a conversation about the constitution and make-up of the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee.
I would say that many members in this chamber gave up their right to want to be on a PAEC that
scrutinised the pandemic response by voting against several motions in this place to that effect.
I will be voting against the amendment to my motion. Certainly no-one brought it to my attention. I
sought leave from the opposition this morning, and I was told leave would be granted for my motion.
As I said, it is not the usual practice of this chamber to not have mature conversations about how we
operate as a Parliament, and I do not think we should change that practice just because it may benefit
some political positions. I would also urge, if the coalition are keen to ensure more independence on
the committee, they may wish to give up one of their spots to exchange it for a non-opposition member.
I think the other consideration here is that there is obviously an intercept with the Assembly members,
and therefore it would be useful to have conversations offline so that there are no changes that we are
unaware of that would be made in consequence in the Assembly. I am a little bit concerned that this
move may indeed make the Assembly have to respond in a different way as well, so I am just not sure
where this will leave us when we have not had an opportunity to reach agreement outside the chamber.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (09:41): Maybe I missed something this morning, but this
is the—
Mr Melhem: You were late!
Ms PATTEN: I was late, Mr Melhem, so I have obviously missed a lot that went on when I was
running, looking for my mask. Certainly I do not oppose a crossbencher taking on that position and
providing the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee with that independent scrutiny. However,
normally the process with our crossbench is that we would have discussed this and we would have
spoken, and I can imagine there are actually other crossbenchers that would have had an interest in
taking on that position. To ask us, without our actually having any ability to caucus with the other
members, whether we support Mr Grimley—I do not know whether Mr Barton, Mr Hayes or
Dr Ratnam may also—
Ms Shing: Suzanna Sheed.
Ms PATTEN: Yes, Ms Sheed or Ms Cupper. I am uncomfortable about supporting Mr Grimley’s
nomination without having a conversation with the rest of the crossbench to see if anybody else had
wanted to do this. I will be interested if any other crossbenchers have the same concerns.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (09:43): To echo a number of the points that Ms Patten has just
raised, it is somewhat strange that despite the earlier convention of a ballot of crossbenchers to
determine membership of the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee there appears not to have
been either fulsome discussion or consultation within the Legislative Council crossbench, and in
addition to that there are a number of crossbenchers within the Legislative Assembly. This being a
joint committee, in the interests of fairness and transparency and independence and accountability,
which is what indeed I have heard is the position to support the rationale of introducing another
crossbench member to the committee, it would be nothing other than the minimum required to have a
full discussion and ballot of all crossbenchers across both houses.
House divided on amendment:

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

Finn, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms

Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
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Noes, 18
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr

Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Shing, Ms
Stitt, Ms

Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
Watt, Ms

Amendment defeated.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 20
Bourman, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Kieu, Dr

Leane, Mr
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Shing, Ms
Stitt, Ms

Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
Watt, Ms

Noes, 14
Bach, Dr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr

Finn, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms

McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Motion agreed to.
Petitions
Following petition presented to house:
GEELONG RING ROAD TRAFFIC NOISE
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council the
current breach of regulated decibel (dB) levels of traffic noise on the Geelong Ring Road above The Heights
estate in Fyansford. Residents from this estate are fed up with the unbearable traffic noise levels.
The frequency of traffic on the road is a constant drain and is affecting residents’ quality of living. Young
families with newborn babies are already struggling to sleep, the unbearable traffic noise is causing even more
frustration, heartache and sleep deprivation.
According to the VicRoads 2005 Traffic Noise Reduction Policy, the noise level objective for residential
dwellings will be 63 dB(A) L10 (18h) measured between 6.00 am and midnight. This policy also outlines
noise walls as a noise reduction measure.
Local residents have been measuring decibel levels and noted that levels are consistently past the 63-decibel
limit. As a new residential area, this level of traffic noise is just simply not acceptable.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Government to release all Acoustic
Reports completed for The Heights estate in Fyansford, conduct a new Acoustic Report as a matter of priority
and provide all landowners at The Heights estate a copy of the Report, and urgently assess the required noise
walls and relevant infrastructure on the Geelong Ring Road above The Heights estate and conduct an inquiry
into regulated noise levels along the entire Geelong Ring Road bypass.

By Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (59 signatures).
Laid on table.
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Papers
PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Auditor-General’s Office—Report, 2019–20.
Auditor-General’s Reports on—
Follow up of Managing the Level Crossing Removal Program, October 2020 (Ordered to be published).
Reducing Bushfire Risks, October 2020 (Ordered to be published).
Essential Services Commission Act 2001—Port of Melbourne—Market Rent Inquiry 2020, Public Report.
Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008—Report to Parliament on the Extensions of the Declaration of a State
of Emergency, pursuant to section 198(8A) of the Act.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994—Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule No. 95.

Business of the house
NOTICES OF INTENTION TO MAKE STATEMENTS
Notices given.
Members statements
COVID-19
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (10:02): Every Victorian wants nothing more than to get
out of this COVID-19 crisis. After months of lockdown the uncertainty for too many remains and it is
taking its toll. In dismissing the concerns of lockdowns, Victorians’ mental health is suffering. The
Andrews Labor government has failed to recognise the genuinely endemic mental health crisis that is
unfolding across our state. The negative relationship between lockdown and mental health could not
be clearer.
The effects of prolonged harsh restrictions are compounding by the day. I am receiving in my office,
like so many others, endless calls and emails from distressed Victorians who have lost their jobs,
businesses and livelihoods and have been separated from their families and loved ones for months.
They feel helpless and hopeless. We need confidence and hope, but that has been dashed time and
time again with threats of further restrictions and heavy fines by Daniel Andrews and his government.
Parents and GPs tell me of their kids and patients who are suffering from anxiety and feelings of
isolation, a problem exacerbated by the long periods of homeschooling and the fear of breaking the
rules or being dobbed in. Reports in today’s Australian say accessing of Victoria’s crisis services have
risen up to 67 per cent in just four weeks, and I quote:
Demand for children’s mental health has … skyrocketed in Victoria, with access to services jumping more
than 30 per cent since September.

These are real issues. All of those concerns are real. Victorians’ mental health is real, and I implore
the government to ease restrictions in a safe manner, sooner than later. The damage of lockdown is
real.
WORKSAFE VICTORIA HEALTH AND SAFETY MONTH
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (10:04): October is WorkSafe Victoria Health and Safety
Month. This month is an important reminder of the need to keep workplaces occupational health and
safety compliant. No-one should ever have to endure an unsafe workplace. No Victorian should be
injured, harmed or even lose their life because of their job. As someone with a history of working with
significant occupational health and safety issues I have seen the impacts, both good and bad, that
occupational health and safety policies and practices can have on a workplace, its people and family.
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I am proud to be part of the Andrews Labor government’s recent landmark changes in relation to
workplace manslaughter. It is a significant step in ensuring that occupational health and safety in the
working environment is taken seriously by employers. In October WorkSafe is running a series of
webinars on current health and safety issues. I encourage all workers to participate in these activities
and also take the time to contact their union to ensure they are up to date with their training and any
current occupational health and safety issues.
With this in mind, I send my congratulations to the Honourable Ingrid Stitt, who has recently been
appointed the new Minister for Workplace Safety, a fellow representative of the Western Metro
Region and a former secretary of the Australian Services Union. I believe she will make an outstanding
contribution to the cabinet in workplace policies and for working people in Victoria.
WEST GATE BRIDGE TRAGEDY COMMEMORATION
Mr MELHEM: I also want to pay my respects and remember the 35 people who died on the West
Gate Bridge. The anniversary is tomorrow, and I just want to reflect on and remember these people.
Hopefully this tragedy will never occur again at any workplace.
COVID-19
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (10:05): Today I want to talk about fearmongering. We all
know that the bill yesterday that went through—or this morning, I should say—once it got that
ridiculous stuff stripped out, was pretty innocuous. But there was a campaign of fearmongering
organised by people—I am pretty sure I know who—that actually led someone to get that upset about
something that was not that good that they thought they would make a death threat. Now, it was not a
very good one. I have had better. But I think it would be a really good thing if people—I understand
partisan politics—actually took a breath. There are fights you have and there are fights you do not
have. It got people so worked up about a bill that, once it was amended, meant really nothing to the
average person and not a great lot to the COVID response. I am just imploring people that when they
do these things they have a thought about how it can end up working out. I have had death threats
before; it is not my first rodeo. But I have got a family now, and I do not take them very well.
MENTAL HEALTH WEEK
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (10:07): This week is Mental Health Week, a week that
provides us with the opportunity to talk about the many Victorians struggling with their mental health.
This week also gives us the opportunity to talk about what those workers working in the mental health
sector do and what more needs to be done to make mental health care a reality for people worldwide.
There are several organisations in my electorate that do fantastic work for those struggling with mental
health. One organisation that I would like to acknowledge today is Conversation in Isolation, formed
in March 2020 by a group of Monash medical students in response to the first lockdown. Conversation
in Isolation is a grassroots organisation that matches trained health student volunteers with community
members for meaningful social interactions via telephone calls, trying to help people in our community
who may be at risk of loneliness and social isolation. The organisation believes the act of listening and
providing a pathway to conversation can be of benefit to all people. Conversation in Isolation caters
for many languages, backgrounds and beliefs, and confidentiality is always protected.
Thank you to the student volunteers who put in countless hours of their invaluable time to ensure
members of the Victorian community have a little bit of light during this dark time. Your fortitude,
effort and empathy are fantastic qualities that will give our community much service in the future.
TORQUAY DAM EMERGENCY
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (10:08): I rise today to speak about the amazing work of the
SES and all the emergency services, which nearly two weeks ago prevented a catastrophe in the form
of a 180-megalitre dam leaking into local houses, which you may have seen on the news. On 3 October
more than 150 people from 49 houses were evacuated from their homes. The emergency workers
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worked through the night, having been warned by engineers that the private dam in Torquay was at
risk of catastrophic failure. Emergency crews used six pumps simultaneously in order to drain the
dam, and these efforts have ultimately avoided the dam bursting its banks and flooding local homes.
The commitment of these emergency service workers and all of those in western Victoria is unrivalled.
Many families owe their safety and indeed their houses to you. On behalf of all Victorians, we thank
you. You are selfless and always committed to serving the community. Stay safe.
LINDA WHITE
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(10:09): I rise to pay tribute to my good friend Linda White on the occasion of her retirement from her
long and distinguished service as the assistant national secretary of the Australian Services Union. At
the outset, I would like to acknowledge Linda’s enormous contribution to the labour movement and
other progressive causes not only here in Victoria but across the nation.
As the assistant national secretary of the ASU, Linda played a key role in coordinating union activities
in the airline industry for over 20 years, including her role representing workers during the Ansett
collapse, Australia’s largest corporate collapse and longest period of administration. Indeed you would
be hard-pressed to find a more knowledgeable person about the airline industry and its workforce than
Linda. Linda also played a critically important role in some of the ASU’s biggest achievements in
recent years, including her role in delivering equal pay for social and community services workers and
putting the issue of women’s unequal superannuation outcomes on the political map.
A champion of working women and a mentor to many, the initiatives that Linda championed
throughout her long and distinguished career will live on well beyond Linda’s time with the ASU. Her
experience, skills and knowledge will be greatly missed by all of us who worked with her. Victoria
and Australia are better and fairer places thanks to Linda’s tenacity, resolve and intellect in pursuit of
justice and equality. I look forward to my ongoing friendship with Linda and wish her all the very best
in her plans for the next stage of her professional life.
COVID-19
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (10:11): This week students across metropolitan Melbourne
joined regional Victoria in heading back into the classroom. I am pleased to rise today and applaud
each and every student for their outstanding efforts in learning from home. Learning from home has
been challenging, frustrating at times and a new experience for everyone. I especially applaud all the
parents who have juggled work and everyday life as well as assisting their kids to learn from home. I
think we can all say that we are happy to see them back in their classrooms interacting with their
classmates and teachers. No doubt there have been many mixed emotions about returning to school,
but I encourage our students to stay positive, reconnect with their schoolfriends and keep up the good
work. Lastly, I thank our teachers, parents and most importantly our students for their efforts through
these very difficult times.
WOMEN OF WYNDHAM
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (10:12): Last week we celebrated two very important
days: World Mental Health Day on 10 October and the International Day of the Girl Child on
11 October. In my constituency of Western Metropolitan Region there are many community
organisations working for women’s equality, women’s rights and mental health. Women of
Wyndham, WOW, is one such community organisation which has been working for the wellbeing
and empowerment of women in my constituency, by supporting and empowering women at multiple
levels. Through their consistent efforts they are bringing a positive change to the lives of many women
within diverse communities so that these women can be self-reliant, confident and successful in their
own lives. Last week I had the opportunity of attending WOW’s online event to celebrate their fiveyear anniversary. I would like to thank Ms Monica Raizada and the entire WOW team for their great
work.
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SAKHI SAHELI
Ms VAGHELA: Sakhi Saheli is another community organisation which is run by women for
women. Their aim is to increase resilience, autonomy and strength in the women of our community
by focusing on their health, education, legal and social wellbeing. It is run by two passionate young
girls, Nidhi Yogi and Isha Bali. These young girls are leaders within our community, challenging the
status quo and at the forefront of movements for change, despite the barriers and gender stereotypes
that try to hold them back. Victoria is proud to be leading the nation on gender equality. We promote
women and are committed to lifting up girls like Nidhi and Isha. Girls’ voices must be included in
every room where decisions are made, because by investing in girls today, we create a fairer, safer and
more equal tomorrow.
COVID-19
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (10:14): I want to give a massive shout-out to the residents
of Kilmore and how they have responded to the recent coronavirus cases in their community. The
cooperation and excellent record keeping of the proprietor and staff at the Oddfellows Cafe, their close
contacts and others potentially exposed to the virus are a demonstration of how a targeted local and
proportionate response to containing cases is indeed possible. It is a demonstration of the capacity of
local businesses to continue to operate in the coronavirus environment. It is a demonstration of people
coming forward to be tested if there is a reasonable need. It is a demonstration of how people can and
will comply with a reasonable request to self-isolate. Actions often speak louder than words, and I
commend this community and their targeted and proportionate actions that prevented a case from
becoming an enormous outbreak.
EMPLOYMENT
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (10:15): Insecure work in this country has been a blight on our
communities for too long. Australia’s labour market had been in crisis long before COVID hit. Prior
to COVID-19, Australia had the worst rate of non-standard work in the OECD—that is, nearly 40 per
cent—an extraordinary number of workers employed in what is described as insecure work. This is a
business model that goes well beyond the old definition of casual employment. It is a business model
with no job security, no sick leave and no annual leave. Coupled with increasing rates of
underemployment, this is leaving individuals and families vulnerable and living from one wage packet
to the next.
My electorate of Northern Victoria is no stranger to the concept, as the very nature of seasonal work
on offer has contributed to the transience of certain towns, their major employers and the workforce.
As a result of their precarious employment arrangements, many workers in our aged-care, childcare
and higher education sectors too have been disproportionately affected by COVID. We cannot talk
about an economic recovery with higher productivity and more jobs post COVID unless we address
the issue of insecure work. Everyone deserves the security of ongoing employment as a basic right
and a foundation to a decent life. If we continue with this status quo, we will continue to fail workers
across the country, including in Northern Victoria.
Can I conclude by also congratulating Ms Stitt on her elevation to the Andrews Labor government
cabinet. Congratulations, Ms Stitt. You will do an outstanding job. I have known Ms Stitt for many,
many years through our collective work in the union movement, and she will bring a strength to the
cabinet table.
COVID-19
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (10:17): One thing that has been constant throughout the
government’s handling of COVID has been their inability to respond quickly, nimbly and efficiently—
and to bundle everyone into the same basket. The majority of Victorians are now thankfully healthy
and well, yet they remain locked in their homes for 22 hours a day and unable to see their friends and
family. Businesses remain closed, despite some of those businesses, such as tattoo parlours, beauty
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therapists and others, being trained in infection control, and other businesses that are able to set up
distancing in their factories and workplaces to enable them to operate also have been closed. We saw
private gardeners and landscapers unable to work while council gardeners continued to operate. We
see outdoor pools able to open, yet gyms remain closed. The government’s handling of quarantine and
the poor contact tracing are to blame for the second wave of cases in the state. We are in the place we
are now with such low numbers because Victorians are wearing their masks and sanitising, and they
are physical distancing. It is certainly not due to the efforts of the government.
Following statement incorporated pursuant to order of Council of 15 September:
PORTLAND FISHING INDUSTRY
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher Education)
I rise today to highlight the importance of the fishing industry to Victoria’s economy, and in particular the
role of Portland in Victoria’s south-west.
Portland’s fishing fleet lands up to 40 per cent of Victoria’s catch.
It goes without saying that fishing and aquaculture are crucial to the region and this state. Deepwater trawling
for rockling and trevalla, plus southern rock lobster, pippies, squid, gummy shark and abalone diving, explain
its importance for local and export markets.
The Andrews Labor government has been pleased to support both the Portland Foreshore Master Plan and
the Local Port of Portland Bay’s Marine master plan as part of the state government’s building works
program.
Glenelg Shire Council manages the Local Port of Portland Bay, often referred to as the Trawler Wharf, on
behalf of the Department of Transport.
Bolstering this local industry has automatic flow-on benefits for all of the associated industries, ranging from
fish processing, marine engineering, transport, shipbuilding and maintenance, through to fuelling, and
providores in Portland and beyond.
Portland is also a magnet for recreational fishers from all over Australia, making it our recreational southern
blue fin capital.
This government has provided over $4 million for facilities to assist this industry in Portland—$3 million in
funding to replace the town jetty, with connecting pathways, and an additional $1.2 million to extend the
marina and upgrade pontoons at the Trawler Wharf—funding that will not only boost world-class commercial
fishing, but also will enhance Portland’s reputation among anglers.
I look forward to the continued growth of this vital industry in the south-west.

Motions
COVID-19
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (10:20): I move:
That this house:
(1) notes that orders and directions pursuant to the Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008 have been
published in the Government Gazette during the COVID-19 pandemic—

and I note some further directions appear in the tabling today—
(2) notes that these orders and directions are legislative instruments under the Subordinate Legislation
Act 1994;
(3) further notes these instruments impact the freedoms, rights and liberties of Victorians and should be
openly and transparently assessed to ensure proportionality and legitimate restrictions on the rights and
freedoms of Victorians are minimised;
(4) requires the Leader of the Government to lodge with the Clerk every public health order or direction
related to COVID-19 published in the Government Gazette pursuant to the Public Health and Wellbeing
Act 2008 currently in force within 48 hours of the house agreeing to this resolution and requires these
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and all future orders and directions related to COVID-19 made under the Public Health and Wellbeing
Act 2008 published in the Government Gazette to be tabled by the Clerk, and if:
(a) the house is sitting, the Clerk will cause such documents to be laid on the table at the earliest
opportunity;
(b) the house is not sitting, as soon as practicable after such documents are received or have been
published in the Government Gazette, the Clerk will notify each member of the house of the
publication of the documents in the tabled documents database and cause such documents to be
laid on the table on the next sitting day of the Council;
(5) requires the Clerk to ensure that the Minutes of the Proceedings and the tabled documents database
reflect the tabling of each order and direction;
(6) requires the Clerk to transmit a copy of each order and direction when it is published in the tabled
documents database to the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee (SARC);
(7) pursuant to section 33(1)(a) of the Parliamentary Committees Act 2003, requires the SARC to inquire
into and examine:
(a) the appropriateness and proportionality of distance restrictions introduced in recent orders and
directions made under the Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008, commonly known as the 5kilometre radius rule and rules mandating masks and the circumstances in which these are
proportionate and reasonably necessary to achieve public health objectives and minimise legitimate
restrictions on the rights and freedoms of Victorians and report on this within three weeks;
(b) every public health order or direction made under the Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008
transmitted to the committee by the Clerk to:
(i)

assess and report on the impact of these legislative instruments on the rights and liberties of
Victorians and regarding any matters with respect to the Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006 and the Subordinate Legislation Act 1994;

(ii) as a default, seek public submissions and undertake hearings;
(iii) other than in exceptional circumstances, report within two weeks of an order or direction
being transmitted to the committee by the Clerk, including recommendations as to whether
or not the legislative instrument should be disallowed in whole or in part;
(8) requires, pursuant to standing order 11.01, within 48 hours of each public health order or direction being
tabled in the house by the Clerk, the Leader of the Government to table in the house the briefings
supporting the order or direction made by the chief health officer or their delegate and the briefing
provided to the Minister for Health justifying the order or direction pursuant to the objectives of the
Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008.

That is a long motion and there is significant machinery in the motion, but the essence of it is indeed
very simple. We need to make sure that under the Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008 each and
every order is tabled properly in the chamber and that each and every order is transmitted to the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee, where it can be scrutinised, given that SARC is the
committee that has got that responsibility for this Parliament. It is important that each and every one
of these regulations has some proper process behind it. I am disappointed that that has not happened
on the scale that it should happen to date. I am concerned that the tabling has not occurred in a
systematic way. I am concerned that in fact SARC has not in a detailed way reported on each and
every one of the orders that has been debated to date.
Now, this, if it is carried—and I implore that chamber to carry this—will make a very clear position
about the tabling. It will not be left to the vagaries of the minister or the government providing those
orders to the chamber. It will mean that when they are gazetted the Clerk will act to table them and the
Clerk will then transmit them to SARC, so there will be no question that the documents are available
and there will be no question that they can be assessed.
The Public Health and Wellbeing Act has a series of objectives. They are about transparency and
accountability, they are about proportionality and they are about the assessment on a scientific basis
of each and every one of the actions that the chief health officer or delegates take under that Public
Health and Wellbeing Act. That is embedded in the act but in my view has been routinely and
unhelpfully ignored by the chief health officer and indeed by the Minister for Health—the previous
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Minister for Health. It will be up to the new Minister for Health to hopefully live up to a better standard
of providing these documents to the chamber in the systematic way and the timely way that is required
for them to be properly assessed.
See, one of the problems that has occurred is that the promulgation of these orders and the changing
of the orders in a semiregular way has meant that there has not been sufficient time for them to be put
to the committee in a proper way and assessed swiftly and for the chamber and the community to be
informed about what is occurring. In part that is due to the cycle of those orders. In part it has been
due to the systematic decision of the Minister for Health, the previous one—and I do not yet judge the
new one; he has hardly got his feet under the table—not to systematically table these in a timely way.
She could have tabled them in a timely way all the way through from those early orders in March but
did not choose to do so. It was only when amendments were made to the state-of-emergency bill that
there was any tabling at all.
Further, the Minister for Health has not provided the sought briefings which are behind each and every
order, and indeed in my view the working papers and the advice should also be attached to those, but
at a minimum the briefing paper or the briefing document that supported each public health order
should be in the public domain. This chamber has now twice ordered that tranches of those be tabled
here in this chamber. The government has chosen to ignore that. I think that is wrong. I think that is a
serious mistake. The ability of the community, this chamber and indeed SARC to make proper
assessments depends in part on having those briefings and the material behind each and every one of
the actions. I do not think it is unreasonable where there is enormous impact on the freedoms and
liberties of Victorians. I make no bones about it; some of it is deeply justified—but some of it is not.
We have seen the unfortunate sequence with the curfew, where the curfew was promulgated without
proper public health advice and was promulgated without even advice in this case, as we know, from
the police, and clearly this was another Premier’s office special, where it was cooked up over in the
Premier’s office at the Department of Premier and Cabinet and later imposed on the Department of
Health and Human Services. Either way, we cannot rectify what has happened in the past.
What we can do is put in place a good system for the future, tabling close to the time when the orders
are gazetted. The Clerk tables it, he sends it to SARC and then there is a clear process for SARC to
proceed to examine the order and to assess it within the Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 and, in my
view, within the parameters also of the Public Health and Wellbeing Act, which is the act under which
those orders are promulgated. So it does not seem to me to be a big ask to say, ‘Let’s set up a proper
process, let’s ensure there’s proper scrutiny, let’s ensure that the community is informed, let’s make
sure that those issues of proportionality and the scientific basis of the orders are in fact to the fore’.
So we think it is highly reasonable. We think that it is a very fair step that is consistent with what is
there in subordinate legislation. It is consistent with the act, it allows SARC to do the work which it is
tasked by the Parliament to do and it means the community can have more confidence. My strong
view indeed as a former health minister is that if orders of this type are made and there is behind them
the detailed reasoning, the detailed background, that is a confidence-building step. It means the
community has a higher level of confidence. It means the community’s trust is increased. The
community’s trust is diminished where material is withheld and where documents are not provided in
the public domain where they should be. As I say, the Public Health and Wellbeing Act is quite clear
about its transparency and accountability objectives, and I think that it is only fair in a public health
sense, and just broad public health principles would suggest, that proper engagement with the
community, proper opportunity for those who have got knowledge and experience and helpful
suggestions to make will in fact improve the instruments that are made under this act. That is what the
Public Health and Wellbeing Act actually contemplates. It actually is meant to be an iterative process
where those who are knowledgeable are able to put forward material. That has not been routinely
happening—it should have been routinely happening—and I think that that is a significant problem.
We have had a lot of trouble in Victoria. The hotel quarantine story is now well understood: the first
lockdown, largely successful in Victoria; the botched hotel quarantine process; Chris Eccles out there
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in his—how can I say, unkindly, perhaps—aircraft carrier moment, claiming victory in the first week
of June at the same time as the bug was leaching out across the community and spreading in a way
that was uncontrolled; and the health minister at the time and the Premier not understanding how to
get a grip on this. I think the public health team has been sidelined, unhelpfully. I think there are some
problems with that team, but there are some excellent people there as well. I put on record my view
that some of them are excellent people, but they need to be to the fore in decision-making rather than
routinely sidelined, as I believe is occurring now.
After COVID-19 had leached out of quarantine the government was very slow to get control of it. This
is where Victoria’s poor and archaic contact-tracing system and its deficiencies became a problem for
the state. I see some of the articles today:
Victorian disease detectives are now hitting the same time targets for positive coronavirus cases as their NSW
counterparts …

I do not think that is actually true, and Tony Blakely said:
What those metrics don’t speak to is the quality and the nuance of contact tracing, which we can only hope is
up to scratch.

I think all the evidence in Shepparton and so forth in the last few days and the failure around the
Chadstone cluster suggest that it is not up to date and the processes in the department are not up to
scratch, and I make that point sadly because I think the failure of contact tracing has meant our system
has not had the position that it needs going forward and we would have been able to open up more
considerably. I do take issue with:
… the Chief Health Officer has warned the complex chains of transmission seeded in Melbourne from its
second wave will be among “the trickiest in the world” …

He said:
The remaining chains of transmission in Victoria are some of the trickiest, I imagine, in the world.

