PARLIAMENT OF VICTORIA

PARLIAMENTARY DEBATES
(HANSARD)

LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL
FIFTY-NINTH PARLIAMENT
FIRST SESSION

TUESDAY, 27 OCTOBER 2020

hansard.parliament.vic.gov.au
By authority of the Victorian Government Printer

The Governor
The Honourable LINDA DESSAU, AC

The Lieutenant-Governor
The Honourable KEN LAY, AO, APM

The ministry
Premier. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. DM Andrews, MP

Deputy Premier, Minister for Education and Minister for Mental Health ..

The Hon. JA Merlino, MP

Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture and
Minister for Resources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. J Symes, MLC

Minister for Transport Infrastructure and Minister for the Suburban Rail
Loop . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. JM Allan, MP

Minister for Training and Skills and Minister for Higher Education . . . .

The Hon. GA Tierney, MLC

Treasurer, Minister for Economic Development and Minister for
Industrial Relations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. TH Pallas, MP

Minister for Public Transport and Minister for Roads and Road Safety .

The Hon. BA Carroll, MP

Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change and Minister for
Solar Homes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. L D’Ambrosio, MP

Minister for Child Protection and Minister for Disability, Ageing and
Carers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. LA Donnellan, MP

Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services and Minister for
Equality . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. MP Foley, MP

Attorney-General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. J Hennessy, MP

Minister for Ports and Freight, Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming
and Liquor Regulation and Minister for Fishing and Boating . . . . . . .

The Hon. MM Horne, MP

Minister for Crime Prevention, Minister for Corrections, Minister for
Youth Justice and Minister for Victim Support . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. NM Hutchins, MP

Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban Development and
Minister for Veterans . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. SL Leane, MLC

Minister for Water and Minister for Police and Emergency Services. . . .

The Hon. LM Neville, MP

Minister for Industry Support and Recovery, Minister for Trade, Minister
for Business Precincts, Minister for Tourism, Sport and Major Events
and Minister for Racing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. MP Pakula, MP

Assistant Treasurer, Minister for Regulatory Reform, Minister for
Government Services and Minister for Creative Industries . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. DJ Pearson, MP

Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical Research
and the Digital Economy and Minister for Small Business . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. JL Pulford, MLC

Minister for Multicultural Affairs, Minister for Community Sport and
Minister for Youth . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. RL Spence, MP

Minister for Workplace Safety and Minister for Early Childhood . . . . . .

The Hon. I Stitt, MLC

Minister for Prevention of Family Violence, Minister for Women and
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. G Williams, MP

Minister for Planning and Minister for Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. RW Wynne, MP

Cabinet Secretary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Ms M Thomas, MP

Legislative Council committees
Economy and Infrastructure Standing Committee
Mr Barton, Mr Erdogan, Mr Finn, Mr Gepp, Mrs McArthur, Mr Quilty and Mr Tarlamis.
Participating members: Dr Bach, Ms Bath, Dr Cumming, Mr Davis, Mr Limbrick, Mr Meddick, Mr Ondarchie and
Mr Rich-Phillips.
Environment and Planning Standing Committee
Dr Bach, Ms Bath, Dr Cumming, Mr Grimley, Mr Hayes, Mr Meddick, Mr Melhem, Dr Ratnam, Ms Taylor and
Ms Terpstra.
Participating members: Ms Crozier, Mr Davis, Dr Kieu, Mrs McArthur and Mr Quilty.
Legal and Social Issues Standing Committee
Ms Garrett, Dr Kieu, Ms Lovell, Ms Maxwell, Mr Ondarchie, Ms Patten, Dr Ratnam and Ms Vaghela.
Participating members: Dr Bach, Mr Barton, Ms Bath, Ms Crozier, Dr Cumming, Mr Erdogan, Mr Grimley,
Mr Limbrick, Mr O’Donohue, Mr Quilty, Ms Shing, Mr Tarlamis and Ms Watt.
Privileges Committee
Mr Atkinson, Mr Bourman, Ms Crozier, Mr Grimley, Mr Leane, Mr Rich-Phillips, Ms Shing, Ms Symes and
Ms Tierney.
Procedure Committee
The President, the Deputy President, Ms Crozier, Mr Davis, Mr Grimley, Dr Kieu, Ms Patten, Ms Pulford and
Ms Symes.

Joint committees
Dispute Resolution Committee
Council: Mr Bourman, Ms Crozier, Mr Davis, Ms Symes and Ms Tierney.
Assembly: Ms Allan, Ms Hennessy, Mr Merlino, Mr Pakula, Mr R Smith, Mr Walsh and Mr Wells.
Electoral Matters Committee
Council: Mrs McArthur, Mr Meddick, Mr Melhem, Ms Lovell, Mr Quilty and Mr Tarlamis.
Assembly: Ms Blandthorn, Mr Guy, Ms Hall and Dr Read.
House Committee
Council: The President (ex officio), Mr Bourman, Mr Davis, Mr Leane, Ms Lovell and Ms Stitt.
Assembly: The Speaker (ex officio), Mr T Bull, Ms Crugnale, Ms Edwards, Mr Fregon, Ms Sandell and Ms Staley.
Integrity and Oversight Committee
Council: Mr Grimley and Ms Shing.
Assembly: Mr Halse, Mr McGhie, Mr Rowswell, Mr Taylor and Mr Wells.
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
Council: Mr Limbrick and Ms Taylor.
Assembly: Ms Blandthorn, Mr Hibbins, Mr Maas, Mr D O’Brien, Ms Richards, Mr Richardson, Mr Riordan and
Ms Vallence.
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee
Council: Mr Gepp, Mrs McArthur, Ms Patten and Ms Terpstra.
Assembly: Mr Burgess, Ms Connolly and Ms Kilkenny.

Heads of parliamentary departments
Assembly: Clerk of the Legislative Assembly: Ms B Noonan
Council: Clerk of the Parliaments and Clerk of the Legislative Council: Mr A Young
Parliamentary Services: Secretary: Mr P Lochert

MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL
FIFTY-NINTH PARLIAMENT—FIRST SESSION

President
The Hon. N ELASMAR (from 18 June 2020)
The Hon. SL LEANE (to 18 June 2020)
Deputy President
The Hon. WA LOVELL
Acting Presidents
Mr Bourman, Mr Gepp, Mr Melhem and Ms Patten
Leader of the Government
The Hon. J SYMES
Deputy Leader of the Government
The Hon. GA TIERNEY
Leader of the Opposition
The Hon. DM DAVIS
Deputy Leader of the Opposition
Ms G CROZIER

Member

Region

Atkinson, Mr Bruce Norman
Eastern Metropolitan
Bach, Dr Matthew1
Eastern Metropolitan
Barton, Mr Rodney Brian
Eastern Metropolitan
Bath, Ms Melina Gaye
Eastern Victoria
Bourman, Mr Jeffrey
Eastern Victoria
Crozier, Ms Georgina Mary
Southern Metropolitan
Cumming, Dr Catherine Rebecca
Western Metropolitan
Dalidakis, Mr Philip2
Southern Metropolitan
Davis, Mr David McLean
Southern Metropolitan
Elasmar, Mr Nazih
Northern Metropolitan
Erdogan, Mr Enver3
Southern Metropolitan
Finn, Mr Bernard Thomas Christopher Western Metropolitan
Garrett, Ms Jane Furneaux
Eastern Victoria
Gepp, Mr Mark
Northern Victoria
Grimley, Mr Stuart James
Western Victoria
Hayes, Mr Clifford
Southern Metropolitan
Jennings, Mr Gavin Wayne4
South Eastern Metropolitan
Kieu, Dr Tien Dung
South Eastern Metropolitan
Leane, Mr Shaun Leo
Eastern Metropolitan
Limbrick, Mr David
South Eastern Metropolitan
Lovell, Ms Wendy Ann
Northern Victoria
McArthur, Mrs Beverley
Western Victoria

Party
LP
LP
TMP
Nats
SFFP
LP
Ind
ALP
LP
ALP
ALP
LP
ALP
ALP
DHJP
SAP
ALP
ALP
ALP
LDP
LP
LP

Member
Maxwell, Ms Tania Maree
Meddick, Mr Andy
Melhem, Mr Cesar
Mikakos, Ms Jenny5
O’Donohue, Mr Edward John
Ondarchie, Mr Craig Philip
Patten, Ms Fiona Heather
Pulford, Ms Jaala Lee
Quilty, Mr Timothy
Ratnam, Dr Samantha Shantini
Rich-Phillips, Mr Gordon Kenneth
Shing, Ms Harriet
Somyurek, Mr Adem6
Stitt, Ms Ingrid
Symes, Ms Jaclyn
Tarlamis, Mr Lee7
Taylor, Ms Nina
Terpstra, Ms Sonja
Tierney, Ms Gayle Anne
Vaghela, Ms Kaushaliya Virjibhai
Watt, Ms Sheena8
Wooldridge, Ms Mary Louise Newling9

1

5

2

6

Appointed 5 March 2020
Resigned 17 June 2019
3
Appointed 15 August 2019
4
Resigned 23 March 2020

Region
Northern Victoria
Western Victoria
Western Metropolitan
Northern Metropolitan
Eastern Victoria
Northern Metropolitan
Northern Metropolitan
Western Victoria
Northern Victoria
Northern Metropolitan
South Eastern Metropolitan
Eastern Victoria
South Eastern Metropolitan
Western Metropolitan
Northern Victoria
South Eastern Metropolitan
Southern Metropolitan
Eastern Metropolitan
Western Victoria
Western Metropolitan
Northern Metropolitan
Eastern Metropolitan

Resigned 26 September 2020
ALP until 15 June 2020
7
Appointed 23 April 2020
8
Appointed 13 October 2020
9
Resigned 28 February 2020

Party abbreviations
AJP—Animal Justice Party; ALP—Labor Party; DHJP—Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party;
FPRP—Fiona Patten’s Reason Party; Greens—Australian Greens; Ind—Independent;
LDP—Liberal Democratic Party; LP—Liberal Party; Nats—The Nationals;
SAP—Sustainable Australia Party; SFFP—Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party; TMP—Transport Matters Party

Party
DHJP
AJP
ALP
ALP
LP
LP
FPRP
ALP
LDP
Greens
LP
ALP
Ind
ALP
ALP
ALP
ALP
ALP
ALP
ALP
ALP
LP

CONTENTS
ANNOUNCEMENTS
Acknowledgement of country ....................................................................................................................................3383
CONDOLENCES
Ronald Alexander Best ...............................................................................................................................................3383
ANNOUNCEMENTS
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3387
BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Standing and sessional orders.....................................................................................................................................3387
BILLS
COVID-19 Omnibus (Emergency Measures) and Other Acts Amendment Bill 2020 ........................................3388
National Energy Legislation Amendment Bill 2020 ...............................................................................................3388
Royal assent ............................................................................................................................................................3388
Police and Emergency Legislation Amendment Bill 2020 .....................................................................................3388
Project Development and Construction Management Amendment Bill 2020 ......................................................3388
Royal assent ............................................................................................................................................................3388
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE AND MINISTERS STATEMENTS
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3388
Djab Wurrung cultural heritage .................................................................................................................................3389
Ministers statements: Victorian Training Awards....................................................................................................3390
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3390
Duck hunting................................................................................................................................................................3391
Ministers statements: COVID-19 ..............................................................................................................................3392
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3392
Animal welfare ............................................................................................................................................................3393
Ministers statements: early childhood education......................................................................................................3393
Local government elections ........................................................................................................................................3394
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3395
Ministers statements: COVID-19 ..............................................................................................................................3396
QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers ........................................................................................................................................................................3396
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE AND MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Written responses ........................................................................................................................................................3396
MEMBERS
Ms Tierney ...................................................................................................................................................................3397
Personal explanation ..............................................................................................................................................3397
CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Northern Victoria Region ...........................................................................................................................................3397
Western Victoria Region ............................................................................................................................................3397
Northern Metropolitan Region ...................................................................................................................................3398
Northern Victoria Region ...........................................................................................................................................3398
Western Metropolitan Region ....................................................................................................................................3398
Northern Victoria Region ...........................................................................................................................................3398
Western Metropolitan Region ....................................................................................................................................3399
Eastern Victoria Region ..............................................................................................................................................3399
Northern Metropolitan Region ...................................................................................................................................3399
Southern Metropolitan Region ...................................................................................................................................3399
Northern Metropolitan Region ...................................................................................................................................3399
Eastern Metropolitan Region......................................................................................................................................3400
Western Victoria Region ............................................................................................................................................3400
Eastern Victoria Region ..............................................................................................................................................3400
PETITIONS
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3401
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3401
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3401
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3402
BILLS
Housing Amendment (Creating Jobs and Homes) Bill 2020..................................................................................3402
Introduction and first reading ................................................................................................................................3402
COMMITTEES
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee ..........................................................................................................3402
Alert Digest No. 10 ................................................................................................................................................3402

Annual Review 2019: Regulations and Legislative Instruments.......................................................................3402
PAPERS
Papers............................................................................................................................................................................3404
BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Notices of motion ........................................................................................................................................................3404
Notices of intention to make statements....................................................................................................................3404
Sessional orders ...........................................................................................................................................................3404
General business ..........................................................................................................................................................3404
MEMBERS STATEMENTS
AFL Grand Final .........................................................................................................................................................3405
Science, technology, engineering and mathematics education ...............................................................................3405
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3406
AFL Grand Final .........................................................................................................................................................3406
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3406
One Giant Leap Australia ...........................................................................................................................................3407
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3407
Eastern Metropolitan Region electorate office .........................................................................................................3407
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3408
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3408
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3409
Past adoption practices ................................................................................................................................................3409
Manufacturing industry...............................................................................................................................................3409
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3410
V/Line ...........................................................................................................................................................................3410
BILLS
Cladding Safety Victoria Bill 2020............................................................................................................................3410
Second reading........................................................................................................................................................3410
Committee ...............................................................................................................................................................3434
Third reading...........................................................................................................................................................3440
Education and Training Reform Amendment (Regulation of Student Accommodation) Bill 2020 ..................3440
Second reading........................................................................................................................................................3440
Third reading...........................................................................................................................................................3450
ADJOURNMENT
Ross Street, Tatura.......................................................................................................................................................3450
Western Metropolitan Region cycling infrastructure...............................................................................................3451
Justice system...............................................................................................................................................................3452
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3452
Freight industry ............................................................................................................................................................3453
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3453
Commercial passenger vehicle industry....................................................................................................................3454
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3455
Grampians rock climbing ...........................................................................................................................................3455
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3456
Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission .........................................................................................3456
Animal welfare legislation ..........................................................................................................................................3457
Coroners Court of Victoria .........................................................................................................................................3457
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3458
Animal welfare ............................................................................................................................................................3459
Responses .....................................................................................................................................................................3459
WRITTEN ADJOURNMENT RESPONSES
Northern Metropolitan Region small business .........................................................................................................3460
Shepparton bypass .......................................................................................................................................................3460
Pet ownership ...............................................................................................................................................................3461
Pet welfare ....................................................................................................................................................................3461
Working for Victoria ...................................................................................................................................................3462
National cabinet ...........................................................................................................................................................3462
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3462
Mental health support ..................................................................................................................................................3463
Waste and recycling management .............................................................................................................................3463
Animal welfare ............................................................................................................................................................3464
Startup funding programs ...........................................................................................................................................3464
COVID-19....................................................................................................................................................................3465
Police resources ...........................................................................................................................................................3465
Altona North landfill ...................................................................................................................................................3466
High-capacity metro trains .........................................................................................................................................3466

ANNOUNCEMENTS
Tuesday, 27 October 2020

Legislative Council

3383

Tuesday, 27 October 2020
The PRESIDENT (Hon. N Elasmar) took the chair at 11.05 am and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (11:05): On behalf of the Victorian state Parliament I acknowledge the
Aboriginal peoples, the traditional custodians of this land which has served as a significant meeting
place of the First People of Victoria. I acknowledge and pay respect to the elders of the Aboriginal
nations in Victoria past, present and emerging and welcome any elders and members of the Aboriginal
communities who may visit or participate in the events or proceedings of the Parliament.
Condolences
RONALD ALEXANDER BEST
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (11:06): I move:
That this house expresses its sincere sorrow at the death, on 14 October 2020, of Mr Ronald Alexander Best
and places on record its acknowledgement of the valuable services rendered by him to the Parliament and the
people of Victoria as a member of the Legislative Council for North Western Province from 1988 to 2002.

On behalf of the government I pay my respects to Mr Best and indeed acknowledge his contribution
to this chamber and to Victoria, particularly country Victoria, and I thank the chamber for their
agreement to have this brief recognition today. I know a number of members in this place knew Ron
well both personally and professionally. I did not have the pleasure of meeting him, but he was
certainly one of those members that my former boss Rob Hulls liked. Those that know Hulls know
that that is a pretty hard barrier to meet, but Ron Best was one of those who got the approval of
Mr Hulls.
He did serve in this place between 1988 and 2002 representing the North Western Province, a seat that
covered about a third of the state at the time. I know many of us in this chamber have very large
electorates and know how challenging that can be. You have to work very hard to ensure that you can
represent your communities effectively and be a champion of those local communities. I understand
that he was universally respected for that hard work. He had a number of roles as a politician,
culminating in the appointment to the front bench as the Shadow Minister for Housing.
I understand his successes as a politician are only part of the successes that Ron had in his life. He was
an impressive businessman, family man, partner and of course importantly to Victorians, particular
country Victorians, a renowned footballer. If his stats are anything to go by, this statement has not
been an exaggeration. Kicking over 1600 goals in the Bendigo Football League is no mean feat, and
he even ended the 1980 season with 161 goals. With that reputation it is quite surprising that he did
not win his first election when he came up against John Brumby for the federal seat of Bendigo. He
did, however, to much elation for his efforts, get elected to represent the North Western Province the
following year, and that region is the better for it.
We pass on our condolences to his family, particularly Louise, and all of those who loved him. Vale,
Ron Best.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (11:09): I want to join with this
motion on behalf of the Liberals and Nationals. I first thank the government for indulging us in this on
this occasion. Many of us did know Ron extremely well. We served in this place with him. I will be
brief, but he was a person who had a knockabout style, a person who had a sense of humour. He had
a capacity to cut to the chase very quickly, and I think many of us appreciated that greatly.

CONDOLENCES
3384

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 27 October 2020

He was, as has been outlined, a great footballer. He ran small businesses successfully. He was elected
in 1988 and held the position until 2002 as a member for North Western Province. He had very strong
links into Bendigo, as people know, through the football league and his businesses. I was a new person
in this place in 1996, and we would have some of those overnight sessions that would go very long.
Ron and I took up the habit—in the middle of the night when the chamber was droning on—of pacing
up and down on the front steps, and Ron would impart to me much of the wisdom that he had garnered
over a number of years in politics. I was always thankful for that, and I always listened to what he was
saying because there was usually a significant pearl of wisdom in that.
Of course he married Louise Asher, a dear friend of many of us on this side of the chamber who we
not only served with but knew for many years in the Liberal Party organisation. So we had what was
fondly referred to as a mixed marriage with a National, and it was a great mixed marriage because it
was appreciated by everyone. They were a great couple when they came together, and it was one of
those cases where a marriage is greater than the sum of its parts. They complemented each other in a
remarkable way. Louise also had her own version of a knockabout style—Bruce is laughing—and she
was able to cut to the chase on matters very quickly too. I think not only of Ron’s family, his kids, but
I particularly want to acknowledge the sadness that Louise will be feeling now. I watched the funeral,
as a number of us did. Obviously this is a difficult time with COVID-19, and an online funeral, to be
honest, is not the same, but it was a heartfelt occasion. We wish her the best, and we will miss Ron
Best.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (11:12): I would like to join this motion as well. I obviously
did not have the pleasure of working with Ron Best here. Although he did not remember, we did meet
while he was a member of Parliament here and I was trying to sell him on the idea of changing the
censorship laws. He did not buy it at the time. But I got to meet him in my first term, the last term, and
I met him as Louise Asher’s partner. I have to say I really enjoyed his company and he was very happy
to talk to me about politics and to talk to me about this place. I must say I learned an awful lot from
Ron in those times that I got to spend with him. I think what I also saw was that love between him and
Louise Asher and just how strong and beautiful that was. My heart really goes out to Louise at this
time.
Much to people’s surprise, we were in Canberra one evening and we saw Ian Thorpe—this was during
the marriage equality debate. We hastily drew up a little sign saying ‘We support marriage equality’
and got a selfie with Ian Thorpe. Ron Best was first to join us in that selfie. I think it shows that he was
a thoughtful person. He respected other people’s judgements. He respected other people’s opinions,
and as I say, I think the partnership of Ron and Louise was something to behold and something to
admire greatly. My condolences to Louise Asher. I did not get to meet Ron’s children and
grandchildren, but he told us many stories about them.
Just finally on a moment of being in New Zealand with Ron, we were at the high commission there
having a fairly stilted, stifling kind of meeting, and he was out in the front yard kicking the football
with the diplomats’ children. I think that really depicted the man he was.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (11:14): I was deeply shocked and deeply saddened when I
heard the news that Ron Best had left us. He was a very, very good man and a hell of a good bloke,
and if somebody can say that about me when I go, well, I will be very, very pleased. Whether they
will or not is another thing altogether.
Ron of course was a prodigious talent on the football field, as was recounted at his funeral last week.
In his first game he kicked 14 goals, and perhaps at another time he would have been a top-flight AFL
player but he decided to stay in Bendigo. He was a man without airs and graces, and he was very
happy dominating the Bendigo league and becoming a legend in that part of the world. Of course he
was also a successful businessman, particularly in the food area, and then became a member of this
place where he spent 14 years. That is where I got to know him. When I was elected in 1992, for the
first time, Ron was a member and a very, very hardworking local MP with something that is God
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given, and that is a thing called common sense. Somebody once said to me that common sense does
not seem all that common these days, but with Ron it was, and for that we can be very grateful.
He was a man of great humour, a great laugh and also great humility. He had every reason, given what
he had done in his life, to be on particularly good terms with himself, but he was not. I never at any
stage ever found him to be like that at all, and it deeply saddens me to think that I will not see him
again. It is really, really, really sad that we will not enjoy the fun, the joy and, as I said, that laugh—
that laugh that I will always remember. Dinner or drinks with Ron and Louise was always something
to look forward to, and I remember them with great affection.
It is sad that we had a limited number at his funeral given the circumstances at this time, because the
crowd otherwise would have been massive. The only thing that would have shaded the size of the
crowd would have been the wake afterwards, which I would suggest also would have been massive
and indeed may still be going today. I watched the funeral last week, as I said, and the tributes to Ron
were emotional, they were strong and they gave a very, very clear and rounded description of his life.
He was only 71, which is not old, and Louise Asher, as we know, retired from the Parliament less than
two years ago. They were planning the rest of their lives together, and my heart goes out to Louise in
a way that I cannot properly put into words. It is just dreadful for her in particular, and my sympathy
and the sympathy of my family go to her and Ron’s kids in particular.
As I said before, he was an extraordinary man, a man of many talents and a man who was not afraid
to contribute. We will all be better for having known him, those of us who did. We get to the stage
now where we do say farewell to Ron. We say, ‘Ron, you will be missed’ and, ‘Ron, you will always
be remembered’.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (11:19): I too join the condolence motion for
the Honourable Ron Best. I did not know Bestie as a footballer. In fact when I first arrived in this place
in 1999 I had no idea of his background as a footballer, but by that stage Bestie and Louise were well
established as an institution in this place. Like Mr Finn, I remember Bestie as a good bloke.
In that period of time the Liberal-Nationals coalition actually split—I think it was in 2000—and sat as
separate parties, but that did not change the nature of the relationship with Bestie and the way he
engaged with us as Liberal Party members and indeed those of us who were new young members at
that time. Bestie always was a very engaging person; he was good company, he was good fun.
Throughout the years—while he was in here and of course when he subsequently left the Parliament
but was married to Louise Asher and we saw Bestie socially from time to time—he was always very
interested in what was going on and what people were doing, and he was always good for a chat.
Like Mr Finn I was shocked to hear of Bestie’s death on 14 October, that his illness had progressed so
quickly and that we had in fact lost him at the age of 71. I listened to the funeral last Thursday, the
tributes from his children, Chris and Elizabeth, who talked about the role their father played in their
lives. I heard the tribute from Louise about the relationship she had had with Ron over many years,
obviously culminating with their retirement and their subsequent travels.
Understand that he was so much more than just a member of Parliament. He was so much more than
a footballer. Indeed his career post-Parliament, as a director of an ASX-listed company among other
things, really highlighted the talents of the man and the breadth of the man. I think those of us who
knew him will miss him and will miss his contribution and his friendship and his good nature. I would
like to place on record my condolences to Louise and to Chris and Elizabeth.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (11:21): I thank the house on behalf of The Nationals for their lovely
words recognising Ronald Alexander Best, who was born in 1949 in Melbourne and moved to regional
Victoria. Those of us in The Nationals seem to have a pathway from football into Parliament. Now,
we are changing the trend at the moment and that is not the case in recent times, but certainly when
you look at Ron Best, the sorts of qualities that you need on the football field to kick over 1600 goals
in your career and to have 100 goals over 13 years are amazing. It is the tenacity, the sixth sense and
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the discipline to get up and get going and train. It is the determination and the ability to work with your
colleagues on the football field and indeed in Parliament. I think quite often we joke about football,
but we also know that people who are passionate about that sport, and any sport indeed, bring that into
the Parliament and bring that tenacity. Indeed Ron was also incredibly passionate about The
Nationals—the Country Party and then The Nationals—and very passionate about rural and regional
people and passionate about speaking up for the issues that are important to them and taking their
issues into Parliament for their betterment.
I note in his life before Parliament he held amazing business acumen, as we have heard, in the food
industry and also in a pub. I think that may be a good thing too; every good National Party person
needs to know how to walk into a pub. Also the relevant and varied things that he brought to Parliament
came through in his committee work and his parliamentary work in terms of housing, small business,
public land and resources. Indeed he was the Shadow Minister for Housing, and also he was on the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee and other economic development committees. He used to
be the National Party secretary, a joyous position I now hold.
I guess the thing that we loved about Ron as well was that when he came to our state conferences
which occurred every year, he came as a team—during my time—with Louise Asher, his beloved
wife, who I am sure is so devastated now. Our hearts go out to Louise and also to Chris and Elizabeth
and the grandchildren, Ari and Eden. This is always about family grieving—at a time when he was in
the prime of his life for him and Louise to take off and enjoy their overseas travel. It is always so
bittersweet. When you have the time, sometimes it then slips away.
I would just like to also mention that Ron was a very big lad; he was tall of stature and big of body.
Barry Bishop was just talking to me and said that Ron and Jeanette Powell once went out to dinner
and came back to Parliament and he jumped on a chaise longue—we know those old red or green
chaise longues—and he broke it. He put his whole body through it and had to get the clerks to come
through and actually physically pull him out. He was larger than life, and we of The Nationals thank
him for his service to our party and thank him for his service to Parliament. As I said, our hearts go
out to his dear family.
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (11:25): I would just like to pick up on something that
Mr Finn said, because it was very much going to be the theme of what my remarks would go to, and
that is the humility of Ron Best. Here was a person who could well have been quite forgiven for being
carried away with his own self-importance given the achievements of his life. But indeed he brought
a humility and never got ahead of himself and was always conscious—and I think there is a real lesson
for all of us in this—of the fact that being a member of Parliament was not about him and about his
achievement in getting here or about the things that he might have accomplished while he was here.
Indeed for Ron Best it was about representing people; it was about representing his constituents.
He was very successful in every aspect of his life, and there are few people who can probably claim
that distinction. He was successful on the sporting field, he was successful in business, he was
successful in this Parliament and he was successful beyond the Parliament as he took on other
activities. He was a person who was not combative, and yet the time that I was with Ron Best in this
place was a somewhat difficult period for Victoria and for this Parliament in the sense that it followed
the Cain-Kirner years and a fairly divisive election and a time in this place where there was a fair bit
of acrimony and obviously some very divisive debates. Ron Best again excelled in the sense that he
did not come here to simply criticise, to be combative, but rather to be collaborative, to try and find
solutions and to try and develop pathways to a better Victoria and better outcomes for the people he
represented. Again, in that contribution that he made to this place I certainly learned a lot. I am sure
that others who served with him at that time learned a great deal, and I would hope that on reflection
all of us will take note of that contribution and learn from it.
Too often I think we come to this place with good intentions but we lose them along the way—
sometimes because of our own self-importance, sometimes because we get captured by the theatre of
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this place. Someone like Ron Best—a very engaging man, an honest man, a man who was great
company, a man who understood other people and related to them, had empathy with them—indeed
was able to by his own example establish what we should all try to do in terms of our careers in
Parliament and the things that we do in life.
Louise Asher has been a friend of mine for longer than anyone else in this place. She and I were in
Young Liberals together. We worked together. It was a few years ago. Actually, I am interested to
know in terms of today’s debate too what position Melina played in the football team. But Louise and
I go back a long way, and I know she was very, very happy with Ron—that they had a terrific
relationship, which others have reflected on—and certainly my heart goes out to her at this time as
well as to his family.
As other members have said, this is a very difficult time to lose a loved one. It is a very difficult time
to come to grips with your grieving, the opportunity to say goodbye. But certainly in every death there
is occasion for us to reflect upon the qualities of the person we have lost and what we should do to be
more like them. In this case we would do well to follow the example of Ron Best.
Motion agreed to in silence, members showing unanimous agreement by standing in their places.
Announcements
COVID-19
The PRESIDENT (11:32): I would just like to remind members that the COVID-safe plan is still
in place and that the temporary orders agreed to on 15 September 2020 in relation to submitting
material for incorporation in Hansard remain in place. I remind members that if they would like to
incorporate a members statement, a constituency question, an adjournment matter or a second-reading
speech to be considered in the house they need to email the contribution to the table office by the time
the house adjourns. Divisions will continue to operate under temporary orders agreed to by the house
on 23 April 2020. Members will be asked to stand in their place during a division.
Business of the house
STANDING AND SESSIONAL ORDERS
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (11:33): I move, by leave:
That standing, sessional and temporary orders be suspended to the extent necessary to allow the following to
occur:
1.

Order of Business today
The Order of Business today will be—
Messages
Questions
Answers to Questions on Notice
Constituency Questions (up to 15 Members)
Formal Business
Members’ Statements (up to 15 Members)
Government Business
At 10.00 p.m. Adjournment (up to 20 Members).

2.

Sitting of the House on Thursday
The sitting of the Council, on Thursday, 29 October 2020, to commence at 10.00 a.m.

Motion agreed to.
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Bills
COVID-19 OMNIBUS (EMERGENCY MEASURES) AND OTHER ACTS AMENDMENT
BILL 2020
NATIONAL ENERGY LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2020
Royal assent
The PRESIDENT (11:34): I have a message from the Governor, dated 20 October:
The Governor informs the Legislative Council that she has, on this day, given the Royal Assent to the
undermentioned Act of the present Session presented to her by the Clerk of the Parliaments:
27/2020 COVID-19 Omnibus (Emergency Measures) and Other Acts Amendment Act 2020
28/2020 National Energy Legislation Amendment Act 2020

POLICE AND EMERGENCY LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2020
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT
BILL 2020
Royal assent
The PRESIDENT (11:34): I have another message from the Governor, dated 27 October:
The Governor informs the Legislative Council that she has, on this day, given the Royal Assent to the
undermentioned Act of the present Session presented to her by the Clerk of the Parliaments:
29/2020 Police and Emergency Legislation Amendment Act 2020
30/2020 Project Development and Construction Management Amendment Act 2020

Questions without notice and ministers statements
COVID-19
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (11:35): My question is for the
Minister for Small Business. The Chapel Street Precinct Association has said today that only 50 per
cent of hospitality businesses will be able to open their doors tomorrow due to the strict caps on
density. They have said:
It’s an absolute pipe dream to think that the majority of our businesses will just be able to transition to outdoor
dining.

I therefore ask, Minister: what actions will you take to support those Victorian hospitality businesses
that will be forced to remain closed for the foreseeable future due to the tough density caps at a time
of zero COVID transmission?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (11:36): I thank Mr Davis for his
question, and I particularly thank everyone who works in the hospitality industry, whether they are an
employee or whether they are a business operator. It has been an incredibly challenging period, and
many have done remarkable things to try and retain some connection to their customers when they
have not been able to have them dine in. I think it was an enormous feeling of relief that was felt by
the hospitality industry across Melbourne when the Premier announced that they will be able to prepare
from yesterday afternoon and through today and open for seated patronage from midnight tonight. It
is a very exciting time. Just walking to the Parliament through the city this morning, on a very short
walk, I saw a number of places starting to do their preparations.
Now, not every business will choose to immediately open on Wednesday. There will be some that will
take a number of days to prepare, and it is worth noting that a quarter of the state’s hospitality industry
has been operating with these rules now for the best part of a month. I think that provides a really

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE AND MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Tuesday, 27 October 2020