I have never heard so much cant, so much nonsense, from a senior public health official, who appears
to have jumped the track into spruiking rather than actually making the decisions that he should be
making. I do not agree that it is inherently more tricky here than elsewhere in the world. All the
evidence is that the transmission chains are not measurably different around the world, and I just do
not actually agree with that summation. I think it is self-serving.
The failure of contact tracing, to which the chief health officer has a very direct input, is in part his
fault; in part it is the department’s fault and in part it is the Premier’s and the former health minister’s
fault. The decision to knock back proper IT early in the year was clearly a monumental mistake that
has put the state back significantly. But I do think those comments are self-serving and selfjustificatory. The reality is that they have not managed it well. It has been managed poorly. The contact
tracing has not been up to scratch and arguably is still not up to scratch. That is what I hear from deep
in the department—that there are still serious problems with how it is operating and serious problems
with the IT components in part but also other aspects of the approach. Either way I make those points,
related to this motion but not central to the motion.
The central point of this motion is straightforward, and it is very much that we need to have proper
scrutiny of these matters, it needs to be in a structured sequence so that it does occur—we do not leave
any of that to chance—and that every one of these orders is dealt with in a comprehensive, public,
honest and transparent way. I do not think that is too much to ask. If you are actually putting that
enormous pressure on the community, if you are putting those enormous restrictions on the
community, if you are depriving people of their liberties, it is only right that the committee in the
Parliament that is meant to oversight those restrictions of liberties should discharge its duty to
Victorians and have those reports put back into the Parliament in a timely way. As I said, it is a very
reasonable motion. It sets up a structured way forward, and I urge the house to support it.
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Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (10:37): I rise to speak on Mr Davis’s motion today. I must admit I
am not quite certain where to start. I will of course talk about the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee and some of the things that have been going on over recent weeks or maybe the mistruths
that have been put out by Mr Davis and other members of the opposition about the role that body
fulfils for this place. The suggestion that he continually makes is that it is somehow some sort of quasi
policy body that has a role in ruling in and ruling out legislation. That is predominantly what he argues;
he puts forward the notion that SARC should rule legislation in and out.
Mr Davis: Draw attention to it.
Mr GEPP: No, no, no, no, no, Mr Davis; you’ve had your crack. Now we will just peel back a
little bit some of the nonsense that you have been spreading around the place. You just said then,
‘Draw attention to’; that is not what your motion here today says. But in fact that is the role of SARC.
The role of SARC is to identify where a piece of legislation trespasses on the human rights charter.
That is what it is to do. Then its role is to report to—
Mr Davis: And more than that. And more than just the charter.
Mr GEPP: Mr Davis, I am happy for us just to bounce along for the next 30 minutes with you
interjecting, but we all sat quietly and listened to you, so perhaps you will do us the courtesy. We
identify, with the assistance of the pre-eminent expert in this state, where a piece of legislation does in
fact intersect with the human rights charter and to what extent it intersects with the human rights
charter. And where it does, if there is not enough information available through the second-reading
speech, or indeed through the statement of compatibility, we may choose to write to the minister or
the person who has introduced the legislation, seeking more information. And then what we do is we
publish that response.
In terms of whether or not the intersection with the human rights charter—or the trespass, if you like—
is proportionate and reasonable is a matter for this place. It is not a matter for the SARC. Mr Davis
would have us believe that it is an appropriate thing for a committee of seven people to reach a
conclusion and effectively rule out a piece of legislation based on whether or not they think it is
proportionate and reasonable. Now let us imagine a circumstance where we do that, where we come
back into this place with a report and we say, ‘Well, actually, we don’t think that this piece of
legislation is proportionate and reasonable in terms of its response to the circumstances insofar as it
trespasses on the rights of an individual or a group of people and their human rights’. What is the
Parliament to do then if they have got a committee report that says that? Are they going to debate that?
We would come to that conclusion based on the evidence and the advice of experts, the pre-eminent
human rights charter expert in this state. So what does that mean? It would render the Parliament
impotent on the matter. So it is a nonsense, what is being proposed.
What this is designed to do is simply funnel these things into a place where, I have got to say, the
logjam in the SARC would become so enormous that I cannot imagine when we would not be sitting
on non-sitting days as a committee. So forget any other work that you have got as an MP. Forget any
of that. Mrs McArthur is a member of the committee and Ms Taylor was until this morning—and I
was very sad to hear the Leader of the Government’s recommendation to the Parliament that
Ms Taylor would no longer be on the SARC. She has been a fine contributor to that committee, very
diligent in terms of reading the information, and she will be sorely missed on the SARC but a great
addition to the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee (PAEC). And gee, if you are going to try a
stunt like that, you want to make sure you have got the numbers, don’t you? There was a reason Evel
Knievel practised and practised and practised before he pulled a stunt in public.
Mr Leane: Make sure they are even in the building.
Mr GEPP: That is right. You would not want to fall flat on your face in front of everybody when
it all goes pear-shaped, would you? I was surprised actually—I was very surprised—that it took two
years for Mr Davis to get some of the crossies down into the weeds with him. But I guess the other
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thing that really surprised me this morning was that the third stringers in here, and you know they do
not even have the numbers to be number two anymore because they are the third string, the third 11—
surprise, surprise—enticed people into trashing more conventions in this place and trying to pull the
wool over people’s eyes. But I digress, and I would not want to go—
Mr Leane: They are not even VFL.
Mr GEPP: That is right. I would not want to go down into those weeds myself. My word of advice
for those opposite is: if you are going to pull a stunt, then you have got to make sure you can pull it
off because otherwise you look a bit silly—and then when you call a division, that sort of highlights
your silliness, I think, because, you know, it has got to be written down. I have still got some more
things to say about the SARC, and I will come back to that.
I do want to talk just a little bit about a trend that I have noticed in the last few sitting weeks we have
been in here. It is Mr Davis’s wont to get on his feet and give a critique of all and sundry. It is as if he
has decided that he is the headmaster and he is going to assess everybody’s report card. He is going to
review all their homework. Of course he particularly has been coming off the long run at some of our
public health officials, and I think that is a disgrace. I think it is an absolute disgrace that in the middle
of a pandemic he gets up here and he talks with his dulcet tones and he talks about gaining the
confidence of people, and in the very next breath he starts potting some of our public health officials—
’Not all of them, mind,’ he says, ‘Not all of them. Some of them are good’, the inference being that
some of them are bad and they do not know what they are doing. Then he proposes a motion of course
that says, ‘Well, let’s bring some of those decisions of our public health officials into this place. Let’s
bring them in here and let the luminaries in this place assess them and determine’—I think his words
earlier this morning were—‘whether or not the scientific bases of the directions are to the fore’. That
is what he wants to do.
Mr Leane interjected.
Mr GEPP: Well, apparently, Mr Leane. Apparently, we are all scientists.
Mr Leane: Apart from Dr Kieu.
Mr GEPP: Well, I know that Dr Kieu is, and I think Mr Davis has a medical degree. I am not sure
who else in this place has a medical degree. I do not know who else could—
Mr Davis: Ms Crozier is a nurse by background.
Mr GEPP: I thought that the only thing she did, according to her inaugural speech, was cross a
picket line. That is what she did: she crossed a picket line. That is her contribution: she crossed a picket
line. But guess what: in crossing the picket line, guess what she did next? She took the pay rise that
was on offer. She did. No, no, she did. She took the pay rise. She took it and put it in the bank. So I
apologise. I beg your pardon, Ms Crozier. I did not realise that there were other strings to your nursing
bow there.
But on what basis would people in this chamber be qualified to second-guess the science and the
decisions of our public health officials in relation to a pandemic? On what basis would we sit in
judgement on those things? Mr Davis stands here and he says that this is a simple motion. But of
course anything that looks too good to be true probably is, and when you get the snake oil salesman
saying, ‘This is just very, very simple’, then it is cause for concern. People should be rightly concerned
in this place about this motion and what is really being proposed here. What is being proposed here is
that those public health directions would be brought into this place and we would then sit in judgement
on them—people in this place who are not qualified, who will not have access to all of the science and
who do not have the background, the training or education to be able to sit in judgement on those
things—which could have significant and disastrous consequences for the people of Victoria.
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Mr Hayes said as much yesterday, didn’t he, when he said that there are processes. You have got to
put trust and responsibility in the government of the day. We cannot sit here doing all of this. You
cannot micromanage a pandemic from the Legislative Council of the Victorian state Parliament; you
simply cannot do that. But of course that is exactly what Mr Davis wants to do. We know that if were
we to adopt this motion today, were we to adopt these practices, we would have people sitting in
judgement on decisions that have been made by experts based on scientific evidence and education—
their best assessment based on their extensive education and extensive training. Unlike Mr Davis, I
actually have full confidence in our public health officials. I have full confidence that they are sitting
down with the right people and getting all of the information they require to be able to then put together
the directions and the overarching plan to navigate their way through.
Mr Davis interjected.
Mr GEPP: Mr Davis interjects. What he does is try to create fear out in the community that there
is something else going on. I think there is some sort of bunker that exists, maybe about 40 metres
below state Parliament, and in there we have got lead walls. It is a fortress, and in it we have got all of
these mad scientists. It is like a cartoon. They are the ones who are teleporting all of these things into
the brains of our public health officials and into the minds of the people in the government. Of course
it is a nonsense, and it is a nonsense because what is really being proposed here is not something
simple; it is far more than that. It is designed for people who are simply not qualified to sit in judgement
on decisions that are being made by experts, by properly qualified people based on science, based on
evidence, and they then exercise their judgement about the best way to respond.
What are we going to do instead? Mr Erdogan is a fine fellow. I have known him for a long time—
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr GEPP: He is a fine fellow—one of the finest individuals I have met. But do I think that
Mr Erdogan is qualified to actually review the decisions of Mr Sutton and the public health team? No.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr GEPP: I tell you what: if he is not, then—
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr GEPP: Mr Finn, my goodness. Is the Victorian public ready? I have heard a lot, Mr Finn. Is
the Victorian public ready for you to run the ruler over these public health decisions? I am just not sure
that we are quite there. I think we have got a little way to go on that.
And whilst I jest, of course the pandemic is not a laughing matter. It is a very, very serious matter, and
it is afflicting the global community. It is having dire consequences right across the world, and it is
something that most of us have never ever seen before, except what we have read in our history books,
and we hope that we never ever see it again. I just want to remind the house of some of the statistics
up until 13 October: 37 724 073 cases have been recorded worldwide and 1 078 446 deaths
worldwide. Let me repeat that number: 1 078 446 deaths worldwide. In one of our biggest allies, the
United States, there have been almost 8 million cases recorded and over 214 000 deaths. In the UK,
another significant ally of Australia, 620 000 cases recorded and almost 43 000 deaths. Here in
Australia, we have had in excess of 27 000 cases and some 899 deaths. It is disturbing that we have
any deaths here or abroad. That is the nature of this pandemic, and that is why in responding to the
pandemic it is so important that we leave it to the experts—we allow the public health experts to
consider all of the evidence, all of the data, that comes before them and they then make their decisions.
Ms Crozier interjected.
Mr GEPP: Ms Crozier has come in and said, ‘Why don’t we put that on the table’. We discussed,
prior to your re-entry into the chamber, who is qualified in this place and their history with the medical
profession. I will take the opportunity to apologise. I did apologise earlier. I was unaware that there
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was anything you did other than cross a picket line and take a pay rise, but apparently you have done
some more.
We have established in fact that there are people in this chamber who are not qualified to review those
decisions, and we are not sure that we would be in a much better place if certain people were given
the opportunity to review those decisions. We have got a very challenging environment that we are
navigating. It is very difficult, it is very complex, and the decisions that are being made are evidencebased decisions. The World Health Organization, and the messages that they send out—you know,
we are criticised for adopting them. There was a chorus line about, ‘Why aren’t we wearing masks?’.
And of course now that we are, guess what they are doing in my electorate of Northern Victoria? They
are all lining up, one after the other: ‘Let’s get rid of the masks. Let’s dump the masks. Let’s take them
off. Let’s rip them off’. This mob over here, what they do is they just change their position like they
are changing a single-use mask. Whatever suits them at any moment of the day they change, and they
want to walk in here and they want to say, ‘You’re not transparent’.
Yesterday Mr Limbrick—I see Mr Limbrick has joined us in the chamber—jumped to his feet and
was talking about the SARC and other matters. I think he spoke on the committee’s report. Some of
you will not recall Mr Young, a former colleague of Mr Bourman’s in this place and in fact a fellow
member for Northern Victoria with me. The running joke whenever Mr Young got to his feet was
‘Who wrote his speech?’. The fingers would point at Mr Rich-Phillips and the rest of the Liberal Party.
It was so true. Guess what? Mr Young has been replaced, I think, by Mr Limbrick. Because, you know,
whatever Mr Davis says, within days, there he is.
Mr Limbrick: On a point of order, Acting President, Mr Gepp is implying that someone from the
Liberal Party writes some of my speeches, which is absolute nonsense. I do not know where he gets
this idea. I would ask him to withdraw that please.
Mr Gepp interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Bourman): One moment, Mr Gepp. Mr Limbrick, are you
asking for a withdrawal?
Mr Limbrick: Yes.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Bourman): Mr Gepp, if you would like to withdraw that—
Mr GEPP: It was nothing unparliamentary, Acting President.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Bourman): Mr Gepp, would you like to withdraw that, please.
Mr GEPP: I withdraw.
Members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Bourman): In silence, please. Order! Mr Gepp has the call. Let
us get on with it.
Mr GEPP: Thank you. So we have Mr Limbrick who comes in here and starts throwing around
the word ‘transparency’ and saying that this is what it is about—
Members interjecting.
Mr GEPP: Freedom—oh yes, we cannot forget freedom. But of course when you look at integrity,
he talks often about that. I think he mentioned it yesterday in his contribution on the Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee, however brief, because when he was pulled up he sat down very quickly.
He talks about freedom, integrity, transparency and honesty and that that is what is missing from our
current political system. Well, I went back and had a look at the results of the 2018 election, and
Mr Limbrick was elected with 0.84 per cent of the vote—not 1 per cent. So perhaps he could tell the
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chamber and the Victorian people, in terms of political openness and transparency, how it is that he
finds himself in this place with less than 1 per cent of the vote.
Mr Limbrick: On a point of order, Acting President, how is this relevant to anything to do with
the motion? This is just a personal attack with no relevance to the motion whatsoever.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Bourman): Thank you, Mr Limbrick. Mr Gepp, he has got you
on that. If you can come back to the motion, that would be good.
Mr GEPP: Thank you, Acting President. Of course it is relevant to the bill because what is said by
those opposite is that these things—honesty, integrity, transparency—are missing, apparently. They
are missing.
Dr Bach: Freedom is missing.
Mr GEPP: Freedom. Let us not forget freedom. That is right—freedom. Thank you, Dr Bach—
freedom, freedom, freedom. Let us not forget our freedom.
Members interjecting.
Mr GEPP: I could be embarrassing, Ms Crozier, but when you bring these sorts of motions into
the place it is laughable that these things are brought in. And then you try to use trickery and sleight
of hand to suggest that the motion is a very simple proposition, that it is not designed to do anything
more than the very, very basics, but of course it is designed to do a whole lot more than that. Mr Davis
wants this place to sit in judgement on every public health decision that is made by our public health
officials, who act on the best scientific evidence and advice. It is shameful that he tries to pretend that
there is not something more to this than meets the eye.
This pandemic has been extraordinarily difficult for people not just here in Victoria but of course right
around the globe. It has been a pandemic that has been very, very challenging, and of course we are
all desperately waiting for a vaccine—a vaccine that can be released to the global population so that
we can put an end to that. But until that happens we have got to make sure that we are managing this
worldwide pandemic in the best way that we possibly can, and that is to give our public health officials
the confidence that they have the resources and the scientific data available that will assist them in
making the best possible decisions to keep Victorians as safe as we possibly can.
In terms of accountability, Mr Davis, what did he say—that the chamber and public are not being
made aware of the chief health officer’s (CHO) decisions? I mean, really? There has been a press
conference every day—
Ms Crozier: Saying nothing.
Mr GEPP: taking between an hour and an hour and a half. You can do better than parrot Peta
Credlin, surely. It is an hour, an hour and a half, with the Premier, with the minister, with the chief
health officer, with the deputy chief health officers every day, explaining all of the decisions that are
being taken and taken to the nth degree. Indeed we have also referred the management of the COVID19 pandemic in Victoria to the PAEC, the most powerful oversight body in the Victorian Parliament,
and of course it must be. It must have that status, otherwise we would not have seen the little stunt that
we saw this morning, where Mr Davis tried to engineer an ambush for the takeover of the PAEC but
fell flat on his face because he could not count. I would suggest to this place if Mr Davis cannot even
count to 20, then I do not know about anybody else, but I am not prepared to put the decisions of our
public health officials into his hands to be stripped back and to be judged by him. If he cannot do the
basic counting to 20, then goodness knows what he would do with these public health directions.
In case there is any doubt, I will be voting against the motion on the books this morning, and I would
urge everybody in this chamber to do the same and to recognise this motion for what it really is.
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Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (11:08): Before I start, I would just like to address
a couple of points made by Mr Gepp. He has basically insulted my staff by implying that the research
and the work that my team does is somehow done by someone else, which is absolutely wrong. So I
do not know where he gets these dreamy ideas from. Anyway, back to the actual motion.
We have had concerns ever since these public health directions under the emergency orders were
started that there was a lack of transparency, and there are two key things that are missing. One is:
what is the evidence that is used to base these decisions on? And Mr Gepp was correct that some of
these decisions are based on the science and the evidence, but there is also another gap, which is
something that we have discovered in the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee, which is that
some of these decisions are not based on evidence or science. They rely on the clause in the Public
Health and Wellbeing Act 2008 that relies on the precautionary principle, where they make a balanced
assessment without the available scientific data.
Now, what we do not know is which decisions are made on scientific evidence and which ones are
based on the precautionary principle, and if they are based on scientific evidence, what sort of evidence
are they based on? This is totally opaque. No-one understands this outside of the health team, and
frankly, I do not know why this has not been made publicly available. It should be something that as
a matter of course is published so that the public can have trust in the decisions that are being made by
the chief health officer (CHO) and the team, and if there are mistakes that are being made or if there
are differences of opinion in the scientific and medical community, they can be discussed and we can
understand. You know, what is the actual science that they are using here? Science is not something
that is set in stone, and I am one of the few people in this chamber that is actually qualified in science.
Science is not set in stone; it changes based on new evidence that comes to light. I know that the chief
health officer and his team do change their views based on new evidence, but we do not know what
that is, and it is only fair and reasonable to the people of Victoria that this evidence is published.
Now, there is another piece of information that is missing that is very important, and that is the
assessments against the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities. This is something that is done
by the CHO and his team. They go through and they look at: what are the directions that they are
proposing and how do they impact on and limit the rights of Victorians? The things that they have to
consider when they do this: they have to consider the proportionality, they have to consider the
necessity and they have to consider that the direction that they are making is the least restrictive of
rights. Without these assessments being made public there is a lack of confidence within the
community on whether these directions are actually the least restrictive of rights and whether they are
actually proportionate. I note that there is a legal challenge at the moment on the curfew and on exactly
this point, the proportionality.
We talk about the medical evidence. Okay, medical evidence is one factor that needs to be taken into
account when we talk about proportionality. But when you implement one of these directions there is
a whole range of other things that need to be considered. What is the impact on people’s lives? What
is the impact on their businesses? What is the impact on their mental health? What is the impact on
the long-term economic future of this state? I mean, there is a whole range of factors here that are
outside medical expertise. In fact the human rights assessments are outside of medical expertise. So
there is a whole bunch of ideas here that are not in the realm of medicine or science—they are in other
realms, such as economics, human rights law and that sort of thing—and these should be made
available to the public so that we can see how these decisions have been made.
Because the evidence has not been published and these human rights assessments have not been
published, there is a lack of faith. People talk about trusting the experts. Well, the experts do not trust
the public. If they trusted the public, they would say, ‘Here are the decisions that we’ve made, here
are the reasons that we have made these decisions and here are the sacrifices that we think Victorians
will need to make with regard to their rights and liberties because of X, Y and Z’. We have not seen
any of that. All we have seen is the directions come out, and then after the directions come out they
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say, ‘Just trust the experts. Trust the experts’. Well, a lot of people do not trust the experts. They are
not sure on what basis they are making these decisions.
Mr Gepp also raised another point, about the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee and the
members of SARC not having the relevant expertise to make judgements on these directions if they
were to be considered as legislative instruments and considered through the committee. But Mr Gepp
also made another point, that the committee itself has access to some of the best human rights experts
in the state. The committee itself can call upon the expertise of anyone in the state, so they do not have
to be experts on these things. They can listen to the experts, they can trust the experts and they can
make recommendations. They can confirm that the public health team is actually acting in a
proportionate way, that the limitations on human rights that they are making are proportionate and
they are the least restrictive.
To be honest, I am not convinced that many of these directions are actually the least restrictive. Let
me give you a good example of this—and this is one that has been discussed many times—and that is
masks. Now, when masks were first spoken about they were not mandatory. In fact many countries in
the world have not made them mandatory. The government were saying for a long time, ‘We don’t
need masks’, and then all of a sudden they changed it and said, ‘Masks need to be mandatory’. Is this
the least restrictive option that the public health team had available to them?
I know, and I have spoken about this a number of times, that in Japan they did this very differently.
They did not make masks mandatory. Instead they had a public education campaign and they sent
everyone in the country masks in the mail. They educated them on what masks are good for, what they
are not good for, how to use them properly, the different types of masks—this sort of thing. We did
not even try that in Victoria. We did nothing like that. We just went straight to mandatory compliance
and police giving out fines if people did not comply. What has been the result of that is that Victorians
have been far more focused on compliance with the law than with actually effective mask usage.
We have seen situations where we have had—from a scientific point of view it is rather ridiculous—
people putting these loose scarves and things around their face, and shields, and then the public health
team has come out later and said, ‘Well, they’re not actually effective even though we were letting
people use them because they wanted to comply and didn’t want to get a fine’. So now they have
tightened up those restrictions, but of course there are a whole bunch of unintended consequences
relating to this.
I met with the CHO this week, actually, on a briefing to discuss one of these very serious unintended
consequences. One of the valid exemptions for not wearing a mask is for people who have been
victims of sexual assault. They have some sort of psychological trauma and they do not want to wear
something that is close fitting around their face, and we had a situation where these people—and I
have had many of them contact my office; in fact sexual assault support services have written advice
pages on this and what to do—were scared of going out in public. They had a legal exemption—so
that is fine; they would not get a fine—but they were getting yelled at by people in the street. They
were getting stares because they were not wearing a mask, and they were being refused entry to shops.
They were getting hassled by police. The idea that victims of sexual assault were being retraumatised
by this direction is actually horrific.
What lots of people have been doing—and this is not just victims of sexual assault but many people
who have valid exemptions to wearing a mask—is wearing a face shield or a loose facial covering.
Many of them find this acceptable, and although it might not prevent the spread of disease, it does help
with compliance; it does help with the stigmatisation that has developed. And yet we have tightened
up. We have made this new direction. We have tightened up mask usage, and then all of a sudden I
have had lots of people contact my office. They are freaking out. They are saying, ‘How am I going
to be able to go out in public now? I can’t wear a mask. I don’t want to go out in public and feel
stigmatised’. As far as I can tell these unintended consequences of these directions and the effect on
people’s lives have not even been considered. It is just absolutely outrageous.
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Further, with regard to the transparency again, one of the apparent concessions by the government
when the state-of-emergency bill was debated was the government said, ‘We will publish a summary
of the advice that was given to the health minister’. I went and looked at this advice, and I will have
more to say on this this afternoon. There are 14 pages buried at page 1700 of this massive report, and
I have got to say I am not very impressed with this summary of advice. I will go through that in detail
this afternoon, including very large errors that the work experience kid could have picked up. But also
some of the summary of advice does not look like scientific evidence justifying things; it looks like
post-hoc rationalisation. This is just totally unacceptable. The public needs to see the evidence, or if
they are not using the evidence, if they are relying on the precautionary principle, they need to be able
to review that. It needs to be discussed within the community so that we can build trust with the
directions that are actually being made.
So I definitely support this motion. I think is a very good motion, and it will help provide more
transparency on what these directions are, how they are being considered and what their effects are on
the human rights of Victorians.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (11:19): I am pleased to be able to rise and speak to
Mr Davis’s motion this morning. It is quite a detailed motion in its wording, what Mr Davis outlines
in his motion, but essentially it goes to the heart of what we have been arguing for and what
Mr Limbrick has just described in his contribution about transparency—what information is available
within the department that the chief health officer, the public health officials, the minister, the Premier
and the government are privy to and how they are making decisions on behalf of all Victorians.
That is essentially what we are asking for, because as we have seen over the past few months trust has
eroded in Victoria because of the way the government has behaved and where we are at with this
pandemic crisis. It is a crisis in Victoria, because 5.5 million Victorians still remain in lockdown, and
tens of thousands of businesses are closed and have been closed for months and months with no
certainty or understanding of when they may reopen. We saw that in question time yesterday, with
questions to the Minister for Small Business. Those issues, along with the loss of jobs, the hundreds
of thousands of jobs, are causing an enormous amount of distress and despair amongst Victorians.
The government is just brushing this off as if it is nothing. ‘We’re focused on getting the job done’ is
what the Premier says every single day at those press conferences that Mr Gepp referenced, and I will
come back to his contribution in a minute. That is all very well, but what we hear from the Premier is
the same thing, and the same figures come out now through a text message in relation to the statistics,
meaning the number of cases, the number of active cases, sadly and tragically the number of Victorians
who have died of COVID or with COVID, and there is not much else. Occasionally there are big
announcements, like what everyone is expecting—I think they have given up on what is going to
happen on Sunday. But we have heard for months and months the Premier really just playing
Victorians a lot of the time and putting out false hope.
Remember when we went into lockdown? It was 2 August, the stage 4 lockdown. It was for six weeks.
We were horrified with six weeks, thinking, ‘My God, six weeks of lockdown’. It only takes a couple
of cycles to get this thing under control if you have contact tracing in place and if that contact tracing
is working. And yet we are here months later, still under these harsh restrictions and harsh lockdowns,
and Victorians rightly want to understand why. They want to understand with these cases: where is
that information? Where is that data that the government is referring to all the time?
We understand and we have always understood that there have got to be restrictions in place and that
we cannot just open up. We have always been very consistent in that, despite what government
members might say. We have always said, ‘Have a look at what the experts are saying other than what
your health officials are saying’, because from the very start of this pandemic around the national crisis
cabinet, the chief medical officer and the deputy chief medical officer of Australia were saying one
thing and yet what was happening in Victoria was in complete contrast. Whether that was around
activities like fishing, boating or other sporting activities or whether that was in relation to schools
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opening up, what happened in Victoria was completely different. We know why now, because the
government has been exposed because of the complete failures of the contact tracing after the breaches
in hotel quarantine, where 99 per cent of what we are dealing with and the tragedy that unfolded has
led to that situation.
I am going to remind the house that that is a direct government policy failure, the worst government
policy failure in the history of this country. Hundreds and hundreds of people have lost their lives.
What we have is an unfolding mental health crisis that the government is ignoring. Look at the front
page with those statistics in the Australian today—horrific statistics of children self-harming, the
eating disorders, the mental health and despair that is absolutely occurring across all demographics,
across all parts of our state. My office, like other MPs’ offices, are getting inundated with Victorians
who are just despairing. They feel helpless and hopeless, partly because they have lost trust in the
government because they have not got the information, and that is exactly what Mr Davis’s motion
talks about.
Show us. Provide us with that information. When we do ask for information, what we get are very
redacted FOIs or, as Mr Limbrick referenced, the directions, the information. There is no scientific
data in relation to the release the government did a few weeks ago; it is just the directions. There is no
information around the science and the data that we are asking for—the modelling—and that I have
been asking for since March. The information around other areas that we have been asking for has
never been forthcoming. It is a disgrace how this government has treated the opposition and other
members of the crossbench with complete contempt in relation to their requests, and it says more about
the government than anything else. But what we do know is that they are arrogant and they are hiding
the truth, and we have seen that being exposed time and time again, no more so than through the hotel
quarantine inquiry.
Mr Gepp referenced the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee in his contribution. Well, look at
that: we have got senior bureaucrats changing their testimony after they have gone back and realised
one thing, where you have got ministers sitting right next to them. All of this is really important to
gain the trust of Victorians so that we can have confidence in the management of this crisis, because
we are the only state in this situation. We are the only state in this mess, and we are the only state in
this mess not only because of what happened through hotel quarantine but also because of the
inadequacies, the incompetence, the mismanagement and the lack of processes in place. That is why
we are asking for the information—because it is important to rebuild trust among the community to
get us all through this.
If you compare us to New South Wales, where they have got so much more information available on
their public health websites, they provide a plethora of information that is not here and has not been
here. There is more coming online here in Victoria, which is a good thing, but it is mid-October and
we do not have the sophistication or that information because I actually do not think the government
has collated or collected it in the way that other states have. That is part of the problem—because once
they start to demonstrate to us that they have not done what they should have done, then they are
exposed. And that is what this is all about: hiding the truth. That is not what Victorians deserve. They
actually deserve transparency, truth and honesty. We have seen through the actions of this government
for months that that has not occurred. I think that is really shameful, and I think that is basically what
Mr Davis’s motion is speaking about. It is about those issues around our freedoms, because of the
restrictions we are under. Mr Gepp just mocked that. I found that so insulting. I sat in here and I listened
to him—
Dr Bach: It was stupid.
Ms CROZIER: It was stupid, Dr Bach. He is abusing us. He abused me. I am not going to indulge
that, but it just demonstrates the calibre and the degree of their debating abilities—
Mrs McArthur: Arrogance.
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Ms CROZIER: Their arrogance, Mrs McArthur. They are very happy to brush this off as being
inconsequential or as us just trying to be tricky. No, we are not. We just want the truth. We actually
just want Victorians to understand what is going on here, and part of that is to be transparent. Mr Gepp
made some very disparaging remarks around Mr Limbrick, and I am glad that he held him to account
because Mr Limbrick, from my observation for the two years that he has been in here, makes very
considered remarks in this place and his debates are very well researched. He rightly said it is an insult
to his office and those staff of his, so I want to back Mr Limbrick up on that because there are people
that assist us. We do not have the luxury of ministerial offices and government departments just
feeding us notes that we can just bang on about without any thought process. Clearly, from Mr Gepp’s
half an hour of—well, I do not know what it was, actually, because it was—
Dr Bach: Rambling idiocy.
Ms CROZIER: Rambling idiocy. Thank you, Dr Bach. That is what it was. It was just rambling
idiocy. It just demonstrated more, as I said, about the member than the importance of the issue that we
are debating.
Mr Leane interjected.
Ms CROZIER: It is not a trivial matter, Mr Leane; you are quite right.
Mr Leane interjected.
Ms CROZIER: Yes, Dr Bach is another excellent contributor in this place, very considered in his
contributions, and has a huge career ahead of him. His contribution, I am sure, to this debate will
actually demonstrate the contrast between Mr Gepp and Dr Bach, but again I am not going to digress
into personalities. I think what is far more important is that we understand the reasoning for the
decisions made by government, made by the health officials—what they are saying. Dr Sutton has
been on radio saying that it is on his opinion that some of these decisions are being made. Well, okay,
it is on his opinion. Well, give us the reasoning why it is your opinion and what the data and science
and the modelling and information around that decision-making and opinion are.
And I think Victorians would then be far more accepting of where we are at, because at the moment,
if you look at the latest poll, people are fed up. They are fed up because we have been strung along for
so long: ‘Stay with us, Victoria, stay with us. We’re nearly there’. Well, the road map has been
unrealistic from the start. It has been unachievable. Health experts and epidemiologists who actually
have a background in infectious diseases—who would have thought, somebody with a background in
infectious diseases—have said this is unachievable and this is why, and explained why. Yet the
arrogance of the Premier to dismiss somebody like that again shows that they are not prepared to listen
to anyone else apart from their little cohort. We have seen the dysfunction around the Premier through
what has happened with the resignation of the former health minister, who could not work with him
and his closed shop, and now he has lost his second right-hand man, Mr Eccles. All of these people
are falling like flies, and it demonstrates how this government is operating.
It is not in the interest of Victorians. It is not open. It is not transparent. It is closed. It is hidden
information; it is covered-up information. There has been gross cover-up, gross mismanagement, of
what has occurred in this state. And as a result, every single Victorian—in fact every single
Australian—is paying the price because we are setting our country so far back. If you look over the
border to New South Wales, which should be compared to this state because of the size and because
of the multicultural mix and because of our economic activity—that is the comparison we should be
looking at—you understand they are open and they are managing the situation, because they have got
better processes in place, they are far more transparent, their community is with them and they are
trusting. They feel that there is leadership, and they understand the significance of what they need to
do. But here Victorians are losing trust; they are losing faith. They feel helpless, they feel hopeless,
and that is not a good situation for us to all be in.
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We have got to get out of this crisis. When the government is making decisions, please provide us
with the data. Provide us with the information. Just do not say, ‘It’s based on the experts; I’m getting
advice from the experts’, because we know that is not true. We actually know that is not true. And we
know that there are mistakes that have been made, and we accept that, but we need to understand that
the data, the information, the modelling needs to be in the public domain. That is why Mr Davis’s
motion is important: because this is the very place where that information can be in the public domain.
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (11:34): It is my pleasure to rise to speak on this motion,
and I certainly have very much enjoyed my time on the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee
and have taken that responsibility very seriously. I think in the space that we are in now, one of my
greatest concerns has been that it would be such a pity to actually politicise the space of SARC when
it does have a very serious duty to uphold. And that was my concern with the way some of the debates
have been held over the past week or so—that there may have been attempts to make SARC into
something other than what it is meant to be and not honour that space.
Just in response to some of the issues that have been raised today and in light of the motion itself, and
in speaking to that motion, it is very concerning how consistently those opposite take the opportunity
to bag—and I am going to use that word ‘bag’—the chief health officer (CHO) and completely
undermine his expertise in the public domain.
Members interjecting.
Ms TAYLOR: Where it suits—very well said there, Ms Shing. I just picked up on that little
reference before, ‘his little cohort’—his little cohort of 2600. Yes, that is a little cohort! He just threw
that in there just as a way—
Ms Shing: More members than the Liberal Party.
Ms TAYLOR: Yes, exactly. He did it just to undermine, just sowing those seeds, those constant
seeds of doubt, to make people question our public health experts.
I do not have a medical degree, and I have no shame in that. That is fine; that is okay. I do not expect
myself to have that level of knowledge of medicine. That is fine. But I do respect others and I respect
our esteemed universities, and I have trust in them to generate people who have expertise. I actually
value that expertise. I have had many interactions with people, and I really appreciate it when they are
people from the electorate, but more often than not on these issues the majority are from outside my
electorate—just putting it out there. Overwhelmingly the majority are from outside the electorate, and
actually there is more commentary from interstate than from within my electorate, which is quite
interesting when you reflect on it. But I do value the commentary specifically from those in my
electorate. I do not tend to comment on those from outside, because I believe MPs in those electorates
have the right to respond to their constituents.
Dr Bach: Good to know.
Ms TAYLOR: Yes, exactly. It is respect and courtesy. But sometimes I will be sent a YouTube
video—and I respect this—and they will say, ‘Here’s this brilliant expert’. I found that one of them—
and I will not mention their name here—was from Ireland, and was a mechanical engineer, but they
had superior knowledge of public health matters, apparently, to our CHO and to our public health
team. I did politely respond to the particular constituent to say, ‘Thank you for that information, but I
am going to—and as a government we do have to—pay respect to experts in the field in which we
rely on them for advice, and in this case it is public health’. So if we are going to talk about experts, I
would prefer—and that is the case with our government—that we rely on those who have expertise in
public health. This is not a criticism of anyone in this chamber, but I have not seen too many who do
have the level of expertise in public health of the CHO. Just putting it out there. I am totally
comfortable with that. My ego can cope with that. I do not have to be an expert in public health, but I
am very happy to—and I am proud that our government does—defer to experts in this domain.
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I think it is just something to take on board: if you wanted the community to have trust in government
per se, trust in parliamentary processes, then maybe you would not bag out the public health experts
when it suits you and you might have a level of esteem and respect for the data and the modelling that
is on the Department of Health and Human Services website and that is spoken to in the daily briefings.
I do not know if those opposite have actually ever listened to the Premier in those briefings or to the
experts that he has at those briefings—
Dr Bach: I stopped months ago.
Ms TAYLOR: Exactly to my point, because if you did, then you would see the level of
transparency in those briefings and you would know very well that the questions are not light; they are
gruelling. Those particular press conferences are gruelling, but do you know what? The Premier takes
it on his chin, and he has fronted up day in, day out. I think that is leadership. That is what we call
leadership, and that is an element of transparency that we could all learn from.
I know that Mr Limbrick spoke to this concept of proportionality and making sure that the decisions
made are truly, let us say—and I am not putting words in his mouth; I will try and interpret—in the
best interests and absolutely necessary in the circumstances. What I can—
Mr Davis: Well, they are required to be, under law.
Ms TAYLOR: Yes, absolutely—no disagreement there. Why would we want to do any more than
we absolutely have to? We are all living this too. I do not know if you realise it. I am not worried about
us as MPs—we are fine—but I have relatives, I have friends and we have constituents, and we know
very well what they are going through.
I did take exception to Ms Crozier saying that we were somehow dismissive of jobs and the issue with
employment during a pandemic and that we did not care about mental health. What this says is that
you actually do not know us as MPs very well, and it also speaks to the fact that maybe if you did
listen to more of those pressers—I am not saying you should have to, but if you are going to criticise—
you might want to listen to the various ministers when they get up to address the various questions
across the board, and then you would understand.
A member interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: But you just said you have not been watching the pressers for months, so how can
you be so emphatic, to my point—
A member: The Deputy Premier was out yesterday. Health minister Martin Foley was out the day
before that.
Ms TAYLOR: Exactly. So you may wish to actually witness from beginning to end and then make
an assessment as you see fit. But if we do look at what the government was looking down the barrel
of when this pandemic rolled out, I am just going to give you a little look at what the reality of a
pandemic is worldwide. The Johns Hopkins University COVID-19 dashboard, as at 13 October, has
recorded 37 724 073 cases worldwide and 1 078 446 deaths worldwide. In the United States there
have been almost 8 million cases recorded and over 214 000 deaths. I actually have a cousin who is in
the States having to wear the masks and all of that and having to have the kids remotely learning
et cetera. We have been texting. We can relate on these issues—all trying to do our best, all doing our
best to make sure that—
A member interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: Yes, because you do not want to know about the worldwide stats. You do not want
that reality, because it is inconvenient to your argument. In the United Kingdom there have been over
620 000 cases recorded and almost 43 000 deaths. Here in Australia there have been over 27 000 cases
and, sadly, 899 deaths. No-one underestimates the magnitude of what the impact of—
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A member interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: I am just speaking to that; nobody underestimates that. That is why we need
everybody on board doing our best so we can safely and carefully move out and towards COVID
normal. So either you can choose to help and support the community on the road map to COVID
normal or you can continue with this perpetually undermining narrative, nitpicking and cherrypicking
at everything our public health officials do. Now, when we are looking at the issue of masks the World
Health Organization issued the following advice on 5 June 2020:
The use of masks is part of a comprehensive package of the prevention and control measures that can limit
the spread of certain respiratory viral diseases, including COVID-19 …
However, the use of a mask alone is insufficient to provide an adequate level of protection or source control,
and other personal and community level measures—

this is important when you are looking at the 5-kilometre rule; this is important—
should also be adopted to suppress transmission of respiratory viruses … compliance with hand hygiene,
physical distancing and other infection prevention and control (IPC) measures—

people were talking about evidence, so I am just putting it out there; you can either take it or leave it—
are critical to prevent human-to-human transmission of COVID-19.