Legislative Council

3389

helpful guide for many in Melbourne about things like table turn, things like COVID-safe plans and
indeed things like booking arrangements and the like.
In terms of Mr Davis’s question about support for the hospitality industry, there are a number of
initiatives, a number of measures, that the government has taken—some I am responsible for
administering, some Minister Pakula is responsible for administering. I am happy to undertake to
provide the Chapel Street traders with further information on that, though I imagine most of them
probably are well aware of what is available. I wish them the very best over the course of this week as
they return to having seated patrons. I know there is a lot of excitement, and it will be a challenging
thing for people to get a table. But similarly, with their local council, if there are issues with securing
space for outdoor dining then, again, I am happy to make representations to the council. I am sure
Mr Leane would be as well. Again, on my very short walk and stroll through the city of Melbourne—
not that municipality—it was amazing yesterday afternoon and this morning to see new outdoor dining
areas being installed up and down Bourke Street. I know that many councils are doing everything they
can to provide those opportunities.
We know the rate of infection is in the order of 20 per cent higher for indoors compared to outdoors,
and that is why the initial arrangements for hospitality will be 50 outdoors and 20 indoors across two
spaces, but regional Victoria is now operating at 70 outdoors and at four lots of 10 in different spaces.
I think that provides probably a very useful signpost to people in the hospitality industry in Melbourne
about how, if the next few weeks go as we all hope and as we plan, they will be able to look forward
to an increase in trade. Many businesses have also continued their takeaway and other trade as well.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (11:40): Minister, I thank you for
your answer, and I notice you have indicated you will provide further information to the Chapel Street
Precinct Association, but I wonder if you would go one further. Will you meet with the Chapel Street
Precinct Association and the Restaurant and Catering Industry Association of Australia to better
inform yourself of the ongoing challenges confronting hospitality businesses, some of whom do not
have access to outdoor dining or sufficient outdoor dining space, and to assist them to comply with
the harsh density caps?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (11:40): I have met with the industry
association already, and I have a small business recovery committee that has been established in the
last month. It has about 30 member organisations. I met with them last night and last week as well.
Mr Davis comes in here on a pretty regular basis and asks me to meet with people, and on all the other
occasions I have said yes. Yet he never actually then follows up to arrange the meeting or to provide
the details of the people, so maybe this time he will. Of course I am happy to meet with the Chapel
Street traders association, and I would also encourage them, if they have not yet, to apply for our local
traders grants program as well. That would present for them perhaps a good opportunity to encourage
people to shop and dine locally to support their resumption of trade, and if that group needs some
further assistance from my department to understand the significant supports that are available and the
rules that are in place to support a safe return to their businesses, then we are of course happy to provide
that.
DJAB WURRUNG CULTURAL HERITAGE
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (11:42): My question is for the minister representing the
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs. Yesterday, as the rest of Victoria celebrated the end of lockdown,
police and contractors moved in on the Djab Wurrung Heritage Protection Embassy, started
dismantling the protest camp and cut down a magnificent tree known as the directions tree. Last year
I visited the site and had the honour of being told the significance of the directions tree, the birthing
trees and the surrounding areas to the traditional owners of that land. The destruction of this tree,
described as an act of cultural genocide, and of the protest camp under the cover of COVID was
devastating to many First Nations people in Victoria. Minister, given the outpouring of grief and anger
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at the disregard of the cultural heritage of our First Nations people inherent in the actions of yesterday
and continuing today with arrests being made of people trying to protect it, I ask: what will you do
now to stop the ongoing destruction of the Djab Wurrung people’s culture and history, and will you
protect their right to protest on their land?
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (11:43): I will ensure that Dr Ratnam’s question is directed to
the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs and ensure that she gets a response as prescribed in the standing
orders.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (11:43): Thank you, Minister, for passing that on. My
follow-up question is: now that Victoria is undertaking historic steps towards a treaty or treaties, how
many more sacred sites, culturally significant places, traditional lands and waters will be destroyed
during the process of reaching a treaty, which may take years if not decades?
The PRESIDENT: I know the minister took on board that he will get an answer in two days. The
supplementary to his answer was broader than the question itself, but I will call the minister.
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (11:44): I am happy to pass on that question to the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs, and as I said before, I will ensure that Dr Ratnam gets the answer as prescribed in
the standing orders.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: VICTORIAN TRAINING AWARDS
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (11:44): I rise today to celebrate the commencement of the 2020 Victorian Training
Awards. Of course this year’s awards are looking a little different, being presented as an online series
rather than a gala event, but that does not change the importance of these awards—a celebration of
excellence in our training sector. This year they also especially acknowledge the resilience of our
institutes, our teachers, our apprentices, our students, our support staff and industry collaborators. They
highlight that even in the face of adversity our sector is strong and up to the challenge of making its
important contribution to rebuilding our economy.
Every day over the coming weeks each of the categories will be announced on the Victorian Training
Awards Facebook page, and this morning the prestigious Large Training Provider of the Year award
category was announced. The winner of this award will represent Victoria at the Australian Training
Awards. The three finalists for this prestigious award were GOTAFE, South West TAFE and Box Hill
Institute. And the winner of the Large Training Provider of the Year Award for 2020 is South West
TAFE. Congratulations to the CEO, Mark Fidge, and all of his team right across the South West TAFE
operations at Warrnambool, Portland, Colac and Hamilton. They work closely with industry, and I am
really proud of how closely they work with the Learn Local sector to support pathways into TAFE.
South West TAFE have done themselves very proud, and I look forward to them continuing to deliver
for the local communities in which they have campuses.
COVID-19
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (11:46): My question is to the Minister for Workplace
Safety. Minister, on 15 October this year you stated in this place that you were yet to be briefed on the
exact number of WorkSafe inspectors who would then in turn be trained to take on additional
responsibilities as authorised officers. Have you now been briefed on the number of WorkSafe
inspectors who have been or will be appointed as authorised officers under the Public Health and
Wellbeing Act 2008? If so, please inform the house.
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(11:46): I thank Mr O’Donohue for his question. Can I take this opportunity to give my thanks to all
of the WorkSafe inspectors that have been doing an incredible job across the state throughout this
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pandemic, visiting and assisting thousands of Victorian businesses and workers to stay safe during
these difficult times. In relation to authorised officers, I can advise that obviously the changes that
were brought to this place will enable authorised officers to play a vital public health role as we
continue to do everything we can to keep on top of this global pandemic and make sure that workplaces
are not the source of further transmission. We want our WorkSafe inspectors to have all the powers
they need to address those risks, and this includes giving WorkSafe inspectors the power to issue
infringement notices, to require cleaning and disinfecting and to direct occupiers to take the action
necessary to keep everyone safe. I am aware that it is the intention for an initial cohort of WorkSafe
inspectors to be appointed as AOs following appropriate training. The vast majority of businesses are
doing the right thing in Victoria, but these necessary changes will ensure that WorkSafe have all the
tools they need to take all the action that is required across our businesses as we reopen.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (11:48): Minister, thank you for your answer. I note you did
not identify the number in the cohort, as you referred to it. Minister, Victorians want and expect
WorkSafe officers to exercise their powers as WorkSafe officers immediately upon the identification
of any breach of OH&S laws and to also help businesses to develop COVID-safe plans, especially
small businesses. Minister, how do you propose to mitigate the risk of any conflict of duty for
WorkSafe officers on the one hand to WorkSafe and to your departmental secretary and the chief
health officer as authorised officers on the other?
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(11:49): I thank the member for his supplementary question. I have been advised that WorkSafe
inspectors will continue to report to the WorkSafe CEO, whether they are exercising their powers
under the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 or the Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008. As
the member would know, I have ministerial responsibility for the Occupational Health and Safety Act
under the general order. Similarly, as members might be aware, other ministers have responsibility for
the Public Health and Wellbeing Act. The Minister for Health and the Secretary of the Department of
Health and Human Services will remain responsible for the appointment of WorkSafe inspectors as
authorised officers.
DUCK HUNTING
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (11:50): My question is for the Minister for Agriculture and
concerns the 2021 duck season. We have experienced one of our wettest years in recent history. The
good news is that the long-term forecasts show that this is only going to continue. Whilst bag limits
are esoteric—if there are no ducks, you cannot shoot them—drier years are used to reduce bag limits.
However, more rain equals more ducks—this is a fact—so bag limits need to be revised. For a while
there has been a lot of talk about the adaptive harvest model, which in dry years would see the bag
limit go down but in wet years would see the bag limit increase to even more than the 10 that we are
legislatively allowed today. Is the government going to implement the adaptive harvest model for the
2021 season to allow for an increase in the bag limit?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (11:50): I thank Mr Bourman for his question
regarding duck hunting. It has been a couple of weeks since I have had a duck-hunting question, so I
was due. As is my ordinary response to these matters, I have been very clear that I take advice from
the Game Management Authority. I am aware that current surveys are being completed, but I have not
received any indication from those surveys at this time. I will get formal advice in December, and the
normal processes will apply.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (11:51): Thank you, Minister. I do not know if that quite
addressed the question, but it was close enough, I guess. It is clear that the current bag limit is based
on an extremely low level that does very little to control duck numbers in heavy seasons. Will the
government amend the Wildlife Act 1975 to allow the bag limit to go above 10 when required?
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Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (11:51): I thank Mr Bourman for his question. It is
not a current policy of the government to make any changes in that regard. The normal processes will
apply this coming season.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: COVID-19
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (11:52): Today is the second day that Victoria has
reported no cases of COVID-19. I think we are all feeling very relieved about that, but I would
encourage not eating too many doughnuts, which I think a lot of people indulged in yesterday. Let us
hope that there is an excuse to have a doughnut every day for days to come, though. Of course it is not
over, but as the Premier indicated in his announcement yesterday, we are firmly on top of the virus
and that is where we intend to stay. We are on track to be one state again soon, which is a relief for
Melburnians and great news for some of the sectors hit hardest in regional Victoria, like tourism.
The government is getting shovels in the ground and people back to work as we speak. We have faced
the biggest economic challenge in generations. Industry and businesses have found ways to adapt, and
I have been very proud of them, and now the government is playing its part to drive new economic
activity and, with it, create jobs across the state. Upgrades to foreshores in Portland, Mildura, Benalla
and Paynesville are underway, there is a new mountain bike trail in Ararat Hills Regional Park, ecoaccommodation in Mount Buffalo in partnership with the traditional owners is progressing, a
$4.5 million project to restore the streetscape amenity of the Maldon township has been approved, a
new shared bike and walking path across the Macedon Ranges will go in and there will be more
upgrades to complement the cafe at Bullock Island, near Lakes Entrance. Last week I turned the sod
on the Buloke streetscape renewal project in Birchip.
By transforming the entrances to these small towns we aim to create jobs during construction and
provide long-term boosts to the economic recovery through increased tourism, such as capitalising on
the silo art trail. By investing in projects like these we want to create more jobs and make sure that our
country communities are livable and attractive. These investments will support visitation and local
business growth and hopefully attract new residents as well.
As we look towards handing down a budget later this year that focuses on jobs and continuing the task
of economic recovery, we will continue to listen to locals. The economic impact of the coronavirus
pandemic has served to highlight the existing challenges and opportunities our country towns and
regional cities have. Tourism, digital connectivity, mental health and agriculture are now as important
as ever, and we will continue to invest in these.
COVID-19
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (11:54): My question is for the Minister for Training and Skills.
Minister, the Andrews government’s restrictions on face-to-face teaching mean TAFE students will
be unable to complete their practical placements to pass 2020 coursework. How many TAFE students
will not be able to pass their practical placements because of your government’s COVID restrictions?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (11:54): I thank the member for her question, and it is a good question—a question that is
actually based on an interest in something that is actually real to her constituents—so congratulations,
Ms Bath. Now, in terms of the issue of—
Members interjecting.
Ms TIERNEY: You don’t want to hear the answer, clearly. Ms Bath, this issue of placements is
an issue that the sector is having not just in this state but also across other jurisdictions. It is being
talked about and dealt with at the commonwealth level as well. In fact it was Victoria that raised the
issue, and there have been a series of round tables that have been hosted in Victoria with the
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commonwealth. Since that time there have been further discussions with industry members and
education providers to work through what the options essentially are, given, for example, that we have
had variations to VCE and school completions. So a lot of conversations have taken place.
But beyond that, Ms Bath, what I can advise you is that the indications that we have got from the work
that has been done by the department is that there are something like 23 qualifications that are affected
in terms of backlog. What we will be doing is organising some brokerage in terms of the
Apprenticeship Employment Network to ensure that there is a proper, managed, regimented approach
to being able to locate students who need to complete placements for the completion of their courses.
This is starting to commence, and this is an exercise that will continue to be with us for some time.
Thank you for your interest.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (11:57): I thank the minister for her response. Noting that there is a
great deal of anxiety among our youth and also people returning to study at TAFE, they really want to
know when, so my question is: when will these students be able to undertake their placements and get
their pass?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (11:57): So, again, it will be for the students and their families to contact the TAFE. Each
circumstance will be different. Each placement essentially will be different. It will be up to the
provider, which will be able to provide direct assistance. If that is not the case, they are also invited to
contact the department, where the whole issue of placements is very much on top of our agenda.
ANIMAL WELFARE
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (11:58): My question is for the minister representing the
minister for the environment. With World Kangaroo Day being last Saturday, 24 October, I am
reminded how kangaroos are loved throughout Australia and the world. Despite this, we inflict the
world’s largest wildlife slaughter on them to our international and everlasting shame. Here in Victoria
it is no different. These gentle creatures, their numbers already decimated by drought and bushfire,
remain persecuted by professional shooters as a result of this government’s decisions. When a joey is
orphaned by this shooting, the shooter is asked to kill them also. The code allows for this to happen
using blunt force trauma, typically the slamming of the body or the head against a vehicle, a tree or a
rock. Last year this chamber’s inquiry into animal activism asked the government to consider
alternatives to slaughtering farmed animals using blunt force trauma on cruelty grounds. Minister, why
is our beloved native wildlife still allowed to be killed using blunt force trauma?
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (11:59): I thank Mr Meddick for his question. I will ensure that
it is directed to the minister for the environment and there is a response within what is prescribed in
our standing orders.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(11:59): I rise to update the house on financial incentives that are now available to attract more early
childhood teachers to regional areas as the rollout of three-year-old kinder continues in 2021. Earlier
today I announced an additional $510 000 to boost early childhood incentives and to achieve parity
with incentives to attract hard-to-staff positions in schools. Under this funding, incentives will range
between $9000 and $50 000 for successful teachers. The funding will be available to current early
childhood teachers who take jobs 100 kilometres or more from their current place of residence or
people who are making a switch from a teaching career in primary schools in our early rollout areas
of three-year-old kindergarten. A once-off $3000 relocation payment will also be available to teachers
who move 200 kilometres or more away from their current home. In an Australian first, the Andrews
Labor government is investing $5 billion over this decade to deliver two years of funded kindergarten
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for all Victorian children, with reform underway in six local government areas this year. Three-yearold kindergarten will roll out to families in a further 15 regional areas in 2021.
In addition to these incentives, support will be provided to the 2021 services most in need of teachers
to assist with their recruitment. The reform is expected to create 6000 new early childhood jobs,
including approximately 4000 bachelor-qualified teachers and 2000 VET-qualified educators. To
create these jobs the Andrews Labor government is investing $92.4 million in the early childhood
workforce towards supporting, training and recruiting the teachers and educators we need. Today’s
announcement builds on the early childhood teacher incentives that were launched in 2019 to
encourage early childhood teachers to take up vacant positions in services first delivering three-yearold kinder.
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ELECTIONS
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:01): My question is to the Minister for Local Government.
Minister, the last day on which ballots for local government elections could be postmarked was Friday,
23 October. Now, your colleague sitting at the table, Ms Pulford, is responsible for public holidays,
and she will inform you that Friday just gone, the 23rd, was in fact the grand final parade public
holiday, despite there being no Melbourne-based grand final and no parade, although it was a
particularly sensational result. But postal delivery and collections of ballot papers appear to have been
seriously interrupted in some municipalities, including Wyndham, where ballot papers may not have
arrived by 22 October. I therefore ask: why did you as local government minister choose to mandate
a public holiday as the last day for ballots to be postmarked?
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (12:02): I thank Mr Finn for his question, and can I congratulate
him on something a lot of us did not enjoy on the weekend but that I am sure he enjoyed very much.
Now, I am going to give Mr Finn an answer, but I will start off by saying that the minister responsible
for the Victorian Electoral Commission is Minister Pearson. But in saying that, I have had a number
of meetings with the VEC. Since I have become minister, actually, I have made sure that I have—
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr LEANE: I am not doing a handball, Mr Finn; I am just saying that I have had a number of
conversations and a number of meetings with the VEC commissioner and in fact the deputy
commissioner. The advice given, seeing that we are holding an election in a time when everyone in
every facet of life is dealing with a global pandemic, was a request around me changing the regs so
the postal date, the return date, could be extended by a couple of days. I actually agreed with the
commissioner and did change those regulations. So, with the fact that there may have been a public
holiday within this period of time, there were actually some extra days afforded because of the concern.
I can say to Mr Finn that the good news, from the conversation I had with the commissioner only two
days ago—sorry, yesterday, days are long at the moment—
Dr Cumming: It feels long, doesn’t it, Shaun?
Mr LEANE: A day does feel long. It was yesterday. The good news is that at this point the return
of ballots looks like being about a 5 per cent increase on 2016. That is a really good thing. With local
government elections and the period of time that people have spent recently dealing with different
issues that go with the global pandemic, my belief is that people are as locally engaged as they ever
have been, and I think that is actually maybe what has increased this return since 2016. I know that
there has been some commentary about disappointment. Melbourne City Council’s return is never
great. It is actually higher than it was in 2016 as well, so I think we are tracking well for a really good
election.
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Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:05): I thank the minister for his answer, and I just ask:
Minister, can you assure the house that every ballot arriving from every registered voter within the
time frame will be counted and that nobody was cut out of exercising their democratic rights?
Dr Cumming: Hear, hear, Mr Finn!
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (12:05): I think we both have a fan, Mr Finn. No-one can
guarantee anything in this world, Mr Finn, but the plan is for every vote to be accepted and counted
and for there to be a great election which hopefully returns a record number of female councillors, a
record number of First Nations councillors and a record number of CALD councillors and that we
have some great councillors going forward to work through the COVID recovery, which I am really
excited about and looking forward to. I think once again I will say that local councils have done some
great work during this challenging time, and I am sure they will do some great work into the future.
COVID-19
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:06): My question is to the Minister for Small Business.
Licensed brothels, escort agencies, strip clubs and adult service operators are concerned that because
of the nature of their business they will be discriminated against during the reopening of Victorian
businesses that has just been announced by the government. Like many other sectors that require close
contact, such as beauty salons, tattoo artists or massage therapists, those involved in the sex industry
have put together COVID-safe operating plans to ensure that both workers and clients follow health
protocols. Given its history, one could argue that the sex industry is in fact positioned much better than
other industries to deal with these sorts of health concerns. Minister, will you ensure that the adult
industry operators are treated fairly and in no way discriminated against as the state starts to reopen?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (12:07): I thank Ms Patten for her
question and her advocacy on behalf of this industry and the people who work in it. I am certainly
happy to confirm that as we reopen and find our COVID normal we are not discriminating against this
industry, and I really would not want people in this industry to feel that they were being discriminated
against. All of the decisions are based on advice from our public health team. There are a great many
workplaces and businesses that received the news that they were looking for yesterday in terms of
opening. Beauty has close contact—that is relevant to your point—and retail and hospitality and others
have had the opportunity to open earlier, and then there are others again that are still waiting for the
final step in the road map and then the COVID-safe step.
I think around the time that Melbourne takes the next step we will be in a position to articulate what
the final step will look like and when it will occur. In the meeting I had last night with small business
organisations and operators one of the questions was, ‘When can people go back to their offices?’, for
instance. There are some types of work that we are just not quite ready to have reopened yet, but I am
incredibly conscious that, whilst that is a smaller group, with the passage of time their needs and their
position become increasingly acute, so I certainly would give you that guarantee that this is not a
question of discrimination for particular types of work. I thank you for asking the question.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:09): Thank you, Minister, for that assurance. Certainly
the industry quite often do feel that they are left to the bottom of the list and in fact discriminated
against. In that vein, several adult industry operators have come to me with concerns that they are not
only having trouble getting clarity on safe opening processes but also having difficulty accessing small
business grants. Now, I have certainly referred these concerns to Minister Pakula’s office, but as small
business minister I am wondering if you could follow through with Minister Pakula on these adult
industry organisations who are having a difficult time accessing these government funds.
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Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (12:10): I thank Ms Patten for her
further question. For industries that continue to be in the category of restricted or heavily restricted, of
which there are a number, including the adult industry, their situation remains very challenging, and
we recognise that. Yes, I am happy to work with Minister Pakula to ensure that between the various
funds and supports that he administers and the ones that I do people in the adult industry are provided
with support to avail themselves of the options that exist and the supports that exist.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: COVID-19
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (12:11): I would like to update the house on the work that has
been undertaken by local councils and local governments in Victoria to support hospitality businesses
to activate outdoor dining. Councils and the state government have been working together since
September to assess the current permit processes for businesses and to look at ways to streamline and
remove restrictions. Councils have also been working with their business communities to assess
proposals to make use of additional footpath spaces, car parks and established parklands and allow
them to make the most of the Premier’s announcement yesterday.
From the close to $30 million in the local councils outdoor eating and entertainment package, I am
very happy that each council and each regional city council has received funding of half a million
dollars and each rural council has received a quarter of a million dollars to help activate new areas and
to expand existing areas for outdoor dining. Councils can use this funding to fast-track business
permits and approvals, to reduce business fees, for traffic management and also to upgrade lighting,
street furniture and bollards. Some councils are choosing to use this funding for communications and
marketing to promote outdoor dining in the reactivation of cafes, restaurants and pubs in their areas. I
know that there has been some great work done by a number of councils. Greater Bendigo closing off
half of Bull Street to support hospitality venues is a great idea of great imagination. There is also Yarra
Ranges council, which has established a great informational website. Whitehorse council is
streamlining its processes with special fast-tracked COVID-response outdoor training permits. I just
want to once again acknowledge the great work councils are doing to support their business
communities in what has been a challenging time.
Questions on notice
ANSWERS
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources) (12:13): I have 12 answers to questions: 2243, 2252,
2513–15, 2594, 2614, 2716, 2876, 2890, 2895, 2903.
Questions without notice and ministers statements
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:13): Regarding questions and answers today, from Dr Ratnam to Mr Leane,
two days for the question and supplementary; and Mr Meddick, again for Mr Leane, two days, only
for the question.
Mr O’Donohue: On a point of order, President, I submit to you that Minister Stitt did not answer
my substantive or supplementary. I asked for a number of WorkSafe inspectors, and the minister said
‘a cohort’, which did not specify a number. She clearly has an idea of what that number would be. In
my supplementary I asked her how the conflict of interest in the dual roles of the WorkSafe inspectors
would be managed, and she did not actually answer the question. She just said the inspectors continue
to report to WorkSafe without actually addressing the substantive question.
The PRESIDENT: I understand your request is the number. Ms Stitt, we will give you one day to
provide the numbers. Are you happy with that?
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Ms Stitt: Yes, President.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you.
Mr O’Donohue: Sorry, President. And with the supplementary?
The PRESIDENT: With the supplementary, my understanding is that she answered.
Members
MS TIERNEY
Personal explanation
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:15): I rise to make a personal explanation. In my response to Mr Limbrick’s question
during the committee consideration of the Police and Emergency Legislation Amendment Bill 2020
on 16 October 2020 I stated that I was advised that a declaration of a designated place which is in
force for 12 months may be rescinded earlier by a Governor in Council determination. I was
provided information in error. I am advised that this declaration is not rescinded by the Governor in
Council. It may be rescinded by the Chief Commissioner of Police. I wanted to make this correction
at the earliest opportunity.
Mr Ondarchie: On a point of order, President, in relation to the minister’s personal explanation,
also during that committee stage on the Police and Emergency Legislation Amendment Bill 2020 the
minister undertook to take on notice a question I asked in relation to the PSOs on tram route 86 and
their commencement date. I do not have that answer yet, and I am wondering where it is.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, Mr Ondarchie. That was not a point of order, unfortunately, but
you have raised the issue and the minister has one day to reply.
Constituency questions
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:17): My constituency question is for the Premier, and it
concerns the continued trading restrictions on gyms situated in border towns along the Victorian
side of the New South Wales-Victorian border. The announcement on Sunday allowing regional
gyms to open was welcome, but the added restrictions of one person per 8 square metres and only
10 patrons per space is causing even more issues for regional gym owners in border towns. I was
immediately contacted by Tayler Hocking, the owner of Future Fitness 24/7 in Cobram, who will
be forced to turn away many of his 900 members, resulting in them travelling over the Murray River
to New South Wales gyms, where there are no such restrictions. Tayler’s gym is not a business
model where patrons make bookings, and he states that only allowing entry to 10 of his
900 members at any one time means that he will continue to lose customers to gyms in Barooga.
Tayler states that the previous restriction of one patron per 4 square metres in July was just
manageable and asks that this be reinstated. Will the Premier further ease restrictions on gyms
located in border communities so they can service their clients?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:18): My question is to the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change. This year, 2020, has been a very hard year for so many Victorians.
While our focus is rightly centred on navigating COVID-19, we must not forget about those who
began the year fleeing fire-ravaged towns. Hazard reduction burn-offs and proper fuel load
management are vitally important in ensuring that wildfires can be contained. We now know that
insufficient burn-offs were a major contributing factor to last summer’s catastrophic bushfires. My
electorate of Western Victoria houses many beautiful natural parks, which are unfortunately the
perfect place for these fires to begin and spread. My question to the minister is: what additional steps
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is the state government taking specifically in Western Victoria to ensure that adequate fuel load
management is undertaken prior to the upcoming bushfire season?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (12:19): My constituency question today is for the
Minister for Education. It concerns Northcote High School in my electorate of Northern Metropolitan
Region. The school currently has 1859 enrolled students and is predicted to have 2000 enrolled
students by 2025, and I am advised the school is at capacity. A lot of the school buildings are the
portable types, limiting the space for socialising and sport, and they are only single storey. The school
lacks space for science labs and a gym, and the library can be very overcrowded. To create space the
portable buildings need to be removed and replaced with multistorey structures to give the students
the room they need. My question to the minister is: will the government fund stages 1 and 2 of the
Northcote High School master plan in the upcoming state budget?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:20): My constituency question is for the Minister for Health.
Two of my constituents, Meegan Strauss and Taylor Falkner, started 2020 by taking their first brave
business steps and opening MT Dance Creative in Wodonga. But with the lockdowns came a decline
in attendance. Online classes hold little appeal to young dancers who have to sit in front of a screen
most of the day for regular lessons. Since the border bubble reopened the school has managed to rent
premises in New South Wales, allowing them to hold regular classes and to pay two rents, but not all
students and parents can attend thanks to the time-consuming border crossing queues. The easing of
restrictions in Victoria will offer some relief, but the limit of 20 people means young dancers cannot
have Mum or Dad with them. For parents who live in the same house with the child there is no
increased virus risk. This is likely to put off even the most enthusiastic tiny dancer. The little kids need
their parents present. When will you trust dance schools to manage their COVID risks safely so they
can teach young kids to dance again?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:21): My constituency question is to the Minister for Small
Business. Small businesses across Melbourne’s west have been devastated by the Andrews
government’s extended lockdown. Whilst the partial lifting of the lockdown is welcome, many small
business operators will be struggling to reopen after many months without any income at all. So many
small businesses have now been consigned to history, forced out of business by Daniel Andrews and
his government. Minister, it is not good enough for the government to walk away from these small
businesses in the western suburbs which are struggling to reopen—struggling in fact to survive.
Minister, what will you do to ensure these businesses are not lost to the scrap heap?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:22): My question is to the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure. It follows the government’s release last week of part of the revised business case for
the completion of the Murray Basin rail project that is so important to so many people in my electorate
of Northern Victoria. In statements accompanying that release the government has indicated that it
accepts that at least another $244 million of expenditure is now needed to progress the stalled project.
It has also said that it wants the federal government to contribute at least $195.2 million of that amount.
I therefore ask if the minister could clarify for my constituents whether all of this now means that the
Victorian government has reached a conclusion that it will definitely not progress this project any
further unless the commonwealth provides at least that $195.2 million in new funding.
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WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:23): My question is to the Minister for Health. A
constituent has written to my office regarding the treatment for her sister, who has stage 3 breast
cancer. She has undergone chemotherapy and numerous surgeries this year. In these times of
COVID she has had to go through most of this alone. She is suffering severe side effects and has
been hospitalised for further treatment. Her doctor has recommended a naturopath. She has a
naturopath she has been seeing for years. However, her naturopath is registered with the Australian
Natural Therapists Association and is restricted from operating under the stage 2 and 3 restrictions.
Why can these naturopaths not work when those registered under the Australian Health Practitioner
Regulation Agency, AHPRA, can? Both naturopaths have the exact same qualifications and can
train at the same schools.
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:24): My question is for the Minister for Roads and Road Safety.
I raise concerns on behalf of Gippsland constituents who are rightly concerned about the long grass
and weeds on roadsides that if left uncleared will add to fuel loads. If not urgently slashed, tall grass
along the edges of our regional roads will have the potential to act as a wick. In addition, weed species,
such as 3-metre-high bamboo on the Strzelecki Highway, abutting the bitumen will decrease and are
decreasing driver visibility. The CFA estimates that roadside slashing decreases any potential flame
height by half, making roadside fires easier to put out. As Gippsland approaches another fire season it
is critical the government properly resources VicRoads to get on top of the slashing and management
of roadside vegetation for fire risk mitigation. I ask the minister: will you commit to an intensive
slashing and vegetation removal program throughout Eastern Victoria Region?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:25): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Public Transport. Earlier this year we had the YMCA Youth Parliament here. It was not the normal
Youth Parliament that we normally have, but it was still terrific for Coburg High School, who were
able to take part in it and put forward a bill. Their bill was called the Free Public Transport for Students
Bill 2020. Coburg High School wrote to me about this bill, and I think they are quite right: this bill
should gather the support of the majority of the house, just as it did when Youth Parliament was
meeting. My question to the government is: will you commit to removing the cost of public transport
for our state’s schoolchildren?
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:26): I want to raise an issue
for the Minister for Small Business again. It concerns another venue in my electorate. It is the
Coppersmith Hotel in South Melbourne, and George Bagios and I have had a number of discussions.
That hotel, like so many hotels, is facing real challenges, and I would say that my request, in a sense,
is that the minister be prepared to meet with a number of hoteliers as well as traders and small business
people in many of the strip shopping centres. My question is: will the minister meet with individual
hoteliers who do have particular problems implementing the controls on their small businesses?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:27): My question is to the Minister for Health. Many
families who live in inner-city public housing towers in my electorate, including North Melbourne,
Carlton, Collingwood and Fitzroy, have children who attend the East Preston Islamic College,
which was at the centre of a recent COVID outbreak. My colleague Ellen Sandell, MP, has been
working with local organisations and residents over the weekend to spread the word about the vital
need to get tested for COVID if they have any symptoms or if they have any links to the school.
While we know public clinics were established at the housing towers over the weekend, we have
heard very worrying reports that some people are still fearful of getting tested because of what it

CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
3400

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 27 October 2020

means for their work and their families. In order to make sure a hard tower lockdown never happens
again, it is vital this government has good links to these communities and builds up trust, which has
been significantly depleted over the hard lockdown. Could the minister please provide data on how
many tests were completed between Thursday and Sunday for residents in the inner-city public
housing towers specifically?
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:28): My constituency question is for the Minister for Local
Government. We heard during question time of course that we have just recently witnessed a local
government election across Victoria, and I eagerly await the results of those various elections. Now,
at this time I have been carefully going through the platforms and programs of many candidates
across my electorate. In particular, in surveying those platforms, candidates in Banyule, Boroondara
and Whitehorse consistently spoke about the importance of the North East Link and also
consistently expressed concerns about the manner in which the government has thus far dealt with
local councils. The issue at the broadest level is that councils feel like they have been locked out of
the process and have not been heard. At a more granular level they feel that issues of amenity and
local character have not been sufficiently dealt with. My question to the minister is this: will you
commit to working alongside councils as valued stakeholders rather than sidelining them—the
government’s approach thus far?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:29): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Agriculture. Some are predicting that by 1 December 5 million sheep will be well overdue for shearing
due to the lack of shearers from New Zealand, despite the federal government’s short-term visa offers.
The Shearing Contractors Association of Australia are reportedly aware of only four or five New
Zealand shearers who have applied for the visas, compared to a normal 500 in one year. Wool is one
of the biggest commodities produced in Victoria, totalling an annual gross value of more than
$1.4 billion. A significant proportion, if not most, of our wool production takes place in my electorate
of Western Victoria, so I ask the minister: what is the government doing to solve the lack of shearers
on western Victorian sheep farms?
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:30): I raise a constituency question for the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety. Healesville-Koo Wee Rup Road between Pakenham and Koo Wee Rup is a
key arterial connecting Melbourne, the outer south east, to the Bass Coast, Phillip Island and South
Gippsland. The condition of the road is a disgrace. It is potholed. I am constantly contacted by
constituents who say the road has caused damage to their vehicles, is not up to scratch and needs
repairing. That section of road has been identified for a major duplication as part of providing a
connector between the M1 and South Gippsland. The action I would seek from the minister is to
prioritise funding in the upcoming state budget as a way to stimulate economic activity but also as a
way to develop that road into its ultimate conclusion as a dual carriageway connector between the M1
corridor and the South Gippsland corridor to Phillip Island and beyond.
The PRESIDENT: Mr O’Donohue, questions should be ‘Will the minister’. I ask you to rephrase
your question to the minister.
Mr O’DONOHUE: The question is: will the minister provide funding in the state budget to
commence the important work of upgrading Healesville-Koo Wee Rup Road between Pakenham and
Koo Wee Rup?
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Petitions
Following petitions presented to house:
COVID-19
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council that
home based and mobile dog groomers (HMDG) have been closed for over two months and continue to remain
closed due to COVID-19 restrictions.
HMDG pose minimal to no risk to the community as they are usually in a one-on-one situation with a client’s
dog, unlike retail grooming or hairdressers that may be based in an open plan environment. At this time, there
is no evidence that dogs carry any threat of spreading the COVID-19 virus.
HMDG should be able to reopen when their retail groomer counterparts do, as they pose far less, or at least
the same, risk when it comes to COVID-19. Many sole HMDG are suffering and are feeling discriminated
against with the implementation of this double standard policy.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Premier, the Hon Daniel Andrew
MP, and the Department of Health and Human Services to review COVID-19 restrictions to allow homebased groomers and mobile dog groomers to reopen during the pandemic.

By Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (723 signatures).
Laid on table.
COVID-19
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council that
the Government needs to remove the curfew under the current COVID-19 roadmap and to only introduce a
curfew where clear evidence shows that it is required.
The curfew constitutes the greatest restriction on civil liberties in the Western world and the most restrictive
in Australia’s history. It was instituted without any evidence of its necessity or efficacy. The curfew being
extended to the end of October is disproportionate to meet the risks posed by current and projected daily
COVID-19 infection numbers. It should be removed immediately and only be reintroduced when there is
clear evidence that a curfew is necessary to meet the risks posed by COVID 19.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Minister for Health, the Hon Jenny
Mikakos MLC and the Chief Health Officer, Professor Brett Sutton, to remove the curfew restriction unless
clear evidence shows that a curfew is necessary.

By Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (331 signatures).
Laid on table.
Dr CUMMING: I move:
That the petition be considered on the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
COVID-19
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council that
non-contact Martial Arts and Taekwondo purpose run clubs are an essential service for mental health, physical
health and wellbeing.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Government to create and implement
a COVID-19 Safe Plan for Victorians to attend non-contact Martial Arts and Taekwondo clubs in a safe and
secure manner.

By Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (122 signatures).
Laid on table.
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COVID-19
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council that
the impact of the COVID-19 lockdowns on the hospitality industry, their staff, suppliers, and customers.
Data shows that restaurants, pubs and bars have not been the source of COVID-19 infections and that the
hospitality industry has previously put in place appropriate measures to manage any outbreak with social
distancing, crowd limits and by recording customer details.
The hospitality sector should be free to re-open with appropriate measures in place, which would allow them
to re-employ some of the 68,000 people who have lost their jobs, and to serve their local communities.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Government to allow the hospitality
sector to reopen safely with previous Stage Two restrictions being the maximum imposed.

By Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (3829 signatures).
Laid on table.
Bills
HOUSING AMENDMENT (CREATING JOBS AND HOMES) BILL 2020
Introduction and first reading
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:34): I move to introduce a bill for an act to amend the
Housing Act 1983 to set targets for public housing construction, mandate energy efficiency standards
in new public housing and prevent the disposal of public housing land and public land that is suitable
for public housing, and for other purposes, and I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

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

Motion agreed to.
Committees
SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 10
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (12:35): In the spirit of the last few days I have got the pleasure of
presenting back-to-back reports to the Parliament today. Pursuant to section 35 of the Parliamentary
Committees Act 2003, I lay on the table Alert Digest No. 10 of 2020 from the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee, including appendices. I move:
That the report be published.

Motion agreed to.
Annual Review 2019: Regulations and Legislative Instruments
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (12:36): Pursuant to section 35 of the Parliamentary Committees
Act 2003, I lay on the table the Annual Review 2019: Regulations and Legislative Instruments from
the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee, including appendices. I move:
That the report be published.

Motion agreed to.
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Mr GEPP: I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

I just want to draw a couple of things to the house’s attention. Can I first thank all members of the
subcommittee for their work over the past 12 months. We have held 12 meetings from 22 May 2019
through to 29 July 2020, and during that time the regulations review subcommittee examined
176 statutory rules in the 2019 series and 24 legislative instruments published in the Government
Gazette during the 2019 calendar year. I want to particularly thank the members of the subcommittee
during that period: Mr Neale Burgess from the other place, Ms Sarah Connolly from the other place
and Ms Nina Taylor, who has now left the committee and has been replaced on the regulation review
subcommittee by Ms Terpstra from this place.
I should also take this opportunity to thank the staff, who have worked particularly hard over the past
12 months and in very, very difficult circumstances in the latter six months of the period which this
report focuses on. A special mention goes to Ms Lauren Cook, who performs the legal scrutiny of the
statutory rules and legislative instruments—I want to particularly thank Ms Cook for her work—and
to Ms Sonya Caruana for her efficient administrative support. She keeps us on the straight and narrow
with all of the paperwork, along with Mr Simon Dinsbergs, Dr Jeremy Gans and of course our everefficient executive officer, Ms Helen Mason. They have done a power of work to get this report to the
Parliament. Thank you.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:38): I will speak on the Alert Digest and the report that
Mr Gepp has tabled just to say that I think it was disappointing in the process of the legislation that we
have dealt with, which has so impacted the rights and freedoms and liberties of Victorians, that the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee has not been able to properly establish that their rights
and liberties have been impinged. I think it is a problem for the committee. It may be that the whole
process of how it operates needs to change, and its structure, but it is disappointing I think for many
Victorians that when they saw rights so fiercely challenged this committee did not appear to be able
to protect them in a way that it could have. I also thank the staff of the committee, who do an enormous
amount of work, but I just put on the record that the way that we have had to deal with these very
serious pieces of legislation has been disappointing.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:40): I would just like to say a couple of words about
the Alert Digest No. 10, and while I concur with much of what Mrs McArthur has said, it has been
very difficult for the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee to produce that scrutiny in a timely
fashion given the nature of these bills and the urgency with which they have been going through the
house. I think some consolation can be drawn from Alert Digest No. 10 in that the amendments that
were put to the COVID-19 Omnibus (Emergency Measures) and Other Acts Amendment Bill 2020
were scrutinised and were reflected upon by the experts who assist us on that committee, and they did
find that the amendments to that bill and the consequences of those amendments left them with no
concerns about breaches of the charter. So I think we can certainly look at the review of the Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities, from 2015, I believe, which made a number of recommendations
on how SARC could operate more effectively. I think given the experiences of SARC at this point it
would behove the government and it would be a good idea to go back and look at those
recommendations and how we can ensure that the house is properly informed about the effect on the
charter that bills that come before us have in a timely way.
Motion agreed to.
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Papers
PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Planning and Environment Act 1987—Notices of Approval of the following amendments to planning
schemes—
Banyule Planning Scheme—Amendment C120.
Boroondara and Manningham Planning Schemes—Amendment GC164.
Brimbank Planning Scheme—Amendment C223.
Glen Eira Planning Scheme—Amendments C196 and C202.
Maroondah Planning Scheme—Amendment C141.
Moonee Valley Planning Scheme—Amendment C213.
Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme—Amendment C261.
Port Phillip Planning Scheme—Amendments C166 and C174.
Stonnington Planning Scheme—Amendment C307.
Victoria Planning Provisions—Amendment VC193
Whitehorse Planning Scheme—Amendment C227.
Yarra Planning Scheme—Amendments C278, C282 and C287.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament—
Planning and Environment Act 1987—No. 111.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994—No. 110.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994—Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule Nos. 101, 112,
113 and 115 to 117.

Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Notices given.
NOTICES OF INTENTION TO MAKE STATEMENTS
Notices given.
SESSIONAL ORDERS
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:53): I have two motions, and
I will just make a tiny statement. Discussions happened yesterday in the meeting and subsequently
with the Leader of the Government and the crossbench, and there is agreement to split the 2 hours on
Friday into two 1-hour slots. Consequently, I move, by leave:
That sessional order 8 be suspended in relation to Friday sittings for the remainder of this year to allow the
total time allocated to each general business item to be 60 minutes.

Motion agreed to.
GENERAL BUSINESS
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:54): I move, by leave:
That precedence be given to the following general business on:
(1) Wednesday, 27 October 2020:
(a) notice of motion 379, in an amended form, standing in the name of Mr Meddick in relation to
pound and shelter reform;
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(b) the notice of motion given this day by Ms Crozier referring a matter to the Legal and Social Issues
Committee relating to COVID-19 contact tracing;
(c) order of the day 38, resumption of debate on the motion relating to disallowance of the
Environment Protection (Management of Tunnel Boring Machine Spoil) Regulations 2020;
(d) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Davis in relation to the Suburban Rail Loop business case;
(e) notice of motion 361 standing in the name of Mr Hayes in relation to referring a matter to the
Environment and Planning Committee relating to the adequacy of the Victorian planning
framework in relation to planning and heritage protection;
(2) Friday, 30 October 2020:
(a) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Davis in relation to the production of documents relating
to public health and other orders;
(b) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Davis in relation to the Suburban Rail Loop business case;
and
(c) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Davis in relation to evidence given by the chief health
officer to the COVID-19 hotel quarantine inquiry.

Motion agreed to.
Members statements
AFL GRAND FINAL
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:56): I wish to congratulate the AFL premiers for 2020, the
Richmond Football Club, on back-to-back premierships, matching the 2019 result for the club.
Everyone in this chamber is well aware of my passion for the Tigers, and in a year where there has
been so little joy in Victoria, watching my Tigers play each week has brought me so much pleasure. I
want to congratulate the entire team, led so ably by captain Trent Cotchin; the senior coach, Damien
Hardwick, and all of his assistant coaches; our CEO, Brendon Gale, and his staff; as well as our
president, Peggy O’Neal, and her fellow board members for the fantastic effort they all put in to
making our team so successful. Congratulations to Dustin Martin, who has cemented his place as one
of the greatest players of all time, a triple premiership player and, incredibly, a triple Norm Smith
Medal recipient. I would also like to congratulate the Geelong Football Club on making the grand final
and for the terrific fight they put up that made it one of the most thrilling grand finals of this century.
My gratitude is also extended to the governments of Queensland, New South Wales, South Australia,
Western Australia and the Northern Territory, whose successful management of COVID-19 allowed
them to step in and host the AFL home-and-away and finals series for 2020. There are many reasons
why Victorians will want to put 2020 behind us, and of course this year will be remembered by many
for all the wrong reasons, but for the Richmond supporters we now have a reason to remember 2020
a little differently, for we can choose to remember the pure joy we felt in singing our team’s song after
the final siren of the 2020 grand final.
SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, ENGINEERING AND MATHEMATICS EDUCATION
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:58): To communicate with people we use, in our case,
the language of English, but to understand nature we need the language of mathematics, and to talk to
machines we use programming language. For those two latter languages, STEM education—science,
technology, engineering and mathematics—is needed at all levels. It is my great pleasure to announce
to the house that on the authority of Minister James Merlino and the Department of Education and
Training I have been offered and have accepted the inaugural ambassadorship for STEM education in
Victoria. My role will consist of working with stakeholders across Victoria to provide advice and
assistance to both the minister and the department with regard to how STEM education might be
enhanced, in particular to explore opportunities in the context of the government’s commitment to
excellence and equity.
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The STEM industries play an important role in Victoria’s economy; therefore I also am keen to
develop a deeper understanding of industry perspectives on the STEM skills needed for the future
workforce and how the education system could best support this. The jobs of tomorrow are rooted in
STEM. New technology will define the job market for decades to come and so will it ensure our
technological sovereignty. I look forward to working with the stakeholders to promote STEM to all
Victorian students.
COVID-19
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:59): Now more than ever before communities have been
supporting each other in the current world we live in. Torquay Lions Club is one of those incredible
associations that gives back to the community every day. Like all Lions clubs, they offer mentoring
and are selfless people. They get involved in humanitarian efforts locally, nationally and indeed
internationally. At the beginning of this pandemic my office decided to donate free hand sanitiser to
local businesses for the safety of them, their staff and their customers. My office was approached by
the Torquay Lions Club, who stated that they send small charitable packs to local residents who are
suffering a bit more than others. They undertake this initiative every month and requested the sanitisers
for their packs. I was very pleased they did as the cost of purchasing sanitiser can add up and the
benefit it provides in preventing the spread of COVID-19, as we know, is invaluable. The Torquay
RSL have also taken up our offer of free hand sanitiser, and they have been sending packs of essentials
to veterans in the local area, which is a great way to ensure that they do not feel left out and lonely,
and they get some of the materials and support that they need. Thank you to both organisations for
their hard work.
AFL GRAND FINAL
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (13:01): We could not go to the game on Saturday. Indeed we
could not even go to visit a friend on Saturday. We could not go to a barbecue, we could not even have
a beer with a friend on Saturday, but it was grand final day. The noise that emanated from the Finn
family room on Saturday night as the mighty Tigers roared their way to their 13th premiership had to
be heard to be believed.
It was such an exciting night. To see Dustin Martin win his third Norm Smith Medal—nobody has
ever done that before, and I anticipate he will probably win a couple more before he is finished—to
see Trent Cotchin become a premiership captain for the third time, to see Damien Hardwick win his
third premiership as coach of the Richmond Football Club was an exciting night for many. And I say
‘night’—I hope it is the last night grand final because Saturday was one of the longest days I think I
have ever spent. I was one of hundreds who actually took my family to the MCG, and people were
just wandering around having barbecues and kicking footies. They did not have much else to do I
assume because there was no footy on, so they just congregated outside the MCG. That seemed to be
an appropriate way to do things.
I would just like to congratulate the club. To Peggy O’Neal, the president; Benny Gale, the CEO;
Damien Hardwick, Trent Cotchin and all the team: well done, you are officially champions.
COVID-19
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (13:02): I would like to give a virtual hug to the
magnificent state of Victoria. The collective good has prevailed. I am incredibly grateful, and I have
to say I was emotionally moved yesterday. It was hard not to be, just to feel that immense sense of
gratitude for so many who have gone above and beyond not only to observe all the rules, whether it
be wearing masks or social distancing, but to make the incredible sacrifices that have been made to
protect human life and to significantly reduce the very high number of cases down to the beautiful
number of zero. So many multicultural and multifaith organisations have done their very best to reach
out to those who may never have used digital media before.
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I particularly enjoyed, on another note, speaking to a principal of Brighton Beach Primary School and
hearing her talking about a PE teacher with that ultimate challenge: how do you take a PE class
virtually? Initially it was a little bit like, ‘Are we going to get there?’ but, no, that PE teacher found it
within themselves to be able to deliver those classes and was actually excited by the challenge. That
is what inspires me. It is not always what people do in times of ease, it is what they do in times of
adversity, and I will be forever grateful. Obviously the pandemic is not over, but we have come a long
way.
ONE GIANT LEAP AUSTRALIA
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (13:04): Last week in this place I spoke about Galen Catholic
College and the achievement of their VEX robotics team in representing Australia in the inaugural
Kibo Robot Programming Challenge. I had the pleasure to meet online with Jackie and Bob Carpenter,
founders of the award-winning team at One Giant Leap Australia, who deliver numerous engaging
STEM programs across Australia. One Giant Leap engages with 2500 students from 84 schools every
month, and each year they take a delegation of Australian students, teachers and parents on an exciting
field trip to Space Camp, USA. Jackie and Bob use their exceptional network of astronauts and
specialists in all things astronomical to nurture the development of space enthusiasts in Australia. At
a time when space science is breaking new frontiers, their vision is not just to excite students to pursue
careers in science and technology but to develop leadership, creative and lateral thinking, team
building and resilience. I look forward to seeing what the future holds for Victorian students in this
space.
COVID-19
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (13:05): Every Victorian and in fact every Australian is
relieved that finally after months of lockdown Victorians are seeing the easing of restrictions. We have
seen months of millions of people being in lockdown and separated from family; months of tens of
thousands of businesses being in limbo; the tragedy of nearly 800 Victorians who have died of
COVID; the pressure on our healthcare system and the thousands of healthcare workers infected with
COVID; the tens of thousands of Victorians having their healthcare needs suspended with their
medical conditions only worsening; the increase in young people presenting to our hospitals with selfharm; the suicides and attempted suicides that have occurred and are yet to be officially reported on;
and the hotel quarantine inquiry that has not got an answer to the very basic question, ‘Who made the
decision? Who hired private security?’.
What a farce we have all been witness to, and the creeping assumption, said the board, due to the
collective amnesia of 10 senior bureaucrats, three ministers and the Premier, who all spoke. What
contempt they have all shown for every single Victorian who just deserves the truth. And why have
others involved in the decision-making not been brought before the inquiry? It is not good enough for
the families of the nearly 800 Victorians who have lost their lives, for those who have lost their
business and have taken their own life, for those young people who have been so distressed they are
self-harming in record numbers, for the victims of family violence locked in their homes for months,
for those who have been separated from family, for those who could not farewell their loved ones at
funerals and for the hundreds of thousands who have lost their jobs and the tens of thousands of
Victorians who have had their businesses smashed. They, as does every Victorian, deserve answers,
and whilst we open up let us not forget that the personal devastation and destruction of our economy
will be long lasting and could have been avoided had it not been because of the incompetence— (Time
expired)
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION ELECTORATE OFFICE
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (13:07): I rise to report not only to this house but also to
my electorate of Eastern Metropolitan Region the very frustrating situation I find myself in with regard
to my electorate office. Two years into my first term as an MP my accommodation has still not been
resolved. I just want to thank very much for their dedication and hard work the team in the properties
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department, who worked with me diligently on sourcing multiple, multiple, multiple properties which
may have been suitable but alas unfortunately have been determined otherwise, not to be. It is an
incredible source of frustration for not only me but also my staff, which is very sad. I look forward to
working with the Department of Parliamentary Services in the speedy resolution of this matter. It is,
as I said, halfway through my term and I still do not have an office sorted out, and I look forward to
them working on that expeditiously so that there can be no further delay. Of course I do anticipate
some delay—it does take time for offices to be fitted out—
A member interjected.
Ms TERPSTRA: Yes, but nevertheless I look forward to that matter being resolved toot-sweet.
COVID-19
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (13:08): I have mixed emotions about the
reopening of restaurants and other businesses in Melbourne, but I think our first emotion should be to
welcome good news. Shopping is a great pastime for many, and shops reflect our character, our culture
and our identity. My emotions are mixed because some of our famous shopping strips have been
deserted. These businesses are sometimes the culmination of someone’s entire working life and have
been built with a huge amount of hard work and ingenuity. And for every business owner that has
walked away there are business owners and retail workers who are still suffering. We should look out
for them just as our community looked out for victims of bushfires and other natural disasters. We
should also remember that these circumstances were caused by government edicts, so it is a moral
duty of the government to do everything it can to undo this damage, to lift the burden of taxes and to
get rid of red tape. Some businesses will still not be viable under these current restrictions because, for
example, they cannot have outside dining. I urge the government to listen to these businesses, make
sensible exceptions to the rules and not let these people fall through the cracks.
COVID-19
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (13:10): There is another crisis that has emerged from the
COVID-19 lockdowns, and that is the mental health crisis. We have heard from many about the impact
on the community’s mental health. I want to relay some feedback I have received from a constituent,
a forensic psychologist, Dr Jan Heath, who is happy for me to quote from her correspondence to me
to bring these issues into the public domain. Dr Heath is a leading forensic psychologist who has years
of practice dealing with some very difficult and challenging situations. She writes to me:
… there has been a considerable decline in the mental wellbeing of many of my clients. Not only is their own
mental health declining, but they are reporting difficulties being experienced by others that they know or are
dear to them.
…
With the lockdown and the draconian measures in Victoria, not only are many of these ‘silos’ compromised
and or threatened, but the ability to ameliorate stress and duress is significantly limited.