The evidence supports jurisdictions putting community-led measures in place—masks, hand
hygiene—and this speaks therefore to the 5-kilometre rule. This is exactly why the 5-kilometre radius
was put into place—to limit unnecessary movement and to limit the spread of the virus. And it has
done that. You have to concede that we have had a significant drop in the cases. It has been successful
and to the betterment of all Victorians, because fundamentally what we are talking about here is the
preservation of human life. It is a very delicate balance, no question about it. There is no question that
it is incredibly challenging from a mental health perspective. Nobody is underestimating that
whatsoever. But freedom to infect—this is where, I think, the line is getting blurred, because the
measures are being put in place to control the virus. It is all about controlling the virus.
It is very easy to divert and to say these very peculiar things—’politburo’, ‘Director Dan’ and all these
strange and confusing and, let me say, misleading sorts of titles that people like to put on things when
they are looking at management of the virus. The reason I am spelling this out is because it has been
such a persistent and, can I say, destructive narrative. Because we want the community with us. I think,
for the most part, the overwhelming majority of Victorians have been outstanding in their behaviour,
in doing everything they can to get the virus down. It has taken leadership to take the community on
this journey. So I do query these issues of trust.
We understand; it is natural. Nobody, least of all the Premier, enjoys having to have these controls in
place. You forget that his kids are also impacted. His kids are in school. We are all personally impacted.
We are all on this journey. Do you know why I obey these measures, apart from the fact that there are
compliance requirements? It is because I want my mother to be alive at the end of this pandemic. I
want my cousins to be alive at the end of this pandemic. I want my friends to be alive at the end of this
pandemic. I say that very seriously because but for the seriousness of the potential outcomes of this
pandemic, would we have had to put these measures in place?
It is all very well to cherrypick about freedom issues and masks. It is okay to question. I am saying it
is fine to question, but please understand: we are not doing this for the sake of it. Why on earth would
we do that? Seriously it is not for the sake of it. It is about respect, and it is about protecting human
life. It is about respecting and protecting our fellow Victorians. I am not meaning to overstate that.
That is what is driving me personally and, I am pretty confident, my colleagues and, I would like to
think, those opposite as well. Fundamentally we just want all our family, our friends and the
community to get through this as best they can and to get on that road map to COVID normal as soon
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as we can. So the sooner you get on board and you stop undermining the CHO and you stop throwing
doubt on the very reasonable and reasoned public health measures—
Ms Shing: Cheap, divisive politics.
Ms TAYLOR: Yes, cheap divisive politics. I think that is a really fair point, Ms Shing. The sooner
we do that, the sooner we can come out of this together.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (11:49): Will the Labor Party agree with the call of one
of the strongest Labor members, Steve Conroy, to sack Brett Sutton, the chief health officer? We all
know that Brett Sutton’s initials are ‘BS’.
Ms Taylor: On a point of order, Acting President, I do not see how that is even remotely relevant
to this debate.
Dr CUMMING: Well, you did bring up the chief health officer, and obviously we are talking
about the statistics of the chief health officer and the measures he has put in place. Obviously Steve
Conroy has said that his statistics— (Time expired)
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 16
Bach, Dr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr

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

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

Noes, 20
Barton, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr

Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms
Stitt, Ms

Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
Watt, Ms

Motion negatived.
Questions without notice and ministers statements
COVID-19
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (11:58): My question is to the Minister for Agriculture.
Minister, the government has announced meat-processing facilities have been required as of last week
to conduct testing of 25 per cent of their workforce each week. Companies have raised concerns about
the high costs of ongoing testing, the logistics of testing and the lack of consultation from the
government. In fact one has told me they have received no communication from government
whatsoever. So I ask: what consultation was undertaken to ensure that companies were complying
with the government’s requirement that testing of 25 per cent of their workforce occurs every week?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (11:59): Thank you, Ms Crozier, for your question
in my capacity as Minister for Agriculture. I can inform the house that since the commencement of
the pandemic Agriculture Victoria—and indeed the majority of the meetings I have personally
attended myself—have got together stakeholder groups. There is a stakeholder reference group dealing
with COVID that has about 30 representatives from across the agricultural sector, and then because of
the high-risk environment and the outbreaks we had experienced in abattoirs and meatworkers, there
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was a group brought together that represented the red meat industry, the chicken industry and the
seafood industry.
That group met regularly and were consulted every step of the way in the initial restrictions, which
were to reduce workforce capacity, and also in the easing of those restrictions. They were integral for
their intelligence in ensuring that meatworks and food supply chains could be supported, particularly
as we are very conscious of the animal welfare concerns when you have animals that need processing
to meet demand and also to ensure that farmers can get animals off farm. So it is disappointing that
you have come across somebody who feels they were not adequately consulted, Ms Crozier, because
we went to great lengths to involve the industry every step of the way in relation to all of the measures
that are designed to support industry, respond to outbreaks and indeed protect them going forward so
they continue to operate and provide food for Victorians, for Australia and for the important export
market which supports so many jobs in this state.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:01): Thank you, Minister, for your response. Minister,
my supplementary is: companies are to bear the cost of testing, so what assistance is the government
providing to companies to assist with those costs and in the event that employees refuse to be tested?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (12:01): Thank you, Ms Crozier. We are continuing
our ongoing consultation with industry. I have got to say the surveillance testing was welcomed by the
peak bodies. They are certainly wanting to make sure that they are doing everything they can to protect
their workforce, to be able to respond to outbreaks and indeed to keep their businesses open and
continuing to produce the products that they do. Importantly the measures include surveillance testing,
workplace bubbles, appointment of COVID-safe marshals and increased education for workers. We
are continuing to work closely with industry, and actually indeed there are a couple of relevant unions
as well, to identify opportunities to better support the sector in facing—
Ms Crozier: What about the costs?
Ms SYMES: We have supported businesses in relation to their testing costs, and I will continue to
work with industry to support ongoing assistance and encouragement for them to protect their
workforces, including explaining to people why it is important to get tested.
COVID-19
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:03): My question is for the new Minister for
Workplace Safety. Why are businesses with comprehensive OH&S plans in place not allowed to
open? The Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 states that an employer must provide and
maintain a working environment that is safe and without risk to health and safety for their employees.
A number of businesses in my region have prepared COVID-safe plans, and WorkSafe guidelines are
in place. Businesses in Western Metropolitan Region that have survived many recessions are now
losing business to interstate competitors. Far too many businesses that can open safely are in danger
of closing permanently.
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:04): I thank Dr Cumming for her question. Certainly we know that workplaces can be a source of
transmission for this stubborn and deadly virus, and WorkSafe plans are an important public health
measure as we fight this pandemic. The government has engaged extensively with business and
industry leaders in a variety of ways, including in relation to COVID-safe plans. Although this
responsibility is outside of my portfolio, I understand that Business Victoria has a wealth of resources
on COVID-safe plans for businesses of all sizes, and I would encourage every employer in your region,
Dr Cumming, to access this valuable information. The government, together with industry bodies and
agencies, are working together to inform Victorians about the directions, as well as undertaking
enforcement and compliance activities as needed and as we reopen industries and businesses, and
WorkSafe inspectors will be out there ensuring that workplaces are meeting their health and safety
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obligations. The obligation to provide a safe environment for staff has not changed as a result of this
pandemic. Providing a safe and healthy workplace includes identifying, where possible, and mitigating
risks associated with coronavirus, and that will certainly not change, Dr Cumming.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:05): I thank the minister for her response. Will the
minister ensure that some of the OH&S practices determined during this pandemic will be ongoing
requirements for business? Viruses are not new. There is an opportunity to reduce transmission of
other illnesses that impact the health of Victorians and our state’s economy, such as colds and flus and
gastroenteritis upsets. Throughout this pandemic we have all become more aware of our own personal
health and safety and the importance of looking after that of others, especially the vulnerable. Like our
workplace prevention strategy for slips, trips and falls, some of the basic hygiene practices of this
pandemic should become the norm.
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:06): Thank you, Dr Cumming, for your supplementary question. Providing a safe and healthy
workplace includes identifying, where possible, and mitigating risks associated with this virus, and
businesses should be ensuring that a range of risks are mitigated, including through physical distancing
where it is possible to do so, ensuring proper hygiene and minimising worker contact with shared
surfaces. And as I indicated in my substantive answer, there is a lot of work going on across industry
bodies, Victoria Police and WorkSafe on the issues that we debated in this place in the wee hours of
this morning in relation to authorised officers having the powers that they need to ensure that
enforcement and compliance activities continue. In relation to WorkSafe inspectors, they will continue
to be visiting workplaces across Victoria and have already visited over 14 500 workplaces in relation
to COVID-19 enforcement.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: COVID-19
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (12:07): I wish to use a ministers statement today as
an opportunity to provide an update on the COVID cases in Shepparton and the measures the
government is immediately putting in place to respond. I share in the immense disappointment at this
news. Shepparton, like all regional communities, have done an outstanding job in suppressing this
virus. We know that the COVID-19-positive individual who we learned a couple of weeks ago visited
Kilmore and Benalla is also the person who visited Shepparton. Although this person had a work
permit to visit Shepparton, we know that some of the activities undertaken were not permitted. The
information has only just been disclosed to contact tracers, almost two weeks after this individual was
in Shepparton. As a result of the obvious connection between the types of stores the individual was
visiting—namely, these are tyre stores—the department of health have already identified high-risk
locations in Shepp and expect to identify more in the coming days. Unfortunately the delay in contact
tracers having this vital information means it is very likely that further cases will be discovered.
As soon as health officials were aware of the cases in Shepparton, the government started mobilising
our resources, led by the local public health unit at Goulburn Valley Health. Following a model
successfully rolled out as part of the Kilmore outbreak, the public health advice is that anyone with or
without symptoms who has been to any of the identified locations during the days listed should get
tested immediately and isolate until they have their results. We have already got the health responders
on the ground in Shepp. Residents can be tested seven days a week at GV Health’s acute respiratory
clinic, and we are also setting up a pop-up testing centre at the showgrounds and considering further
pop-up testing if demand requires.
We ask anyone in the Shepparton community: please, if you feel unwell at all, even the slightest sniffle,
please go and get tested. We are reaching out to all affected businesses, and contact tracers are working
around the clock to notify all and any close contacts. Regional Development Victoria are on the ground
linking in the council, Rumbalara health, the Committee for Greater Shepparton and the ethnic council,
and AgVic are also ensuring that Murray Dairy and Fruit Growers Victoria are able to get the messages
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out and provide the support required. People can contact the Goulburn Valley Health hotline,
1800 313 070, for further advice.
COVID-19
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:10): My question is to the Minister for Workplace
Safety. Minister, it beggars belief that security guards have until recently been working at a hot hotel
and an Alfred hospital site the next day. It appears that none of the lessons that have delivered the
second wave and nearly 800 Victorian deaths have been learned. What advice have you received
regarding potential breaches of workplace safety laws relating to the most recent hot hotels, and will
the investigation currently on foot by WorkSafe be expanded to incorporate the most recent allegations
of workplace safety breaches?
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:10): Thank you, Mr O’Donohue, for your question. As I outlined to you in the house yesterday in
relation to a question about industrial manslaughter—I did go into some detail to explain it to you—
as the minister responsible for workplace safety it is not my role to interfere with the independence of
and investigations on foot by WorkSafe in relation to any matter, including the matter that you have
raised with me today. It would be inappropriate for me to comment on any of the specifics in relation
to an investigation on foot, and you are aware that investigators—
Mr O’Donohue: On a point of order, President, my question was not asking for the minister to
reveal details of the investigation, merely to confirm whether an investigation is on foot, something
which the previous minister was happy to do—for example, in relation to the Corkman matter—so
there is a clear precedent. I am asking the minister to confirm whether the investigation that is on foot
in relation to the hotel quarantine saga has now been extended to the hot hotels.
The PRESIDENT: You know very well, Mr O’Donohue, I cannot direct the minister on how to
answer in her response, but I invite the minister to continue.
Ms STITT: I thank the member for that point of order. In terms of the question that you have asked,
I was in the process of answering. It is important that I am able to actually explain the situation to the
member. Decisions regarding investigations and updates on investigations are not appropriate for me
to require from the independent regulator, WorkSafe. As the member knows, some of these matters
were the subject of evidence that was given in the recent Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
inquiry into the government’s response to COVID-19, where the former Minister for Workplace
Safety did give some evidence about WorkSafe investigations in relation to hotel quarantine. I would
point you to that transcript, Mr O’Donohue, and invite you to review it.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:13): President, I will ask that you request a written
response to the question at the end of question time, but we will deal with that at the end of question
time. By way of supplementary, Minister, I ask: with most of the senior ministers and public servants
in the Andrews government now possibly under investigation by WorkSafe, how will you manage
this clear conflict between your duties as a minister and your obligation to this rotten government so
that Victorians can have confidence in the investigations on foot?
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:13): I thank the member for his supplementary question. I can assure the member that I take my
responsibilities as Minister for Workplace Safety incredibly seriously, and that goes to all of my
responsibilities to act without fear, favour or affection, I believe the affirmation was that I took a couple
of weeks ago, and I will be doing everything to ensure that I comply with those obligations.
COVID-19
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:14): My question is for the minister representing the Minister
for Health. What is this government’s COVID-19 serology surveillance strategy? Victoria must have
a strategy for conducting antibody testing of its population so that we can understand the true
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prevalence and risks of SARS-CoV-2 in the Victorian population. Where other countries have
conducted this testing, it has been shown that infection rates are more than 20 times higher than
previously thought. This has correspondingly informed evidence-based policy.
Such a strategy does not need to be perfect; it just needs to be sound. Without serology-based antibody
testing, we cannot answer critical questions like: how effective is the government’s swab-testing
regime; how much of the Victorian population has been infected with the virus causing COVID-19;
how is this changing over time; are there different characteristics or risk factors that are associated
with SARS-CoV-2 infection, such as age, location or underlying health conditions; how many
Victorian residents have experienced mild or asymptomatic COVID-19 illness; and how long can
antibodies be found after a COVID-19 infection?
The PRESIDENT: That is a list of questions, Mr Quilty. It is not a question; it is a list of questions.
Mr QUILTY: The question was at the start. It was the very first thing I said. What is the
government’s COVID-19 serology surveillance strategy?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (12:15): There were a lot of questions that followed
your initial question, Mr Quilty. Even if I did know the answer to half of those, I do not think I would
get through them in 3 minutes, so I am very happy to pass that on to the Minister for Health and provide
a written response.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:16): In the absence of a serological testing regime, what is
the government’s current estimate of the number of Victorians who have contracted COVID up to this
date? The public cannot have confidence that the government is implementing coronavirus
suppression strategies in their interest when they are denied information about the virus’s serological
characteristics. In the early days of the pandemic, it was understandable that the public service would
focus on the short-term containment of the virus, but as the crisis drags on it becomes harder and harder
to give the government a pass for not confirming basic facts and assumptions about the virus. My
question for the minister is this: if the government has not taken steps to develop a sound understanding
of the virus characteristics in the Victorian population, how can Victorians have confidence that the
government is managing its COVID response in line with evidence and risk-based management?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (12:17): We will add that to the list of previous
questions.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: SMALL BUSINESS REGULATION REVIEW
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (12:17): I am very pleased to advise
the house that the Andrews government has recently launched its small business regulatory
engagement charter. This happened last week with four inaugural signatories. The charter will be a
great support for our small businesses in the construction sector. It will mean owners can spend less
time and money on compliance, freeing up resources to support business survival and recovery. The
small business regulatory engagement charter is the flagship reform of our government’s small
business regulation review construction action statement, which identified potential annual savings for
small operators of up to $42.5 million.
Inaugural signatories to the charter include four of the state’s most important regulators of the
construction sector: Energy Safe Victoria, the Environment Protection Authority Victoria, the
Victorian Building Authority and WorkSafe Victoria. I would like to thank my colleagues across the
Victorian government for their support of this charter. The government has committed to identifying
the best ways of making sure that small businesses in the construction sector get the information that
they need on issues such as applications, registration, certification and fees. The regulators will
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develop user-friendly websites, guidelines and other tools to make it easier for businesses to
understand and comply with regulations. The charter provides clarity for businesses on what they can
expect from regulators and what they need to do to meet their regulatory obligations. Employers need
access to straightforward information so they understand their obligations to provide a safe workplace.
This is just one part of a broader package of reforms, with the Victorian government’s small business
regulation review of the construction sector following earlier reviews of the retail and visitor economy
sectors. The charter is fantastic, and it is a practical change that will make it easier for businesses to
operate, saving our small business owners both time and money.
LOCAL GOVERNMENT RATES
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:19): My question without notice is to the Minister for Local
Government. The minister may be aware that the Greens political party policy calls for, and I quote,
‘remuneration for councillors that reflects the diverse demands on their time’ and, I quote again,
‘revocation of rate capping so that … council can decide the level of services and the level of rates’.
Minister, if these policies were implemented, there would be a surge in payments to councillors and a
surge in the rates bill to ratepayers. Are you at all concerned that Greens political party councillors
elected in the coming council elections will use discretion available at local council level to engineer
pay rises for themselves?
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (12:20): Thank you, Mr Finn, for the question. Just an aside, I
have got to say I thought I would miss Mr Finn a lot more when I moved away from him—further
away in this chamber—but I am not sure if I have.
As far as that question goes, I am not concerned about any political party’s view about the salaries of
councillors and mayors. As the chamber may be aware, there is a review annually around the salaries
for councillors and mayors. I am currently looking at this year’s salary and whether there will be any
sort of increase or not, but given the current circumstances that we all find ourselves in I think that
councillors may be a bit disappointed if they were hoping for a large increase. That may not be coming.
Since we passed the Local Government Act 2020, this decision has been taken out of my hands and is
decided by an independent tribunal similar to our own pay rises and also other areas of the public
service. So I think, Mr Finn, there are a number of different policies from a number of different
candidates that might be aligned to a number of different political parties or not.
Mr Davis: You do not think they should get a pay rise, like the Greens think?
Mr LEANE: Well, I am just thinking that it is good for people to be this transparent—that this
might be part of their platform. My view of the local government sector is that there is no great desire
for councillors to have a huge increase at the moment, but they are really keen on councils working
really hard in the COVID recovery, making sure that the good work that a lot of them are doing now
continues in supporting their communities in the great way they are.
Local government is going to be a really important sector in the COVID recovery, as I said, and part
of that is going to be employment and infrastructure and extra services. As we would be aware, some
of the really good groups, the good NGOs and the good charities have lost a lot of volunteers of their
age group, and some councils have really stepped up and assisted in that way with personnel, with
facilities and with other means. Not that I am saying that councillors are not doing a great job and do
not deserve to get their salary increased in a great way, but I think the current circumstances may not
lend to that. But we will see. I do not want to pre-empt a decision. I thank Mr Finn for the question.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:23): I hear what the minister says, and I share his concern
that ratepayers and indeed taxpayers money is spent in an appropriate way. Given that, I ask: given
that Greens political party councillors are bound by Greens political party policy, is the minister
concerned that Greens will help themselves to the ratepayers chequebook?
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Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (12:23): No, I am not, Mr Finn, because, as I outlined, even if it
was any political party’s position to support bigger pay rises for individual councillors, the process far
from affords that, so it is not a great concern. And as I said, there are a number of candidates out
there—a record number of candidates out there in this election—and they have all got different
platforms and different policies. They may be linked to different parties; they might not be. I am hoping
for a great outcome and maybe some incumbents and some new councillors. As I said, we can all work
together to improve the lives of people in the communities we all represent and support councils to do
that work. I very much look forward to working with all of the new mayors, if they are new mayors,
and all the new councillors. I think that there is a great opportunity for local government in this space.
I have had a number of conversations, and I think they all agree.
THE ORANGE DOOR
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:24): My question is to the Minister for Prevention of
Family Violence. Given the strain placed on family units by the COVID-19 pandemic, there has never
been a greater need for additional family violence services. Rural and regional Victoria are particularly
under-resourced when it comes to family violence funding, a problem which is only exacerbated by
the isolation of our country areas. It is my understanding that the state government is considering
funding a new Orange Door in either Brimbank or Melton. In the year ending March 2020 the City of
Melton had a total of 2647 family incidents; this equated to a rate of 1539 per 100 000. Comparatively
the City of Brimbank had 2922 family incidents in the same period, equating to a rate of 1390 per
100 000. Therefore the City of Melton has a higher rate of family violence per capita than the City of
Brimbank. My question is: can the minister indicate if a decision has been made about the placement
of this Orange Door, and if so, where will it be?
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:25): Thank you, Mr Quilty, for your question. I will refer your question to the Minister for
Prevention of Family Violence, Minister Williams, and ask her to respond within the time frame set
out in standing orders.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:26): Thank you, Ms Stitt. It is Mr Grimley, not Mr Quilty.
Ms Stitt: Sorry; my apologies.
Mr GRIMLEY: That is okay. I have only been here for two years. My supplementary question is:
given that Melton has already seen call-outs increase by over 15 per cent during the COVID-19
pandemic, will the government commit to accelerating investment into family violence services within
the area as a matter of urgency?
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:26): I thank the member for his supplementary question, and I will refer that to the Minister for
Prevention of Family Violence and seek a response.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: METROPOLITAN PARTNERSHIPS
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (12:26): I would like to update the house on the metropolitan
partnerships new appointments to the Inner South-East, Northern, Southern, Western, Inner and
Eastern metropolitan partnerships. For the Inner South-East Metropolitan Partnership, Josef Seidler
has been appointed chairperson and Amber Bell has been appointed deputy chair. For the Inner
Metropolitan Partnership, Anna Draffin has been appointed deputy chair, and all existing members
have stayed on and are doing a great job. I would also like to welcome some of the new employees
from the partnerships: in the northern partnership, Anna Crabb and Ashley McInnes; and in the
southern partnership, Gabrielle North-Harney, Kathy Racunica, Simon Whiteley and Vonda Fenwick.
With the western there was a new appointment with Maree Lang. For inner metro actually I was
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wrong; there was an extra appointment, Diana David. There was Elke Smirl in the eastern metropolitan
region and Gheran Steel in the inner south-east, as well as Kent Burgess and Thomas Roth in the inner
south-east.
For these partnerships these people volunteer their time to talk about ways to enrich the lives of the
people that fall inside their suburbs. This is a process of people from the suburbs giving advice upwards
to our government, rather than downwards. I have got to really thank them, acknowledge them and
thank them in advance. They are concentrating on a lot of issues, but they are also concentrating on
the COVID recovery and what that means for their suburbs—in particular, the employment of young
people and women, which is a big issue for these partnerships, and they are doing a lot of thought and
a lot of work in this area. As I said, they advise our government on what is working in the suburbs,
rather than just our government trying to glean that on our own. I want to thank them again in advance
for the great work they do.
SMALL BUSINESS AUSTRALIA
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:28): My question is to the
Minister for Small Business. It relates, Minister, to the advertisements entitled ‘Let’s be open!’ placed
by Small Business Australia in the newspapers on Sunday. It sought from the Victorian government
to be open with the Victorian people, publicly releasing all health data behind the Victorian
government’s ‘no choice’ strategy, independently demonstrating the capacity of the Victorian health
system and independently demonstrating best practice technologies in quarantine, isolation, contact
tracing and treatment. It said it is time for the government to share information with the people of
Victoria:
The ongoing destruction of the businesses of Victoria’s most hardworking people cannot be allowed to
continue. We ask you to join Small Business Australia in our fight to save Victorian businesses …

I ask you: will you meet with that body, Small Business Australia? Have you met with and would you
meet with that body?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (12:29): I have met with literally
dozens of small business organisations, those with interests and members in particular sectors, and I
think now all of the peak bodies. I do not believe I have a request from this group to meet, but I would
be happy to meet with any representative group of small businesses, and indeed I have been meeting
with lots of individual small business operators as well. This group perhaps, I think you are suggesting,
are sort of defined and their membership is comprised of people who collectively purchased an
advertisement or—
Mr Davis: I noticed the advertisements in the paper on the weekend.
Ms PULFORD: Yes, I saw the ads in the paper as well. It is open to anybody in the community to
express their views on the pandemic in any number of different ways, but I will consider favourably
requests to meet with organisations that represent small businesses. I meet with groups representing
small businesses most days, and the people in my office are in constant dialogue with our small
business community leaders as well.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:31): I welcome that. I am sure
they would be very happy to meet with you. They say further in their correspondence in the newspapers:
The lockdown rules are having a crippling and disproportionate impact on the over 600,000 Victorian small
businesses providing employment and incomes to over 1.3 million Victorians.

I think they are not dissimilar to figures that you have mentioned in this chamber on a number of
occasions. I ask in that context: what steps have you taken to ensure that lockdown provisions are
removed? Are there any sectors that you have advocated for to the Premier for relaxation?
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Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (12:32): There were a bunch of
questions there—two. Which question would the member like me to answer? I guess the standing
orders say I can—
Mr Davis interjected.
Ms PULFORD: Which sectors? Oh, I think I have met with representatives, or my advisers have
met with representatives, of every sector that has sought to engage with us.
Mr Davis: For which have you advocated to the Premier?
Ms PULFORD: We have constant dialogue with the Premier and with other colleagues across
government about the issues that are impacting our small businesses. One of Mr Davis’s questions
also was: will I advocate for the lifting of the lockdown? That is quite an alarming suggestion,
Mr Davis. The objective of the exercise here is to control the pandemic, to have an orderly and safe
reopening and to find our COVID normal and allow businesses to proceed with some confidence.
PROPERTY DUTIES AND SURCHARGES
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:33): My question without notice is to the minister
representing the Treasurer. Foreign purchasers of Victorian property are required by the State Revenue
Office to pay an additional duty and potentially an absentee owner surcharge if they do not normally
reside in Australia. How much revenue has the State Revenue Office received in the last two financial
years from how many such identified purchasers, and what steps is the government taking to prevent
this duty from being avoided?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (12:34): I thank Mr Hayes for his question. I do not
have the specifics in my little folder here of the amount that has been sought or indeed any of those
numbers. But I am sure that is available, so I will obtain that and provide a written response.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:34): I thank the minister for her answer and getting that
information together. My supplementary question is: Minister, will the Treasurer have the State
Revenue Office audit the last two years’ property purchases to ensure foreign purchasers have not
been avoiding stamp duty and absentee owner surcharges?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (12:35): I am not sure that the absentee surcharge
was in place for the last two financial years, but I will seek information in relation to that data that you
require.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:35): First of all, I would like to take a brief moment to say how proud I am to be appointed Minister
for Early Childhood, and I would like to thank the Deputy Premier for his exceptional work on early
childhood education over recent years, particularly his stewardship of the first year of three-year-old
kindergarten.
Making Victoria the Education State starts with the early years, and the early years are a critical time
in a child’s life, rich with learning and development. In the 2019–20 Victorian budget we invested
$881.6 million to deliver funded three-year-old kindergarten. This record investment builds on our
Education State Early Childhood Reform Plan, which committed $202.1 million in 2017 and a further
$135.9 million to support families and young children in 2018. Our investment in the 2019–20 budget
is part of our commitment to invest almost $5 billion over the next decade to deliver a funded
kindergarten program for three-year-olds, transforming early education in Victoria. This includes
$1.68 billion for kindergarten infrastructure investment over the 10-year period.
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Another critically important reform is our $160 million investment in school readiness funding. This
will deliver needs-based funding and mean that children who need extra support get it. We have also
committed to supporting the early childhood education and care sector through this very challenging
year. To that end, we have announced more than $71 million in COVID-19 support for kindergarten
services in terms 2, 3 and 4. This funding will enable existing COVID-19 supports to continue,
including free sessional kinder.
Finally, to all kindergarten teachers and educators, I would like to thank you all for your work in
shaping the youngest Victorian minds. Your work is so very important and valuable, and I look
forward to working with all of you.
Mr Gepp: On a point of order, President, on the back of Minister Symes’s ministers statement
before, I just wanted to alert the house that I want to go, over the lunch period, and check my diary for
the dates that have been linked to the recent Shepparton outbreak and just confirm. I was there
recently—I am not sure whether it was during that period—and I want to confirm over the meal break
whether or not I was there at that time and give you the advice about my movements. Of course I
would encourage all of my fellow Northern Victorian MPs to do the same.
Ms Lovell: On the point of order, President, I would just like to advise that I was in Shepparton for
the entire time of that outbreak, but I have not been at any of the locations of concern. I was concerned
that one person I had come into contact with may have been at the golf club, but they were not at the
golf club on any of those days, so I do not feel that I am in any way at threat of exposure to the
coronavirus.
Ms Crozier: On a point of order, President, I have not been to Shepparton unfortunately—I was in
lockdown—but I would like to raise a point of order with you in relation to my supplementary question
to the minister in relation to assistance to companies to bear the costs of testing and what assistance
the government is providing to assist companies with those costs. I do not believe the minister
answered. She talked about surveillance, workplace bubbles and COVID-safe marshals but said
nothing in relation to the costs of testing, so I would ask that that question be reinstated, President.
Ms Symes: On the point of order, President, I am happy to send a website link to Ms Crozier which
identifies the three options for assistance in testing that abattoirs and meatworks can access. That will
clear it up for you.
The PRESIDENT: Members, may I have your attention for a second, please. During question time
there were some questions which were multiple questions to a minister in one question. Questions
should be on only one issue, not 10 issues, and if you have any other questions, you can raise them in
a different way.
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:40): For the questions today, Mr Hayes had a question for Ms Symes,
representing the Treasurer, which is two days for both question and supplementary; Mr Grimley,
family violence, for Minister Stitt, which is two days for question and supplementary; and Mr Quilty,
health, for Ms Symes, which is two days for both. For Mr O’Donohue’s substantive question to
Minister Stitt, it is a written response in one day.
Constituency questions
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:41): My constituency question is for the Minister for Mental
Health, and it concerns the continued failure of the Andrews Labor government to support new parents
in both the Shepparton and Mildura electorates. I have continuously advocated for the need to establish
new parenting centres throughout regional Victoria, particularly in Shepparton and Mildura. Both local
government areas have historically the highest rates of teenage pregnancy in Victoria and are
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desperately in need of early parenting centres and mother and baby units. These centres provide
specialist support and treatment for young mothers and families experiencing difficulties during the
perinatal period, including anxiety and depression. It is extremely disappointing that the recent funding
announcement to establish seven new parenting centres across Victoria failed to include Shepparton
or Mildura as locations for facilities. Will the minister provide a commitment that the upcoming 2020–
21 state budget will include funding to establish early parenting centres and mother and baby units in
both Mildura and Shepparton?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:42): My constituency question is to the Minister for Roads
and Road Safety. Earlier this year I was contacted by Willie Bedford, who Mr Meddick may or may
not know. He is the president of the Otway Wildlife Group. Willie explained how wallabies and other
wildlife are being killed by motorists on a section of the Great Ocean Road near Marengo. Given the
growing incidence of animals being killed on the Great Ocean Road, the Otway Wildlife Group have
pleaded with VicRoads to have the speed limit reduced to 80 kilometres per hour, down from
100 kilometres per hour, on an 8-kilometre section of that road. Willie also stated that the section
would benefit greatly from installing the virtual wildlife fencing which is currently being trialled on
Phillip Island. Can the minister provide any insight into whether there are plans to install virtual
wildlife fencing to reduce the possible fatalities of both wildlife and humans alike, and if not, if further
speed reductions are being explored?
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:43): My question is to the Premier. During Sunday’s press
conference you stated that regional businesses will need to take a reasonable approach to establish
where diners are from. Failing to do so could incur fines of up to $10 000. My constituent owns and
operates a popular boutique retail store in Morwell. This small business offers a personalised approach
and takes pride in a friendly shopping atmosphere. Confused by Sunday’s directions, which may have
included other small businesses, my constituent contacted Business Victoria. Business Victoria were
unaware of the changes. After putting her on hold for a lengthy period of time, the operator advised
that if a business is closed in Melbourne and you operate that same type of business in regional
Victoria, then the new rule applies to you. My constituent was advised to start taking down her clients’
details and sight their identification. The Department of Health and Human Services website lacks
detail. Will you clarify this new rule for all retailers across regional Victoria so that they are not
confused about compliance? Your press briefing referenced seated service, which implies hospitality,
but your fly-by-night directive has failed to provide clarity across the broad retail sector, and
consequently business operators in rural Victoria are very confused.
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:45): My constituency question is to the Minister for Health,
and it is as a result of an email that I received from a constituent, who writes:
Please help us. Please protect us. Please save us.
I am an emergency registered nurse. I’ve done my absolute very best to make a change. I’ve been working
absolutely beyond my physical, emotional, and psychological capabilities to fight the evil. It used to be a
matter of us, Victorian healthcare workers, to regain our right to do our work by adhering to our professional
values, standards, and pledges. But now, it became a matter of life and death.
No matter what Daniel Andrews and his masters are trying to achieve, it’s unachievable. No matter what state
they are trying to create, there won’t be any functional healthcare system in it. It will all come to people being
treated with garlic, herbs, and rituals. That type of healthcare system would kill everyone, the general public
and the creators of such meaningless dystopia.
There are no ways around it. This is a dead end.

Minister, what hope can you offer to the medical community in the western suburbs?
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EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:46): My constituency question is also for the new Minister
for Health. I am in communication with people in the pet grooming industry in Mount Waverley and
in Box Hill. They feel betrayed. Many sole traders in the industry operate out of their own homes. As
onsite operators can now open with COVID-safe plans these sole traders are having to turn away
customers, so they are losing business in the long term and they are left without any short-term
revenue. When others, like childcare operators, can operate out of their own homes, it seems to me
that there is no good reason that pet groomers cannot do the same. My question to the Minister for
Health is this: what health advice identifies that in-home childcare operators are safe but in-home pet
groomers are not?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:47): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Tourism, Sport and Major Events. The famous Cape Otway lighthouse is a vital part of the Great
Ocean Road visitor experience. The lighthouse is set to close under financial difficulty caused by
Labor’s second wave. The government has an opportunity to provide a lifeline to the lighthouse by
offering a long-term Crown lease to give the operator confidence and security. The operator of the
lighthouse, Matt Bowker, has said:
Many businesses and people rely on visitors to the light station for their income. It won’t only be our business
that will suffer …

I concur with Mr Bowker. We need to ensure that tourism on the Great Ocean Road can immediately
bounce back strongly. Will the minister ensure that the Cape Otway lightstation is offered a long-term
lease by this government?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:48): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Health. Minister, why can’t tattoo studios reopen? The tattoo industry practices a very strict hygiene
regime. They are trained in bloodborne pathogens as well as cross-contamination and infection control.
All shops go through a state inspection and are checked on randomly to ensure that they are following
guidelines set for safe and sterile operation. They already keep records for every customer that has a
tattoo or a piercing on their premises. I have been contacted by and am in contact with a few tattoo
businesses in my electorate. They were closed very early, even before hairdressers were closed. Why,
with social distancing measures, can’t these businesses reopen with COVID-safe plans?
Sitting suspended 12.49 pm until 2.04 pm.
Bills
COVID-19 OMNIBUS (EMERGENCY MEASURES) AND OTHER ACTS AMENDMENT
BILL 2020
Council’s amendments
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (14:04): We have a message from the Assembly regarding the
COVID-19 Omnibus (Emergency Measures) and Other Acts Amendment Bill 2020, signed by the
Speaker of the Legislative Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly informs the Legislative Council that, in relation to ‘A Bill for an Act to amend the
COVID-19 Omnibus (Emergency Measures) Act 2020 and other Acts to extend the operation of temporary
modifications to the law of Victoria enacted for the purpose of responding to the COVID-19 pandemic and
to provide for new temporary modifications to the law of Victoria for the purpose of responding to, and
relating to, the COVID-19 pandemic and for other purposes’ the amendments made by the Council have been
agreed to.
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ROAD SAFETY AMENDMENT (MEDICINAL CANNABIS) BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Ms PATTEN:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (14:06): I do not intend to speak for long on this bill today. I know
that there are a number of speakers who wish to put their views about this subject matter and the bill
itself on the record. What I do want to do at the outset, though, is talk about a number of the pieces of
work that have been undertaken to recognise the need for and the importance of incorporating
medicinal cannabis into the existing range of treatments for severe and chronic illnesses, diseases and
conditions. Many in this chamber will have heard from constituents and community members about
the benefit of cannabis and related products where they can be produced, distributed and administered
in a pharmaceutically consistent and clinically regulated way, and we know from the work that has
been undertaken by the Andrews government to date that this is a priority to work into the existing
framework of therapeutic and clinical treatment for people who might otherwise have a greatly
diminished quality of life.
There are human faces to this particular issue. No-one can forget Cooper, who has been the beneficiary
of cannabis treatment and the administration of medicinal cannabis to ease his seizures and to vastly
improve his quality of life, and there are so many others who benefit from it. So at the outset it is really
important to note that we have come a long way from the days of demonising cannabis, of not
understanding its therapeutic possibility and of refusing to in fact depart from prejudice, prejudgement
and stigma in order to pursue this therapeutic opportunity.
We are in fact the first Australian jurisdiction, here in Victoria, to legalise access to medicinal cannabis,
and that has led to a flow-on effect in other parts of Australia, which also builds on the worldwide
momentum in recognising the important role that medical cannabis can and does play in alleviating
symptoms, distress and diminished quality of life for individuals. We now have a situation where any
patient can access medicinal cannabis to treat any illness where it has been prescribed by a doctor with
any required commonwealth and state approvals. So we see that Victorian patients are accessing
medicinal cannabis for a wide range of conditions. This includes chronic pain, multiple sclerosis and
the effects of cancer and cancer treatment in adults.
Whilst I referred earlier to Cooper, the young man who has been one person to benefit, this bill itself
talks about the intersection between road safety on the one hand and the presence, as distinct from the
impairment—and that is a key point—of cannabis and delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol from a cannabis
product which has been consumed legally. We have got a long way to go on two fronts as it relates to
this particular bill, which Ms Patten has introduced as a private members bill in this place. On the one
hand we have to continue to address issues around road safety and we have to continue to work towards
commitments made to bring the road toll down and to work towards zero, and this is a huge challenge.
We know that there are a range of causes that underpin collisions and fatalities, particularly on regional
roads, and that these include, but are not limited to, distractions such as using mobile phones; fatigue;
impairment because of prescription or other types of drugs or medications, including alcohol; and
speed. And we know that we need to keep working across the board to bring down the incidence of
fatalities and collisions across our roads, particularly for vulnerable road users such as motorcyclists
and other people who may not have the adequate skill or expertise, such as newer or younger drivers,
to be able to avoid or prevent serious injury or fatality.
We have a long way to go in road safety, but we also have a long way to go in understanding the
distinction between presence on the one hand and impairment on the other, and that is where, again,
we are still looking for technology to catch up with the work that needs to be done. At present there is
a subjective test that can be administered by police to understand through visual and other observation
the degree to which someone may be impaired, and that will vary from person to person, but tests are
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used to determine the presence or otherwise of cannabis in someone’s system—which does not
necessarily follow to a conclusion that they are impaired.
So I note the rationale that underpins Ms Patten’s private members bill. I note that this is a theme
which has persisted throughout a range of different sectors and industries, and it is something which I
think globally we are working towards finding some more certainty on. Because we need consistency
and an understanding of what impairment is, in the same way that we also need this for fatigue and for
distraction. So we will continue working along that path as far as road safety is concerned, but we also
need to make sure that we continue to build up the opportunity and the potential for this market around
medicinal cannabis being produced, monitored, distributed and regulated in Victoria.
As a regional member, along with many others in this chamber, it has been really important to make
sure that we are doing everything we possibly can to support this growing industry and to make sure
that there are opportunities for economic growth and development and for jobs in our regions as well.
You do not need to be a genius to work out that this particular growth area in medicinal cannabis will
fill a significant gap in our labour market, particularly as we are looking to increase workforce
participation for those who live in our regions, who are vulnerable to low employment or
unemployment and who will be able to input into the growth of this industry.
There is a working group that has been established to discuss the way in which we can progress an
understanding of the effect or otherwise of medicinal cannabis on a person’s ability to drive safely,
and that group is due to report by 18 December this year and will bring together key partners from the
Department of Justice and Community Safety, the Department of Transport, medical experts, road
safety partners and Victoria Police. In addition to that, a member for Northern Metropolitan Region,
Ms Patten, will also be an integral part of that work. We are looking forward to continuing that
collaborative discussion, which I think is borne out by the government’s actions and commitment
toward developing medicinal cannabis and making sure that we are doing it and doing it properly to
the benefit of those who need it most.
So we are leading as fast and as well as we possibly can in this area. I would like to thank Ms Patten
for the work that she has done and continues to do to raise this significant health and therapeutic and
treatment opportunity and also everyone who continues to rely upon the treatment and care that
medicinal cannabis can provide where otherwise illness, disease and cancer, as well as diminished
quality of life because of seizures or other episodic health challenges, can make life unbearable.
So I thank Ms Patten for the private members bill. It is not the government’s practice to support private
members bills. However, what we will do is continue to progress this work with a view to
understanding and acquitting the government’s obligations to fully deal with the issues that Ms Patten
has raised in the substance of this bill, in discussions with government and as part of a number of
general statements that Ms Patten has made in this place since she was first elected. So with those few
words I will take my seat and let other speakers have their turn. Thank you very much.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (14:15): I am pleased to make some remarks
this afternoon on the bill introduced by Ms Patten and say at the outset that the Liberal-National parties
will not be supporting the bill. We have heard Ms Shing outline it earlier, and we heard Ms Patten’s
second reading on the last sitting week, which was her Road Safety Amendment (Medicinal Cannabis)
Bill 2019. Ms Patten’s bill provides:
The purpose of this Act is to amend the Road Safety Act 1986 to provide that medicinal cannabis that does
not impair driving is to be treated in the same manner as other prescription drugs.

Now, I say at the outset the coalition parties understand the intent of Ms Patten’s private members bill
today, but we do not believe that the understanding of this issue and the ability to draw a distinction
between cannabis use generally and medicinal cannabis use is capable of being determined, and
therefore there are a number of issues which arise from a piece of legislation like this. I also highlight
that while the bill states as its purpose to provide that cannabis is treated in the same way as other
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prescription drugs—that is, medicinal cannabis—the mechanism that is put in the bill is actually
different to the way in which prescription drugs are currently treated in the Road Safety Act 1986.
I would like to firstly go to the Road Safety Act and to the relevant section with respect to part 5. Part 5
is the section of the Road Safety Act which covers offences involving alcohol and other drugs.
Clause 47 of the Road Safety Act outlines the purposes of part 5, and to put that on the record:
The purposes of this Part are to—
(a) reduce the number of motor vehicle collisions of which alcohol or other drugs are a cause; and
(b) reduce the number of drivers whose driving is impaired by alcohol or other drugs; and
(c) provide a simple and effective means of establishing that there is present in the blood or breath of
a driver more than the legal limit of alcohol; and
(d) provide a simple and effective means of establishing the presence of a drug in the blood, urine or
oral fluid of a driver.

The purposes of the drug and alcohol part of the Road Safety Act are around reducing the number of
drivers on the road who are using drugs and alcohol and reducing the number of motor vehicle
collisions where drug and alcohol is a cause. So this part of the act is very much focused on that
collision reduction, impaired driving focus.
The section of the Road Safety Act which Ms Patten’s bill seeks to amend is section 49, which is
offences involving alcohol and other drugs. There are a number of provisions which I will go through
that Ms Patten’s private members bill seeks to amend with respect to section 49 of the principal act,
which are subsections (1)(bb), (1)(bc), (1)(h), (1)(i) and (1)(j). The principal act currently states under
section 49, ‘Offences involving alcohol or other drugs’:
(1) A person is guilty of an offence if he or she—
…
(bb) drives a motor vehicle or is in charge of a motor vehicle while the prescribed concentration of drugs
or more than the prescribed concentration of drugs is present in his or her blood or oral fluid; or
(bc) drives a motor vehicle or is in charge of a motor vehicle while both—
(i)

the prescribed concentration of alcohol or more than the prescribed concentration of alcohol
is present in his or her blood or breath; and …

Then we jump to (h), which are related offences:
(h) within 3 hours after driving or being in charge of a motor vehicle provides a sample of oral fluid in
accordance with section 55E—

which is the obligation to provide samples—
and—
(i)

the sample has been analysed by a properly qualified analyst within the meaning of section 57B
and the analyst has found that at the time of analysis a prescribed illicit drug was present in that
sample in any concentration; and

(ii) the presence of the drug in that sample was not due solely to the consumption or use of that drug
after driving or being in charge of the motor vehicle; or
(i)

has had a sample of blood taken from him or her in accordance with section 55, 55B, 55BA, 55E or 56
within 3 hours after driving or being in charge of a motor vehicle and—
(i)

the sample has been analysed by a properly qualified analyst within the meaning of section 57 and
the analyst has found that at the time of analysis a prescribed illicit drug was present in that sample
in any concentration; and

(ii) the presence of the drug in that sample was not due solely to the consumption or use of that drug
after driving or being in charge of the motor vehicle; or—
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the final element of section 49 offences that Ms Patten’s amendments would apply to—
(j)

has had a sample of blood taken from him or her in accordance with section 55, 55B, 55BA, 55E or 56
within 3 hours after driving or being in charge of a motor vehicle and—
(i)

the sample has been analysed within 12 months after it was taken by a properly qualified analyst
within the meaning of section 57 and the analyst has found that at the time of analysis both—
(A) the prescribed concentration of alcohol or more than the prescribed concentration of alcohol
was present in that sample; and
(B) a prescribed illicit drug was present in that sample in any concentration; and

(ii) the concentration of alcohol found by the analyst to be present in that sample was not due solely to
the consumption of alcohol after driving or being in charge of the motor vehicle; and
(iii) the presence of the drug in that sample was not due solely to the consumption or use of that drug
after driving or being in charge of the motor vehicle.

Those five offences, which are related offences, are essentially not the offences that relate to
impairment from drugs or alcohol but are the offences which relate to the presence of drugs or alcohol
while driving being more than the prescribed limits—obviously .05 in the case of alcohol and zero in
the case of illicit drugs. Now, Ms Patten through her private members bill is seeking to insert by way
of her clause 3 a new provision in section 49 of the Road Safety Act, which would be new
subsection 49(3D), which would provide that:
Subsection (1)(bb), (bc), (h), (i) and (j)—

which are the sections I have referred to—
do not apply to a person whose blood or oral fluid contains delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol from a legal cannabis
product—
(a) which is a prescription drug; and
(b) for which the person has a prescription or other authority to obtain, possess and use that product;
and
(c) which has been used in accordance with that prescription or authority.

Then the rider is:
(3E) For the avoidance of doubt, subsection (3D) does not operate to exempt a person from the application
of subsection (1)(bb), (bc), (h), (i) and (j) in relation to any other prescribed illicit drug which may be
present in the person’s blood or oral fluid.”.

So essentially the way the bill is intended to operate is that currently there are a number of offences in
section 49 of the Road Safety Act which provide that driving with the presence of alcohol exceeding
the limit or driving with the presence of certain illicit drugs, including cannabis—THC—is an offence.
Irrespective of the impairment consideration, the fact of the presence of those substances in quantities
higher than allowed by the act is an offence. So what Ms Patten’s amendment is seeking to do with
respect to those offences of having the substance in the bloodstream is to provide a rider for where
THC is detected in the bloodstream and the person is in possession of a prescription because they have
been prescribed cannabis oil under the provisions which were put in place in 2016, I think it was, when
this Parliament passed the framework which allows the prescribing of cannabis oil for certain
particularly pain-related medical conditions.
The provision seeks to provide that where a person holds a prescription pursuant to that 2016
legislation, the offence would not occur if they had the prescription and they were taking the cannabis
product in accordance with the prescription. Now, the difficulty with that provision is the inability to
determine whether someone who is found with THC in their bloodstream through a test under the
provisions of the Road Safety Act has that in their bloodstream because they are a prescribed user of
cannabis product or as a consequence of recreational use. So we have a situation where somebody
may have access to cannabis oil because they do have a prescription arising from a medical condition,
but they are also a recreational user of cannabis product. It has been suggested, I think, by way of the
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briefing that that is not believed to occur in any quantity in terms of the number of people; however,
there is no evidence to support that. There is no clear evidence one way or the other as to whether the
people who are prescribed cannabis oil are likely to be or not likely to be users of cannabis as a
recreational drug.
And what we have seen is while the framework for the use of medicinal cannabis was originally
targeted at the types of conditions—Parkinson’s disease et cetera—which would have made it unlikely
that somebody who was prescribed medicinal cannabis would have been able to drive or would have
been driving, the fact that it is now used for other types of conditions where relief and pain relief are
required means that somebody who is prescribed medicinal cannabis is more likely to be driving,
which of course is why Ms Patten is bringing the bill into the house at this point in time. But the
inability to determine whether someone who tests positive for the presence of cannabis has that in their
bloodstream because of recreational use or because of prescribed use is a shortcoming with this bill
and is an area of concern that the coalition has and also I believe that the medical profession has, and
I think we have seen advice from the AMA as recently as today indicating that for that reason they do
not support the framework that Ms Patten is seeking to introduce.
It is also the case that consideration of this matter was undertaken by the Victorian Law Reform
Commission, which looked at the issue of medical cannabis and the issue of impairment and the issue
of the presence of cannabis as a consequence of medical prescription, and it has also not endorsed the
model which Ms Patten is seeking to bring forward today to provide prescription as effectively an
exemption from the offences which are set down in section 49.
And it is also worth noting that while the purpose laid down in Ms Patten’s bill is to treat medicinal
cannabis in the same way as other prescription drugs, which is what is stated in the purpose, in fact
that is not the way the Road Safety Act currently operates, because with respect to the impact of other
prescription drugs on driving—and they do come under the impairment offences—they are actually
provided for by way of a defence to a charge.
Subsection (3B) of section 49 of the Road Safety Act actually provides that where a person is charged
with an impairment offence the fact that they are a user of a prescription drug and certain other nonprescription pharmaceuticals is actually a defence to those charges. The mechanism which is currently
in place for recognising prescription drugs in the Road Safety Act is actually different to the
mechanism that the private members bill is seeking to insert in the Road Safety Act.
While the coalition appreciates Ms Patten’s intent with this bill, we do believe that there are at this
stage shortcomings insofar as it is not possible to determine which cannabis in the bloodstream is as a
consequence of prescription and which is as a consequence of recreational use and also the fact that
the bill seeks to provide a different mechanism, a different approach, to recognising medicinal
cannabis than is used to recognise other prescription drugs and their impact on driving. So given the
uncertainty around this matter, the coalition parties will be opposing this bill today.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (14:31): I will be brief. Before we found ourselves living in this
dystopian police state, back in the before times, the government actually did achieve a few good things.
Last term we saw the first tentative steps on the long, long road of drug law reform. While the
government did not go as far as recognising that our drug laws were terrible, it did at least recognise
that they were restricting people from accessing products with a significant therapeutic benefit. It
should not have taken so long or have been so hard, but they did legalise medicinal cannabis
products—and this was clearly the right thing to do. It is pretty hard to argue with the parents of sick
children telling us that it has saved their children’s lives. If this government finds the courage to take
more steps on the path of drug law reform, we will back them.
Unfortunately in addition to our terrible drug laws we also have terrible drug-driving laws, laws that
the government has recently announced changes to—changes that make things even worse. The
pandemic has shown us some of the issues with centralised planning and an over-reliance on experts
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with a myopic view of success. This is also true in our drug-driving laws, which are harmonised across
Australia thanks in part to the National Drug Driving Working Group. The key issue with our drugdriving laws is that they do not test for driver impairment; they only test for the mere presence of an
illicit substance. With cannabis in particular this can mean that someone can consume cannabis,
whether it was a legally prescribed product or not, on a Friday night and be tested at a random drugtesting operation on a Monday and lose their licence. To call this justice makes a mockery of the
concept. The reason our drink-driving laws work is that they are widely perceived to be reasonable,
evidence based and just. That is not the case with our drug-driving laws.
In order to have effective laws we need the support of the community. When laws have no credibility
with the public, no buy-in, they will be ineffective. Despite the apparent belief of some in this place
that laws can and should be enforced at the end of the truncheon, that kind of thing only works in a
dystopian police state, and even then not very well. While the bill before the house today will not
rectify this situation, it does improve it. The national drug-driving group states in their 2018 report that
the goal of the policy approach is to get people to separate drug use and driving. For people consuming
cannabis that may stay in their system for days, there is no reasonable way to comply. For people who
have only been able to function in society through the use of medicinal cannabis, the situation is worse.
They have to choose between health and mobility, and it is even worse for people in the regions, like
Northern Victoria, that have less access to public transport options. If you lose your licence in the
regions, you lose your job, you lose your life.
Ms Patten’s bill proposes a very simple and sensible reform: to treat medicinal cannabis patients the
same as people that use any other medication that may impact their driving ability. If we accept that
cannabis can be used as a medicine, and we clearly do, it is a legal medicine and it should be treated
like any other medicine. Victoria’s drug laws are bad. Any time this government—or the opposition,
should they ever stumble towards supporting individual rights over conservative nonsense—or any
time any of our crossbench colleagues can gather together the courage to propose changes that will
make our terrible drug laws better, the Liberal Democrats will support it: every bill, every motion,
every time. I congratulate Ms Patten for bringing this to the chamber. If passed it will be one more
small step forward towards better drug laws. The Liberal Democrats will support this bill.
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (14:36): I also actually want to congratulate Ms Patten on
bringing this bill and giving us an opportunity to have a discussion around this. I and many other
people find this area really interesting. I was lucky enough in my early days when I was an MP to be
on a joint committee that looked at the addiction to and abuse of prescription drugs, and I noticed
clause 1 is around cannabis being treated as a prescription drug. I think it is an interesting area. In
another forum, in a piece of work other than your bill, I think it would be an interesting bit of work in
understanding the unfortunate addiction of individuals to prescription drugs and what that might mean
to them in their day-to-day lives and how they operate in a number of ways. It is an interesting area
where it is very hard to identify a complete, sole addiction to prescription drugs, because it will be a
mix of illicit and prescription, but I think that it is an area that maybe could be looked into more.
There was the history around doctor shopping and not having sort of a real-time electronic system, in
terms of in medical clinics going out to pharmacies, and I know in the last term the last Minister for
Health did some work on and announced a system around that and certain prescribed drugs. It has just
come to mind—and I am sorry if I have gone off track—on clause 1 about treating medical cannabis
the same as prescription drugs. I think we just have to be of a mind that maybe there needs to be more
work—and I am sure there has been work done internationally—around what it means for people that
actually are addicted to prescription drugs, in terms of their abilities in driving and all sorts of other
activities.
I want to say from the outset that in complimenting Ms Patten on this bill I think these are great topics
that we should be, as a Parliament, having discussions around, just to indicate to Ms Patten and others
that the government is really keen to work with her in this area. I think the policy around medical
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cannabis is a good policy. It took a while to get there—I understand that—but it is a good policy. I
think it has been proven around the assistance of a wide range of ailments, as far as multiple sclerosis
and chronic pain and some cancer treatments go. I think it has been a great initiative of this government
and this state to lead the way in Australia.
But I think Ms Patten has identified one potential impediment about receiving that treatment, and I do
not want to paraphrase Ms Patten but I think that is the premise around the bill—that this is an
impediment compared to other prescription drugs. This is a drug that has been prescribed to a person,
but because of perhaps illegal use of this particular drug and the real concern about what that illegal
use means to someone’s ability to drive a car, it has brought about that the actual prescribed use of this
drug means that it is illegal to do the same thing as far as driving a car goes. I think there is some good
work to be done in this area, and I am sure Ms Patten and others have probably got more expertise
than I about fleshing out other impediments to people receiving this important treatment. It is well
documented and there have been a number of items on TV news shows and in newspapers about the
difference in people’s quality of life since they have been able to access medicinal cannabis.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr LEANE: Sorry about my pronunciation. Sorry, Professor Henry Higgins!
Members interjecting.
Mr LEANE: As people know in this chamber, those who have been around, I do trip on some
words, but everyone knows exactly what I mean—I hope, sometimes. And what I mean is exactly
what I said. I think this is a good topic to bring to this Parliament, and I think these are the sorts of
conversations this Parliament should have because—getting back to it—this is an initiative that is
meant to and has alleviated pain for people and improved their lives remarkably. As I said, there have
been a number of examples of that. I want to restate our government’s commitment to Ms Patten that
we are really keen to work with her on this particular issue. We are going to work with Ms Patten on
the outcome to ensure people are not disadvantaged by taking their medication. And I reckon I pretty
much put that on the record before.
A member: You did!
Mr LEANE: I am not one to pump up my own tyres, right, but I am just about to get out the pump,
because I reckon I articulated exactly what I just said before. I hope for the chamber’s and Ms Patten’s
sake that is what they took out of my contribution as well. So I will end it there. Once again, I think
conversations in this Parliament on topics like this are very good things.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (14:44): Thank you for the opportunity to rise and speak
to Ms Patten’s bill, which she has introduced to Parliament. I want to also place on record my thanks
to Ms Patten and her staff for providing the briefing to the opposition, the Nationals and Liberals,
which was very much appreciated. I, like Mr Leane, am very interested in this discussion because it is
exactly right that these issues, which sometimes test and challenge us in these environments, are
exactly the reason why we are here—to look at the pros and the cons and get the information from the
different stakeholders and those around the country that may be looking at the issue too. I know
Mr Rich-Phillips referenced various inquiries of the Law Reform Committee, where they had findings
on and had looked into this very issue.
Could I also say that my views on medicinal cannabis are fairly well known. I am a supporter of
medicinal cannabis. I am not a supporter of recreational cannabis per se, but in terms of medicinal
cannabis, the qualities that are there—and there is more coming out I think—are very good for people
in pain. I have spoken to people who have used medicinal cannabis and others who have not been able
to access medicinal cannabis, who have all given me their views on it. So for those purposes, with the
intent that Ms Patten brings into the Parliament, I also commend her for this bill and for having this
debate.
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So when I have looked around and done a bit of research and looked at what other states and
jurisdictions are doing, it is clear—and I think this is the issue, and I was listening to Mr Leane saying
that the government is going to work with Ms Patten in relation to having a look at this—that there are
still concerns around the impacts of a component in medicinal cannabis, which is the delta-9tetrahydrocannabinol. If I look at what, as I said, the Victorian government’s website says in terms of
access—‘Can you drive with THC?’—it says no:
As THC is known to have impairing effects, patients should be advised not to drive or operate machinery
while taking products containing THC.

So that is recreational cannabis but also medicinal cannabis. When I look at New South Wales, they
go into much more detail, I have to say, than what is on the Victorian website, and they are making
the point that often, as I think Ms Patten in her second-reading speech spoke about, those patients have
seizures, and it is very beneficial for many of those patients to assist in seizures. But still, driving a car
with somebody who has had seizures is not without risk as well. The New South Wales government
site says:
Cannabinoids can cause impairment and affect fitness to drive. Patients prescribed a cannabis medicine may
already be unfit to drive due to their health condition or treatment (e.g. impaired motor control, risk of
seizures). A person’s fitness to drive can be affected by impaired sensory, cognitive and motor functions,
possibly resulting in a crash causing death or injury.