She says:
Last week, one of my clients commented that ‘mental health is not just a poster on a wall’. I could provide
you with an endless number of stories of financial distress, fear, loneliness, hopelessness, self-harm, despair,
anxiety, frustration, anger, abuse, depression and apathy all of which have manifested simply as a result of
the lockdown and restrictions.

She says:
From my perspective, these draconian measures are the insidious erosion of a person’s sense of self, sense of
safety, sense of belonging, sense of purpose and meaning that will most likely have an impact well past
COVID-19 no longer being front page news. In all my years of practice, I have never witnessed a
contemporaneous common denominator that has had such a significant effect on the mental wellbeing of
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others. I believe that what I am witnessing is a tipping point whereupon the resilience of people is diminishing
to such an extent that the sequels of these restrictions and lockdown will manifest for many years.

The government must remain focused on fixing the mental health crisis in Victoria. (Time expired)
COVID-19
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (13:11): I think we all agree that this year has been far
from normal, and we have all felt a sense of loss at not being able to see our family and friends, at not
being able to say goodbye to loved ones that we have lost, at our loss of freedom, at no holidays or
weekends away, no dining out, no entertainment, no sport and no school or university, and for the first
time in history the AFL grand final was played outside of Melbourne, indeed outside Victoria, and
unfortunately this year has seen a large number of people lose their jobs and their income. As now we
start coming out of this second wave and the numbers are steadily declining, I hope that we can all
look forward to celebrating Christmas together. I hope that in December, regardless of the levels of
restrictions, Christmas will be the chance for all families to come together and celebrate what we do
have, and I hope that for Christmas there will be no 25-kilometre rule or limits on the numbers of
family members that can be at your home, or friends.
PAST ADOPTION PRACTICES
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (13:13): October 25 is both a poignant day and a sombre day for
many Victorians. It commemorates the acknowledgement of the unlawful and forced separation of
young mothers from their newborn sons or daughters back in the 1950s through to the early 1970s.
This important anniversary is symbolised through the parliamentary apologies of the then Premier, the
Honourable Ted Baillieu, and the then Deputy Premier, Peter Ryan, on 25 October 2012. I also
acknowledge the unveiling of Cherished Mother and Child, which is a sculpture in Victory Park in
Sale. I had the honour of attending with dignitaries but most importantly the mothers and families, and
Cherished is a beautiful and perpetual reminder of the bond between mother and child.
We also need to recognise on this day the grief, the loss and the pain suffered by young mothers who
were denied the opportunity to hold their young children and watch them grow, and we recognise their
indignity and abuse in their vulnerable position. I know a very dear lady, Brenda Coughlan, and the
regional mothers continue with their advocacy in this very important arena. Brenda placed a bunch of
fragrant roses on and around the memorial in Sale early this week. We thank her for her ongoing
dedication to supporting those people who have suffered and need to heal still.
MANUFACTURING INDUSTRY
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (13:14): This year, 2020, will be remembered as a
monumental year for the state of Victoria. One reason is that it has made us belatedly realise our lack
of self-sufficiency and the decayed state of our once-thriving manufacturing sector. During World
War II we realised almost too late the priority of self-sufficiency. Our policy for many decades after
was to support our manufacturing industry so we would never find ourselves in such an exposed
position again. Fast-forward to 2020, and the lessons from that previous crisis have clearly been
forgotten. One of the rarely discussed barriers to re-establishing local manufacturing industries in
Melbourne is the high cost of land. If you are a company considering where in the world or in Australia
you want to manufacture, Melbourne’s sky-high land prices are no doubt a deterrent. Property
developers and investors want rapidly rising land prices and promote massive population growth to
achieve just that. Not only does this growth damage our environment and cause housing
unaffordability, traffic congestion and infrastructure deficits but it also undermines our manufacturing
sector and our international competitiveness. The Sustainable Australia Party supports sustainable
population growth to encourage our manufacturing sector, real wage growth, self-sufficiency and
quality exports, which our state so badly needs.
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COVID-19
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (13:16): The year 2020 has been a year like no other, and
Victorians have been tested in ways we could not have imagined. But as of yesterday it looks like we
have done what very few other places have done and beaten the second wave of the COVID-19
pandemic. I know many of you out there have experienced so much distress, and my heart goes out to
all those who have lost loved ones to COVID. My own electorate of Northern Metropolitan has been
deeply affected throughout the pandemic, including being the focus of the recent outbreaks. I thank
each and every one of you for your resolve, determination and sacrifice over the last few months—
especially the community of the East Preston Islamic College, who have responded phenomenally to
contain an outbreak. I know there have been so many families juggling the pressures of being frontline
workers, job insecurity and making sure their children can attend school in the midst of a pandemic,
and that has not been easy. Time and time again our culturally diverse communities have taken the
brunt of the challenge, and they have once again proven that our multiculturalism is our strength. We
will not be divided by right-wing commentators seeking to blame and distract when it is only together
as a community, as families and friends and as neighbours that we can look after each other. Victorians
have shown the world that we are both strong and caring. Many have put their lives on hold so that
our community can be protected, especially the most vulnerable. The pandemic is far from over, but
now we can turn our minds to the task of rebuilding. Our governments now have the most critical task
of investing in our economy, which will see us create a stronger, fairer and more sustainable society
than we have had before.
V/LINE
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (13:18): I rise to make some
comments about the IBAC hearings from today and yesterday. They are most extraordinary. They are
hair raising in every respect. We have heard of Mr Pinder’s steps to ensure that he received payments
for his house. We have heard about the process with the cleaning company. These are fundamentally
corrupt steps. They are really crooked in every respect, and I cannot understand how Jacinta Allan, the
Department of Transport and V/Line did not have in place proper checks and proper balances to make
sure that these huge amounts of public money were not squandered in this way. Taxpayers have every
right to be very angry. They have worked hard day to day and week to week to pay taxes to fund our
transport system, and that is a very important role of government—funding and supporting our public
transport system. But to see money siphoned off in this way is simply disgraceful. I do not think any
Victorian accepts this. I do not think any Victorian thinks it is good enough. I think Jacinta Allan and
the Department of Transport have got to fess up and explain how they left it in such a state that the
checks, the balances and the controls were not sufficient and that this was allowed to happen. It is
extraordinary, it is shocking and I think the community will be furious with Daniel Andrews and his
government.
Bills
CLADDING SAFETY VICTORIA BILL 2020
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Ms STITT:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (13:20): I am pleased to rise and
make a contribution to this bill, the Cladding Safety Victoria Bill 2020. In the context of this bill it is
worth a trip down memory lane. Clearly there is a problem with cladding. Clearly there is a very
significant issue that has developed in recent years. This goes back I think to the early 2000s in
particular, and there have been really, deeply insufficient controls in terms of the products that are
available, the specification of those products on particular buildings and the controls on certain aspects
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of the building industry to make sure that these decisions that are made for buildings and particularly
towers are safe, that they comply with all the guidelines and that the guidelines are up to requirement.
I would argue, and I have argued in this chamber before, that one of the key problems here is actually
not just a failure of parts of the industry, and I think we can put that on record, but I think there are
also failures in the surveying sector—and I think that there are real risks there that have been
exposed—and also in the import controls and some of the decisions made by federal building ministers
as to which products will be supported and which products will not be supported and in which
circumstances. So there is a real set of industry issues on a broad front. This is not one sector that is a
part; it is a long sweep from the import of this material to what it can be used for and to the
circumstances in which it can safely be applied to buildings or not, as we have now become very
aware. The tower fires in London and the fires that we have seen in the Docklands here make it clear
that the risk is very real indeed.
But I do think that the Victorian Building Authority (VBA) has got to take its share of responsibility
too. This is, in the first instance, a failure of regulation by state government. Let us be quite clear that
this is a regulatory failure as much as it is a failure of the industry to do things safely and properly. In
that circumstance, one of the things that concerns us about this is that this is effectively a new set of
taxes that is funnelled through a new authority that is created here and that do not necessarily go
directly to the work that is required. We think there needs to be a clear hypothecation of the money
here and the new body that is created.
The essential purpose of this bill is to create a new body corporate, Cladding Safety Victoria, to
administer the cladding rectification program with improved governance, it is claimed, on the current
status of Cladding Safety Victoria as a department or a subsection of the VBA. Now, if the question
is, ‘Do I have confidence in the VBA?’, the answer is no. Do I have confidence in a body that has spun
off from the VBA into a new authority? Well, I have to confess that I am deeply unmoved by this as
a solution.
The bill establishes—and I will go through the main provisions here—the body corporate for the
administration of the cladding rectification program. This is a major work, and I think we need more
information out of government on how that rectification process is proceeding and the significant
backlog that is evident to, I think, everyone now. It enables Cladding Safety Victoria to prioritise
buildings for potential financial assistance for cladding rectification work and register owners and
owners corporations of those buildings.
I do say that the owners corps have carried a very big load here. Many of them are voluntary bodies
that have got significant challenges. Being local groups of people in a building who are administering
these owners corps is a significant challenge for many of them. They have been confronted in fact with
very significant legal risks, challenges and costs that are a significant concern to many of them. I have
spoken to many people who have been working with owners corps, are members of owners corps and
are in the committees of owners corporations.
It enables Cladding Safety Victoria to determine the amounts of financial assistance for cladding
rectification and to make payments for those amounts under the funding agreements. It allows
Cladding Safety Victoria to provide guidance to owners and owners corporations of buildings and
other persons and bodies in relation to cladding rectification work to mitigate risk. There is often a
very sharp risk here and there needs to be urgent action on some occasions. We have no quibble with
that capacity but we believe that that capacity already exists. The bill creates sufficient regulationmaking powers in relation to the exercise of Cladding Safety Victoria’s functions, including
prioritisation of buildings and the registration of owners and owners corporations, payments to owners
and owners corporations, and entering into funding agreements.
I say that the earlier legislation that came to this chamber has not really cut the mustard when it comes
to dealing with the scale of the problem, the urgency of the problem. In fact one bill that came to this
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chamber set up an arrangement where local government could advance money on rating arrangements.
The minister at the table might want to give me the figure of what the take-up of that scheme has been
for rectification works with money advanced from councils or through the deferral of rate
arrangements, what percentage of councils have accessed that, how many buildings have accessed
that. My information is it is a very, very small number. Welcome though the scheme is, it has not been
taken up because it is cumbersome and does not deal with the fundamental problem that the large costs
involved are a significant hit on the value of these properties and it does not change the fundamentals
terribly much to have councils defer rates but ultimately to be paid back.
The bill does amend the Building Act 1993 to transfer the functions in relation to cladding rectification
from the Victorian Building Authority to Cladding Safety Victoria. It requires the building authority
to pay Cladding Safety Victoria moneys collected relating to the building permit levy payable. It seeks
to amend the limitation period from 10 years to 12 years—this is controversial for many in the building
industry and I will say something about that in a minute—relating to non-compliant and nonconforming external wall cladding products. It provides the subrogation of the Crown to the rights and
remedies of owners and owners corporations of buildings to whom financial assistance is given. That
is legitimate to the extent that if an owners corporation is involved in some legal process and they are
given assistance from the public purse, there should be some appropriate arrangement struck on that.
The amendment of the Public Administration Act 2004 will confer the functions of a public service
body head on the chairperson of Cladding Safety Victoria. I put on record my caution and concern
about the creation of new quangos, new bodies, new statutory authorities that are out there. They all
have the capacity to grow, to lose direction with their functions and to become bodies that become
very costly indeed.
Sitting suspended 1.30 pm until 2.09 pm.
Mr DAVIS: I will continue where I left off. I was discussing the bill. I had laid out the context of
the bill: the issues with cladding. I had indicated that this was an issue that had many facets to it, not
only the importation and the building council nationally and its rules. The VBA in Victoria in particular
I think has poorly administered this over many, many years, and I think there are industry challenges
too. The building surveying industry has been put in a very difficult position through this process, and
many of them are facing very real challenges.
But having said that—and the opposition has been in general very supportive of sensible steps to
improve the position of building corp owners, owners corporations within the larger buildings that are
largely impacted here—I do want to begin registering some concerns. One of the concerns is that the
government was slow to act on this. The planning minister in the last Parliament was very resistant to
recognising that there was a problem.
If people doubt me on that they should look at an adjournment matter I raised in this chamber one
night. The minister had clearly decided that there was no problem—we had a perfect system of
regulation in Victoria. The Age editorialised very negatively on Richard Wynne and his approach to
the cladding issue. He seemed to believe that things happened elsewhere around the world but there
were no real problems here because we had the finest system of regulation in the world. I have to say
he was very, very much mistaken. Some months later he came to his senses and recognised that there
were actually significant problems. A task force was set up with a former Premier and a former Deputy
Premier, Ted Baillieu and John Thwaites. We were critical of the appointment of John Thwaites
because he was clearly compromised.
Ms Shing: What a surprise!
Mr DAVIS: Well, no. But you understand conflicts of interest, Ms Shing, and he had been on the
national body which had been making decisions about which products came into Australia.
Ms Shing interjected.
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Mr DAVIS: Well, he was an architect back in the 1990s and so forth. In 1999, I think, he came
into Parliament, but at least he had some industry experience, whereas the other one had been operating
on a national regulatory body in this exact space and was then called upon to actually adjudicate on
his own regulations. Surprisingly, he believed there were not many problems with his own regulations.
Ms Shing: That is exactly not what he said. Have you read the reports?
Mr DAVIS: Well, it actually is what he said.
Ms Shing: You haven’t read the reports.
Mr DAVIS: I actually have, and I note that very shortly after I raised the issue in this place he got
off that national body.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr DAVIS: Yes. So there you are, Ms Shing. He was quite sensitive when this was finally pointed
out and he thought that it probably was not tenable to still be on the national body running a task force
here investigating his own work.
Ms Shing: Oh, we’re so lucky to have you.
Mr DAVIS: Well, indeed you are, Ms Shing. You should be very, very happy indeed. I am sure
that you are happy that I point these things out in this way, and I am sure you feel enlightened to hear
these points, but that is a matter of historical record.
The fact is that there are now still many issues and much of this problem is actually—and I think
people would concede this on a broader front—still not resolved. There are many building corps that
are in terrible positions because they know they have got significant financial responsibilities for
rectification. They do not have the resources to do that. Some of them cannot borrow. They will look
for support from government and elsewhere.
The truth of the matter is that one of the concerns we have with this bill is that this may well create
just more administrative layers and costs, and some of that money that could have actually gone to
assist many of those owners corps that are facing significant challenges will actually be gobbled up in
more administrative costs than would otherwise be necessary.
Simply, the change from the VBA, an admittedly flawed body that we have been critical of on a
number of levels in the past, and the creation of a new body over here, Cladding Safety Victoria, will
not in and of itself solve the problems that were and remain there. I should say that clause 14 of the
Building Amendment (Cladding Rectification) Bill 2019 altered the Building Act 1993 and says:
If the Treasurer is satisfied that there is in the Cladding Safety Victoria account at any time an amount in
excess of the amount required to meet the anticipated payments from the account, the Treasurer, after
consultation with the Authority and the Minister, may direct the payment of the whole or any part of that
excess amount out of the account into the Consolidated Fund.

Let us be clear what this concerning clause actually means. It means the Treasurer can reach down
and take that money, which was clearly designated appropriately for rectification works. And if the
Treasurer decides—he has got to consult, admittedly; he has got to consult, but that is all he has to
do—he can take the money, he can wrench the money back into the Consolidated Fund. It becomes a
simple tax grab, and that is the thing about this bill that concerns us. That money could be used to fund
any other state government program unrelated to cladding rectification. The money raised by levies
on property owners and new properties is a significant issue. If more money is raised than needed, it
should be returned to those from whom it was levied. The Property Council of Australia believes any
excess funds should be refunded at a later stage in projects or used to reduce future building permit
costs. And let us face it, this has all been funded by a levy on building permits.
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The Property Council made a number of comments to us. They noted with respect to this the primary
matters addressed by the bill—the creation of the authority and the extension of the time line. The
matter which concerns them is the return of funds to consolidated revenue under clause 42:
The Property Council has submitted that if not all funds are expended from the levy at the point where all
cladding remediation is complete, the amount should not be returned to Consolidated Revenue but should be
used to refund later stage … project or to reduce future building permit costs more generally.

I think that is a legitimate and reasonable point that they are making. The money has been taken for a
very specific purpose. If it is not to be used for that purpose, a way should be found to sensibly refund
it.
The Master Builders Association of Victoria (MBA) have also put on record their concerns and their
calls for changes to the cladding bill. They said on 18 September they are concerned and called for
changes to the Cladding Safety Victoria Bill 2020 that is currently before Parliament. They said:
… the legislation will see builders vulnerable to claims that they can neither have foreseen, nor protected
against.

I am going to quote some sections of this media release:
While the legislation aims to protect consumers, it will mean claims against builders who have not been given
any opportunity to protect themselves, and will result in further insolvencies, and further losses for the
Victorian economy.

It talks about the two-year extension. The Master Builders particularly draw attention to the
retrospective legislation that:
… holds individuals to a standard that they could not have anticipated. In this instance, the retrospectivity
applies to an absolute liability meaning there is no requirement to demonstrate any fault on behalf of the
practitioner subject to that liability.

They say:
The definition of a ‘cladding building action in connection with or otherwise related to cladding products’ is
not limited to flammable or combustible cladding claims, the definition provided allows for a far wider scope
of action.

These are legitimate points, I think, that the MBA is making.
Builders will no longer have the opportunity to notify insurers of claims under policies which will protect
against cladding related claims.

The building industry, they say, and construction industry:
… is already subject to a 10 year liability on building actions. This is a significant increase on the 6-year
liability which applies to most other industries.

And they are quite explicit:
The finger pointing relating to cladding must cease and greater collaborative consultation is required to
develop effective solutions to the remaining problems.

There are big problems. As I said, there is lots of responsibility to go around—federal, ministerial
councils, the VBA in particular and some in the industry. There is a series of real issues and problems.
Without any consultation, this legislation is being introduced at a time when our industry is adapting to further
changes imposed from the COVID-19 pandemic. We urge the Government to immediately reconsider the
implementation of this Bill and allow all parties to focus on the urgent problems of survival and recovery
from the COVID-19 pandemic.