Nobody would want that, and that is not the intent of Ms Patten. She would be the last person to do
that, and that is not what we are debating here. It is about the level of impairment. And talking to the
AMA—and thank you for that advice; I also spoke to the AMA—it is really about that inability for us
to test that impairment level. You can do that with blood alcohol—that is known—but the ability to
test the presence of THC is very difficult, and that is a problem. So I think until there can be that
specific test being undertaken, it is somewhat risky. I know that if you look at that, there is no
distinguishing between the THC, whether it is medicinal or recreational, and we had that discussion
through the briefing about the time that THC is in your body; it can be stored in your fat cells for quite
a long period of time. So all of those things actually impact—and then of course if you are on other
medications and how that all interacts. There clearly does need to be, I think, more work on this—very
much so—because we are still of the view that the risks are too high. Nevertheless, I think that the
issue here is around those very significant concerns.
I also note that other states, like Queensland and South Australia, have also got very similar guidance
in relation to driving with medicinal cannabis and do not support that notion either. So it is fairly well
documented here in Australia. In other jurisdictions, like Canada and Israel, they also do not support
it. Look, there will be some jurisdictions, I am sure, that are a little bit more lax in relation to it, but in
terms of what we are discussing here, in terms of what is known already and those inquiries that have
been undertaken, it is clear that more work needs to be done. I think Mr Rich-Phillips laid out some
very good points in his contribution in relation to our position, but again I would say it is around that
impairment aspect.
Just finally, in terms of Ms Patten bringing this bill to the chamber to have this debate, there are a
variety of views. Mr Quilty has put on record his party’s position in terms of what they would like to
be done, and that is fairly well known. You make your point very clear in terms of the individual
making that choice, but what we are talking about here is a safety mechanism. We are very strong on
drugs and alcohol and driving, and there are strong penalties around that. We know the devastation
that that causes, and I think everybody in this chamber is in agreement with the process that we all
undertake here in terms of drink driving.
But I also want to go to the point, in my final few minutes, that Mr Leane raised, and that was about
people on opiates. One of the devastating consequences, I think, of the COVID-19 crisis here in
Victoria—and I digress just slightly, but I think it is an important point to make—is that, with the delay
in terms of elective surgery, when I have been speaking to GPs they have said to me, ‘I’m so worried
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about the number of patients that are now becoming dependent on their opiates’. And so we have to
be doing more about pain management. We have to be looking at pain management; I truly believe
that. And it is trying to assist those people obviously to get them through their surgery where they can,
but it really is getting those people off those opiates and giving them mechanisms to deal with their
pain as well. So that is a very real concern of mine. I digressed slightly, but I did want to make the
point because, with the blowouts in the elective surgery waitlist, more people are going to be on these
opiates. Therefore it does have risk for some people with driving and with their cognitive ability also,
and I think possibly the government should look at that as well—having a campaign about driving
with opiates on board in terms of your ability to manage pain and your cognitive ability, really, or on
the flip side the impairment of that cognitive ability.
So it is a very good debate to have. I think this is a great issue to be looking at, but as Mr Rich-Phillips
has pointed out, the opposition at this point in time will not be supporting Ms Patten’s bill that she has
brought before the house. I do take on board the stakeholders that I consulted with—various doctors,
GPs, the AMA and others—and I know my colleague in the other place, Brad Battin, who has
responsibility for road safety components, actually had quite wide consultation too. So with those
words I will conclude my contribution to this important debate this afternoon.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (14:54): I am pleased today to speak on the Road Safety
Amendment (Medicinal Cannabis) Bill 2019. The bill before us makes, in the Greens opinion, a
logical change to ensure consistency in the way prescription medication is treated under the Road
Safety Act 1986. Indeed the only controversy in this bill is that it contains the word ‘cannabis’. That,
I concede, can have a devastating effect on some politicians, leading to a complete loss of their
cognitive ability to recognise or communicate based on science and evidence, but let us hope that
nobody suffers from this in this debate today. Currently in Victoria people who are prescribed a
medicine, including opiates and benzodiazepines, and can drive safely are allowed to drive. The only
exception to this is in the case of medicinal cannabis. There is no logic to this exception. It is an
anomaly that has emerged after legislation passed enabling access to medicinal cannabis to some
patients in Victoria in 2016. For these patients, to have even trace amounts of their prescription
medication detected in their body while driving is an automatic criminal offence.
The bill before us therefore makes a small change to say that it is not an offence in itself for a person’s
blood or oral fluid to contain THC from medicinal cannabis that is prescribed by a medical
professional and taken in accordance with that prescription. Would this mean that the person
prescribed medicinal cannabis has a green light to drive in an impaired manner under the influence of
drugs, risking safety on our roads? Absolutely not, because driving a motor vehicle while impaired by
a drug will still be a serious offence under the Road Safety Act. Other jurisdictions with very strong
road safety records already provide similar provisions, and we consider the bill to be consistent with
the expert evidence and findings of the parliamentary inquiry into drug law reform of 2018. There is
a long way to go, and we look forward to the implementation of more of the long-overdue reforms
that were canvassed in that inquiry, and we look forward to a broader adoption of sensible, health-led
drug policy in this state.
The Greens have always advocated for drug reform that focuses on care and harm reduction instead
of punishment, like the introduction of pill testing and the legalisation and regulation of cannabis. We
will keep pushing for the abandonment of the tough-on-drugs approach in favour of one that
recognises the reality of drug use in Victoria and sees it as a health issue rather than a criminal issue.
But this small, logical change in this bill today is a good place to start. We support the bill, and we
commend Ms Patten for bringing this debate before this house today.
Mr ERDOGAN (Southern Metropolitan) (14:56): I am pleased to rise to speak in this debate. I
have been watching and have been very impressed by the level of interest generated by this bill from
Ms Patten. We have had a range of speakers from across the aisle. The bill touches on an important
issue. It touches on an issue about the use of medication for those that are quite ill. It touches on issues
of road safety at the same time.
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That is why I am pleased to say that the government is committed to working with Ms Patten to ensure
that people are not disadvantaged by taking their medication. Obviously how we arrive at that outcome
is not so straightforward. As we have heard from the different speakers, this issue is not so
straightforward. It intertwines with an issue of road safety, that I know Mr Finn is very interested in,
because he and I are currently deputy chair and chair on an inquiry into the increase in Victoria’s road
toll. In that inquiry we have heard public evidence that over the last 12 months, before this global
pandemic, we had seen a trend where the incidence of people driving under the influence of drugs and
of alcohol were about even now.
Obviously this bill from Ms Patten is not about using prohibited drugs; it is about using medication,
and I think that is an important distinction to make. As outlined by Dr Ratnam, the response can be
quite reactionary instead of actually being proactive and engaging and seeing and sounding out the
issues.
I know Ms Shing has spoken about the reforms in the area of medical cannabis and how we have
increased access for the severely ill, so I will not go into that in detail. But from what I have taken
from the debate and my reading of Ms Patten’s bill, there is an issue surrounding the current testing
regime for THC. It is about having a reliable mechanism for testing for THC in relation to impairment.
There are a number of examples around the world. In the US there are examples of where people
might have to walk down a line or gaze or stand on one foot, but broadly speaking a scientific test
around this area, a proven solution, does not seem to be in place yet. Obviously with advances in
science and medicine we hope that in the short term we can come to a practical resolution, and that is
why the government has committed to taking a consultative approach and will engage with Ms Patten
on this issue.
There is a lot to be done in the area of road safety. At the inquiry into the increase in Victoria’s road
toll we heard about how this government is spending $500 million on flexible barriers—or wire rope,
as the opposition likes to refer to it—across our state to make our roads safer.
Mr Finn: Ask Bev. Bev knows these things.
Mr ERDOGAN: Yes, well, that is right. Mrs McArthur is very passionate about the wire rope
barriers in our state. Mr Meddick will also be across this issue and some of the other measures we have
taken, including getting rid of the dangerous level crossings across our state. But not just that, there
has been a whole raft of infrastructure spending—intersections, for example—and a whole range of
road safety measures have been taking place in the state.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr ERDOGAN: Yes, Mr Finn?
Mr Finn: Have you been on the cannabis, have you?
Mr ERDOGAN: We heard about the evidence—all the steps we have taken to reduce the road
toll. And we are going to take further measures. We are going to make recommendations shortly.
Hopefully in March next year we will come up with some practical recommendations to reduce the
road toll, whether it be around driver safety in terms of training or obviously it might be a testing
regime which overlaps with this issue.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr ERDOGAN: Obviously Mr Finn and I do not agree on everything; that is quite clear. I think
this issue around medical cannabis was an important reform by this government. It allows people
access to the medication they need. We need to ensure that we do take a proactive approach to make
sure that people are not punished for taking their medication. I think that is the key here. I was surprised
to hear that the opposition was completely opposed to the bill, because I thought there were a lot of
valid points.
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Ms Crozier: Aren’t you?
Mr ERDOGAN: I think it needs further inquiry, and that is what we are calling on. That is why
we are going to work with Ms Patten. That is why we are going to set up an inquiry, a multi-agency
approach, to get to the bottom of this issue.
Mr Finn: Go to Amsterdam.
Mr ERDOGAN: There will be no foreign travel at this stage. I think it will be an approach from
different agencies at a state level, but there will be room for the crossbench and the opposition to have
input as well about what is the best approach to getting a solution where people can take their
medication and not get punished for it. I think that is the key. That is what we are looking to do.
Obviously at the moment a lack of acceptable testing makes it difficult to prove in its current form,
but I think once we get the testing up to date in terms of being able to delineate between the medical
cannabis and the obviously recreational cannabis, which we want to prohibit because it leads to
impairment when people are driving, this sounds like a sound policy. It is just about getting the
bearings right. Do it in the correct order—investigate it, listen to the science and we will be okay. I
think that is the approach I took when I saw this bill. So I was not dismissing it, because Ms Patten
has a history of important law reform. She is quite passionate about law reform.
Members interjecting.
Mr ERDOGAN: No, but law reform she is very happy about. And I can say I do not always agree
with her law reforms, Mr Finn, but I think on this point she has clearly picked out an issue which is
relevant and affects a lot of ill Victorians. If they are taking their medication, they should not be
punished. It is pretty straightforward. So our government will work with Ms Patten on this issue. I
think this is an issue that we need to consider further. I guess at this stage today I might actually
conclude my statement at that point and leave it for some of the other speakers, because I know there
are many others that want to make a contribution in relation to this matter.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (15:04): Good afternoon. I rise to speak on
Ms Patten’s Road Safety Amendment (Medicinal Cannabis) Bill 2019, the purpose of which is to
amend the Road Safety Act 1986 to provide that medical cannabis must be treated in the same manner
as other prescription drugs. Specifically, the proposed amendments would provide that it is not an
offence for a person’s blood or oral fluid to contain medical cannabis that is taken in accordance with
prescription. Now, we do know from Mr Leane’s contribution that the most important thing he looks
for in his contribution is the right font from Ms Taylor. So thank you for that learning today, Mr Leane.
I would say that this bill that is presented before the Parliament today for the approval of this house is
a bit like watching an episode of The Block; you get to vote on it before the job is complete. There is
a lot of work to do on this bill before it can come anywhere near this house for approval.
A briefing was provided by Ms Patten on 8 October, which I did not attend, but there are some points
that have come out of the briefing that I have been briefed on. The intention of the bill is for it to be
passed now and then only implemented when the logistical issues can be solved. So, ‘Pass the bill,
and we’ll work it out later’. Gee, I recall saying that about another bill in the most recent weeks.
Ms Patten goes to a lot of effort to separate herself from the Labor Party, but every day she is sounding
more and more like Labor. This is a classic example of a Labor-founded bill: bring it to the Parliament,
approve it and we will work out the details afterwards.
What detail sat around the curfew? What detail sat around the 5-kilometre limit? There was none, and
yet this house was keen to get those things passed, as this bill presented to the house looks to do. There
is simply no evidence. The advice of Victoria Police has not been sought. The advice of the Australian
Medical Association was not sought by the proponent of this bill today. No other state in Australia has
legalised the presence of THC from medical cannabis in oral fluid or blood, and in Ms Patten’s opinion
there would be a low likelihood of someone with a medical prescription for cannabis also being a
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recreational cannabis smoker—in Ms Patten’s opinion. Now, I could be wrong; there are a lot of
doctorates floating around this building, so Ms Patten could well be a medical professional. But if she
is not a medical professional, how does she know this? How does she know that someone with a
medical prescription for cannabis is also unlikely to be a recreational cannabis smoker?
Mr Leane interjected.
Mr ONDARCHIE: I have to say, Mr Leane, I cannot claim any expertise on cannabis—none
whatsoever. I cannot even go as far as Bill Clinton and say I did not inhale. I cannot even go that far.
Ms Terpstra interjected.
Mr ONDARCHIE: Ms Terpstra, I am happy to challenge you outside this building on that as well.
I cannot claim that I know anything about it, but I do know this: if something is going to be brought
before this house today for the approval of this house, it better have some evidence, it better have a
strong case for why it should be passed, and that is what is lacking in this debate today. But in saying
that, the opposition has consulted on this. It has talked to Associate Professor Odell, the head of clinical
forensic medicine, and Dr Gerostamoulos, the head of forensic science and chief toxicologist at the
Victorian Institute of Forensic Medicine; to a principal professional leader in transport safety at the
Australian Road Research Board, Tia Gaffney; and to the senior manager of transport planning and
infrastructure at RACV, Peter Kartsidimas—I hope I got that right. And also through Ms Crozier’s
good work we have taken some advice from the Australian Medical Association Victoria, from
Associate Professor Julian Rait, who says this about this proposed bill—the bill that is flawed in
evidence:
It is our view that, given that the science is not settled on the effects of cannabis and driving performance,
AMA Victoria cannot support this Bill.

That is what he says. He goes on to say:
While we agree that there appears to be an anomaly between the treatment of medicinal cannabis and other
prescription drugs, that, in itself, is not a reason to support the Bill. Merely because we have overlooked the
possible effects of other prescription drugs, that is no argument to add a further one with potential risks to
driving performance.

Associate Professor Rait says:
Thus, before we allow the more widespread use of cannabis derivative medications, we need more
information, and further research, on their effects in the context of driving.

Ms Patten’s argument that there would be very few drivers who use cannabis both medicinally and
recreationally simply cannot be substantiated. There is no evidence around this bill. Why, for goodness
sake, would you bring in this bill, if it is that important to you, without the appropriate evidence?
Simply to respond, as speakers have done today, with ‘Well, we’ll do more work’, ‘We’ll get more
work done’, ‘We’ll have an inquiry’, ‘We’ll do some more research’, or, ‘We’ll go and talk to more
people’, is not an argument as to why you would pass this bill today. In fact I would say to proponents
who bring bills to the house: could you get your act together before you bring them here? I am not
arguing the merits; I am just saying there is not enough evidence. Could you get your act together
before you bring bills here so we can have a debate about something that is substantive, because it is
not here today.
We want to save lives on Victorian roads. I have no argument that each of us in someway directly or
indirectly has been touched by the trauma on Victorian roads at some point in our lives, and I do not
want to see anybody injured or die on the roads at all, but this bill lacks so much in evidence that it
should not have even got this far.
We are seeing more and more of this in this Parliament—bills that come before this house on the hope
and aspiration that they will get passed even though they are devoid of proper evidence. There is no
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possible way this house should pass this bill today, because the foundations are not there. That is the
reason I will join with my colleagues on this side of the house—I say that carefully because Ms Patten
is sitting on this side of the house at the moment, but I will join with the Liberal-Nationals coalition
and probably many of the crossbench—to say: in the absence of serious evidence, in the absence of
proper facts around this, we cannot possibly support this bill today, and I will not be.
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (15:12): I am pleased to speak on this commonsense private
members bill today, the Road Safety Amendment (Medicinal Cannabis) Bill 2019 brought by
Ms Patten, and I must say that it is long overdue. As the Animal Justice Party member in this chamber
I love to spruik the power of plants. Mostly I tell people to eat them, over animals, as it is best for the
environment and for our health, plus it saves thousands of lives. But in this instance I think it is
important to point out how incredible one plant is in treating medical conditions—that is, the cannabis
plant. Medicinal cannabis products are legal high-quality pharmaceutical medicines. They come in a
box from a chemist just like any other prescription medicine.
The effects of this bill are simple: to have the Road Safety Act 1986 treat these medicines, prescribed
by a doctor, in the same way as any other prescription medication. In my opinion and on my team’s
analysis, the bill is safety focused, ensuring that it remains an offence for someone to drive if impaired
by medicinal cannabis. The bill only amends the offence of driving while the drug is present in blood
or oral fluid, which is typically the charge when THC is detected but there is no allegation of dangerous
driving behaviour.
It is important to note that there is no evidence that medicinal cannabis is exploited. In fact it is almost
impossible to. The average user of medicinal cannabis in Victoria is a 55-year-old woman. Likewise
our system is not a movie set in California; it is not open for abuse. Medicinal cannabis is not smoked.
It is expensive, and obtaining a prescription for medicinal cannabis is arduous, requiring both state and
federal approvals—that is just to obtain a prescription. I received a very comprehensive briefing from
Ms Patten’s office, who advised me that medicinal cannabis is generally prescribed for epilepsy;
multiple sclerosis; symptoms associated with cancer and cancer treatment, such as nausea, pain and
loss of appetite; general pain; and symptom relief in palliative care.
The illnesses and conditions I have listed above almost always prevent a person from driving. The
amount of drivers who are prescribed medicinal cannabis medication is small, and most typically
suffer from chronic pain.
As Ms Patten’s office pointed out to me, it is important to recognise that sufferers of chronic pain will
generally have a long history of medical treatment and be managed by a pain specialist. For some
chronic pain sufferers, medicinal cannabis can be a viable alternative to strong opioid analgesics or
ketamine, which potentially pose a greater risk to driving behaviour than medicinal cannabis
medication. We stigmatise medicinal cannabis in Victoria unfairly. The fact is people take medicinal
heroin every day—for example, OxyContin, Endone and codeine—but the Road Safety Act does not
stigmatise these drugs in the same way.
While I commend the great work the government has done in legalising medicinal cannabis and the
subsequent promotional work, I must comment that it is simply counterproductive to then have such
a prohibitive measure in place that stops those in need from taking it. I am pleased to hear Mr Leane
commit the government to an outcome that will not disadvantage patients taking a prescription
medicine, and as Ms Shing indicated, that would be achieved by a working group that will include
Ms Patten and report by 18 December. No other country in the world criminalises driving for those
prescribed this medication. It is time we caught up, and I commend this bill to the house.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (15:17): Unlike some in this chamber, I have quite a significant
history with cannabis, as you all know.
Members interjecting.
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Mr GRIMLEY: Not in that sense; in other senses. I am more of a medicinal Carlton Draught or
medicinal cab sav person myself.
I would like to make a brief contribution to Ms Patten’s Road Safety Amendment (Medicinal
Cannabis) Bill 2019. In 2019, 263 people lost their lives on Victorian roads, and worryingly Victoria,
Western Australia and South Australia also recorded a higher number of deaths in 2019 than in 2018.
The legislation before us today proposes to amend the Road Safety Act 1986 to allow people who
have been prescribed medicinal cannabis to drive. Additionally, the bill provides that it is not an
offence for a person’s blood or oral fluid to contain legal medicinal cannabis that is prescribed by a
medical practitioner and taken in accordance with that prescription.
This proposal represents a major change to the way our roads are policed and who is prevented from
using them. I do note that this exception does not apply to a driver of a motor vehicle who is either
impaired or incapable of having proper control of a motor vehicle. Indeed Ms Patten argues that these
changes will not affect the safety of other road users, and while that might be the case I believe, with
other colleagues in this chamber, that we may need more evidence of this.
My understanding is that this is not a change which Victoria Police has requested. I have consulted
with the Police Association Victoria, who do not have a firm view in favour of the proposed legislation,
about which I have had discussions with Ms Patten—and I appreciate Ms Patten’s office for holding
those briefings, which were fantastic as well. Also it is good to have a bill before the house that has
some incredible practical social ramifications rather than the bills we have been debating recently,
with the omnibus and so forth. So it is good.
I understand that some of our laws have to be modernised. That is clearly obvious, and it is inevitable
that our laws need to be updated to reflect our community sentiments and medical developments. That
goes without saying. However, these changes must only be made where science and law enforcement
overlap. In this instance, I do not believe this is the case.
Given the relatively recent addition of medicinal cannabis to legislation and the subsequent legal use
by patients, there remains a call for additional high-quality research into the safety and effectiveness
of medicinal cannabis in and around daily life, and I shall talk about this later. Additionally, there do
not seem to be many, if any, other states or territories in Australia who have amended their laws to
allow those using medicinal cannabis the ability to drive.
Ms Patten has stated before that we stigmatise medicinal cannabis in Victoria unfairly, and I do agree
that there are occasions where medicinal cannabis should be used. In particular, it is important for
those suffering from, as we have heard today, epilepsy; multiple sclerosis; symptoms associated with
cancer and cancer treatment, such as nausea, pain and loss of appetite; and severe pain. Therefore I
want to reinforce that this vote is not indicative of my views or our party views on medicinal cannabis.
It is instead about the legal presence of medicinal cannabis in individuals whilst driving.
In my research into the use and make-up of medicinal cannabis products it is apparent that while
some products contain cannabidiol, or CBD, only, many products contain a combination of
tetrahydrocannabinol, or THC, and CBD, and some products contain predominantly THC. The issue
then becomes that there is currently no reliable means for Victoria Police to differentiate the illicit
THC from the THC in medicinal cannabis in roadside drug testing. Also, the length of time that THC
remains in a person’s system is highly variable and depends on a range of pharmacological and
metabolic factors, including the formulation, the route of administration and dosage. There has been
very limited research to date—and I am happy to be corrected—investigating how long THC from
medicinal cannabis remains in a person’s system, rendering it difficult to provide definitive advice to
drivers about how long to refrain from driving after dosing.
In essence, we do not know a lot about this issue as yet. Research is ongoing and changes to legislation
will be better placed once road safety professionals are equipped with longstanding and empirical
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evidence. In fact, and I note, this party proudly stands by the belief of voting on legislation founded
upon evidence-based solutions.
Moving forward, I would be encouraged to continue ongoing dialogue with Ms Patten and her office
in relation to this issue. Ms Maxwell and I have spent much of our time in this place looking at alternate
ways to improve road safety, and as MPs for a party with a law and order agenda and as MPs who
represent regional electorates, we understand the importance of safer roads. We have sat with Tyler
Dean’s family in this place. We have seen the devastation of drug and drink driving. Our roads need
to be safer. Ultimately, this bill is more about allowing people to drive with medicinal cannabis in their
system than ensuring the strengthening of the safety of all road users, and as such Derryn Hinch’s
Justice Party will be opposing this bill—but we will be encouraged for further discussions.
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:23): I rise to make a contribution in regard to
Ms Patten’s bill, and I have been listening here to the contributions, both in my office and here in the
chamber, of everyone concerned. I am really happy to say that I think for the most part the
contributions have been very respectful and recognising the important role that medicinal cannabis
can actually play for people who are suffering from a range of either illnesses or problems. I can say
as an example, I had some constituents in my electorate actually visit me who had a child who they
were hoping could in fact benefit from medicinal cannabis, and they were looking to access the scheme
funded by government for that purpose, or subsidised for that purpose.
Just reading through the notes and listening to the contributions, what we know is that this works for
some people—some people who are suffering from pain, and we just heard Mr Meddick talk about
people who might be suffering from MS or epilepsy or other associated conditions—and whilst there
is some evidence, it is not clear or consistent for everybody. But there is clearly evidence that it does
alleviate the suffering of some people and assist. So the principal issue in regard to this bill is about
people who may be prescribed this medication, and it is, as Mr Meddick said, a medication. It is
prescribed by a doctor—a medical professional who is making a clinical judgement, if you like, to
prescribe this medication based on the presentation of that person in their office, and saying, ‘Yes, I
think this patient could benefit from this’.
The issue becomes that if they then are operating a motor vehicle on the road with the presence of
delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol (THC)—let us say that 10 times quickly—in their bloodstream, should
they be tested they could in fact be subject to criminal prosecution or an offence at least. So it is an
important issue to actually isolate and to recognise that what we do not want to happen is for people
who may be taking medication that is prescribed by a doctor necessarily to, by virtue of taking that
medication—in fact complying with a doctor’s treatment plan—then find themselves actually having
committed an offence. This is an important issue to navigate through. It is important. As I have said, I
have had constituents come to me and talk about this particular issue, so it is important.
I was just looking at the notes as well, and I understand that what has been agreed is that the Victorian
government will establish a working group that will consider the effect or otherwise of medicinal
cannabis—you know, what it is. I was up late last night. That is the problem.
Members: We all were.
Ms TERPSTRA: I know; I am agreeing with you all. So, yes, we will establish a working group
to consider the effect or otherwise of medicinal cannabis on a person’s ability to drive safely, because
the central issue there is about impairment. It is not necessarily about the presence of THC in the
bloodstream; it is actually about impairment. In fact I was just talking about being up late last night
and being in this chamber until 2.30 in the morning and then stumping up at 9.30. Fatigue actually has
a similar impact on the body as consuming alcohol. Fatigue, being tired, is the equivalent of having
consumed alcohol to the extent of .05. I have not consumed any alcohol and I have not consumed any
cannabis, but I have a level of impairment that is impacting me because of fatigue. So again it just
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goes to show that you can be impacted by fatigue without having any alcohol or drugs in your
system—and this is the point.
I actually look forward to watching the work of the working group that will include and bring together
key partners including the Department of Justice and Community Safety, the Department of Transport,
medical experts, road safety partners and Victoria Police to look at this, because again, as I said a
moment ago, being fatigued from a lack of sleep is the equivalent of having .05 blood alcohol.
Ms Crozier interjected.
Ms TERPSTRA: Anyway, as I was saying, it is important to look at impairment. Impairment is
the actual central issue. We are investing $1.4 billion in road safety infrastructure and projects under
the government’s Towards Zero strategy. I think everyone in this chamber would agree that nobody
wants to see anybody become a statistic of road trauma. That is certainly the case, and that is why it is
important work that the working group will actually do in looking at the evidence around this. It is
critically important, and I do look forward to the work of the committee.
I might conclude my contribution there. But before I do that I just want to reiterate that we are going
to work with Ms Patten, a member for Northern Metropolitan Region, on this to ensure that the people
she advocated for in this space and that people who might be prescribed medication for a medical
condition and who might be taking medicinal cannabis are not disadvantaged by taking their
medication and do not necessarily fall foul of the law. I might leave my contribution there.
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (15:29): I move:
That debate be adjourned until the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned until next day of meeting.
Business of the house
ORDERS OF THE DAY
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (15:30): I move:
That the consideration of order of the day, general business, 2, be postponed until the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
Motions
WEST GATE TUNNEL
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (15:30): I am pleased to move:
That this house, pursuant to section 71(4) of the Environment Protection Act 1970 and section 23 of the
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994, disallows, in full, the Environment Protection (Management of Tunnel
Boring Machine Spoil) Regulations 2020, which were gazetted on 30 June 2020 and tabled in this house on
4 August 2020.

This is a very important motion. It is a motion that relates to the special deal, the special regulations,
that the government has put in place for the benefit of Transurban and its constructors with respect to
the West Gate Tunnel. The West Gate Tunnel, as we know, is now billions of dollars over budget and
years, likely more than one and close to two years, behind time. You can still occasionally see the ‘To
be completed in 2022’ signs along the western side of the city once you get over the bridge, but of
course those false ads are completely misleading to the community because there is no way known
that this project will be completed in the original time frame. Transurban has formally advised the
stock exchange that it is behind time. That has had its effect in a number of ways. It is clear that the
project has been mismanaged by Labor—by Jacinta Allan specifically—from the start.
The fact is that the environment effects statement (EES) on this project warned that there was likely
to be toxic soil on the western side of the city where the tunnel was likely to enter into the ground. I

MOTIONS
Wednesday, 14 October 2020

Legislative Council

3135

am reminding people here that this is a tunnel that is a sort of paltry replacement for what would have
been a proper east–west thoroughfare, the east–west link, which had been proposed and funded and
the construction had started under the previous government but was cancelled at the cost of $1.3 billion
by Daniel Andrews and his government after they came to government in late 2014. In early 2015
they cancelled the project—just a little trip down history lane to explain quickly the background to
this.
But this is what the government did not do when it signed off the special deal with Transurban. And
remember, there was a special deal here. The government went to the election in 2014 with a
$500 million slip-road as their proposal. That was cancelled when they came to government. Within
a short period of coming to government, in 2015, they struck a different deal with Transurban, a
market-led proposal that came forward, for what became a $6.7 billion—and climbing—road that was
to replace a part of the old east–west link but by a different alignment, with a tunnel and a connection
to the Bolte Bridge.
What is important here is the special market-led deal with the special friends that the Labor Party has
in Transurban, their special mates, in what can only be described as a deal that has all the hallmarks
of a corrupt and crooked deal. But they did that deal, and they began that process. The EES process
warned about the toxic soil. It warned that there was likely to be contamination of the soil, but the
government provided no secure and safe storage mechanism for the toxic spoil. They provided no
clear mechanism to get out of this problem, which has ultimately become a community problem.
In the end this became a legal imbroglio, with Transurban suing the constructors, the constructors
suing Transurban and the government—that is, the taxpayer—joining, and now it is likely that the
settlement of that has several wings to it. One of them is that the government is on the hook for more
money, much more money, and the government is likely to spend the best part of a billion dollars—
certainly upwards of $750 million—to bail out Transurban and the constructors.
Now, this is not the end of the legal case, but it is one tranche of the legal case—that they have struck
a deal with those groups. Part of that deal, and in and around that deal, has been the promulgation of
new regulations. The Environment Protection Act 1970—it is an old act but it has still got very
significant teeth, and it is worth a read. If someone wants a cure for insomnia one night, they should
read the Environment Protection Act. What they will see in the early parts, the objectives, is a series
of principles that are laid out—principles about environmental sustainability, principles about the
safety of the community, principles about the economy and a whole series of things—and these are
meant to be balanced. Well, what I am about to tell you will shock you: regulations made under this
act suppress those objectives, bizarrely, and allow simply a management or a works, as it were, permit
to operate. If that is given, it enables the dumping of toxic spoil. The toxic spoil coming out of the
West Gate Tunnel, as we now know, is riddled with PFAS—a dangerous substance, a substance that
the current government said was dangerous in the lead up to 2014. In Moorabool shire—note
Moorabool shire—they actually closed the old CFA station because of PFAS contamination. Well,
they said they would do that for Moorabool, but now they are about to dump more PFAS on the other
side of Moorabool. Same shire—
Ms Terpstra interjected.
Mr DAVIS: Yes, Ms Terpstra, it is the same shire, the same municipality, but there is likely to also
be two other sites—one in the City of Hume and one in the City of Brimbank. All three sites are targets
for this massive quantity of toxic PFAS-contaminated soil. Now the government has created a special
set of regulations—not the normal hoops where you as a tip site, a dump site, have to go to the EPA,
get the full permit, get the right to dump the stuff, get the arrangements in place, get the right lining
that is there to contain the toxic spoil in this case. No, none of that on this occasion—we are going to
sweep aside the act and the controls. The 500-metre buffer zones suddenly become 200-metre buffer
zones in these regulations. The arrangements that would have protected local communities, local
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schools, local agriculture and local water courses are all just swept aside in an environmental vandal’s
feast. It is just appalling.
You may well shake your head, you may well move your arms like that, Ms Terpstra, but if you had
one of these toxic soil dumps in your municipality, in your electorate, you would be very unhappy.
You would be fighting for it, I would hope, and I know that many who are representing those
municipalities in this chamber are fighting for their community and saying, ‘You’re going to sweep
aside the environmental protection, sweep aside the checks, sweep aside the balances and give a
special deal to Transurban and their mates—the special Labor mates’. They are already collecting tolls
on this road. They are already collecting tolls at a massive rate today. People driving home on the
Bolte Bridge or going through the tunnel are paying an increased toll today to pay for this road.
Ms Terpstra interjected.
Mr DAVIS: Ms Terpstra, the truth of the matter is you would be fighting for your area and saying,
‘I don’t want that toxic soil next to the school, I don’t want it next to the agricultural land and I don’t
want it next to the creeks that are actually very significant water courses’. My colleagues Mr Finn and
a member for Western Victoria will also have a bit to say about this, because I know they are fighting
very hard for their areas to stand up against what the government is proposing to do here or what the
government has in fact done.
The subordinate legislation enables us to disallow these regulations. These regulations are made as
subordinate instruments of legislation and they can be disallowed, and that is what this disallowance
seeks to do. I make the point here: this is another case where the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee has dropped the ball. It should have been looking at a set of regulations like this. It should
have done a full public inquiry.
It should have actually looked at these regulations and come back to the Parliament after having
hearings, local community groups, scientists and others come to provide advice. They should have
come back and said, ‘These regulations should be disallowed because they’re not in the public
interest’, because the shonky, crooked, corrupt process behind this is something the community will
be furious about, and the community knows it is wrong. They know it stinks. It stinks to high heaven,
and the community is right.
The people that I have spoken to in Moorabool are furious. I know the council is furious. They met
with Jacinta Allan in February. They requested a set of documents from Jacinta Allan. She refused to
provide those documents. They said, ‘For us to provide proper input, proper ticks, proper
arrangements, we need the full set of documents so that we can make the proper assessments’, noting
that at that point it was likely that the council would have been intimately involved. Well, that has been
swept aside by the government, who are clearly going to ride roughshod over the council and the local
community—and the same in Brimbank and the same in Hume as well. I know Mr Finn has been very
active and Mrs McArthur has been very active in those communities, and I pay tribute to the groups
in those areas in Sunbury and in Bacchus Marsh—people fighting for their local communities, people
saying, ‘We don’t want our local community polluted. We don’t want our local community trashed in
this way’. I say that they are doing the right thing. I say that they are fighting hard for their local
community.
We will seek with this motion today to simply disallow those regulations, and what that will mean is
that Transurban and the tips that want to take this toxic spoil will have to go back through the normal
process that is part of the EPA act. They will have to get the normal permits in the normal way with
the normal processes but importantly with the checks and balances there—not, as is proposed in these
regulations, with the checks and balances swept aside, with the objectives of the act suppressed, with
the government taking a view that they will do what they need to do to make sure that the project is
going smoothly for Transurban.