I think the points made by the Master Builders Association and the Property Council are legitimate
points, and I think the government should have listened to these. They should have focused on what
is reasonable and what is fair. Retrospective changes are always concerning—and the issues of public
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money being levied in this way and the lack of clarity—and I will ask some questions in committee
briefly. I do not intend to take a long time in committee, but it would be helpful to have some questions
answered—and some of those questions are about exactly how much is anticipated to be collected
over the forward estimates each year and how much of it will be applied to cladding rectification.
The question, I guess, is: will all of it be applied to cladding rectification? How much has been spent
on administration by the Victorian Building Authority to date and how much will be spent by Cladding
Safety Victoria? How much, for example, was spent last year and how much has been collected but is
currently a corpus within the VBA and will be transferred across to Cladding Safety Victoria? I think
these are legitimate questions that anyone would want answered.
The property owners affected by combustible cladding because of the poor regulation have had a rough
deal. As we have said, we do point directly to the regulatory failure over a lengthy period that has
actually caused this problem. It is not the fault of individual home owners, and it is not the fault of
individual owners corps within particular buildings. It is not their fault. They bought a building in good
faith. Some of the buildings are well out of the liability period and are in that sense historic but
nonetheless have very significant cost impacts on the owners corps and consequently on the property
values of many of those buildings.
As I said, we are very concerned still about the issues of the collection of this money, how it will be
spent and the ability of the Treasurer to reach back down and take whatever he wants. We know this
Treasurer is addicted to taking money from statutory authorities of various types. He was the first to
wrench money out of the Victorian Managed Insurance Authority. I could go on with a long list of
bodies from which significant money has been wrenched through various classifications—as
dividends or some other fiction. They are taxes by any other definition. If this money is taken out of
the cladding rectification process and taken back to the Consolidated Fund, that will be a tax, pure and
simple—a general tax—and we would be very concerned to see that occur. If the minister does not
have any intention of doing that, it is hard to see why that clause would be put into the bill. If the
minister is intending to do it, that is the reason you would expect that there would be such a clause put
in the bill. We regard the provision of that clause, or the decision to put that clause in the bill, as a clear
indication that that is the minister’s intention—to scoop out dividends, scoop out payments.
Let us be quite clear where the money is coming from. These are new levies put on building permits
for new properties. Every building permit has got a wedge put on it, and that goes back in to fund
cladding rectification. Now, if the government is going to scoop money out of that, that would concern
me. For every tower that is built, with the permit costs and the building permit arrangements and the
levy that is put on to fund rectification, and on the edge of the city for all of those new properties—the
small, quarter-acre blocks with levies on the planning arrangements and the permits that are issued—
that is a significant potential cost on individual persons and individual families.
Now people say, ‘Well, look, there is a problem with rectification. We’re prepared to make a
contribution’. I think there is a general caution about increased costs through these sorts of levies, but
there is a genuine issue that we understand, and we see their purpose. But for that money to then be
scooped back into the Consolidated Fund we think is a bridge too far. Consequently we are very
concerned about the bill and will oppose it. We see the attitude of the government to taking more and
more taxes in this way as unacceptable. There is nothing in the bill that we see that fundamentally
assists those who are needing rectification. The levy money is currently being collected and should be
being disbursed, and that can be done through the current processes. That is our position and our
concern.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (14:25): What a pleasure it is to rise immediately after Mr Davis has
talked on a subject where he has engaged, as usual, in doublespeak, in this case associated with wanting
to remove flammable cladding on the one hand whilst opposing a bill which delivers the mechanism
to do precisely that on the other. I listened very carefully to Mr Davis’s extensive contribution on this
bill today, and I want to reflect on a number of things that he said about the bill and about cladding
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rectification and the program which has been established through Cladding Safety Victoria to build on
the work of the Victorian Building Authority as a consequence of numerous discussions, engagements
and consultations around this issue which go directly to the heart of public safety.
Going back to 2014 and the Lacrosse building fire, we know that there is a history of flammable
cladding burning out of control in Victoria. We also know from the Neo building on Spencer Street
and the fire that occurred there that this is not a unique or isolated circumstance. Tragically we know
from the Grenfell Tower estate in the UK that it can have deadly, tragic consequences. Dozens and
dozens of people were trapped in a building where the exterior of the building was clad in material
which sandwiched an internal component which had a very low melting point, and this led to
inescapable tragedy for the people who were trapped in that building.
What we have also seen is the appointment, as Mr Davis alluded to earlier, of former Premier—and
let us put this on the record as well, former architect—Ted Baillieu, alongside former Deputy Premier
John Thwaites, to undertake a review of the cladding issue and the policy challenges and the regulatory
and industry challenges associated with this particular aspect of planning regulation, insurance and
building oversight. Mr Davis has been a little bit tricky in the way in which he has looked at this
particular element of a review of cladding in Victoria. What we have seen following the interim report
of this particular assessment and review undertaken, the Thwaites-Baillieu review, is a series of
recommendations to deliver solutions to a very significant problem. It is unfair and indeed inaccurate
to characterise, as Mr Davis purports to do, quote, ‘as a matter of record’, this as an issue where
Mr Thwaites was looking into, in effect, the same subject matter that he had been regulating in a prior
role and that this therefore gives rise to some sort of improper conduct. That is an issue which—
Mr Davis interjected.
Ms SHING: Well, a conflict then, Mr Davis. This is an issue which I would invite you to repeat
outside the chamber if you were so inclined.
What we do see is a need for rectification works to take place. The opposition does not seem to quibble
with that, but when it comes to delivering on the detail, that is where they depart from it and use this
as a cute but altogether fatuous lever to oppose the bill itself.
Mr Davis talked about the need for all levels of government to work toward reducing the public risk
associated with flammable cladding. He talked about state and federal partnerships in the context of
delivering improvements to this area of building and planning regulation oversight and minimisation
of public health risk. What I would like to do to refute that is to just look at the recent chronology
associated with funding this particular issue. The Premier announced, alongside the Minister for
Planning, Richard Wynne, that there would be a $600 million fund as part of cladding rectification
works to address the very serious risks that had been building over many, many years in Victoria from
high-rise through to mid-rise buildings and to understand the impact that that would have on current
home owners in terms of understanding the legal action that might be taken by home owners and by
ratepayers against builders, the interface with insurers and industry bodies.
Mr Davis spent a lot of his contribution talking about the Property Council of Australia, talking about
the Master Builders Association of Victoria, and it was only in the dying moments of his contribution
that he talked about home owners—that he talked about people who had in fact found themselves at
significant risk of danger as well as financial loss given the impact upon property values that
flammable cladding will have over time where there are disincentives following a disclosure of
flammable cladding on the exterior of buildings that lead to people not making a decision to purchase.
This is something which I think Mr Davis would have been wise to start his contribution with. This is
in fact about the people who live in and occupy these premises. It is not actually first and foremost
about the peak bodies and associations who represent one particular set of interests. It behoves
Mr Davis to actually start from those immediately impacted and not to go to the big end of town, as a
large part of his contribution did.
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Now, what we saw after the Premier’s announcement of the $600 million fund to undertake this
cladding rectification work was in fact the commonwealth not coming on board, not agreeing to a
partnership, which Mr Davis has alluded to today in terms which, when you read his contribution in
Hansard, you might be inclined to conclude did involve a collaboration and did involve some sort of
sharing of the cost of that $600 million figure. What we saw was the commonwealth run away from
any intention to invest in cladding rectification, notwithstanding the fact that it occurs all over the
commonwealth’s jurisdiction, and this has then led to the Victorian government yet again being left to
pick up the tab for an issue which has, as Mr Davis has referred to and alluded to, an interface with the
federal jurisdiction. What a disgrace. What a disgrace that we see an inability for other jurisdictions to
partner with it, not just the state of Victoria but in terms of the precedent that it sets for other states and
territories where this same issue has been rising quietly, steadily over decades, and now presents the
biggest risk to public safety that it ever has, based on the sheer number of buildings which contain
flammable cladding, the risk associated with population density and the need for home owners to be
made aware of—as owners, occupiers, ratepayers and titleholders—the risks to them associated with
flammable cladding being part of the exterior of buildings where there is a body corporate or similar.
This is why, in the absence of the commonwealth coming on board, the Andrews government has
needed to take the action that it has in relation to the cladding rectification fund and in relation to
Cladding Safety Victoria as a dedicated body to oversee this process, notwithstanding Mr Davis’s
commentary earlier—and I would like to paraphrase Mr Davis—that he has no confidence in the
Victorian Building Authority and that he is ‘deeply unmoved’ by the introduction of Cladding Safety
Victoria and its establishment founded in the terms set out in the bill. What an extraordinary comment
from Mr Davis that a body charged to address the very subject matter that he and those opposite say
is of significant public interest is in fact something which he is deeply unmoved by before it has even
been established and had its work get underway. What an extraordinary betrayal by Mr Davis of the
opposition’s fundamental objection to any investment in regulation which will improve lives,
experiences and access to equity and decision-making, which is so crucial not just in this area of
government regulation, oversight and assistance but so much more broadly across the Victorian
government space.
We also have to address the points which Mr Davis has made about the way in which funds will be
allocated and distributed throughout this particular program and what will occur in the event that funds
are not fully spent and that funds are not exhausted. Mr Davis has conveniently left out in his
contribution the review mechanism which is set out in the act, which refers very clearly to a capacity
for the fund to continue should there be an ongoing need to do so.
If we apply Mr Davis’s own reasoning that the minister’s intent must be to claw back—or I think to
‘scoop out’ was Mr Davis’s somewhat odd turn of phrase earlier—unspent funds from the cladding
rectification fund to return them to consolidated revenue, then in fact it must also be the minister’s
intention to enable the fund to continue well beyond its initial establishment period.
Mr Davis interjected.
Ms SHING: Mr Davis, you cannot have a bet each way, but that appears to be exactly what you
are doing. What we have here is yet another example of the non sequiturs that characterise Mr Davis’s
contribution in this place just about every time he gets to his feet. We see that on the one hand in
principle he thinks that the removal of cladding that is flammable is a good thing but on the other hand
he is not prepared to engage in support of a bill that does exactly that. He is not prepared to support—
neither is the opposition prepared to support—a body which will deliver a dedicated process to provide
an additional two years for people to pursue legal action against builders responsible for installing
combustible cladding on their homes. He opposes the substance of the bill in relation to claims where
the claim period expired or is due to expire between the date of the government’s announcement of
the cladding rectification program, which was on 16 July 2019, and 12 months after the new bill
commences. Mr Davis is again very happy to sit in his place and to wait to rise at the appropriate
moment to vote against this bill and on the other hand to say that it is a good thing that the Minister

BILLS
3418

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 27 October 2020

for Planning, Richard Wynne, eventually came to his senses—I think Mr Davis’s words were, or to
paraphrase Mr Davis; he is nodding, so that must be an accurate summary of what he said earlier—
and in fact agreed to address this issue.
It is extraordinary that Mr Davis would on the one hand have us believe that this is something which
the government is not getting right and yet on the other hand be prepared to say that he is responsible—
he is responsible; that the Liberal-National coalition is responsible—for this work that has been
undertaken. Wouldn’t it be wonderful if Mr Davis and those opposite could see fit to actually have a
conversation with the commonwealth government about delivering on the $300 million—which it
walked away from—in order to make this Australia’s best program to actually deliver on rectification,
on flammable cladding removal? Wouldn’t it be great if those opposite stepped up to do some
substantive work in this regard rather than relentlessly opposing the scheme which has been
established by this bill not just to provide a transparent and consistent framework for rectification
works, not just to ensure that builders are held to account, not just to ensure longevity of investment
in this public health issue but also to make sure that the commonwealth is doing its share of investment
into an area which is squarely covered by its jurisdiction?
We have seen significant work undertaken by the Premier, undertaken by ministers, undertaken
through the COAG process to talk with insurers, to talk with peak bodies and most importantly to talk
with home owners, purchasers and members of bodies corporate. This work goes on, and it will be
necessary to continue consultation work in the long term to make sure that the workings of this fund
and the operations of Cladding Safety Victoria are undertaken with the requisite level of consistency,
reliability and accountability that this bill intends to provide.
We do have a number of components in this bill which other government speakers will go to, but what
we need to do is make sure that owners corporations continue to be part of this conversation and make
sure that plans continue to be rolled out in a comprehensive way for the removal of flammable cladding
and that this is done in a way that not just delivers improved public health and risk management
practices but is also seen to do exactly that. This has been an issue of enormous significance, of
avoidable tragedy worldwide. We cannot afford to sit on our hands, and we have not done that. We
have, since the introduction of reviews and assessments, made an investment of at least $600 million
to change the landscape of the flammable cladding issue forever.
It would be wonderful if those opposite could see fit to acknowledge the importance of a bill like this
and to support it, but for their own churlish and cheap reasons they will choose to ignore it. On this
basis, I commend the bill to the house.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (14:40): On 9 August Channel 9’s 60 Minutes reported on
the widespread structural defects afflicting high-rise towers in Sydney and Melbourne. They described
it as shameful that 85 per cent of new high-rise apartments are defective. They said the rate of shoddy
workmanship has increased dramatically as governments around the country have encouraged
developers to build more and more high-density housing. Not only are high-density, high-rise
buildings bad for our mental health, not only do high-rise buildings block the sunlight to their
neighbours and make chilling wind canyons of our streets, not only are they built over demoralised,
defeated local communities who consistently oppose them, not only are they coronavirus or future
pandemic risks but 85 per cent of the new ones are defective buildings.
The reaction of governments around the world to what has happened in their cities has been woeful.
We all know about the Grenfell Tower tragedy in London where 72 people died when a council
housing complex went up in flames due to defective cladding.
The Cladding Safety Victoria Bill 2020 establishes Cladding Safety Victoria as a separate body tasked
to deliver the cladding rectification program announced by the government in July last year. It is
currently a unit of the Victorian Building Authority (VBA). Where buildings are prioritised by
Cladding Safety Victoria, CSV, the relevant owner or owners corporation will be invited to register
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for financial assistance. CSV decides whether to grant this financial assistance, and if it does, it enters
into a funding agreement with the owner or the owners corporation, so the Building Act 1993 is being
amended to transfer these functions from the Victorian Building Authority to the new body, Cladding
Safety Victoria.
The bill also extends the limitation period applicable to actions associated with non-compliant or nonconforming external wall cladding products from 10 years to 12 years in certain circumstances. The
government says this change will enable the government to hold wrongdoers to account for paying for
the problems they helped cause. The Sustainable Australia party welcomes this step. As the Minister
for Planning has said, apartment owners are in this situation through no fault of their own, and it is
only right that they have as much time as possible to pursue compensation through the courts. Cladding
Services Victoria will be subject to the general direction and control of the planning minister.
The Sustainable Australia party supports this bill, but we do need to take a couple of minutes to reflect
on how we got to this point. I referred earlier to the Grenfell Tower tragedy. Even that tragedy did not
prevent more fires around the world, including here in Melbourne. There was a widespread failure to
take the problem seriously, leaving apartment owners exposed to both financial and personal risk. The
Victorian Building Authority has been heavily criticised for having failed to prevent the widespread
use of combustible cladding, which we know is on almost 1300 privately owned buildings. Its
response to that criticism? In March this year it was reported that the Victorian Building Authority had
inserted new clauses in its contracts with building surveyors that would silence them and prevent them
from ever criticising the VBA or the government.
The VBA it seems is very sensitive. One potential consultant was sent a contract with the following
clause:
… during the Term and at all times following the expiry or termination of this Agreement, the Supplier must
refrain from …
… all disparaging remarks, derogatory statements or comments (whether in writing or otherwise)
regarding the VBA, any Agency, the Victorian building regulatory framework or the State …

So the contract says.
Mr Davis: It’s a gag.
Mr HAYES: It is certainly a gag all right—a bad gag. It is a clause you might expect to find if you
were doing business in an authoritarian single-party state but hopefully not here. Given the cladding
debacle and the fact that 85 per cent of new high-rise apartments are defective, we need more
transparency, not less.
I do not think this bill, although it is worthy of support, or frankly anything else the government has
done in relation to defective buildings and building regulation is going to effectively safeguard
building consumers. I say this on two grounds. First, consumers at the moment are being done over
by companies using phoenixing to avoid legal liabilities. We have corporations that set up a company
to build a single high-rise apartment complex then liquidate the company after the project is completed.
Too bad for apartment purchasers who discover something wrong with their building. We have
corporations just shutting up shop and banking on consumers not pursuing them through the Supreme
Court in a complex litigation to unpack company and personal legal structures to achieve redress. This
is of course a matter for the federal Parliament, and I call on both major parties to show more resolve
than they have until now to deal with these problems.
Secondly, the system of private building surveyors is broken. Frankly, it is inherently corrupt.
Developers should not be allowed to appoint and pay their own building surveyors; councils should
do this. We cannot continue to have a building regulation process which is not at arm’s length from
developers. We need to learn a lesson from this debacle, and that is that the regime of private building
surveyors just does not work. Indeed the unsustainability of the private building surveyor system has
been borne out by their problems with personal indemnity insurance. Last year the Australian Institute
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of Building Surveyors warned members that the situation with professional indemnity insurance had
reached a crisis point and that without government intervention private building surveyors could be
forced out of work, with consequences for the construction industry.
Now, if private building surveyors cannot find anyone to insure them and the government is being
expected to insure this activity, then taxpayers and ratepayers will get far better value if governments
and councils actually carry out inspections. That way they can properly manage the risk rather than
the present situation, where the buck stops with the taxpayer but we taxpayers have no effective control
over building quality. I remind the house that 60 Minutes found that 85 per cent of these buildings are
defective. The scale of this debacle has been immense. The Victorian government has agreed to fork
out at least $600 million to fix up dodgy buildings that have been covered in flammable cladding, but
the figure could go even higher. For comparison purposes, the collapse of the Pyramid Building
Society in the early 1990s cost Victorian taxpayers $900 million, so this could end up being worse
than Pyramid.
And how did we come to this? Well, first, we had deregulation of Australia’s building regulatory
system. Up until 1997 it was very prescriptive, but after that it was replaced with a national code that
was performance based and remained this way despite tower fires around the world sounding a
warning. Secondly, we had the replacement of council building inspectors—real inspectors—with
private building surveyors. This regime has been fatally undermined by its lack of independence and
the conflict of interest inherent in their reliance on private owners and developers for their ongoing
employment. It has been a regime of toothless tigers.
The third factor in the cladding debacle on the continuing theme of deregulation has been the decline
in Australia’s manufacturing base, which I spoke to earlier. Since the 1990s the majority of products
used in the Australian building market have come from overseas. The Senate committee which
inquired into the cladding debacle noted how difficult it is to ensure imported materials are in fact
compliant with Australian standards. The Australian Institute of Building Surveyors said that they had
identified incorrect, fraudulent or inadequate documentation and certificates of adequacy as one of the
reasons why non-compliant external wall cladding had been installed on so many buildings in
Australia over the past 30 years. The CFMEU said that fraudulent documentation was widespread.
The final factor in the cladding debacle has been the deregulation of Melbourne’s population growth.
The trebling of Australia’s migration program and the extra 100 000-plus people Melbourne has
grown by every year as a consequence has led to an unprecedented proliferation of high-rise
apartments. The desperation of state governments to facilitate this sort of growth has seen them allow
the property industry to cut corners. So we loosened the restrictions on the importing of people, we
loosened the restrictions on the importing of building materials, we loosened the restrictions on what
materials could be used in buildings and when, and we loosened the restrictions on who could certify
that our buildings were safe and fit for purpose. And you would not read about it. It has turned to
custard. Who would have thought it: free movement of goods, free movement of people, deregulate
the use of materials for building, deregulate who can certify that a building is safe—how could it
possibly have all gone wrong! I will support this bill, but I hope that all of us will learn some lessons
from the cladding debacle. We are seeing the chickens of a corrupt system coming home to roost. It is
time for the cosy relationship between politicians, property developers and the building industry to end.
Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (14:52): It is good to rise to join the debate on the Cladding
Safety Victoria Bill 2020. As we have already heard here in the house this afternoon, the main purpose
of this bill is to establish an entity called Cladding Safety Victoria. Its function is to administer a
cladding rectification program, and this includes facilitating the cladding rectification works for
government buildings. These functions are transferred from the Victorian Building Authority, the
VBA, to CSV, which has been functioning as a separate department within the VBA. The conjoined
operation has given rise, as far as I am concerned, to issues of governance and conflict of interest,
which is why the coalition previously called for CSV to be a separate entity.
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Allow me to provide some context. The bill comes in response to the Neo200 building fire last year,
where a smouldering cigarette started a blaze that rapidly spread through the building’s combustible
cladding. Thankfully no-one was seriously injured, but the fire was a stern reminder of how dangerous
combustible cladding is and has shone a light on the failures of the VBA, because since then it has
been revealed by an audit—which we have heard something about in this house this afternoon—that
there are hundreds of buildings in Victoria that are at extreme or high risk because of the cladding
materials used in their construction. The fact that it was able to get to this point with some unscrupulous
practitioners using unsafe cladding shows just how inadequate building regulation has been here in
Victoria.
Because of the number of unsafe buildings made known through the audit, the Labor government
committed to spending $300 million on repairing the dangerously cladded buildings. Another
$300 million comes from a building permit levy that is collected over a five-year period through the
VBA. Now, the levy applies to those seeking to acquire building permits for building works greater
than $10 000. As property owners often lack capacity to fund rectification programs, it is, in my very
strong view, appropriate for the state to step in to ensure safe living conditions. However, the coalition
opposed the now-passed Building Amendment (Cladding Rectification) Bill 2019, which introduced
the building permit levy. This was on the basis that the levy appears to be a tax grab, effectively
rendering the people of Victoria liable for the failures of the VBA to appropriately regulate building
works.
Let me explain why I see this as a tax grab. The VBA collects revenue from the building permit levy
to contribute to cladding rectification. After deducting administrative costs, this bill authorises the
VBA to transfer the money to the new CSV entity to perform rectification works—sounds aboveboard.
But if we look closer, clause 42 of the bill alters section 205DB(2) of the Building Act 1993 and
provides that, and I quote for the house:
If the Treasurer is satisfied that there is in the Cladding Safety Victoria account at any time an amount in
excess of the amount required to meet the anticipated payments from the account, the Treasurer, after
consultation with the Authority and the Minister, may direct the payment of the whole or any part of that
excess amount out of the account into the Consolidated Fund.

What this means is that if the Treasurer decides there is an excess of money in the CSV account, he
has the power to transfer it back to consolidated revenue. The money could be used to fund any other
program of the state government unrelated to cladding rectification, and we know that many
government programs are currently well over budget. This is why my colleagues and I say that this
measure in the bill is a tax grab.
This government closed down our economy—indeed it is still closed down today—and imposed the
longest lockdown in the Western world. Thousands of businesses have been destroyed, and yet the
government is increasing taxes, because this is yet another tax that will only further add to the
difficulties that Victorians and Victorian businesses are facing and will face in the future in rebuilding
our state after this pandemic.
We do not know how much the VBA will squirrel away under the auspices of administration fees, and
there should be line of sight over what is certain to be a significant money trail. My colleagues and I
say that if more money is raised than is needed, that should be returned to those from whom it was
levied. Alternatively, the Property Council of Australia believes any excess funds should be used to
re-fund later stage projects or to reduce future building permit costs more generally, which again I
think is an idea that has some merit.
Another concern stems from the fact that the addresses of the buildings benefiting from rectification
funding will be kept secret in the name of security. This means the government will be collecting a
new tax and not disclosing which electorates that money will then be spent in. The criteria for
prioritisation are not yet available and do not form part of this bill. All of this is far less than ideal,
leaving the scheme open to the possibility of abuse.
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Now, we in the opposition have been supportive of attempts to rectify the cladding crisis; I am very
supportive of attempts to do so. This is important for the safety of Victorians. But as my friend Tim
Smith said in the other house, the way the building industry has been regulated by the VBA under the
Andrews government has been very poor. Indeed the Neo200 building fire was not the first of its kind.
In 2014 the Lacrosse building in the Docklands was set ablaze by, again, a lit cigarette and it was
fuelled by, again, flammable cladding. It was the first major building fire in Melbourne caused by this
dangerous material and sparked the need for a serious response. The aim of building legislation in
Victoria is to keep people safe and to regulate minimum building standards. Unfortunately this has not
been done well enough, particularly by the VBA. Six years later the cladding crisis still needs to be
resolved, as we have seen from the Neo200 building fire and the remaining number of buildings that
still require unsafe cladding to be removed.
A promise was made last year by the Minister for Planning that certain buildings with cladding defects
would be rectified, particularly those buildings that posed the highest danger to the public. Now, I
understand that there have been difficulties in setting up CSV and indeed organising the various
different instrumentalities and legalities with regard to the rectification of cladding on private
buildings. But this promise has not been fulfilled. I was very disappointed that, for all these months
during the COVID pandemic, many fellow Victorians have been forced to spend 22 or 23 hours per
day in their homes which are still enveloped in combustible cladding.
Given the issues that I have raised I will be opposing the bill before the house today. I would note also
how disappointed I was to see that significant amendments were made to this bill only moments before
it was introduced into the other chamber. I have spoken on a number of occasions about the need to
show due respect to core processes of this place, and I have made my views known that that has not
occurred during this period of time—that is, under the cover of COVID. As we move to the next stage,
I would urge the government to stop playing fast and loose with the important democratic processes
and instead to return to a way of working that has served our state well over many, many years.
Mr ERDOGAN (Southern Metropolitan) (15:01): I am pleased to rise in support of the Cladding
Safety Victoria Bill 2020. As we have heard, the bill has the effect of establishing Cladding Safety
Victoria as a separate body corporate tasked to deliver the government’s cladding rectification
program. This bill also makes consequential amendments to the Building Act 1993 to support the
creation of the CSV by transferring functions conferred on the Victorian Building Authority relating
to cladding rectification work to the new entity and by empowering the VBA to pay certain amounts
to the CSV to fund the cladding rectification program.
There are a number of issues that have been raised by previous speakers, which I will get into a bit
later. Before I do, I just want to make sure that people understand the changes that are being proposed
today. There is one final change that it brings, and that is that it extends the limitation period applicable
to actions associated with non-conforming external wall cladding products from 10 to 12 years. This
extension applies to all claims where the claims period expired or was due to expire between the date
of the government’s announcement of the cladding rectification program on 16 July 2019 and
12 months after the new bill commences. Put simply, this bill will give Victorians an extra two years
to pursue legal action against builders responsible for installing combustible cladding on their homes.
This bill will give home owners more of an opportunity to recover the costs of removing combustible
cladding by increasing the time limit on compensation claims. To further support home owners
affected by this, the government is also chasing wrongdoers through the courts on behalf of home
owners in the most serious cases, where the state pays for the rectification costs and the builder is
found to have a case to answer through an investigation. All of this will be overseen by the new
standalone entity, Cladding Safety Victoria, and it will ensure that we will have best practice in place
and be a world leader in fixing this major problem, a problem that not only affects this state but is a
problem across the country.
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I was glad to hear in the contribution made earlier by Mr Davis that he accepted that the federal
government has some responsibility for the importation of these dangerous materials into this country.
I would urge him to make representations to his federal colleagues on this issue, because that seems
to be the source. But as Mr Hayes said, cooperation between the state and federal governments is
needed to address this major problem. It seems at the moment the federal government is walking away
from its responsibility. This issue of unsafe cladding is not a Victorian problem; it is a problem that
affects all states and territories. Unfortunately these materials have gone up across the major cities in
our nation, and we need to take steps to rectify that. Our government cannot wait for the federal
government to act. We need to be proactive and ensure that public safety is maintained—or restored,
in this case.
Previously I have spoken on this issue in this chamber, and when I spoke last time earlier this year I
recalled the incidence of the fires across Melbourne—a couple of incidents that have already been
raised, such as the Lacrosse building. I was shocked, to be frank, because the Lacrosse building itself
was an apartment complex on Lonsdale Street. For many years—for six years—I worked on Lonsdale
Street as a lawyer, so it was not too far away. Obviously it is the residents that are directly affected. I
could imagine what they are feeling, but also someone that uses Lonsdale Street—it is a popular street
in our city and someone could be visiting a resident or passing by—could be engulfed by this public
risk. That is why this government has had to act and we cannot wait any longer on this issue. What
was so devastating was that the building was able to catch fire in such a rapid time. The risk was, I
guess, shown to all of us—it was a major public risk that could no longer wait. We cannot have any
more inaction on this issue.
I guess in my electorate of Southern Metropolitan there are a number of buildings that have been
identified as high risk and with non-compliant cladding. So I am glad, as a resident of Southern
Metropolitan and as a person who lives in a high-rise building, that these kinds of buildings are being
fixed. Clearly the response was needed. Like many of our public policies and the legislation that we
have introduced in this place, we have done it with the rights of consumers as a central guiding
principle.
I guess a bit of background around the program is important as well. Yes, we did announce a
$600 million package last year to fix these buildings, and Cladding Safety Victoria oversees this
world-first program. Cladding Safety Victoria works with building owners, owners corporations and
the building sector to rectify buildings and make them safe. It also provides the community and
industry with information and advice on rectification works and provides financial assistance to fund
rectification works. Funding for rectification works is prioritised based on risk to ensure buildings
which present the highest risk to occupants are rectified first.
The government believes apartment owners are in this situation through no fault of their own, and it
is only right that they have as much time as possible to pursue compensation through the courts, so we
make no apologies for the extension of time. In line with community expectations, we are making sure
the wrongdoers contribute to the cost of fixing their mistakes.
I note that CSV has met with more than 430 owners corporations to discuss rectification plans for their
buildings. Detailed plans are now available for 250 buildings in our state. Works were underway on
seven projects at the end of August, and that will rapidly increase in the coming months. CSV will
very soon have completed its first project in Preston. All buildings within CSV’s program have been
deemed safe to occupy. Any buildings found to be unsafe to occupy will be evacuated.
In cases where high-risk cladding has been identified, councils and the Victorian Building Authority
have ordered extra safety measures and monitoring to be in place. When CSV was founded we said
15 priority buildings would be dealt with first. Lessons learned from these 15 different projects will
be applied across the program. The first 15 buildings were chosen for different measures of risk—a
mix of different heights, sizes, building materials and conditions surrounding these buildings. Nothing
like this has ever been done anywhere in the world. We are learning more and more with each building
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that comes through the process. Each building is complex and requires a unique solution. Funding
agreements are in place for all 15 buildings, and work is underway on six of them.
CSV will fast-track the rectification of buildings with dangerous cladding to make them safer sooner
and create thousands of jobs as the economy rebuilds from the coronavirus pandemic. We are working
with the building industry to accelerate works and will have construction underway on 400 buildings
within two years. CSV will work with a select group of reputable builders to rectify their projects at
no profit. Participating builders must pass rigorous government checks, have no pending or past
disciplinary action and no prior misconduct charges on the record. Over time more original builders
will be invited to participate in the process, saving time for residents and saving taxpayers money.
Using an original builder will slash time spent on preconstruction planning work by more than half,
meaning buildings will be safer sooner.
The building and construction sector is a critical part of Victoria’s economy, employing nearly one in
10 Victorians. The last time I checked, the construction-related industries were in fact our secondbiggest economic generator of activity in this state.
Partnership between the state government and the construction sector is important for construction
jobs and in this case ending the combustible cladding problem and giving residents certainty. By
requiring the original builders to remedy their work at a fixed rate the government is making sure
builders of good repute who were originally involved in cladding installation help to fix cladding
problems while providing a vital workflow as the global economy slows. Original builders know their
buildings better than anyone else and can work more efficiently. The original builder has the original
plans and corporate knowledge required to get the project done quickly.
This new model does not change the buildings already identified as in the scope of the rectification
program. In cases where builders are ineligible to participate the existing process remains in place and
the government will proceed with its cost recovery process so that the building practitioners that have
done the wrong thing are financially liable. Owners who do not wish to have the work done by the
original builder will still be able to participate in the program. They will have the option of going
through the regular program instead.
There is a lot to discuss on this issue, but I am glad to hear that the range of speakers who have spoken
already have all accepted that this is a major issue that needs to be addressed. I am disappointed to
hear that the opposition is opposing this bill, because the federal government has not stepped up to the
plate and this is an issue that, as I have already stated, is across Australia. It is not unique to Melbourne
or Victoria. Similar products have been used in Sydney, Brisbane and other major cities across our
nation, so you would expect a national approach would have been more appropriate. But we cannot
wait. Public safety cannot wait. People that live in these buildings, I guess their guests, and really
passers-by and neighbouring properties are just as affected or at risk or in danger.
I am really pleased to hear that our government is taking action. I think this new body, Cladding Safety
Victoria, with its purpose solely focused on rectifying this problem, is the right approach. It will be
fantastic, and I think it will be well received by the residents. I understand that some in the sector may
have concerns with the levy, but I think the levy is required to fund these works, because it is not a
unique threat just to the residents but also to the broader public. We cannot have these kinds of major
incidents happening across our state, and that is why I am so pleased to speak in favour of this.
It is also important to understand that this rectification program is the most comprehensive in the
world, and we are getting on with rectifying this serious public issue because it is the right thing to do.
This is the first time anything like this has ever been done, and it is important we keep looking for
better ways to get work done and make buildings safer sooner. The bill will continue the important
work of the government in this regard. I commend bill to the house.
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Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (15:13): I rise to speak on the Cladding Safety
Victoria Bill 2020. When I stood in this place and spoke on the bill introducing the cladding
rectification program, I was astounded by how much of a mess it was, and this has not changed. It is
still a mess, with extra bureaucracy and a tax that is not really a tax.
The first half of the bill establishes Cladding Safety Victoria as an independent body, outlining its
functions and powers, and this is fine. I would be surprised if the government managed to get this
wrong as it is a simple cut-and-copy approach to establishing a new body. But an issue that my
colleague from the Liberal Democrats, Tim Quilty, pointed out in the debate on the Building
Amendment (Cladding Rectification) Bill 2019 remains: the legislation allows for any excess tax
revenue from the cladding rectification fund to be transferred into the Consolidated Fund. The wording
of the legislation reads that this may be done at any time, which to me reads that if it is believed that
there is a surplus at any point during the project, this surplus can be transferred to the Consolidated
Fund. The Liberal Democrats believe that if there is a surplus, that revenue should be returned to those
it was taken from. A tax by any other name is still a tax, and a building levy that can be transferred to
the Consolidated Fund is clearly a tax. The Liberal Democrats will always oppose tax increases.
The Master Builders Association of Victoria also raised concerns with this bill. They believe that the
extension of time from 10 years to 12 years for the time limit on compensation claims for removal of
combustible cladding means that it is retrospective legislation which holds individuals to a standard
that they could not have anticipated at the time. This potentially will result in further insolvencies and
further losses for the Victorian economy. Hubert Wajszel, who is an insurance lawyer who specialises
in construction litigation, stated that most builders would have notified insurers about any projects that
they had been involved in over the last 10 years that could give rise to a cladding claim. But with this
extension they face the prospect of not being covered for any new notification which would be
excluded in professional indemnity policies.
He also flagged the possibility that this legislation would make the insurance industry more reluctant
to insure builders for fear of being exposed to a greater risk of claims being made. Whilst I understand
the intent of the change, I wonder, as I have on many occasions in my time here, whether the
government actually engaged with these stakeholders to understand their concerns about this
legislation. I also have some concerns with the opaque nature of the eligibility for CSV grants. The
forms and terms of the agreements are delegated to regulations, which may be fine, but it does mean
that the members debating the legislation here today do not have clarity on how the funds will be
allocated.
Lastly, I would like to point to the lack of regard for process this government is increasingly showing.
When this bill was debated in the lower house the government introduced amendments to the bill
moments before it was set to be debated. Whilst it is certainly preferable to make amendments to any
proposed legislation before it comes before the chamber, I can appreciate the frustrations expressed
by some members in the other place that they only saw these amendments moments before debate.
Therefore a new tax, increased liabilities to builders who have already navigated the complexity of the
cladding issue and the lack of transparency around who will benefit from the CSV fund lead the Liberal
Democrats to not support this bill.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (15:16): I rise to speak on the Cladding Safety Victoria
Bill 2020, which the Greens are supporting today. This bill sets up the framework to establish Cladding
Safety Victoria as an independent statutory authority, separating it out from the Victorian Building
Authority and giving it powers to administer the cladding rectification program and the payment of
grants for cladding removal. It is also extending the limitation period for claims against builders
responsible for the installation of flammable cladding so that affected owners will have an additional
two years to bring a claim. I am pleased to see that this government is taking Victoria’s cladding crisis
seriously and is continuing with its program of cladding rectification works, because our cladding
crisis has been a failure of regulation and government oversight. Essential functions have been
privatised and developers have been free to cut corners and prioritise their own profits over building
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quality and safe buildings, which has meant that dangerous non-compliant cladding has been installed
on thousands of homes in Victoria, putting residents’ lives at risk and leading to emergencies like the
Lacrosse fire and the Neo200 fire.
The Greens were among the first to call for a comprehensive government response to flammable
cladding when we highlighted the need for both action on cladding and an overhaul of the regulation
of the building industry. Two years ago, before the last election, we called for a government fund for
cladding rectification works so that owners would not be stuck with the bill for a problem they had no
fault in. Like many others, we were incredibly disappointed with the government’s original response
to the crisis—to shift the responsibility for the problems to owners and ask them to meet the costs of
fixing flammable cladding and then recoup that money from those responsible through legal
proceedings. It was untenable to cost-shift what was a failure of government regulation onto individual
home owners who acted in good faith, so it was right that in response to community outrage over its
initial plan the government changed its mind and created its cladding rectification fund to help cover
the costs of cladding removal on affected buildings. We are aware that the funding is limited and not
all owners will be eligible for assistance under the fund, and we will continue to call for additional
support for owners so nobody is stuck with the bill, but we are pleased that the legislation is extending
the time limit for claims against builders so that the costs of fixing flammable cladding will be borne
by those responsible, not by the home owners.
We understand that the cladding rectification process is complicated and takes time, but we hope to
see the program ramped up over the coming months so that more works are completed and homes can
be made safer as soon as possible. It is important to remember how overwhelming and stressful the
cladding crisis has been for affected residents, especially the majority who still live in buildings
covered in dangerous cladding. Nobody should be living in dangerous and unsafe apartments, and all
of us should have a safe place to call home. It is an even more important lesson for us to learn in 2020,
a year in which Victorians have spent the majority of our time at home. We have worked at home,
socialised at home and generally spent most of our time in our homes, so it is an appropriate time to
think about how we build housing in Victoria; the things we need to do to make sure our homes are
livable, high quality and safe; how our building and planning systems ensure we have access to green
space outside; and ensuring that our homes have natural light and airflow, that they are easy to keep
warm and cool and that they are big enough to live in.
It is time to ensure there is appropriate regulation and oversight of building in Victoria so that we do
not end up in a crisis like the cladding crisis again. The Greens will support this bill today and hope to
see more rectification works carried out and more homes made safe in the coming months.
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:20): I rise to make a contribution in regard to the
Cladding Safety Victoria Bill 2020. In doing so I have had the benefit of listening to some of my
colleagues in the chamber today. This bill is critically important. We have seen some incidences of
combustible cladding being used on buildings, and many people here in this chamber today have
spoken about some of those fires.
This bill gives effect to the critically important work that the government needs to do in making sure
that we identify and of course remove combustible cladding. In effect this bill will establish Cladding
Safety Victoria as a separate entity with functions to administer the cladding rectification program
which we announced in July 2019. The bill will provide Cladding Safety Victoria with appropriate
functions to provide information and advice on rectification work and to make payments to persons or
bodies eligible for financial assistance for such rectification work. It will enable claims for payment to
be made for building works associated with cladding rectification, and it will also make provision for
the payment of moneys collected by the Victorian Building Authority on account of the building
permit levy imposed under section 205G(2A) of the Building Act 1993 to Cladding Safety Victoria to
fund the cladding rectification program.
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Now, I have been listening to some of the debate, as I said earlier, and it has been very disappointing
to hear the really random grab bag of baseless accusations that have been made by some of those
opposite that the program that we announced in July was a failure, that the moneys that have been
collected could be used better—you name it. The criticism just tends to flow from those opposite, yet
really what is the alternative other than to attack and criticise and use baseless and really standard
kinds of lines or lines from central casting about ‘fail this’ or ‘fail that’ or whatever. What those
opposite actually really need to remember is that there are people living in homes who need
assistance—they need assistance to identify and remove any combustible cladding. Effectively what
the bill will do is, as I said, establish this standalone entity called Cladding Safety Victoria, and it will
be the pre-eminent organisation to deliver Victoria’s world-leading cladding rectification program. I
would not like to say that three times very quickly—it is quite a mouthful.
Last year the Victorian government announced a $600 million package to fix buildings with this
combustible cladding and establish the CSV to oversee this world-first program. What Cladding
Safety Victoria will do is it will work with building owners, owners corporations and the building
sector to rectify the buildings and to make them safe. Cladding Safety Victoria has met with more than
430 owners corporations already to discuss rectification plans for their buildings, and detailed plans
are now in place for 250 buildings. So for those opposite to simply say that nothing is happening or
that it is not happening fast enough et cetera is just ridiculous. It is like saying it is night-time outside
when it is clearly day.
I just want to get some of these important facts on the record because there has been a power of work
done in this area and it is important that I report the facts to not only my community but to the Victorian
community at large as well. As I said, CSV has met with more than 430 owners corporations to discuss
rectification plans for their buildings. Detailed plans are now in place for 250 of those buildings.
Works are underway on seven projects, and those projects potentially would have been completed by
the end of August but for COVID. Perhaps there is a little bit of uncertainty about the progress of those
projects, but the completion of those rectification projects will obviously increase rapidly as time goes
on. As restrictions for COVID start to lift, we will see more of those projects come to completion.
All buildings within the CSV program have been deemed safe to occupy, and that would have been
of course a huge relief to those people who are occupying buildings that might have been at risk if
they were identified as having combustible cladding. Any buildings that were found to be unsafe to
occupy would have been evacuated and were evacuated, so of course you have got a number of
residents who are unable to live in their own homes. That provides a great deal of uncertainty to people
in terms of being able to live their usual lives around their places of residence and how they access
different facilities, and having to shift your whole life until rectification works can be done around
your usual place of residence would be very disruptive.
In cases where high-risk cladding has been identified, councils and the Victorian Building Authority
have ordered extra safety measures and monitoring to be in place, because of course you would not
want any fires to start or combustible cladding to catch fire in the interim if you were waiting on a list
to have your cladding removed. It is critically important that some monitoring occur of those
residences that have been identified as being at high risk.
During the stage 4 restrictions—and stage 4 restrictions of course relate to the COVID-19 pandemic—
the cladding rectification program had been classified as state-critical work by the Victorian
government. Apartments were only being entered into where absolutely necessary or deemed critical,
and contractors have been provided with a checklist which must be finalised before entering any
apartments at CSV sites and have been encouraged to provide hand sanitiser and face masks to any
residents crossing through common areas who in fact need them.
CSV has completed extensive briefings for staff and contractors to make sure that all workers who are
engaged in working on these projects are aware of their responsibilities under the stage 4 restrictions
across our COVID-safe plan, the high-risk COVID-safe plan and permitted worker permits. These