MOTIONS
Wednesday, 14 October 2020

Legislative Council

3137

The government is not only backfilling this but giving a special dispensation on the waste levy, so this
could well be hundreds of millions of dollars that is involved in this—a special arrangement. So
municipalities that dump waste pay a levy, others that dump waste pay a levy, which goes into the
pool, and that levy is used for environmental projects—arguably, I might say, too slowly, under more
than one government. But leaving that aside, there is a way where that levy money is used for sensible
and practical environmental projects.
But what is not satisfactory is for that levy to be swept aside as a special gift, as a special deal for
Transurban and the firms involved—one of them closely connected with the Chinese Communist
Party, the Chinese government, in another deal that has been done by Daniel Andrews and his
government that is not focused on the interests of Victorians. So there are special deals here, special
arrangements, special friends, corrupt deals, corrupt arrangements and special regulations to make it
very easy for people to get their projects moving in the way that is required, and taxpayers are footing
the bill, toll payers are footing the bill. Worse still, the local communities are paying the price of Daniel
Andrews and Jacinta Allan’s crooked, grubby deal to have special regulations, special arrangements
in place—crooked, corrupt arrangements—and they are prepared to sacrifice the environment and
people in both Brimbank and Hume and in Bacchus Marsh as well.
I mean, this is going to be very close to the Bacchus Marsh College, and I say that that is unacceptable.
I say the massive agricultural land that is there, the very significant market gardens that are there in
Bacchus Marsh, are not an appropriate proximity for a toxic waste dump—a waste dump that is not
proposed to be built to the standards that would otherwise have been insisted on. The buffers are
reduced, and the lining requirements are also watered down in such a way that I think, long-term,
people cannot have confidence that this will provide safety and security.
Yes, we do need to deal with this waste. Yes, there does need to be a proper plan. If you are going to
sign a large deal with a group like Transurban and their appropriate builders, and if you are going to
have that toxic waste that the EES process correctly singled out—if you are going to do all that—you
do need to find a sustainable, secure, long-term toxic waste storage place for that PFAS-contaminated
spoil. That is what you need to do, but that is not what the government has done. It is now trying to
backfill the problem it created in its haste to sign up to this market-led proposal, its haste to give the
opportunity for increased tolls to Transurban, its haste to sign off and do a special legal deal with
Transurban. I say that this is a very, very bad piece of regulation. I say that the actual decisions behind
the regulation are not suitable in themselves.
I also make the point that this chamber has sought documents out of the government that have not
been provided in a documents order. They have not been provided in that documents order. I say also
that my office has sought those documents out of the EPA, many of the background documents relating
to precisely this set of special regulations. The EPA has fought this. It has been trench warfare from
November last year all the way through to now, and we are now deep in the VCAT process to get
those documents, to get the emails. There has been every trick in the book pulled by the legal eagles
at the EPA to prevent the release of documents that are clearly damaging. Why on earth would the
government fight so hard? Why on earth is the government not prepared to put this material in the
domain, in the Parliament, despite this chamber having carried a motion to say that toxic waste material
and those documents from the EPA should be in the public domain? It would have informed public
debate, it would have informed councils, it would have informed the community and it would have
informed this chamber.
We can only conclude that the fight by the government to block the release of these documents, both
in this chamber and at VCAT, and to the council in the case of Moorabool, is a coordinated strategy
to keep these documents secret. I say that if there is nothing to hide, you should have nothing to fear
in releasing these documents. If these documents are material to this matter around the toxic spoil
regulations, the special toxic spoil regulations that have been put in place, I can understand that the
government does not want them out there, because I do not think that they bear examination at a close
range.
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I want to acknowledge, as I said, the work of my colleagues. I want to acknowledge the work of
councillors—Cr Medcraft and others. What is the—
Mr Finn: Trevor Dance.
Mr DAVIS: That is the one, in Hume, and there are the councillors particularly in Moorabool, who
have been fighting very hard, and the local community groups that are fighting so hard. I join with
them in saying that this is not right, and that is why I brought this motion today. If we disallow this,
what will happen? The government and Transurban and the builders will have to go back and do the
normal, proper, standard process through the EPA. They will have to face the normal checks, the
normal rules, the normal balances and the normal protections. I say no special deal, and I say disallow
this special set of regulations today.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (15:49): I rise to speak briefly in support of this
disallowance motion to the Environment Protection (Management of Tunnel Boring Machine Spoil)
Regulations 2020. The regulations were made hastily by the government earlier this year to manage
the fallout of its troubled West Gate Tunnel Project, a project that the Greens have opposed from the
outset, a project designed to put billions in the pockets of Transurban rather than benefit the people of
Victoria, a disastrous project that will increase pollution and now has to deal with massive amounts of
contaminated soil. We understand the problem the government is trying to address with these
regulations, a problem of its own making, but we are unconvinced that this process it undertook and
the suppression of the Environment Protection Act 1970 was the way to go.
Before I go on, I do want to thank the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change for the
briefings we have received on the issue, and I do appreciate that in the circumstances the regulations
are trying to manage a difficult situation; however, the context of these regulations does matter, and
fast-tracking an important environmental protection process for the West Gate Tunnel is just not right.
It should be the opposite way around. Big projects should be subject to the most scrutiny and the
highest standards of both environmental protection and community consultation, but what this fasttracking has meant is that community consultation has largely gone by the wayside and there is a lot
of community concern with the regulations and the outcomes of the process. Proximity of the facilities
to homes and schools, truck movements and compliance concerns are all being raised with us in
relation to the proposals for where the toxic soil will end up.
In assessing these regulations I have also consulted with environment groups in Victoria who have
raised significant concerns. These include concerns about the on-the-hop regulation making without
adequate community consultation or environmental safeguards, inadequate appeal rights and no
consideration given to the past bad practice of some of the site operators where this contaminated soil
would end up. They have also raised their concerns about the absence of due consideration in the
process for approving the environment management plans. I also want to make the point that these
new tunnel spoil facilities will be exempt from any sort of landfill levy. Again it is the big projects, the
multinational companies like Transurban, that are given special treatments not open to smaller
projects.
So given the specific concerns with the new regulations and the fact that they were rushed through to
facilitate the West Gate Tunnel Project, we will be supporting the disallowance motion. If the
government wants to build things, there are a lot more environmentally friendly and useful projects to
fund than toll roads. The government is looking to spend upwards of $20 billion on new toll roads
where the evidence is that new roads quickly fill up. Imagine $20 billion being spent on public
transport which could get us to work quickly without the traffic jam. Imagine instead if they built highquality, energy-efficient public housing. We could end homelessness and eradicate the public housing
waiting list, or we could reverse the disastrous privatisation of our energy system and build publicly
owned renewable energy and storage projects to bring down energy prices and address climate
change—projects that will help Victorians, not the profits of multinationals.
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Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (15:52): It is like deja vu with this particular motion,
because I do not know how many times in the last couple of years we have actually debated a motion
like this—slightly different words but basically going back to the same old argument.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr MELHEM: The only people shafting the west are people like you. You are an absolute disgrace.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): Order!
Mr MELHEM: Mr Davis wasn’t interrupted—
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): Excuse me, Mr Melhem, I have not called you yet.
Order! Thank you. Mr Melhem, please continue.
Mr MELHEM: As I was saying, I could have interrupted Mr Davis many times about a few things,
but I did not. So going back, this is not about the soil. This is not about the process the EPA adopted
in relation to where the soil should be going. This is about one thing and one thing only: how can we
stop the project? How can we cancel that project? It is not about anything else. It is all about a
disallowance motion to basically stop the project. You have done that a number of times, or you have
attempted it a number of times. ‘We don’t care about the thousands of jobs we’re talking about; we
don’t care about improving the travelling time’ for my constituents in western Melbourne, for
Victorians who are living in western Victoria and Geelong and Ballarat and Bendigo whose travelling
time the project will reduce.
Mr Finn: I don’t know how you look at yourself in the mirror in the morning.
Mr MELHEM: When I look in the mirror, I like what I look at, unlike you, Mr Finn. When you
look at it, I am sure you horrify yourself. You say, ‘God, what am I looking at?’. I am more than happy
to look at myself in the mirror. At least I stand for something, and you stand for nothing.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr MELHEM: Well, at least I am a man, and you are not.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): I understand that this is evoking strong passion, but
please direct comments through the Chair. It does not help when we have personal interjections across
the chamber in response to comments that are made. So please, let us see if we can get through this.
Mr MELHEM: Thank you, Acting President, I will. Let us stick to the facts.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr MELHEM: Well, you’d better pay attention, Mr Finn. Now, every time you build a tunnel,
you are going to dig the soil. You have got to dig it out. If you dig it out, you have got to send it
somewhere. If you are doing an open road, you might be able to get away with excavating it on one
side and putting it on the other side et cetera, but when you are actually digging a tunnel you have to
take the soil out. When you get 20 metres down or 40 metres down in an industrial area—that was the
industrial west—with wet soil, you are going to finish up with contaminated soil.
When the environmental impact statement was done, when the project was in the design stage, there
was heaps of equipment around the place digging little holes, taking little samples and analysing what
sort of soil was in the ground, and guess what—no surprise—‘God, we have got contaminated soil’.
It is in an industrial area. That was never headed—
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr MELHEM: Well, let me give you the mail. Metro rail—
Mr Finn interjected.
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Mr MELHEM: You reckon that is what is happening there: ‘Are we digging soil again? Oh, is
there contaminated soil in part of it?’. Of course there is. Where is it going? To a landfill—the
dedicated places where they can handle it. Some of it gets cleaned up; they bring it back in, and they
use it for refill.
Mr Davis interjected.
Mr MELHEM: Well, Mr Davis, that is a problem. On the one hand you attack the project, you try
to disallow the project, you attack Transurban, you talk about whether the process should ever go
ahead—I understand that. That has been your consistent approach in relation to whether the project
should go ahead; I will give you that. Then you talk about, ‘Oh, look, we need to deal with the soil,
but we do not think the process that it is going through’—
Mr Davis interjected.
Mr MELHEM: Well, let me tell you a little secret. Let me tell you the facts, Mr Davis. There are
two ways we can deal with this. We can do nothing and allow the construction companies—CPB and
John Holland—and Transurban to just run wild. Basically they can send the soil to anywhere around
Victoria—a number of landfill facilities around Victoria.
Mr Davis interjected.
Mr MELHEM: No, just go and do it. Let me finish. We can let that happen or we can deal with
the problem. I will tell you what the problem is, Mr Davis. There is a huge volume of soil that will be
dug out as part of this process. There are going to be around 260 trucks, on my understanding, taken
out every day in order to build this project on time and on budget and not to blow the budget, as you
need to have that tunnel-boring machine working 24 hours a day, seven days a week.
Unlike you, I have been involved in tunnel projects. I have visited worksites. There were AWU
members I represented working on EastLink. That was run on time and on budget. I know what they
are like. When they start production they do not want to stop. They want to keep going because that is
where you can save money and that is how you can get things done.
I agree with you: I think maybe the decision about having a dedicated place to get the soil to be treated
and received should have been made 18 months ago, 12 months ago. We can go and argue about
whether Transurban and the construction companies should have had that in place 12, 18 months
ago—and then they started bitching about who is going to actually pay the extra half a million. But let
me tell you this one thing I agree with you on, Mr Davis: Transurban and the construction companies
should cough up the money and pay the cost, not taxpayers. Now, if you actually stand up and say—
Mr Davis interjected.
Mr MELHEM: Hang on. Stand up with us, with the Premier, and say, ‘Transurban, John Holland,
CPB, it is your problem. You fix it. You pay the money. We are not going to support you’. But no,
you are already conceding giving the farm away and saying, ‘The government is going to pay it. The
taxpayer has got to pay it’. That is plain to see.
Mr Davis interjected.
Mr MELHEM: Well, I do not think it is worth responding to your arrogance and racism and
playing politics. I mean, Mr Davis, you know better.
Now, the question is in relation to who is going to pay the extra half a billion. Well, actually that is a
matter for the construction companies and Transurban. It is not our problem, and they need to fix it.
That is their problem. So that is one problem.
The second issue, in relation to the actual soil itself and the reason the government has made the
approach—and the government should be congratulated on this—is we want a controlled process.
There is an issue of contamination with PFAS. By the way, all the test results are on the public record,
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on the website, online—they are not hidden, Mr Davis—and the application process has been a public
process. If you go online, you will be able to look at the Cleanaway application, you will be able to
look at the Hi-Quality application. You can look at all the various applications, every site. They are all
online, and there is a public process we have been going through. People can challenge that. You can
go to VCAT and challenge it. You can take it to court and challenge it.
Mr Davis: I am.
Mr MELHEM: Well, good on you, and that is your right to do so. Now, the government’s position
is: we need to make sure that soil is dealt with safely. From the point you dig it out, it will be first
treated onsite in a huge warehouse. So basically the process is that a conveyer belt comes through the
tunnel, goes into a huge warehouse, goes for kilometres to basically deal with that and then transports
it safely to whatever site. And my understanding is, because of the volume, you cannot just have one
site; you need more than one. Now, the government is not choosing whether it should go to Bacchus
Marsh or Sunbury or Ravenhall. The government is simply saying it is having to make sure there is
capability built in place to basically be able to receive the volume.
There is about 5 million tonnes of waste currently received by landfills around the state. Now, if we
add a few million tonnes coming out of the West Gate Tunnel with the current capacity, we are going
to have problems. We are not going to have room. Then we are actually going to choke the capacity
of existing landfill to just basically be able to deal with the municipal waste, which is a problem. Now,
Mr Davis, you and I agreed on something. I would like to see the end of landfill in Victoria. I think it
is something we agreed on when we had that report. I hope we will get to that stage, whether in
10 years time or 15 years time, where we have zero landfill waste going into landfill. But the question
is: with contaminated soil you still have to be able to treat it safely, and part of the way of doing it is
you can send it to a dedicated place where it is dewatered and it is cleaned up. Some of it we will
probably send back to a clean fill, whether it is for subdivision work or construction jobs, and that is
how the process will be dealt with.
Now, on the actual location, selfish me, I do not want to see it in Ravenhall because I am not far from
there, but Steve McGhie, the member for Melton, does not want to see it at Bacchus Marsh. Josh Bull,
the member for Sunbury, does not want to see it there. Now, it is simple because no-one wants to see
trucks going in and out on roads. They do not want to see that, and that is fair enough, but—
Members interjecting.
Mr MELHEM: But hang on. I am going to speak. I am speaking on this. I know this soil is from
a project in the western suburbs, and the soil is going to go somewhere. We have got two choices here:
we cancel the project. That is one option that could fix your problem. That is what he wants: cancel
the project, because you still have not got over the east–west link. There will be another argument.
That project replaced the east–west link, and I am glad it did because it is actually going to benefit my
electorate. It is going to benefit my constituents in the western suburbs. We are the ones that are going
to have a six-lane freeway each way. We are the ones that are going to have a three-lane tunnel each
way. We are going to have two entries and exits going to the city and getting out of the city and
connecting with the eastern suburbs and the south-eastern suburbs. My constituents are going to
benefit from it. I am going to benefit from it because I live in that area, and that is a great thing.
You talked about Transurban and tolls and people paying that.
Mr Davis: Well, they are paying now.
Mr MELHEM: Mr Davis, yes, they are. That is the deal that was extended. Let me remind you,
Mr Davis, that extending the toll was started by your government. Let me remind you that the
Tullamarine extension, or the Tullamarine widening project, was started under your government. And
you offered Transurban an extension on their toll. I think it was a year or two; I am not sure exactly.
Mr Davis: One year.
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Mr MELHEM: There you go; we agree on that. So you started that. So it is okay for a LiberalNationals government to extend the toll for a $600 million—
Mr Davis: At the moment they are paying tolls for a road that is not even built.
Mr MELHEM: Well, if we leave it to you, it probably will never be built, but I can assure you it
will be built—because if we want to talk about progress on the project, the progress has been going
really well. On the actual freeway, the extra lanes are nearing completion. The piling is done on the
Maribyrnong River for the bridge to go over. Significant work has already taken place on the Footscray
Road overpass—or elevated road; I think that is Mr Davis’s preferred word. We are going to have an
elevated road in Footscray. The boring machines have been assembled and are ready to go.
The bickering, as I call it, between John Holland, CPB and Transurban has come to an end. They have
come to their senses and have stopped playing up, and now they just basically need to make a decision
about the actual permits for where the soil could go. It is resolved. Now it is a matter for them to
negotiate a commercial arrangement for who they are going to do an agreement with to send the soil
to and process it safely.
My issue is this: I am more interested in making sure—and I think I said this last time I spoke on this
issue—that when we are digging the soil out, which will be done by AWU members and some
CFMEU members who are good, hardworking construction workers, it is done safely. I am more
interested in making sure that their job is done safely—they dig it out, it is done safely, treated on
site—and then after that—
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr MELHEM: I am getting there, Mr Finn. Be patient, mate; be patient. I have got 14 minutes.
Be patient.
So it is then transported safely, because that soil will be treated early on. The big warehouse they are
building is actually at the back of my office in High Street, so I can actually talk from my own
perspective. It is about 300 metres away. The soil will get treated there, dewatered, put on B-double
trucks and then transported to an appropriate site which is specialised to deal with contaminated soil.
This is the whole process the EPA has been going through.
It is light contamination, and in fact most of the PFAS they are talking about there you will find is well
below the acceptable level to human health. I think the scaremongering has to stop. I mean it is like
everything—we are just scaring people. I mean the last thing I think these people on the other side
care about is the people of the west. You do not. I remember Mr Finn and I standing while we were
campaigning against Ravenhall tip, when I had 12 000 signatures on a petition not to grant the
application by the EPA for the extension of the tip back in 2013 or 2014. He was nowhere to be seen.
He would not commit to argue against it.
Mr Finn: On a point of order, Acting President, I have been very restrained this afternoon, but I
am sure there is a standing order which restrains Mr Melhem from lying to the house, because that is
what he is doing at the moment. I would ask you to bring him to order and ask him to cease and desist
in the lies that he is telling.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): Mr Melhem, could I invite you to come back to the
motion before the house in the rest of your contribution, please.
Mr MELHEM: Thank you, Acting President. I thought I was still talking about it; it is a similar
issue. But if we are going to talk about the lying, well, I am sorry if the truth hurts, but I do recall the
opposition would not commit to that. We can do a fact check on that, but anyway, we will move on.
The issue here is this: there needs to be a specialised site with a special permit, not because the soil is
so toxic it has become like nuclear waste. We are not talking about that. All the results coming out
from all the tests—and they are online; they are not secret—
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Mr Davis interjected.
Mr MELHEM: Well, why don’t you go and talk to your business friends? The Liberal Party
supposedly has got good relationships with the business community. Talk to the Australian Industry
Group, talk to John Holland. I know you said they are owned by the Chinese Communist Party, but I
am sure you talk to them. Talk to CPB, talk to Transurban, talk to the business community—your
contacts, not mine. Talk to them, and they will show you the figures. They are there. All the test results
are not secret. They are not hidden in a bloody vault somewhere. They are not.
Mr Davis interjected.
Mr MELHEM: You might not be happy with what you see online, and you might think some
secret document exists somewhere. I do not know what you are asking for, and I cannot answer that
from here. Knowing you, Mr Davis, you are always suspicious there is something missing somewhere,
but when an application is lodged for something like this, people have to disclose every single part of
their application process. So whether it is Cleanaway or Hi-Quality—and I have forgotten the name
of the other company on the other site—it is out there. Anyone can get information; it is not a secret.
I actually raised that with the government. In relation to Ravenhall, I said our biggest issue that is going
to be there is traffic. There are enough trucks going there, because we are receiving a lot of waste
trucks from all over the state. I said, ‘That’s going to be a huge problem. We need to fix this, as they
are likely to start receiving trucks’. I have been on the record talking about that. I get things done
quietly. It is not just trying to create this hype. I am fair dinkum about it. If there is a problem, I want
to fix it, because I live there actually. Unlike you, Mr Davis, I actually live there. My kids live there. I
am part of the community. I even said to the adviser to Ms D’Ambrosio that our biggest issue is going
to be—and it was in Jacinta Allan’s office—if Ravenhall, for example, is going to end up receiving a
large sum, what are we going to do with trucks? We need to fix that first. ‘Oh, yes, we will need to
look into that’. That is a real issue we need to sort out.
Now, what did I get? A contract to actually do the whole thing or part of it? We do not know. It is
going to be a commercial arrangement between the construction companies and—because we cannot
get involved. And that is the other danger. If we go to Transurban, John Holland and CPB and say to
them, ‘You’ve got to send your product to that site’, that is an invitation to basically say, ‘You cough
up and pay the bill’. Well, I am sorry; we are not going to do that. What we should be doing instead is
exactly what we just did: make sure whatever site has been selected by the consortium complies with
the environmental regulation—and with the strictest possible regulations in place.
On these regulations we have made—Mr Davis I think talked about the levy—I actually turned my
mind to them earlier. My understanding of the reasons they have not been classed to attract the levy is
that the level of contamination is nothing near the municipal waste that has been received or processed
at some of these sites. That is why it did not attract the levy. But in the event of part of that product
later on being classified in the same vein as the municipal waste, then the levy will apply. There was
no dispensation basically saying, ‘Oh, we like you and we want to solve a problem. There’s no levy’.
Let me tell you: that was not the case, Mr Davis.
Mr Davis: Rubbish.
Mr MELHEM: Okay, well, I am going to say ‘rubbish’ and you say ‘rubbish’. It is fine. I am not
going to convince you, but they are the facts. So the question is here: I think you might as well just be
up-front. You have not stopped your crusade to shut that project down. That has been your aim from
day one. It is still your aim today. Do not worry about the 3000 construction workers—direct
workers—working on that job, and all of the other subcontractors.
Mr Davis: They’re finished.
Mr MELHEM: Well, thanks to you probably no-one will be working there and we will not have
any projects in the western suburbs. That project, along with the other project we have in the western
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suburbs, is creating jobs and actually improving livability in the western suburbs. They will improve
traffic between Werribee and the city and between Geelong and the city—that corridor—by
20 minutes. You do not care about that. I mean, the investment the Andrews Labor government has
made in the west in relation to major infrastructure projects is enormous—the investment of
$1.8 billion on fixing the eight major roads in the west, particularly in the growth areas, the Wyndham
and Laverton areas. And the list goes on, with level crossings. There are a lot of things happening, and
there is no luxury about whether we should do that project or not. We have to do it, and unfortunately
we have got contaminated soil, industrial soil. It is not a toxic soil in the way you are trying to paint
the picture. It is not nuclear waste.
Mr Finn: It’s full of PFAS, though, isn’t it?
Mr MELHEM: Really? Full of PFAS?
Mr Finn: Full of PFAS, yes.
Mr MELHEM: Okay. What do you know about it? I will invite you, Mr Finn. I am happy to come
with you as well if you want. Maybe you and I should go to the site and have a look and have a meeting
with the people doing the job. I am happy to organise it. You and I can go because we are both
members of the Western Metro Region.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr MELHEM: I will come with you.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr MELHEM: Yes, I will come to both and we can go and talk to the workers. Let us go and
verify the facts about what we are dealing with. You are going to have an opposition to where it goes.
That is your right, and I respect that. I have got no issue with that. The point I am actually debating
with you at the moment is the level of toxicity—whether that soil is toxic to the level you are trying to
paint a picture of here versus the scientists and the results of all the tests that have been carried out.
There is a very low level of PFAS, which you will find in your normal water. It is no threat to human
health, because if it was I would be taking a completely different view. Then it becomes a question of:
why did we actually do the tunnel in the first place?
I will finish off by saying this: if we are going to take the approach you are taking, let us kiss goodbye
the North East Link tunnel, because that will have contaminated soil there. Let us forget that. We are
already doing that, and we are dealing with a similar level of contaminated soil with the current Metro
Tunnel project. That is already going to these sites. Actually, these sites are receiving contaminated
soil as we speak from the Metro Tunnel, okay? They are receiving that. I do not see you jumping up
and down. You can forget the Melbourne Airport if we end up going with the tunnel option; you can
forget that. You would never build a tunnel, whether it is road or rail, in the state of Victoria because
you would say, ‘Oh, it’s contaminated soil. That’s it’.
Contaminated soil is there, whether we like it or not. The question is to what level, and my
understanding is that the level of contamination on that particular project, according to scientists,
according to the EPA and all the test results, is below an acceptable level and no threat to human
health, and on that I will back them up any time.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr MELHEM: Mr Finn, if every time we did not like something we said, ‘Let’s go and attack the
public service, let’s go and attack all this—that’s what we’re good at’—
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr MELHEM: Well, okay, fair enough if you attack politicians and you attack ministers, but I
think the EPA have come a long way in the last couple of years, Mr Finn. Maybe a couple of years
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ago I would have said to you they have not done much, because they did not have the resources, but I
reckon they are not doing a bad job at the moment and they are improving.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr MELHEM: See, but that is your thing. We have just agreed. You looked after Transurban
before we even got there—that one year Mr Davis talked about. Come on—hypocrisy!
With those comments, I think it is time to stop playing politics about trying to stop the economy. We
are talking about the economy in Victoria being under a lot of stress with COVID-19, and there is a
classic example of what you are doing with this motion—driving another nail in the coffin by stopping
one of the biggest projects in the state and saying to the workers on that project, ‘Well, you can join
the unemployment queue and that’s the end of it. Let’s make life a bit more difficult in Victoria’. I
think that is a disgrace.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (16:22): Sadly I have to speak all too briefly this afternoon
because there are a number of others who wish to have their say, but it was fascinating to listen to
Mr Melhem, because Mr Melhem is alleged to represent the western suburbs. Here he was telling
people that the western suburbs should be dumped upon from a very great height by a government
that loathes the western suburbs. The Labor Party like to say, ‘The west is our own’. And how do they
treat their own? Mr Melhem spoke about a whole range of things, but the thing he did not speak about
was the impact that this toxic soil will have on local people at Ravenhall, at Caroline Springs, at
Taylors Hill, at Deer Park, at Bulla and at Sunbury. None of those people were mentioned. None of
those people were thought about by Mr Melhem in this situation at all, and it is appalling. It is
despicable that they would dump this stuff in highly residential areas. I find it quite extraordinary.
You look at what has happened at Ravenhall over the years—the stinking hole in the ground that has
been there for so long that it does not matter. The government is very keen to keep that there, and now
they want to make it worse by dumping PFAS-ridden toxic soil—poisonous toxic soil—at Ravenhall,
across the road from residents, across the road from large suburbs that will be impacted severely by
this toxic soil. Of course the other possibility is Sunbury—Sunbury or Bulla, one or the other; it is
about the middle—and you have got a new housing development about 200 metres down the road
from this proposed toxic soil dump. You have got Goonawarra, you have got schools, you have got a
whole range of things. You have got thousands of people within cooee of this place. One thing that
has never ceased to amaze me—and I have lived in that area for a long time—is that it does get very,
very windy there, very, very windy indeed, and of course in this wind things are picked up and blown.
So here we will have PFAS-ridden soil dust blowing all over Bulla, all over Sunbury, and the impact
that that will have on local people will be disgraceful.
What I have to ask Mr Melhem, and what I have to ask the government is: do they care? Do they care
if the kids in Sunbury or in Bulla or in Caroline Springs or Taylors Hill or Deer Park end up getting
cancer? If we get a cancer cluster because of this PFAS soil, what happens then? Do we get an apology
from the government like they normally give: ‘I am sorry’, says the Premier? He will be well gone by
then of course; he will be well gone probably by Christmas. Somebody will get up and apologise. It
will be a bit late then.
I wish I had more time, but I just want to put on the record that I totally, absolutely completely, 100 per
cent oppose the dumping of toxic soil at Bulla and Sunbury and at Ravenhall. That is not on—and I
know that Mrs McArthur wants to talk about Bacchus Marsh. But certainly from my perspective in
my electorate I am vehemently opposed to the dumping of toxic soil, and I am sick to death of the
west of Melbourne being regarded as the dumping ground of Victoria. Enough. This government
stinks as badly as that tip at Ravenhall.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (16:26): Mr Melhem before was saying that the opposition
was frightening everybody with what they were saying. I got more alarmed by what Mr Melhem was
saying, with the number of projects he was talking about, particularly out in the west, as being of some
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sort of benefit. I see these projects as being a millstone around the citizens of Melbourne’s necks far
into the future. It is not just the West Gate Tunnel, but the whole concrete-pouring expansionist
program of the government. Here we have legislation in front of us as a way of dealing with a problem
of their own making—their backing down of this construction-led economy and construction-led state.
We might as well change our numberplates. We used to have ‘Victoria—The Garden State’, because
of the environment we were proud of. It has become ‘Victoria—The Concrete State’.
Mr Finn: ‘Victoria—The Toxic State’ now.
Mr HAYES: Well, that is one of the problems, and hopefully the environment protection
regulations go some way to fixing that. They permit the management of tunnel-boring spoil at purposebuilt facilities, subject to an environment management plan approved by the EPA, so they need EPA
approval. The EPA must be satisfied that the plan protects both the environment and human health
from the harmful effects of waste pollution. The Environment Protection Authority will require that
cells are specifically designed to contain PFAS-contaminated soil.
This is not about any one site but about a plan for multiple projects, which is a problem for us—the
sheer volume of soils that is going to come from all this tunnelling that is going to go on—but I will
talk more about that later. They have put the cart before the horse, doing all these projects having huge
environmental problems.
Anyway section 5 sets out that under the regulations spoil will be tested and waste approval outside
the approved environment management plan criteria must be managed in accordance with the
Environment Protection (Industrial Waste Resource) Regulations 2009. But the important thing for
me is to see that this sort of waste is not left to private companies to get rid of, and it will not go to
landfill, because we have already got enormous problems with landfill anyway and the demands that
have been put on that.
Section 5 sets out the controls required to be put in place, including an EPA-approved environment
management plan; specific conditions under which the material is to be received—that is, impervious
surfaces required; appropriate site security; leachate testing and management in line with EPAapproved environment management plans; a containment system to be designed in accordance with
the approved EMP, and the system is not to be used to contain any other material other than tunnelboring machine spoil; measures to ensure appropriate distances from the proposed sites to sensitive
uses of land—and that will be arguable too, I imagine—and comprehensive record-keeping
requirements.
I propose to vote against the opposition’s disallowance motion and in favour of the regulations. I do
so not because, as I have said, I am not an enthusiastic supporter of the various projects that require
tunnel boring—far from it. Here you think of all the tunnel-boring projects. We have never supported
the West Gate Tunnel. When you look at the Metro Tunnel coming, the North East Link—another
huge tunnel required—all this is going to generate huge amounts of soil, and that does have to be
managed. The Premier said, ‘We’re pouring more concrete than any other state’ a couple of weeks
ago in the paper. I think this is a huge problem, as I have said: more concrete; more CO2 generated by
this concrete pouring—a huge emitter of CO2; loss of trees; and now we have got problems all around
Melbourne. People are complaining about the destruction of the environment to dig huge quarries on
Melbourne’s outskirts to supply all these materials. I will not support the disallowance, because in the
absence of these regulations tunnel-boring waste will be sent to landfills, as I have said. I am extremely
mindful of the dangers associated with PFAS and other toxic waste. If anyone has not seen that film
Dark Waters, I would recommend it to you. At least here the material is to be cleaned of PFAS before
it goes to these disposal sites.
Landfills may be designed to accept a broad range of waste types, but such waste is distinct from
tunnel-boring machine spoil specifically and is generated in far bigger quantities too. I am therefore
concerned that the absence of specific regulation to deal with the TBM spoil will lead to a lower level
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of environment and community protection. These regulations are intended to enhance the environment
protection by requiring strict design and operating requirements that are tailored to the particular
characteristics of TBM spoil and the site-specific conditions. The environment management plan must
show how the site will manage the risks of its activities and include an assessment of the risks of
adverse impacts from the spoil specific to that site and detail how the site’s operational and
management arrangements will mitigate those risks. The EPA has to be satisfied that the environment
management plan will adequately protect both the environment and human health. It must publish
approved EMPs on its website.
Given these requirements I believe that the management of the tunnel-boring material is improved
rather than weakened by these regulations. I do not support the problems that the government has
brought about in generating these huge amounts of materials, but I do believe we have to have
regulations, unfortunately, to deal with them. So I support the motion.
Mr Davis: On a point of order, Acting President, I think Mr Hayes has been reading from a
document, perhaps a government document, that he might want to make available to the chamber.
Mr HAYES: No, that is not true, but thank you.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): That is not a point of order. You do not need to respond,
Mr Hayes. Have you concluded your contribution?
Mr HAYES: It is not a government-provided document, Mr Davis. I am happy to answer.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): Thank you, Mr Hayes. It was not a point of order; you
were not required to respond.
Sitting suspended 4.35 pm until 4.53 pm.
Mr ERDOGAN (Southern Metropolitan) (16:53): I have been listening to the debate quite closely,
and this motion is quite an important motion. As the previous speaker, Mr Hayes, stated, these
regulations are not specific to one project, just to the West Gate Tunnel Project, but also to a number
of projects that this government is doing based around crucial required infrastructure across our state.
It includes the North East Link, the Suburban Rail Loop and a number of projects that require tunnelboring machines to be used. That is the context in which I come to this place and speak on this motion.
Of course I will be voting against this disallowance motion for the simple fact that this disallowance
motion would result in unprecedented economic damage to the west. There are a number of issues that
Mr Finn and Mr Davis stated that I believe need to be corrected. Mr Finn, you discussed the issue of
hospitals, of our schoolchildren, and I tried to search. Honestly, during the break I said, ‘I’ll search out
what the Liberal government did in the west for four years’, and I could not see any major projects
they delivered, whereas in our term we are already building 16 schools, five of which have been
delivered already. We are removing level crossings across the west. We are rebuilding three hospitals.
Mr Finn: What does that have to with PFAS?
Mr ERDOGAN: It is the investment we are making in the west. And this project is crucial; it is
needed. Obviously the way we—
Mr Finn: They cannot go to school if they have got cancer.
Mr ERDOGAN: What a fearmonger on this issue.
Mr Finn: It is not fearmongering; it is a fact
Mr ERDOGAN: The levels have been tested. As Mr Melhem stated, the levels tested in the soil
were quite low in terms of the contamination. I will not go into the detail, because I understand there
are a number of speakers. I am going to keep my contribution short today because I understand there
are a number of people who want to make a contribution, but I do want to state that the levels of
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contamination are low. Mr Melhem explained the process. We are going to ensure that community
safety comes first, and we are going to deliver this project.
I have got a number of other issues that I want to raise. Mr Davis talked about environmental
sustainability. This is a government that has committed to 50 per cent renewables by 2030, so we are
building on that, but we are building with infrastructure that is needed. So anything that really tries to
slow down or stop the project is just going to cause further economic damage.
There can be an argument about the level of economic upheaval that we have experienced during the
global pandemic, but what we cannot debate is the need for this project. Mr Finn, you understand as
much as anyone else the population growth experienced in the west, the need for those schools and
the need for the hospitals that we are building—that we are delivering. I could not see your government
building anything, and you talk about Labor’s neglect for the west. We deliver our projects.
I remember in the eastern suburbs—let us not focus on the west. I am not going to focus on the west.
Look at the eastern suburbs: you promised train lines to Rowville and train lines to here and there.
None of it was built—none. You did not build anything, not even for the eastern suburbs.
Members interjecting.
Mr ERDOGAN: I am not going to get into the specifics, because I think Mr Melhem handled this
issue well. He talked about everything we are doing, the precautions we are taking, the safety
provisions in place.
I will give a quote about the environmental management plan, and I will quote the executive director
of regulatory standards, assessments and permissioning at the EPA, Mr Tim Eaton. He said that these
environmental management plans will ensure that the health of the local community and the
environment is protected. So the EPA spokesperson for regulatory standards, the director, Mr Tim
Eaton, has said that the health of the local community and the environment is protected. That is why
these regulations are needed. These regulations are needed for progress.
I found it really odd actually, I must admit, when I came into the chamber to see Dr Ratnam and
Mr Finn on the same page. I could not believe that, you know? But like I said, I have to state that the
economic impetus for this project is undoubted. This will get works going. It will be done in a safe
way, and we will continue our record of delivering for the west.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr ERDOGAN: I have a lot more to say on this issue, but I understand that there are several
requests by a number of members of Parliament that want to speak on this issue. Out of respect for my
colleagues and the chamber I will vacate the seat, but I will be opposing this disallowance motion
because it stops jobs in this state and it stops economic growth in this state—and we cannot allow that.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (16:58): I rise to speak on this disallowance motion, which
to anyone uninvolved might seem the most obscure of issues, yet it is precisely the lack of public
exposure of statutory rules and the limited parliamentary time dedicated to scrutinising them which
this government has attempted to exploit. Make no mistake about it: statutory rule (SR) 62/2020 is the
latest effort by this government to rescue its failing West Gate Tunnel Project and to ride roughshod
over the views of communities, established government practice and existing legal protections. At best
the process taken has been inexcusably arrogant. At worst it is deliberately cynical, borderline
despotic. These actions would disgrace a Third World dictatorship; it is beyond shameful that we see
them here from a Victorian government. We have a chance in this house to put a brake on this
process—to force ministers to reconsider, to engage with the communities they have ignored to date
and to restore the established environmental and planning protections this SR deconstructs.
This house has once already acted to uphold proper process in demanding the government release
documents relating to the West Gate Tunnel Project. The contempt with which that resolution was
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treated should be a lesson to us, and in this vote today we should recognise that there is no room for
ministers to obfuscate or delay. Voting down this SR will have immediate and unavoidable legal effect.
Not every government decision can be popular, and large infrastructure projects in particular will
create losers as well as winners. But there are processes to be followed to ensure correct decisions are
made, communities consulted and mitigation provided. This has categorically not happened in the case
of Bacchus Marsh. A decision has clearly been made for reasons of expedience or cost and then every
process worked backwards to justify that choice and enable its execution with maximum speed and
minimum effort to project proponents. It is one of the worst cases of sustained mistreatment of a
community by government I have ever seen—a desperate effort to make a round peg fit a square hole
regardless of the environmental, economic and social consequences of the deeply flawed initial
decision.
Worse still is the potential pollution, threatening not just schools and houses but prime agricultural
land. Had ministers or department secretaries deigned to visit Bacchus Marsh, they could not fail to
have noticed the lie of the land—built on hilly, undulating fields. Maddingley Brown Coal borders
watercourses which serve some of our state’s finest fruit and vegetable producers. No pollution of their
production should ever be countenanced, but the fact it may include toxic PFAS soil, the health effects
of which are still imperfectly understood, makes this even more unconscionable.
The scale, the geography, of the physical situation of this project at the heart of Bacchus Marsh are all
very wrong indeed. And I am sorry to say that the local reputation of the company operating the facility
is extremely poor. Indeed they are currently subject to enforcement action at VCAT, and throughout
this process they have done little to reassure local residents that their financial incentive to promote
the scheme is mitigated by any real concern for the health and happiness of their neighbours.
Even as an opposition politician, it has been extraordinarily uncomfortable to explain to people just
how badly they have been let down by the system which we all represent. This government has
cynically failed to consult meaningfully. Where they have consulted, they have ridden roughshod over
every objection. My plea, however, is that the people of Bacchus Marsh should not be made to pay for
the ineptitude of this government. They cannot be collateral damage chosen as the easiest solution to
the problem of toxic soil, which should rightly have been considered at the very beginning of these
works.
I have learned that it is wise to look beyond self-appointed pressure groups, however, to get a fuller
understanding of a situation in question. In this case, the attitude of Moorabool Shire Council has been
revealing. It is incredibly rare, in my experience, to find not just the elected politicians but the
professional staff to be unanimous in their view, and it is no wonder. Documents have been denied to
them and unreasonable deadlines demanded. There has been a total lack of consultation, let alone the
collaboration one level of government should reasonably expect from another. It is appalling that
Moorabool Shire Council has been reduced to issuing FOIs to obtain information. They have been
shabbily treated, and at every turn, by a government acting with the most shocking disrespect—
frankly, contempt—for the elected local government and the dedicated public officials of a Victorian
council.
There was no warning this SR was coming—no public announcement made by the EPA or ministers.
There was no consultation with stakeholders prior to its making, nor any explanation volunteered
afterwards of what the changes meant. They have had to figure out for themselves why this change
was made and how the new regime will operate.
The Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 builds in the safeguard of public consultation on ministerial
decisions to introduce statutory rules and other legislative instruments which do not require explicit
parliamentary approval. In this case, however, Minister D’Ambrosio used a clause of the SLA to
exempt this SR from the scrutiny, certifying that there has not been consultation with sectors of the
public because no sectors of the public were identified on which a significant economic or social
burden may be imposed by the proposed regulations.
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The EPA purpose statement says:
Environment Protection Authority Victoria (EPA) is Victoria’s environmental regulator.
We’re an independent statutory authority …

Yet on 2 September on Neil Mitchell’s 3AW show the EPA’s Tim Eaton said they did not write these
regulations. He demonstrated he fundamentally misunderstood the basis on which they were supposed
to be made. In reality he demonstrated that the minister’s office wrote this SR, despite the fact it is
lawful only if it is the recommendation of the authority.
There should be no doubt that this is a clear abuse of process, nor can the minister argue this is simply
a technical change. These regulations are a significant watering down of longstanding environmental
protections surrounding the storage of potentially contaminated soil, and this disallowance motion
should be supported by all members of this chamber and especially members of the crossbench. I urge
them to support this disallowance motion.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (17:07): What a day. I rise to speak to the coalition’s
disallowance motion. The issue of dumping contaminated soil from the West Gate Tunnel Project has
been a serious concern of many constituents across western Victoria particularly, and can I say that it
is quite disappointing to be speaking about this issue once again. It seems that the community and
local council voices are not being heard, because what they are asking for is transparency, and they
are simply not getting this. Although as I make this speech I note that additional consultancy was being
established through the appointment of a community liaison officer when we had our recent briefing;
they are tasked with providing that conduit between the community and the department, although time
will tell.
Just last sitting week I asked a constituency question to the Minister for Energy, Environment and
Climate Change. I raised the latest development in the toxic soil dumping issue, which is the approval
by Environmental Protection Authority Victoria in sending the soil to Maddingley Brown Coal in my
electorate and to Hi-Quality in Bulla. How can the EPA grant approval to dump toxic soil at these sites
without being open and honest with the community about the risk-based trigger levels of PFAS whilst
the soil is in containment? In other words, why redact information about what is a dangerous amount
of a chemical that could leak into waterways and into Victoria’s produce? The people of Bacchus
Marsh have a right to know.
Just a few months ago I stood in this place and gave a very similar speech. I talked about a lack of
community consultation, a lack of openness in conversation in particular with Moorabool Shire
Council and the redacting of documents sought by those concerned. Indeed, I spoke to the Calleja
Group last week, who said they were yet to speak to the council. I do not envy the position of local
firms who have been brought into a complex dispute between the government and West Gate project
managers, but here we are seven months later having the same conversations.
And the soil is one thing; the roads used to transport the soil is another. During the most recent briefing
I was made aware that the traffic disruption due to occur in Bacchus Marsh whilst the soil is being
transported from the West Gate Tunnel out into the regions will go on for at least around two years.
Now, anybody who has been to Bacchus Marsh and knows the area, in particular the Avenue of
Honour, knows that it is a very narrow piece of road. It is already extremely busy, so one can only
imagine what the incredible amount of trucks going up and down those roads 24 hours a day, seven
days a week is going to do to the traffic in that area. I understand that there will be traffic controls put
in place, but, my God, I would not want to be involved in that traffic jam. The alternative route, it was
explained to me, was the Geelong-Bacchus Marsh Road. Now, anybody driving that road, which I did
for two years, is putting their life in their own hands. It is a disgraceful road. I am pleased to see that
there are a lot of roadworks going on at the moment to make it a much safer road but, jeez, for another
two years? Well, all the best to those people travelling that road.
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My contribution to this debate, quite simply, is asking the government two things: number one, to
please consult the community and in the same breath genuinely listen to their concerns; and number
two, to give the people of Bacchus Marsh, their council and their representatives the information that
they need to make informed decisions about the impact of dumping the toxic soil. The people of
Bacchus Marsh deserve to know and deserve to be consulted. I urge this chamber to support the
disallowance motion.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (17:11): The relationship between the environment and
the responsible managing of our waste is a longstanding passion of mine. Indeed it is fundamentally
important for all of us to care for the environment, what we throw away and what we recycle, and the
air that we breathe. As I have previously said on many occasions, my constituents do not want
contaminated soil from the West Gate Tunnel Project going anywhere in Melbourne’s west.
Melbourne’s west has already had to live with and receive an unfair proportion of Victoria’s industrial
waste, and this must end.
There are concerns around the disposal of the soil that contains toxic waste and the narrowing of the
safety zones—zones that keep the waste that is there at a safe distance from where people live and
work and such things as their water supply. Are landfill and the prescribed waste levies being charged?
These are intended for the improvement of waste management for the whole state in fact, and this
should be proportionate to the toxicity. The more toxic, where you cannot obviously recycle it, the
more waste levy should be actually charged. So the government should be taking that approach when
it comes down to toxic soil.
The councils of the west have complained to the government as well, and it is very clear that Hume
City Council was kept in the dark. There were reports back in May around the state government and
the plans for the toxic soil being dumped in Bulla. Now, I have to congratulate the Sunbury residents
on their fight to make sure that all the information is out within the community—
Mr Davis: And the Bulla residents.
Dr CUMMING: And the Bulla residents. So Sunbury, Bulla, Wyndham and the like—
Mrs McArthur: And Bacchus Marsh.
Dr CUMMING: And Bacchus Marsh as well—for their actual push for those documents and for
that information to be made public. So I will leave my contribution to that, because there are other
members for Western Metropolitan as well as Western Victoria that would like to contribute as well.
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (17:13): I will keep my contribution to this motion brief, but I
think it is important that I outline my position. The government went to the election with a commitment
to build the West Gate Tunnel. It is an important project to many Victorians, including those in my
electorate of Western Victoria. They won the election with a majority and have a mandate to do the
work they committed to. I will not be getting in the way of that. I want to be clear: this motion is about
toxic spoil regulations—that is, the government’s ability to dig up and relocate this spoil in the first
place. It is not a vote on where the toxic soil will go once dug up. If the motion passes, it will reject
the regulations in total and mean that the West Gate Tunnel Project cannot proceed. This would mean
thousands of job losses to Victorians and an enormous blow to our already struggling economy. I will
not be part of that. However, when a vote comes to this place on where the spoil from the West Gate
Tunnel will be buried, it will be of keen interest to me. Bacchus Marsh in my electorate is not a suitable
location for the spoil. It is a vital food bowl, and the spoil could have devastating impacts on native
wildlife and waterways. If that does end up being the government’s proposed location, I want to make
it clear that I will be voting against it.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
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Statements on reports, papers and petitions
WEST GATE TUNNEL
Petition
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (17:15): I rise to talk on the e-petition on toxic waste—the
Sunbury dumping—which is very topical, since we have been talking about these things this
afternoon. I support this e-petition calling on the Minister for Planning to oppose the Sunbury site for
the dumping of waste from the West Gate Tunnel Project. I have been contacted by many residents
from Sunbury who are concerned about the planned proposal to dump this soil so close to their homes,
in nearby Bulla. The residents are concerned about the potential health impacts of toxic soil, and its
location as close as 200 metres to nearby buildings. Sunbury is home to 40 000 residents.
Residents are concerned that this soil is contaminated with asbestos and various substances like
PFAS—deadly stuff. This is a group of man-made chemicals that do not easily break down in the
body or in the environment, and studies have shown that they can linger for up to 15 years in the local
water supply and the surrounding areas.
The facility borders Emu Creek, which feeds the Maribyrnong River system. A growing body of
science has found that there are potential adverse health impacts of these chemicals, including liver
damage, thyroid disease, decreased fertility, high cholesterol and obesity. They are also concerned
about the proposed 460 trucks per day that will pass through the area to dump the soil. The trucks have
to pass over a heritage bridge and travel up a winding hill known as Bulla hill, and the proposal is for
24 hours a day, seven days a week—so many trucks, so much fumes and so much soil. We have been
told there is enough soil to fill the MCG twice. We are going to have an abundance of soil from these
projects.
The community feels that the government has cut corners to dispose of this waste to progress the West
Gate Tunnel Project. The community feels that the needs of Transurban are seen as more important
than the needs of the local community. Once again, the community is expected to pay the price of the
government’s construction-led bonanza for the property and construction Ponzi scheme.
The health of the local community and the environment must be put first; there is nothing more
important in our planning for the future. There is no doubt a potential for cross-contamination with a
nearby organic waste facility and a potential for chemicals to leach into the groundwater. We must all
work to avoid another toxic waste disaster like that of the Tullamarine landfill, which was closed in
2008 after processing residential and industrial chemicals and where the cancer rates are now eight
times the Victorian average. We must act to stop the dumping of this soil at this site. It is too close to
residents, and I ask the planning minister to urgently review this proposal.
INSPECTOR-GENERAL FOR EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
Inquiry into the 2019–20 Victorian Fire Season: Phase 1—Community and Sector Preparedness for
and Response to the 2019–20 Fire Season
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (17:19): This afternoon I would like to discuss for my 5 minutes the
inspector-general of emergency management’s Inquiry into the 2019–20 Victorian Fire Season. It is
also named as phase 1, so we know that there are far more phases coming out. What we, the Nationals
and the Liberals, argued for in this place was a truly independent inquiry, one that could fulsomely
examine the issue. People in my electorate of Eastern Victoria Region were so significantly impacted
by this fire season, by the horrendous loss of property, the loss of life—five lives across the eastern
part of the state—and certainly the loss of large-scale landscape, 1.5 million hectares of it. What they
wanted was an inquiry that really delved into this and provided recommendations and outcomes so
that we would not see it again. But unfortunately the first phase of this report has disappointed me.
I have had a look at chapter 4, and I will refer to chapter 4 in specifics. The people that I value very
highly—the firemen, the people that live on the land, the timber harvesters who helped out so bravely
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and fantastically during the fires and the old people who have lived there all their lives—have told me
time and time again that fuel loads were a highly built-up situation and that that had a huge impact on
the fires. Fires need an ignition point, and in some instances this was certainly the lightning strikes.
Fires need oxygen, and when the wind is blowing and the various elements that contribute to fastspreading fires, that certainly exacerbates it. They also need fuel load. The only thing that we can
organise as humans on this planet is the amount of fuel loads. This report is very thin on
recommendations in terms of the fuel management in chapter 4. There are a lot of observations and
findings. There has been a lot of discussion, but sadly there are not some recommendations with teeth.
There has been no forensic-type examination of the Victorian bushfires and why they were not
controlled in a very short space of time in that period when there were benign weather conditions.
There were still plenty of people who could have gained access and put in containment lines and backburnt. That is not examined in this report. There was a focus not on disaster mitigation but on disaster
response.
We all remember—those of us who are passionate about this—that the Victorian bushfires royal
commission came up with a 5 per cent minimum rolling target around preparatory burns on public
land. That was one of their key recommendations. But what chapter 4 of this report, on fuel
management, speaks of—and in quite glowing terms, unfortunately, for those that are passionate about
this—is that the Safer Together program should be expanded. People that I know and respect call it
the ‘not safer together’ program. These are people that are high up in the CFA who really understand
what it is to fuel burn and the way fires operate and the landscape and topography, particularly in the
Eastern Victoria Region. What is disappointing is that at the moment under Safer Together—or, for
my companions, ‘not safer together’—prescribed burns were down to 2 per cent when those
1.6 million hectares were burnt.
It is so disappointing that a thorough investigation into how things actually work was not undertaken.
Safer Together has a 70 per cent residual risk target reduction, and this still has wide support within
forest fire management. But what we have seen in terms of this 70 per cent residual risk is that it is
way too high. That is what my good people are telling me: it is way too high—experts are saying
this—and a target far closer to 20 per cent would be more appropriate. It is understood that the 70 per
cent target was not decided by these experts, which some of the forest fire management purport. It is
also that the 70 per cent risk management is only achieved under the circumstances where we have
intense wildfires, so the outcome that the government is seeking to achieve only occurs when we have
intense wildfires. That is counterintuitive, and I really feel that many of the people reading phase 1
will be most disappointed.
COVID-19
Petition
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (17:24): I rise to speak to petition 204 on a COVID-safe
plan for reopening gyms:
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council that
gyms are an essential service for mental health, physical health and wellbeing.
The petitioners … request that the … Government … create and implement a COVID-19 Safe Plan for
Victorians to attend gyms in a safe and secure manner.

Over the course of this pandemic, and in particular this lockdown, I have been contacted by a number
of gym owners and community members who rely on them for physical exercise, requesting and
begging for them to be reopened. The mental health of Victorians has taken a massive hit, and the
freedom to exercise in a supervised environment with professional management is vital. The aftereffects will last longer and will cost more if the gyms remain closed for an extended period. Indeed
gyms are also small businesses and sole traders and have been adversely impacted by the lockdown
restrictions. They and their employees have been feeling the pinch.
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The fitness industry is one that already works on cleanliness and sanitisation. What those in my
community tell me is that they have been working hard to reopen. They have been looking at these
plans since the start of lockdown and levelling them up from where they already were prior to any
lockdowns at the start of this year. These were tested when they had that brief window of opportunity
to open, and it was clear they were able to do so safely. The strict sanitising and hygiene protocols in
place—and they can be strengthened due to the pandemic—include mandatory temperature checking
and hand sanitiser use; static workout stations with a 2-square-metre space allocation; 15-minute
mandatory cleaning times between classes; and one person per 4 square metres as maximum
attendance.
Gyms are central to health and wellbeing. They are also important for social distractions and are
community centres for many people who are single, who are at home by themselves. They rely on this
healthy way to socialise—in a gym.
Please listen to my community. Please open the gyms. Respectfully, our understanding of COVID is
that, if you are going to get COVID, you are more likely to respond well and have a milder version of
it if you are fit and if you are healthy. It is counterintuitive to actually have gyms closed during this
time when we know that obesity is one of the major contributors to someone dying of COVID-19.
Respectfully, the government needs to look at opening the gyms.
Then when it comes to mental health, people rely on physical exercise for mental health. People think
that you can get that release from just walking, but it is not enough for a lot of people, especially when
they have injuries and need to be able to have that personal trainer with them to make sure that they
are actually doing their exercises properly. Respectfully, they could be doing their exercises without
supervision, and it could actually create more harm than good. There is the aspect that there are a lot
of people in our community that we know are living alone, and they need that interaction, even if it is
at a physical distance. It is so important for their mental health as is that routine of being able to go to
their local gym. I request that the government look at all of the businesses that already have a very
strong occupational health and safety focus.
DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY AND FINANCE
Budget papers 2019–20
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (17:29): I rise to speak on the state budget of 2019–20, which
failed to adequately provide for public housing in Shepparton. What I would like to see from this
government is a massive investment in public housing right across northern Victoria in the 2020–21
budget that is coming up at some stage this year. We still do not have a date for it, but at some stage
we will see that.
The total waitlist in northern Victoria has really blown out over the last six years, since this government
came to power. In fact the statewide waitlist has blown out by 32 per cent, and that is an increase of
more than 11 000 applicants on that list. Now, an applicant is a household, so there are not just
11 000 people; it is probably around about 20 000 people. But for some areas in my electorate they
have blown out much more than the statewide average of 32 per cent. For instance, in Shepparton the
waitlist has increased by 728 applications, and that is a 121.3 per cent increase in that waitlist. That is
just not good enough. There are now 1328 applicants, or families, on that waitlist, waiting for public
housing. It is a similar story right across northern Victoria. In Seymour we have seen an increase of
86 per cent; in Benalla, 62 per cent; in Wodonga, 30 per cent; in Bendigo, 88 per cent; and in Mildura,
46 per cent. They are the people who are on the waitlist.
But what is of greater concern is the blowout in applicants on the priority waitlist. Now, the priority
waitlist is those people who are experiencing homelessness or recurring homelessness, people with a
disability, people escaping domestic violence—the people that we would prioritise to get them housed.
In Shepparton that waitlist has actually increased by 270 per cent. It has gone from 180 to
666 applications—an increase of 486 applications. So, as I said, that would be probably around about
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1000 people by the time you take into account each household. In Seymour, again it is a similar story—
a 235 per cent increase; in Benalla, a 202 per cent increase; in Wodonga, an 81 per cent increase; in
Bendigo, 274 per cent; in Mildura, 238 per cent; and in Swan Hill, a 20 per cent increase. Now, this is
really not good enough. These are people, as I said, who are really desperate to be housed.
We need a massive injection in public housing in northern Victoria, but we also need it right across
the state. The priority access waiting list in Victoria has blown out by 14 482 applicants, so it is a
145 per cent increase over the term of this government. It has gone from being 9990 applications to
24 472 applications. As I said, those 24 472 applications represent families, not just an individual. So
it is probably around 40 000 people who are affected by that—who are at risk of homelessness, who
are escaping domestic violence, who are disabled, who have special housing needs, who have medical
needs to be closer to hospitals et cetera. These are the people that we prioritise for housing in this state,
and this government is failing them badly—but it is failing a whole lot of low-income families who
are on just the normal waiting list.
We need to see a massive, massive amount—billions of dollars—spent on public housing in this state
in order to make sure that those who are the most vulnerable in our community can be housed and can
be looked after appropriately. So I would call on the Treasurer and the Minister for Housing to sit
down and discuss this waiting list, to talk about how they are failing the most vulnerable in Victoria’s
community and to actually provide a massive boost to the public housing budget in this budget that is
coming up at some time this year. As I said, we still do not have a date for a state budget, but it has to
be delivered at some time because I think we have only had supply guaranteed until December. So
there will be one shortly, and we do need to see an injection into public housing in that budget.
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
Report to Parliament on the Extension of the Declaration of a State of Emergency
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (17:34): I rise to make a statement on the Report to
Parliament on the Extension of the Declaration of a State of Emergency. In particular I want to
comment on the section of the report related to the advice from the chief health officer (CHO) to the
Minister for Health, and if you go through this 1900-page report you can find it somewhere around
the 1700-page mark. In the negotiation between some of my crossbench colleagues and the
government on the recent legislation to extend the state of emergency one of the concessions that was
achieved was to publish the advice from the chief health officer—a summary of advice—to the
Minister for Health. While I did not support the legislation, I did support this measure. A little bit of
transparency is always appreciated, as many of my colleagues have mentioned during this sitting week.
For those of you that might remember, my very last question to the previous health minister in this
place was around the proportionality of the directions, and in her response she pointed me to this exact
advice that I am talking about now. However, reading the advice provided to the minister in September
I was reminded of purchasing items online—something we are probably all familiar with in Melbourne
now; when the products arrive they are not always what you thought you were getting—and to call it
pretty thin would be generous. It includes errors, omissions and some pretty bizarre references. For
example, point 53 in the September advice states:
Of the 19 615 confirmed coronavirus cases in Victoria as of 8 September, there are:
a.

1178 confirmed active cases within regional Victoria, which includes 0 new cases on this day …

However, this conflicts with the Department of Health and Human Services site, which says on
8 September there were 1696 active cases and also says that there are 18 251 confirmed active cases
within metropolitan Melbourne. This is clearly an error; I do not think there were ever that many active
confirmed cases at one time.
Section 31 states that the primary focus of the CHO’s advice is on ‘the health impacts of coronavirus
to the Victorian community’. I think this goes to the heart of the issue, and it is an argument I have
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been making for several months now. The primary focus of the chief health officer should be the health
and wellbeing of the Victorian community overall. If our attempts to control the virus result in harming
the overall health of Victorians, it could be the equivalent of swatting a mosquito on your hand with a
10-pound hammer.
Section 81 comments on the impacts the restrictions and directions will have on mental health. There
is no cost-benefit analysis here of these impacts mentioned and no evidence to suggest that they are
somehow mitigating these significant impacts. Section 82 acknowledges the potential impact on
suicide from the second-wave restrictions but does so in a very ambiguous way. Again, there is a
mention about how these restrictions could be adjusted to mitigate the community’s distress.
Section 84 attempts to justify the impact of the restrictions on the economy by referencing secondquarter GDP figures from Sweden. And if there are any members here that do not understand how
absurd that is, I can arrange a briefing with an economist once we are allowed to have briefings and
meet up again. Section 86 states that all of these considerations have been appropriately balanced and
considered. Maybe they have; maybe they have not. We have to trust the experts again, and I am pretty
sceptical about that. But there is not any advice presented whatsoever about this.
In section 34 they talk about the modelling and how their supercomputer ran thousands of simulations
and this sort of thing; however, it does not say anything about the parameters that were put into this
simulation or the types of adjustments that they made to the simulation. It mentions nothing about it
whatsoever.
While the advice for October—so this is the recent report that was tabled this week—corrects some
of these errors and thankfully removes the absurd reference to Swedish GDP figures, it still contains
significant omissions. It does not cover anything to do with the impact of the disruption to education,
it does not have any depth on the mental health impacts on children, and human rights are completely
absent. You can search the entire advice and the term ‘human rights’ does not appear once. In fact in
the 2532-page report that was tabled in Parliament this week, the term ‘human rights’ appears on
page 9 in a reference to the assessment that is done—this is the secret assessment—to consider the
implications under the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 when the emergency
powers are used. To say that this whole advice is disappointing is an understatement.
COVID-19
Petition
Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:39): I am pleased to rise this afternoon to speak on a petition
that Ms Lovell tabled in this place a little earlier during our sitting week regarding the reopening of
beauty salons. As I do so I would invite the chamber to consider with me one seminal question: what
is the virtue of a proportional response? Like the member for Burwood, I am a great fan of the West
Wing, and the President, in the very first season—
A member: Could you quote it?
Dr BACH: Well, I just did. In the very first season, in actual fact when he was considering military
strikes against a Middle Eastern target, he asked the joint chiefs, ‘What is the virtue of a proportional
response?’. I am interested by the fact that obviously Mr Limbrick was talking about proportionality
just now, because my view—and I have expressed this to the house before, I hope in a careful, sober
and respectful way to the government—is that the beauty industry can be reopened now in a COVIDsafe way. I continue to have conversations on a near daily basis with professionals who work in the
beauty industry in my electorate, and I continue to be reinforced in my view that this is an industry
made up of people—overwhelmingly women; almost entirely made up of women; 45 000 Victorian
women work in this industry—who have the deepest regard for hygiene and safety.
It is a really diverse industry, and so I do think again, respectfully, that the government should not treat
this industry as a monolith. Again, I understand that in its haste to put in place restrictions across, well,
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every industry in Victoria the government has treated the beauty industry as one. But it is a really
diverse industry. I suppose at one end you have salons that do nails, for example. At the other end you
have people with tertiary degrees, masters degrees, operating incredibly complex equipment, carrying
out very complex and oftentimes really important treatments.
At the moment in my electorate it is the case that you can get a facelift, but you cannot receive a
treatment for really painful skin conditions like eczema or psoriasis from a highly trained professional
in the beauty industry. And so in speaking in favour of this petition and thanking my friend Ms Lovell
for bringing it before the house, again I would respectfully call upon the government to look again at
the manner in which the beauty industry is treated under its current road map.
It is the case also that even once the beauty industry is able to open up at all—and I hope to be able to
hear some more from the Premier about this on Sunday—treatments upon the face will not be allowed.
Respectfully again I would ask the government to please look at that, because in my many
conversations with people who work in the beauty industry I hear some excellent ideas about how it
is that treatments on the face may be able to go ahead in a COVID-safe way.
I have called on Minister Pakula, I have called on others in the government, to look at these really
fantastic and innovative ideas put forward by the professionals who work in this industry. On
18 September in fact I wrote to the minister asking him to share with me—and far, far more
importantly, share with the 45 000 women who work in this industry—the health advice on which
their industry has been decimated. That was almost four weeks ago. The minister has had a bit on his
plate, I know—I have witnessed some of it on the telly—but still I have not received a response. All
right; fine. It is not that important to respond to me. It is important, however, for the 45 000 Victorian
women who work in this industry to receive, well, at bare minimum some respect from this
government and an explanation as to why their industry has been decimated.
I would provide the government with my heartfelt thanks if it was to really and finally thoroughly
engage with the Victorian women who work in this industry in an effort to seek to see if the industry
can be reopened in a COVID-safe way. ‘What is the virtue of a proportional response?’, President
Bartlet asked. Well, I would argue that it is the reanimation of vital industries like these breathing life
back again into industries and into Victorian jobs. I would ask the government, therefore, in speaking
in particular on this petition, to look favourably upon, well, the requests that I have already made and
the requests that I am repeating again today.
Adjournment
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (17:45): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

SHEPPARTON INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (17:45): My adjournment matter is directed to the Treasurer,
and it concerns funding priorities for projects in the Shepparton electorate that must be included in the
upcoming 2020–2021 state budget. The action that I seek from the Treasurer is that he provides a
commitment in the upcoming state budget to fund the Shepparton electorate’s many infrastructure and
investment projects that will create jobs and help the region recover from the economic impacts of
COVID-19.
The 2020–2021 state budget is an opportunity for the Andrews Labor government to financially
commit to key infrastructure projects in the Shepparton electorate to help kickstart the region’s
economic recovery from the pandemic. Like the rest of Victoria, the electorate’s economy has
crumbled due to the restrictions put in place to combat the second wave of the virus caused by the state
government’s shameful mismanagement of the hotel quarantine program. Prior to COVID-19 the
Shepparton electorate suffered from a youth unemployment rate well above the state average, and
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funding in the state budget for the many local infrastructure projects that are needed will create jobs
and start the district’s economic revival.
In Shepparton the biggest infrastructure project in need of state government funding is stage 1 of the
Shepparton bypass project. Stage 1 will see the construction of a 10-kilometre road from the Midland
Highway west of the Mooroopna township to connect with the Goulburn Valley Highway on the north
side of Shepparton, delivering a much-needed second river crossing.
The budget must also include a funding commitment for stage 2 of the Goulburn Valley Health
redevelopment, estimated to cost between $272 million and $374 million. This commitment is needed
immediately to ensure a continuous build at the hospital once stage 1 is completed, and it must include
a dedicated mother and baby unit. At least $13 million is needed towards the proposed $42 million
stage 1 of the Shepparton sports and events centre redevelopment, a project that when completed
would generate approximately $5.7 million of new spending into the local economy, meaning more
visitors, more business and more jobs. Moira Shire Council plans to install new cricket nets at Katunga
Cricket Club and is seeking government funding of $76 000 towards the cost of the project.
The Treasurer needs to ensure funding for new social housing is a focus of the next state budget. Latest
figures indicate that there are over 1300 families on the waiting list for social housing in Shepparton,
and the government must make an investment to build more infrastructure to help our most vulnerable
members of our community.
A tech school that provides a link between schools and industries is needed to ensure our students are
ready to compete in the global economy. Ten tech schools operate in other areas of the state, and
Shepparton students deserve the same opportunity. Goulburn Valley Health and La Trobe University
have formed a partnership to create a clinical health school to address the current shortage of medical
professionals in the area, and an $11 million commitment from the state government is required to
commence the project.
There are many other projects throughout the Shepparton electorate that need to be funded in the
upcoming state budget, including funding towards the Maude Street Mall redevelopment, $7 million
towards a planned expansion of La Trobe University, continued funding for the Greater Shepparton
Lighthouse Project and funding for road upgrades.
TOBACCO LICENSING SCHEME
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (17:49): My adjournment matter is for the attention of the
Minister for Health and concerns the rollout of a Victorian tobacco licensing scheme. Tobacco use is
the single leading cause of preventable death and disease in Victoria and indeed Australia. Despite the
devastating harm that tobacco causes, cigarettes are currently more readily available in retail stores
than bread and milk. Cigarettes are available in nearly all supermarkets, convenience stores, petrol
stations, tobacconists and newsagencies. The lack of controls on who can sell tobacco in Victoria
stands in stark contrast to the regulation of other goods, such as pharmaceutical products, firearms and
alcohol, all of which cause less harm combined than tobacco products.
Given a rise in illegal tobacco in e-cigarette products, it seems only fair for the state government to
consider implementing a licensing scheme in Victoria. With Queensland formally considering a
similar scheme, Victoria is the only state in Australia not to have a licensing framework for tobacco
products. If implemented in full, a retail licensing scheme has the ability to improve public health
outcomes by increasing the effectiveness of tobacco control policy enforcement, aimed at preventing
youth uptake and reducing overall smoking rates; provide a means for gathering accurate data
regarding the number, type and location of tobacco and e-cigarette retailers and to communicate with
the retailers—for example, if an e-cigarette device was found to be faulty; and relieve enforcement
responsibilities, which could be easily handled by others, from a very busy police force.
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Additionally the scheme has the ability to pay for itself. A very small licensing fee would be sufficient
to cover the costs of management, enforcement and education, given the large number of retailers in
Victoria. The scheme could also leverage revenue for the state through fines given to those who
continue to break the law. For a progressive government which prides itself on a world-class health
system, this seems like a no-brainer. Therefore the action that I seek is for the Minister for Health to
establish a tobacco-licensing scheme in Victoria which benefits both consumers and retailers.
RETIREMENT HOUSING
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (17:51): My adjournment matter tonight is for the
Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation, Melissa Horne, and it concerns
retirement housing. There are currently 440 registered retirement housing operators in Victoria, and
while the retirement housing sector is a highly respected industry in Victoria, there are some operators
who seek to take advantage of their residents.
Last year I called on the government to establish an ombudsman for retirement housing to ensure a
low-cost, timely and binding way to resolve serious retirement housing disputes without the need to
go through expensive courts and tribunals. I tabled in Parliament a petition with 300 names calling for
this action. Currently the only way that residents can get a binding determination is to make a case
before VCAT. The process is daunting, expensive and lengthy. Just before the election the then
minister promised residents a root-and-branch review into this sector. Many residents are concerned
that the current review of the Retirement Villages Act 1986 is not proceeding as the government had
promised. They have told me that the consultation process has been tokenism, not suited to older
people who want to have their say, and the outcome is shaped by Consumer Affairs Victoria rather
than meeting the needs of stakeholders.
We need to ensure that these older Victorians living in retirement and lifestyle villages feel safe and
feel protected. The action I seek from the minister is to instruct Consumer Affairs Victoria to do a
proper and not rushed review of this sector and give retirement village residents their say in the reform
process.
ALCOHOL AND OTHER DRUG SERVICES
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (17:52): My matter is for the Minister for Mental Health.
Unfortunately the latest figures suggest that even the COVID-19 pandemic has failed to slow much of
the unavoidable recent growth in both the demand for and supply of illicit drugs across Victoria.
Seemingly dealers, traffickers and users have all relatively easily found ways around the complications
caused by the largest scale confinement of people to their homes.
In fact this latter point was especially well documented online on 30 September in a News Corp
Australia article. In that article journalists Amelia Saw, Charles Miranda and Suzan Delibasic reveal
that drug dealers and users have seamlessly been turning recently to social media, particularly
Instagram, to conduct their illegal trade. Among many other points, the News Corp report also
confirms that Wangaratta, Bendigo and Mildura, which is in my electorate, remain affected by
exceptionally high levels of meth supply and consumption in particular.
Similarly the recently released latest edition of the Penington Institute’s Australia’s Annual Overdose
Report 2020 points to many further and related problems. It shows, for instance, that more than
2000 Australians lost their lives to a drug overdose in a single calendar year for the fifth successive
time. This includes a staggering 123 per cent rise in deaths where four or more illicit substances were
detected in a person’s body. Additionally more than 1500 unintentional drug-induced deaths in
Australia occurred just in 2018 alone, of which around 56 per cent were in regional areas. As part of
that, there was a 67 per cent rise in drug overdoses simply in the Wodonga-Alpine region between
2014 and 2018, and all the while there is also repeated and growing evidence that Victoria continues
to have a desperate shortage of drug rehabilitation facilities and beds, with average waitlist times
typically skyrocketing over recent years.
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I realise this is an area of policy that evokes considerable passion in people at all ends of the spectrum.
Accordingly the action I seek from the minister is an outline of the government’s current plans for
establishing and/or providing additional funding for more drug and alcohol rehabilitation facilities and
services, including in a number of areas in my electorate of Northern Victoria. In my view more of
these facilities are urgently needed to help break people’s drug addictions and dependencies and the
many problematic consequences, including dangerous and recidivist criminal offending, increasingly
being caused by them.
CARDINAL GEORGE PELL
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (17:55): My matter this evening is for the attention of the
Attorney-General. One thing that I am absolutely convinced of in this life is that the integrity of our
justice system is absolutely crucial to the survival of us as a civilised society. If the community has no
faith in its justice system, if it has no faith in its policing system, then we are indeed in a great deal of
trouble.
I have previously expressed my grave concerns about the occurrences leading up to the charging and
prosecution and the conviction of Cardinal George Pell. A lot of people around the world are looking
at the Victorian justice system as it is with dismay as to how this grave injustice has been allowed to
occur. What has happened over the last week or two just adds to that. We have had allegations from
overseas that over $1 million was siphoned off to Victoria, to Melbourne, to pay off people to ensure
that Cardinal Pell was convicted. Now, I obviously do not know if there is any truth to those
allegations, but the fact that those allegations have been made and the fact that they have been made
at a very, very high level in media terms casts an even greater pall over our justice system.
We know that $1 million was siphoned off. Now, if indeed that million dollars was paid to people to
ensure that Cardinal Pell was convicted, we need to know where the money went. We need to know
who took the money. We need to know the role of those who were bribed in this particular situation.
I think it is the gravest crisis—injustice—in this state that we have possibly ever seen, and it is
absolutely crucial that the government does something to ensure that our justice system is not just
clean but is seen to be clean. It is so important.
Putting aside Cardinal Pell, putting aside the details of the case itself, our justice system in Victoria is
on trial itself, and that is something that must worry us all. So I am asking the Attorney-General, as a
matter of urgency, to hold a full independent inquiry into the occurrences around the Pell case and to
deliver a report to this Parliament.
MARINE VESSEL SAFETY
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (17:59): My adjournment debate matter is for the
Minister for Fishing and Boating. Victorian waterways are used by tens of thousands of vessels each
year for fishing, boating, sailing, jetskiing, waterskiing and diving, to name a few. Each of these vessels
must be regularly serviced to ensure their safe operation. Servicing vessels is crucial for ensuring
things like structural integrity, engine performance, watertightness and working safety equipment.
However, under the current COVID restrictions vessels cannot be serviced as they usually would be.
Although vessels are not using the water right now, the concern lies with the huge backlog of vessels
that are due to be serviced. Victoria has 198 000 registered vessels. That would indicate that
approximately 16 000 need to be serviced per month to maintain a safe fleet with regular annual
servicing. It is feared that people will be tempted to take their boats and families out on the water once
restrictions ease, despite a lack of servicing, and this is a huge risk. There are many risks, such as
potential engine, hull or system failures, that could occur if servicing and safety maintenance is not
completed.
Further restrictions of servicing will only add to the backlog and further escalate the risks. The industry
has a capacity issue, and the shortage of skilled people to perform this work and catch up on the
backlog will exacerbate the problem and escalate the risks. Servicing has taken place for work-in-
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progress jobs and emergency and essential work jobs during the stage 4 lockdowns, so this precedent
indicates that servicing can be done in a COVID-safe manner and a structure to do so is already in
place and underway. Servicing can be supported by a completely contactless drop-off/pick-up for
those within 5 kilometres or a COVID-safe delivery system for those outside 5 kilometres. It should
also be noted that servicing also has a very low worker-per-square-metre factor. My request to the
minister is to urgently review the restrictions and allow marine mechanics to operate as an essential
service.
REGIONAL CINEMAS
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (18:00): My adjournment matter this evening is for the Premier, and
it relates to operations of a cinema and cinemas across regional Victoria, and in particular one in the
beloved town of Bairnsdale. Part of East Gippsland’s community for over 20 years, the Sun Cinema
in Bairnsdale—now, 20 years in any given time is a good outcome for a business, but this business
needs to support local people and provide an avenue for entertainment and community gatherings for
20 more years—unfortunately, because of COVID, have had to close. They closed in March. They
opened for a very brief time in July before being shut down again—so, really, closed for six months.
Now, unfortunately, unlike other businesses—some of our cafes and restaurants have been able to
provide that takeaway service, and indeed at the moment we are opening back up so that they can have
limited table seating, which we endorse and want to see expanded in terms of eateries—you either go
to the cinema or you do not. It is very challenging to create a pivot to any other business.
Now, in readiness for changing and opening up and allowing people back in, the Sun Cinema has
already organised bubble seating so that people sit in their family group or in isolation entirely in a
bubble so that they are separated. They have a software system for updating names and addresses.
They have pivoted to the point that they are ready to receive people.
Now, we have also seen—indeed, figures out only this week—that the Australian has released startling
figures around mental health, and I know other members have raised this. In September and October
350 000 Victorians sought mental health access through Medicare, GPs, psychiatrists, psychologists
and counselling. That is a lot of people who are in a desperate situation due to the COVID lockdowns.
Now, we know in Gippsland that we have zero cases among people living in our region. We also know
that Beyond Blue and Lifeline are getting targeted by people, and we know that this business will do
its utmost to make sure people are safe. So I am saying to this government that you need to open up
cinemas in regional Victoria. You need to ensure that they will do the right thing, and they will ensure
it because they are highly credible and decent people. I ask you to open up regional cinemas and this
one in particular.
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION CCTV CAMERAS
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (18:03): My adjournment matter is to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services in the other place. In 2019 the Australian Institute of Criminology
released two studies on the use of CCTV by police, and these found that significantly more crimes
were solved when CCTV was installed. The action that I seek is for CCTV to be installed in areas of
high or serious crime to assist local police investigations, including and around Yarraville station and
shopping centre.
A community group can request local council to install CCTV, funded by the Public Safety
Infrastructure Fund, but only the council can apply. Councils do great work; however, they cannot be
the only judge as to where CCTV is needed. Indeed serious crimes such as sexual assault may be too
painful for an individual to come forward to a local council about and are a police matter. According
to the Victorian Law Reform Commission, sexual assault is a crime that is very often under-reported
and, when it is, it is underinvestigated and underconvicted. I know police in my region would welcome
assistance solving these serious crimes.
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Two women who live in my street were sexually assaulted in Yarraville—both my age—and request
not to be named. On a hot Yarraville Festival night the first woman was walking home, as many people
were that night. She was dragged into the darkness near Yarraville station, near the bus interchange,
and sexually assaulted for 45 minutes. She was treated in hospital, severely bruised with broken bones,
and she did not want it to happen again, so she went from shop to shop to tell her story. To the second
woman it happened 20 years ago, walking home with her son, a toddler. She was sexually assaulted
in a laneway adjacent to the local park, coming off the shopping centre, in front of her son. Though
reported, both remain unsolved with no witnesses and no justice for these victims.
A minority worry about this technology that invades their privacy. However, the studies also show
that overwhelmingly a majority of this footage is used for the purpose that was intended, which is to
solve a serious crime and keep the community safe. I cannot promise justice for the crimes against
these women. However, installing CCTV cameras could provide that protection for others in the
future.
COVID-19
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (18:06): My adjournment matter this evening is to the
Minister for Health. Millions of us remain in lockdown, and we have got outbreaks occurring in
Shepparton, where hundreds of people have been turned away after hours of waiting; they cannot get
tested. The whole thing is a complete shambles with contact tracing, as we know. But my matter relates
to the information that is provided in the public domain, and we had a debate on a motion in relation
to information being made available to the public only this morning. But what information is being
provided on the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) website as compared to New
South Wales? It is in stark contrast. What we are not seeing is the data that New South Wales has on
its website, which provides a whole range of localised information and which is giving the public a lot
more confidence. The most significant difference between Victoria and New South Wales is that the
New South Wales government publicly provides complete datasets of all the COVID-19 cases. These
datasets break down the cases by local government area, postcode, likely source of transmission and
the date they were recorded by New South Wales Health. Alongside these regional geographic datasets
the New South Wales government also publicly publishes the self-reported data for businesses and
organisations by name, industry, street address and other information. This is crucial microdata that
allows the public in New South Wales to identify where each COVID hotspot or outbreak has
occurred. This information is easily accessible to the public.
In contrast, as I said, our dashboard here with DHHS is absolutely hopeless. It does not provide a
comprehensive picture of all hotspots and the outbreaks in Victoria. The dashboard has a two- to threeday delay in the information published, which at times is not even aligned with the data and cases
being reported in the chief health officer’s daily media releases. This does nothing to instil confidence
in the Victorian public that this government has got this very critical situation under control, and we
have seen it time and time again, despite the rhetoric that is coming out of the Premier in his daily
diatribes before the public where he says he has got it under control. It is absolute garbage. It is a dog’s
breakfast. It is all over the place, and the action I seek is for the minister to explain why the government
has not provided the same level of critical information to the public on the DHHS dashboard that is
occurring in New South Wales.
MOTOR VEHICLE REGISTRATION FEES
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (18:09): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Roads
and Road Safety. Both this government and our federal government treat motorists like cash machines.
They charge extra taxes for buying vehicles and the fuel they run on. They charge additional fees and
outrageous fines. For many a car is a practical necessity, which is why the government is so eager to
gouge them. It is not fair, but motorists are easy game for treasurers with spending habits.
It is time for this to end. A good place to start would be to reduce and remove Transport Accident
Commission charges. This government has admitted that it overcharges Victorians for the mandatory
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personal injury insurance as a way to plug holes in the budget. This is doubly offensive for people who
have to pay multiple fees for no additional benefit. Nobody is able to drive multiple cars at the same
time, but this government still charges them for additional insurance. People often own two or even
three vehicles for different purposes—for example, a single person may own a car to use around town,
a ute for work and a four-wheel drive for camping. In situations like these a single individual is forced
to pay for three registrations and three TAC charges, when one fee is already excessive. This amounts
to more than $1000 a year in additional and pointless charges.
This year will be especially bad for excess TAC fees. Victorians have paid for registration and
insurance with the expectation that they will be able to use their vehicles to travel for a wide variety
of reasons. Now they are paying for the privilege of not being able to use them. Seeing as government
restrictions are preventing Victorians from getting the full value from their registration, it is only fair
that these charges are refunded.
Some Victorians like to spend their additional money on televisions or holidays; others like to spend
it on cars. These Victorians pay income tax and GST just like everybody else. They do not owe the
Victorian Treasury any more than anyone else and should not be singled out and exploited in the way
that they have been. I call on the minister to refund all TAC and registration charges this year and to
implement regulatory changes that ensure that in future years no Victorians are double-charged TAC
and rego fees.
BARWON HEADS ROAD DUPLICATION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (18:12): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety and relates to the duplication of Barwon Heads Road. This whole project has
been typical Andrews government infrastructure spin. They promised big but have delivered nothing
at all. At the election they pledged $318 million to build the road, but two years later the sole allocation
has been a paltry $400 000 for planning. Thank goodness the federal government has stepped in to
clear up yet another Andrews government mess. The $292 million committed in the budget last week
in the federal Parliament drops the state commitment to just $73 million. There is no excuse now to
not get on and deliver for the Bellarine.
The state government’s refusal to explain the $46 million blowout is just not good enough either. Noone expects competence in a Daniel Andrews infrastructure project, but the least we deserve is
honesty. It is a legitimate question, and refusing to answer just shows the lofty contempt this
government is becoming renowned for. Lisa Neville called the project, quote, ‘A critical piece of
infrastructure’ back in 2018.
She knows how important it is, and the total lack of progress made until this federal rescue deal should
be hugely embarrassing to her, as the local member, and her government. I call on the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety to reveal immediately the nature and details of the $46 million cost blowout
on the duplication of the Barwon Heads Road.
GIANT SPIDER CRABS
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (18:14): I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Fishing and Boating. The beautiful Mornington Peninsula, renowned for so many excellent festivals
and things to see, has one attraction which is perhaps less well known—that is, the annual midyear
arrival of thousands of spider crabs. These spider crabs frequent Blairgowrie, Sorrento, Rye and other
local piers. Generally it is around when the full moon in June occurs. The crabs gather in giant groups,
discard their old shells and grow new ones. They gather to feed on the surrounding food, and it creates
a fantastic environment for the community. This migration has become very popular with scuba divers
and snorkellers.
It is only in recent times, in the last few years, that these crabs have been of interest to fishers. We saw
on our TV screens this year during the COVID pandemic a very concerning situation where the Rye
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Pier was absolutely chock-a-block with people, and police had to actually close it down. This has led
the Victorian Fisheries Authority to release a proposal to reduce the permitted catch from 30 crabs a
day to 15, and whilst some greater regulation is probably warranted, because Rye Pier saw huge
amounts of rubbish left behind, significant mess and overcrowding, as I say, it warrants further
consultation with the local community and with fishers about what is the appropriate level of catch,
what should be the limit per person and how many crabs should be allowed to be caught by fishers.
There has been some pushback from the local community, because they have had their pier overtaken
at times, and as I say, there have been significant amounts of rubbish. I want to congratulate Zoe
McKenzie and the Spider Crabs Melbourne and Spider Crab Alliance team who have tried to broker
discussion between the local community, the fishers, the Mornington Peninsula shire and others. So
the action I would seek from the minister is that as well as working with interested fishers, she engage
with the local community in consultation with the local council and explore the possibility of a spider
crab festival as well as reviewing the crab take.
Following matter incorporated pursuant to order of Council of 15 September:
POLICE DATA
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan)
My adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister for Police, and the action I seek is that, as recommended
by the Police Accountability Project, Victoria Police require all members who initiate a stop, search or moveon direction to collect data on the cultural background or race of those stopped and searched as perceived by
the police officer.
Victoria’s laws currently permit the stopping of pedestrians and vehicles without reasonable grounds,
meaning Victorians are particularly vulnerable to racial profiling.
Despite Victoria Police’s policy prohibiting racial profiling, there are no effective mechanisms that monitor
its occurrence in Victoria.
The exceptional powers provided to law enforcement during the pandemic has highlighted some pre-existing
community concerns over racially biased policing.
The crime data that is recorded and publicly released has indicated an over-representation of young people,
with Aboriginal and Sudanese among those fined for breaching restrictions.
Victoria Police claim that this data indicating racial bias in policing is misleading, because it does not record
instances of officer restraint and discretion—for example, where officers issue informal warnings or have
conversations rather than issuing fines.
We agree with Victoria Police that recording and reporting this additional data alongside how officers
perceive a person’s cultural background will provide a clearer picture to the community on whether
perceptions of racial bias are justified, and whether Victoria Police are really upholding their commitment
against racial profiling.
The reporting of stop, search and move-on data, including cultural background, clearly relates to statistics
monitoring the operational performance of Victoria Police, not crime statistics, and so does not engage or
interfere with the legislated role of the Crimes Statistics Agency. I note that similar operational performance
statistics, without recording cultural background, are currently already included in police reporting without
any problems.

RESPONSES
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (18:17): There are 12 members that raised matters
for ministers, and answers will be provided accordingly. And there are five responses to adjournment
matters.
The PRESIDENT: Members, I remind you that tomorrow’s starting time is 10.00 am. The house
stands adjourned.
House adjourned 6.17 pm.
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Written adjournment responses
Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.

Wednesday, 14 October 2020
COVID-19
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (1 September 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):
It is critical that all Victorians comply with the Chief Health Officer’s (CHO) directions which are currently
in place to slow the spread of COVID-19. This is not about any particular group within the community.
Anybody who blatantly or deliberately disregards the directions of the CHO may be investigated by Victoria
Police and face a penalty.
I am aware that the Licensing and Regulation Division (LRD) of Victoria Police has provided specific advice
to firearms licence holders that people who blatantly and deliberately disregard CHO directions are
endangering public safety and therefore may be breaching their firearms licence conditions.
The Firearms Act 1996 (Vic) (the Act) requires that the Chief Commissioner of Police must be satisfied an
individual is a ‘fit and proper person’ to possess, carry, use, acquire and dispose of a firearm. A range of
factors are taken into consideration by Victoria Police when determining whether a person is ‘fit and proper,’
and this is assessed on a case-by-case basis.
Guidelines for when a person may not be considered fit and proper are published on the Victoria Police
website. They include where a person has had findings of guilt for crimes of violence; has a history of
irresponsible handling of firearms; has not proven to be of good character; has a criminal history associated
with firearms; has provided false or misleading information to the police in a firearms matter; has failed to
possess sufficient knowledge or competency in the carriage and use of firearms; or has a record of physical
or mental illness or a record of drug or alcohol misuse in relation to which medical evidence suggests they
should be excluded from owning or using a firearm. There may be other criteria that will prevent a person
from being considered a fit and proper person and situations that fall outside these guidelines will also be
assessed on a case-by-case basis.
Victoria Police has multiple layers of review in place to ensure any suspension imposed on a firearms licence
holder is appropriate in the circumstances. Furthermore, Section 48 of the Act provides that a written
submission can be made to Victoria Police about the proposal to cancel a firearms licence within 28 days of
the time a notice is served. I would encourage anybody who has had their firearms licence suspended and
disputes this to contact the LRD of Victoria Police on 1300 651 645 or lrd@police.vic.gov.au and raise their
concerns with an LRD officer.
If a firearms licensee has their licence cancelled by Victoria Police, they have a right of appeal to the Firearms
Appeal Committee (FAC). The FAC is a statutory appeals body, independent of government, established
under part 9 of the Act. The function of the FAC is to review certain decisions of the Chief Commissioner of
Police including where they cancel a firearms licence, refuse an application for a firearms licence, impose
licence conditions or refuse to issue a permit to acquire. Parties to an application before the FAC have a further
right of review from a decision of the FAC to the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal. Further
information on how to lodge an appeal to the FAC is available from https://www.justice.vic.gov.au/contactus/firearms-appeals-committee.
I acknowledge the continued impact COVID-19 is having on firearms licensees’ ability to participate in
recreational hunting and sporting events and thank them for their continued resilience during this difficult
period.
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SEX OFFENDER REGISTER
In reply to Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (2 September 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):
Thank you for your question Mr Grimley.
The Sex Offenders Registration Act 2004 (Vic) (‘the Act’) provides that all adults who are sentenced for
committing a Class 1 or Class 2 sexual offence against a child are automatically placed on the Register of Sex
Offenders (RSO).
The courts also have discretion to include on the RSO:
•

an offender who is under the age of 18 years

•

an adult sentenced for certain sexual offences against an adult, and

•

any person who commits any offence where the court finds that the offender poses a risk to the safety of
one or more persons or to the community.

When an offender becomes an RSO, they must report key personal details to Victoria Police for a specified
period. The length of the reporting period depends on the number and nature of the offences for which the
RSO was sentenced, and whether the offender was an adult or a child at the time of the offences.
The Act provides that an individual who has been found guilty of a specified offence can apply to the court
to be removed from the RSO (ss 11A to 11G). The application must be filed in the court that imposed the
sentence at first instance for the specified offence to which the application relates. The individual is only
eligible to make such an application if:
•

at the time they committed the specified offence they were 18 or 19 years of age; and

•

they have not been found guilty of another registrable offence that is not a specified offence; or

•

they have not been found guilty of another specified offence for which an application for a registration
exemption order has been refused; or

•

they were not a registrable offender at the time they committed the specified offence; and

•

they are not a corresponding registrable offender or a New South Wales registrable offender; and

•

the offending did not involve more than one victim, unless the offending related to the possession of
child pornography or child abuse material.

An application may relate to more than one specified offence if each specified offence relates to the possession
of child abuse material or child pornography, or each specified offence was committed against the same
victim.
An application for a registration exemption order must be made no later than six months after the day on
which the individual is first given notice of their reporting obligations (unless the individual was placed on
the register before the scheme commenced on 1 March 2018).
The Act does not require victims to be notified if their perpetrator applies to be removed from the RSO. The
Victorian Sex Offender Registry (the Registry) routinely makes contact with victims in all instances to gather
their input, unless it would be irresponsible or impractical to do so considering the full circumstances of the
offending and other relevant factors including the passage of time, the victim’s current age and likely retraumatisation among other considerations. The Registry has adopted this practice to ensure the victim’s
perspective is considered when determining an application for exemption.
The Chief Commissioner of Police (CCP) is a party to registration exemption applications and can make any
submission to the court in respect of the application. In deciding whether to make a registration exemption
order, the court must take into account any submissions made by the Chief Commissioner of Police.
The Act provides evidentiary rules for the hearing of an application for a registration exemption order to
reduce the impact on any victim (s 11G of the Act). The court must not grant leave to cross-examine a victim
in a hearing of a registration exemption application. The transcript, victim impact statement or other record
of evidence given by a victim in the trial or sentence hearing of the applicant is admissible as evidence in the
hearing of a registration exemption order application.
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A court may only grant an exemption from registration in limited circumstances. The court must be satisfied
on the balance of probabilities that:
•

at all times during the commission of the specified offence any victim of the offence was at least 14 years
old; or

•

at all times during the commission of the specified offence any individual depicted or described in any
material to which the offence relates was of or over the age of 14 years; and

•

that the applicant poses no risk or a low risk to the sexual safety of one or more persons or of the
community, having regard to:

•

•

the seriousness of the specified offence; and

•

the ages of the applicant and any victim of the specified offence at the time of the specified offence
was committed; and

•

whether the victim of the specified offence was under the care, supervision or authority of the
applicant at the time the specified offence was committed; and

•

whether any victim of the specified offence had a cognitive impairment or mental illness at the
time the specified offence was committed; and

•

where the application relates to more than one specified offence–the number and nature of those
specified offences, including whether the specified offences arose out of the same set of
circumstances; and

•

any other matter that the court considers relevant; and

but for the specified offence the applicant would not be a registrable offender.

In accordance with section 70P of the Act, by 30 September each year the CCP is required to report to the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services the total number of registered sex offenders, the number of
offenders added to the RSO in the financial year, the number of prohibition orders made and the number of
registration orders made as at 30 June. The CCP is not required by the Act or associated Sex Offenders
Regulations 2014 to report the number of exemptions granted, and this information is not publicly available.
Information that is required to be reported will be made publicly available in the Victoria Police Annual
Report 2019-2020 when published.

COVID-19
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (2 September 2020)
Mr PALLAS (Werribee—Treasurer, Minister for Economic Development, Minister for Industrial
Relations, Minister for the Coordination of Treasury and Finance: COVID-19):
As the matters you raise fall under the responsibility of the Minister for Local Government and Minister for
Suburban Development, your adjournment matter should be redirected to him.

VICTORIA POLICE
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (2 September 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):
It is the role of Victoria Police to serve the Victorian community and uphold the law to promote a safe, secure
and orderly society as outlined in the Victoria Police Act 2013 and reflected in the Victoria Police Code of
Conduct. Victoria Police officers rely on a variety of statutes and the common law to fulfil this role. Victoria
Police expects the highest standards from its officers and actively enforces regulations relating to officer
behaviour in the Victoria Police Code of Conduct. The oath undertaken by police officers requires them to
discharge their duties legally, faithfully and according to the law. Police in Victoria are also required to carry
out their role regardless of culture, faith, gender or background.
Preventing the spread of COVID-19 and supporting the community to comply with Chief Health Officer’s
directions remains a priority for Victoria Police. The behaviour of those who blatantly breach the Chief Health
Officer’s directions, such as organising public gatherings, will not be tolerated as they present a serious health
and safety risk to the general public and our frontline work force.
I support Victoria Police’s judgement when it comes to how best to use their powers and when they need to
intervene.
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It is important to note that Victoria Police Act 2013 explicitly prevents the Minister from directing how police
investigate or prosecute individuals. This ensures Victoria Police have complete operational independence in
how they enforce the law.

COVID-19
In reply to Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (15 September 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 recognises the right of people to publicly convey their opinions lawfully, including
at protests and street marches. The opportunity to protest is an integral part of our open and democratic way
of life, however, it is not a human right to transmit COVID-19 to others. The clear public health advice is that
individuals who attend protests or incite large gatherings, against the directives of the Chief Health Officer,
are putting themselves and their communities at risk.
In Victoria, people have the right to engage in peaceful protests and demonstrations provided that they do so
lawfully and do not engage in illegal behaviours such as trespassing, obstructing roads and footpaths,
endangering the safety of persons, causing injury to persons or damage to property, causing a breach of the
peace or posing a risk to public safety. In this current environment however, planning any kind of gathering
is unacceptable. Victoria Police will continue to enforce the Chief Health Officer’s directions and will not
hesitate to issue fines, or make necessary arrests, to keep all Victorians safe and to help drive case numbers
down.
It is the role of Victoria Police to serve the Victorian community and uphold the law so as to promote a safe,
secure, and orderly society. I support the established statutory processes for investigating and prosecuting
individuals, as it ensures community confidence in the transparency and accountability of Victoria Police.