BILLS
3428

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 27 October 2020

plans have been circulated to contractors and of course are available via their websites and the CSV
website, and training has also been delivered for CSV staff and contractors. Of course all contractors
are also required to have their own COVID-safe plans, and that is obviously to assist with reducing
the risk of transmission amongst workers and residents.
As I mentioned earlier, the CSV has met with a number of owners corporations and there have been
detailed plans developed for over 250 buildings. Now, when CSV was first announced we said that
15 priority buildings would be dealt with first, and we have learned lessons from dealing with those
15 priority projects and those learnings have been applied across the program. These 15 buildings are
comprised of a mixture of high-risk buildings of all different sizes, densities, building materials and
conditions. So there is a great diversity of buildings that needed to be looked at and assessed, and
nothing like this has ever been done anywhere in the world. We are learning more and more with each
building that comes through this process, and each building is complex and requires its own solution.
You cannot just take a cookie-cutter approach to these matters. A detailed assessment and analysis of
the particular circumstances around those buildings is relevant and necessary.
Again, this speaks to the professionalism and the dedication and the skill of those teams who work in
Cladding Safety Victoria, who are able to provide that expert assessment of the risks for each of those
buildings and categorise them appropriately. Of course CSV will fast-track the rectification of
buildings with dangerous cladding to make them safer, and in doing so it will create thousands of jobs.
Of course, as many of you will know, one of the critically important reforms that will need to occur in
recovery as we rebuild the economy as a result of COVID-19 will be the creation of jobs in a range of
industries and sectors—real jobs, jobs that have real wages and of course some level of permanency
about them, but nevertheless jobs that are necessary and needed to assist in the rectification and
removal of combustible cladding.
So we are working with the building industry to accelerate the works and we will have construction
or rectification works underway on 400 buildings within two years, and that is a mammoth task. I am
talking about buildings, and as I said earlier, these buildings are not all alike. They have different levels
of density: some of them will be medium density; some of them will be high density. It just depends
where they are and the density level. So again, rectification of 400 buildings within two years is
actually a really solid effort.
CSV will work with a select group of reputable builders to rectify their projects at no profit as well,
because we realise that that is also critically important. This is about safety; it is not about putting
profits before the safety of people. Also we have announced that participating builders must pass
rigorous government checks. They must have no pending or past disciplinary action and no prior
misconduct charges on their record. We want to have absolute certainty that with the builders that are
assisting us in removal of the combustible cladding we can have a level of confidence and trust that
the work that they will be performing will be of the best quality possible.
Over time more builders will be invited to participate in this process—more original builders. What
we hope is that this will save time for residents and will also save taxpayers money. Using the original
builder will slash time spent on the preconstruction planning work by more than half, meaning that
buildings will be safer sooner. So again, inviting those existing builders back to participate in the
rectification works is absolutely critical and important and necessary.
The building and construction sector is a critical part of Victoria’s economy and employs nearly one
in 10 Victorians, so it is a significant employer, providing many, many jobs for Victorians. Partnerships
between the state government and the construction sector are important for construction jobs and for
ending the combustible cladding problem and, as I said earlier, will also give residents certainty and
an idea of when they can expect an end to this issue of combustible cladding affecting their residences.
As I was talking about earlier, getting original builders involved is a good idea, because the original
builders who built those premises and also installed the cladding will know better than anyone else the
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framework of those buildings and how the cladding was constructed or put onto those buildings. So
because they have that intimate knowledge of those buildings, having been the original builder, they
will know better than most or will be across those issues more quickly than others and will be able to
deal with the problem more efficiently. The original builder has the original plans and the corporate
knowledge required to get this work done quickly.
The new model does not change the buildings already identified as in scope within the rectification
program. In cases where builders are ineligible to participate, the existing process remains in place and
the government will proceed with its cost recovery process so that building practitioners that have
done the wrong thing are financially liable, because it is absolutely critical that builders who have
installed cladding that was not safe are held accountable. Owners who do not wish to work with the
original builder do not have to participate in the expedited program. They will still have the option of
going through the regular program. So again there are some options that will be tailored to the
individual building owners, depending on their own particular circumstances.
As I said, Victoria’s cladding rectification program is the most comprehensive in the world. It has been
well thought out and well constructed, based on using excellent and expert advice and information
from people who know best—people in the building industry and builders who are expert in this area.
Victoria’s cladding rectification program will be the first time anything like this has ever been done in
the world, and it is important we keep looking for better ways to get work done and make buildings
safer sooner. It is critically important. We cannot allow unsafe or combustible cladding materials on
buildings to remain. It poses too great a risk to many Victorians, and as I said earlier when I began my
contribution, many of us have seen the devastation that fires have caused to residents and the ongoing
uncertainty around knowing whether their building might catch fire if it is clad in combustible
cladding. So this program will indeed bring a close to that uncertainty. Yes, it is going to take time,
but Victorians should have confidence in the knowledge that we have the best expert builders advising
government on this through Cladding Safety Victoria and we will have expert builders available to
assist with the removal of combustible cladding. I will leave my contribution there.
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (15:35): I rise to make my contribution on this bill, just
stating that it will be relatively short. I am making it for two main purposes. The first is to state that
Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party will be supporting the bill. We are doing so because we think it is an
important way of helping to enhance the scope and quality of the Victorian response to the flammable
cladding issues.
Of course in an ideal world we would like to see more funding made available at both federal and state
levels for combustible cladding rectification, more properties and owners qualifying for financial
support for that rectification and more properties each year being stripped of that cladding. However,
we do recognise there have long been and continue to be some enormous constraints around each of
those goals. These constraints have of course only grown in recent months given the way that the
COVID experience has decimated government budgets across Australia.
The second thing that I want to express in this speech is my genuine appreciation for the ongoing
professionalism, integrity and accountability of Minister Wynne and his staff in their interactions with
my office on the subject of cladding. Not only have they proactively reached out to us to offer details
and briefings but they have also supplied all of the information that we have sought. Probably most
impressively of all, they provided us with undoubtedly one of the most comprehensive answers to a
question on notice that I have seen during my time in this Parliament. That question on notice was in
part about the extent of the proliferation of combustible cladding across my electorate of Northern
Victoria, and I want to take this opportunity to place on the record my gratitude to the minister and his
team in view of how useful, relevant and fulsome that answer was.
Just on that, it is worth observing too that many people view flammable cladding as a problem that is
largely unique to Melbourne. I would point out, though, that there are also dozens of affected buildings
in our regions. In Northern Victoria’s case, there are over 50 of them.
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In closing, let me confirm my party’s support for the bill and again express my thanks to the
government members for introducing it. Naturally in focusing on flammable cladding we are dealing
with an issue that has become a very unpleasant, costly and scary one for many people, so I sincerely
hope that the changes in this bill help to lead to long overdue relief and closure for some of the many
Victorians who continue to be so badly affected by it.
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (15:38): I also rise to speak on the Cladding Safety
Victoria Bill 2020. I just want to acknowledge some words in the contribution by Ms Maxwell and
the praising of Minister Wynne and his office. I want to echo that, because I think it is important that
when ministers and their offices are doing a good job they get recognised by crossbenchers and by
Independent MPs. I want to share that because I think Minister Wynne is probably one of the most
competent planning ministers, and I find his office to be very efficient and forthcoming in providing
information to people and basically doing a really good job in that space.
I share your comments, Ms Maxwell, and I think it is well said. It is important that when members
raise genuine concerns and, politics aside, are only interested in finding out answers to issues that may
affect their constituents they get a good response from a minister’s office. I think that is how our system
of democracy should be operating, and I am pleased to hear these words and echo them again.
The bill before the house builds on similar legislation we dealt with last year coming out of the cladding
issue—the near misses in Melbourne. And how can we forget the tragedy which occurred in London
where many, many people lost their lives? It is quite a scary thing, and we were very close in Victoria.
I am pleased that the state governments have acted. Other state governments have done similar things,
as has the federal government. This is part of their jurisdiction because a lot of the product we are
talking about is imported product, and some of it may not comply with Australian standards for
flammability. The tragedy is when people purchase an apartment in an apartment block in the city or
any other part of Victoria, especially a multistorey building, without knowing. In a lot of cases owners
of new apartments probably would not have a clue that they could be living in an apartment where the
cladding is made out of flammable material. As I said, we unfortunately experienced that in the last
few years.
The London fires and a number of incidents in Victoria led to a major audit of all buildings in Victoria.
After that analysis and audit these buildings were classified in accordance with the level of urgency—
which might require urgent action and which needed action that can be taken over a period of time.
The work has commenced to actually rectify these buildings and make them safe, at least to start with
on the most urgent buildings.
Cladding Safety Victoria at this point in time is playing an advisory role, a coaching role, as the main
responsibility sits with the Victorian Building Authority. What this bill will do is ensure we have a
dedicated agency, because it is a huge job. One, we need to obviously rectify the current situation, and
two, we have to make sure we do not go and construct in the future new buildings which have
flammable material. So it is very important to make sure we get a specialised group and a specialised
agency to basically police and enforce that and to provide advice where advice is needed to builders,
to construction companies, to owners, to owners corporations et cetera. I think it is very important, and
that is one of the reasons Cladding Safety Victoria now will become a separate authority.
The other change as part of this bill is that Victorians will be given an extra two years to pursue legal
action against builders responsible for installing combustible cladding on their homes under legislation
being introduced to the Victorian Parliament. The Cladding Safety Victoria Bill 2020 will give home
owners more opportunities to recover the cost of removing combustible cladding by increasing the
time limit on compensation claims from 10 years to 12 years. This extension will apply to all claims
where the claim period expired or is due to expire between the date of the government’s announcement
of the cladding rectification program—that occurred on 16 July 2019—and 12 months after the new
bill commences. The bill also will further support home owners affected by this.
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The government is also chasing wrongdoers through the courts on behalf of owners in the most serious
cases and where the state pays for rectification costs and the builder is found to have a case to answer
after a thorough investigation. That is something I remember talking about in this place last year. I
think it is very important. The government put in $600 million toward the rectification process and the
removal of that combustible material, and now there have been some discussions about whether the
$600 million was a high enough number and whether we needed more money. I think the commitment
by the government is to actually get on with it. Where it is not the owners’ fault basically they would
have to put up a lot of money to rectify their building, so that is where the government has stepped in.
But on the other hand you do not want to just throw money at it and fix the problem and have the
people who actually caused the problem in the first place basically get off scot-free. That is why we
made the commitment to pursue these people who have done the wrong thing by installing the wrong
product. Some of them would have done it willingly and some of them would have done it basically
unknowingly—they bought the wrong product and did not do due diligence.
We can argue about how the product got here in the first place, how it got through customs, how it
was certified and whether it met the Australian standard or not. The government obviously will
continue pursuing through the courts on behalf of owners these people who have done the wrong thing,
and hopefully justice will catch up with these people, because by installing a defective and flammable
product on a building that could be housing hundreds and hundreds of people these builders could
easily have caused a repeat of the tragedy in London. As I said, we have been lucky here so far, because
that could have happened very, very quickly.
There have been some contributions by a number of people in this place. Ms Terpstra touched on an
argument about whether enough money has been collected or the money has not been used in the right
way and has not been spent in the right place. I think that is another reason why we should have
Cladding Safety Victoria, and this particular bill makes changes to make sure that the aims of what
was announced in 2019 are carried out. One was to make sure that we do not have any further exposure
of any of our citizens living in apartments to flammable material. Another aim was to make sure that
the place is made safe and that we reduce the risk. I think we should go as far as eliminating the risk,
but I think in the interim you sort of try to minimise the risk and work on a plan to make sure that we
eventually eliminate that risk and make sure the $600 million invested by the Andrews Labor
government to assist home owners to rectify their buildings and make them safe is spent in the correct
manner and that there is value for money by making these places safe for the residents who are
affected. That has been part of a large consultation. It is very important to note that we are leading the
world in responding to this international problem—because it is an international problem; it is not just
unique to Victoria—and helping to ensure that those who have done the wrong thing contribute to the
cost of fixing their mistake. That is something the government will pursue vigorously, because it is
not fair that individual owners should pay for the cost or even fair for taxpayers to cover these mistakes.
Cladding Safety Victoria has met with more than 430 owners corporations to discuss rectification
plans for their buildings, and detailed plans are now in place for 250 buildings. Works were underway
on seven projects by the end of August, and that will rapidly increase in the coming months. Cladding
Safety Victoria will very soon have completed its first project, in Preston, and all buildings within
Cladding Safety Victoria’s program have been deemed safe to occupy. Any building found to be
unsafe to occupy will be evacuated, and I think it is very important that we do not put anyone in harm’s
way. If a place is not safe, I think we should be able to bite the bullet and evacuate the place.
I think there was some debate last year about whether we should go out there and basically name
which building is actually affected by the product and whether building A has got flammable
material—cladding—or not. I think the advice was basically that we know where they are, Cladding
Safety Victoria and the building authority know where they are and the owners corporations and the
owners know their buildings, but we do not want to go and encourage people—arsonists or people
who do not mean well—that basically want to go and just cause trouble and maybe set a place on fire,
because there are some crazy people out there as well. We do not want to see that as an invitation for
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that to happen. But as long as we know where they are and as long as the owners know the state of
their building and a process is put in place to assess if they are safe to occupy it, obviously people can
stay and live there. A rectification process should commence depending on the urgency of the situation
of that particular building, and we should make sure that it is done—definitely we cannot just leave it
unattended.
Obviously COVID-19 did not help, but the work is actually continuing subject to the restrictions we
currently have in place. But as we are coming out of the restrictions Cladding Safety Victoria will be
putting in place a process of rectification to basically fast-track the program of particular buildings
with dangerous cladding to make sure they make them safer sooner, and that hopefully will create
thousands of jobs. We are working with the building industry to make sure we achieve that aim, and
construction is underway for about 400 buildings to be done within two years. We will continue to
work with the builders and the owners to make sure we achieve the aim of hopefully getting to a stage
where all these buildings will have been rectified. More importantly I call on the government to make
sure that we put very strict restrictions in place to make sure we do not face that situation again, that
we actually stop importing that product and that we make sure that we do not install flammable
cladding on any building in Victoria. With these comments I commend the bill to the house.
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:53): This is a very complex issue. This involves many
different players: governments of both persuasions—both colours; many local governments;
bureaucrats; building surveyors in particular; the Victorian Building Authority; builders themselves;
architects; obviously the companies that created this cladding material; and indeed also the standards
authorities that have not found this material wanting. So it is a complex issue. This is an attempt by
the government to address that issue and to ensure that at least the home owners—the people who
have bought properties that feature this cladding—are not disadvantaged either financially or legally
or indeed put at risk in terms of their lives. I will be actually supporting this legislation. I have done
some homework on this myself, and it is my view that this legislation is a step forward and that it is
certainly worthy of my support.
I have many concerns about the Victorian Building Authority. From a consumer point of view, from
a home owner point of view, I think they have been found wanting on so many occasions in terms of
shoddy building practices or defects in buildings that have not been rectified, and in many cases where
they have received complaints I think they have dealt with those complaints in a very poor manner.
So I am concerned about the VBA.
I have some greater enthusiasm for a different organisation that will administer this program. I
recognise that there is a cost to this, that there is a tax, effectively, involved. But on this occasion I can
justify that to myself in terms of what needs to be done. In many ways we are dealing with a product
that is similar to the asbestos problem. The irony is of course that asbestos was a fire-retardant material;
this one is a combustible material. But the problem was the same in terms of a building material that
was thought to be an advance and to provide some benefits, certainly cost benefits and performance
benefits, for properties but has actually been found wanting and is seen to be dangerous and posing a
real risk to the community—a risk that has been played out in a number of jurisdictions.
I do not characterise many of the builders who have actually used this material as rogue builders. I
think that many of them have used this material in good faith, partly because it has got through
Australian standards authorities, it has actually been endorsed by architects obviously, as they have
put forward their designs for buildings, and it has not been picked up by the VBA or by building
surveyors—or, for that matter, by unions—as being an issue that ought to have been addressed
earlier and that builders ought to have been mindful of. I agree with some of the comments that have
been made, that the federal government might well have had a role in addressing this problem, but
certainly here in Victoria we need to get on with it and to make sure that we address this problem
as it is at the moment.
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One of the interesting things—and Mr Hayes actually reflected on this—is that I was here with the
Kennett government back in 1992. The Kennett government made many terrific reforms, many
important reforms, and reform of private building surveyors was not one of them. Indeed that has been
a key element in some of the shoddy building practices over the years, and certainly in terms of the
way this cladding situation has developed, the fact that those building surveyors did not pick up on the
problems that were likely to occur with this particular building material. We often talk about
deregulation and getting rid of red tape. Sometimes there is a reason why we have red tape, and
sometimes it really is important. Certainly private building surveyors are to me an extraordinary
system where they really are encouraged to provide good reports rather than encouraged to be really
hard and cautious about building standards, simply because their work would evaporate if they are
tough with the builders when they are assessing properties. So from my point of view I think that is an
area that does need to be addressed as well, and it is one of the few things that leaps to my mind as
being a mistake of the Kennett period.
I know that we are probably about to do a clean-up. I have pretty much said what I would want to say,
except that in terms of the complexity of this there is a need to resolve this matter now because the
ramifications in terms of insurance markets, in terms of legal action, in terms of the reputation and the
ongoing work of builders and indeed the safety of our citizens, of people who own properties that are
affected by this building material, all need to be addressed at an early stage and we really do need to
fix this problem.
I note also of course that not all of the buildings that are involved with this cladding are indeed
residential properties and that in fact a number of government buildings and public buildings have also
used this cladding material, which again goes to the point of, ‘Okay. What was the government’s
assessment of some of these materials? What was their reliance on architects and so forth for advice
in respect of those materials?’. As I said, there are many culprits involved in the problem that we are
dealing with here today, but there is not a lot of value in trying to pin the blame on one of those entities.
We really do need to just address the problem. With that, I conclude.
Sitting suspended 4.01 pm until 4.18 pm.
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(16:18): I thank members for their contributions in relation to this bill and just want to touch briefly
on some of the issues that have been raised during the debate. Mr Davis rightly identified that cladding
has a long history. There are complex issues with complex remedies, and the government is
determined to ensure that buildings are made safe. Mr Davis raised a number of concerns he has with
the bill, including the levy being an additional impost, a backlog of works, the take-up by councils of
cladding rectification agreements, extending limitations, the creation of Cladding Safety Victoria
(CSV) as a new body corporate and leftover funds. The levy is specific to targeted classes of buildings
and, further, is focused only on buildings in metropolitan Melbourne. In addition, the government has
moved to provide exemptions to developments that deliver social and affordable housing.
In relation to Mr Davis’s concerns about a backlog of works, the 15 priority projects now all have
funding agreements in place, with five of these being in the construction phase and one building with
its works complete. The government has committed to getting works underway on 200 other buildings
for each of the next two years. Additionally, 169 buildings have been approved for funding by CSV,
and 48 buildings have a building contract executed. A total of 79 buildings are either out to tender or
have had a tender close. To understand the issue, when referred by the Victorian Building Authority
this did not mean that the buildings’ issues were known, and this has taken some time to work through.
In terms of extending the limitations, the limitation period will be extended where the right to bring an
action would have expired between 16 July 2019 and 12 months after the commencement of the
relevant provision of the bill. The bill preserves the time limit for any person bringing a claim related
to the installation or use of non-compliant or non-conforming cladding, not just those that may be
made by the state. It provides owners who may have only recently discovered that their building has
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combustible cladding with a little more time—an additional two years—to make a claim against the
practitioners responsible. This enables costs for rectification work to be recovered from those
practitioners where claims are successful. This approach ensures equity and fairness across all owners
that may be affected by the installation or use of non-conforming or non-compliant cladding. In terms
of cladding rectification agreements, these agreements are still available and are a useful tool for
owners corporations to use if the building is not eligible for CSV funding.
The bill and the previous bill include measures that require the minister to undertake a review of both
the levy and the CSV as an organisation no later than 1 January 2024. This review will assess the
ongoing need for CSV as an entity. The government has put these measures in place to ensure the
organisation and levy are focused solely on the rectification of combustible non-compliant cladding.
In terms of leftover or surplus funds, the issue that Mr Davis has specifically asked about, this is a big
problem with lots of work to do for which the government made a significant budget allocation of
$300 million. The rectification is a mix of budget allocation and levy, of which the levy money is
being spent first. But the bill does have the necessary checks built in. The reviews provide the minister
with an opportunity to assess how things are going before the end of the program, and in reality the
pandemic this year has already seen a reduced income. The program in place will see all money
collected spent on rectification. It is a shame that the opposition is opposing this bill.
I will just touch briefly on Mr Hayes’s contribution, a very passionate contribution on a range of issues
that have become prevalent over recent years, including phoenixing and liquidation of companies,
building surveyor conduct, materials in construction and a range of other issues. I do thank Mr Hayes
for his support of this bill and acknowledge that this is an issue he feels passionately about in relation
to planning and building matters.
I further note that Mr Limbrick is opposing the bill and has some key issues around the levy, the
limitation on claims, eligibility for CSV grants and, in his view, a lack of process regarding
amendments. I note that Dr Ratnam is supporting the bill and calling for additional support for owners
and wants to see a speedier program of rectification. I thank Ms Maxwell for her contribution as well.
I am happy to take any questions when we move to the committee of the whole.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1 (16:25)
Mr DAVIS: I have only a few questions in this committee, some of which I have communicated
to the government. I just did want to make a short statement, following the debate, on the purposes
clause, and this obviously has a history through this cycle, and obviously, as people have concluded
in the chamber over the last period, this cladding issue has a long genesis behind it.
I thought it was worth quoting from the adjournment in this place on 23 June 2017 some quotes that I
put into the record from the Age. I quote this in particular regarding cladding, and this is regarding the
then Minister for Planning, who is still the Minister for Planning:
I think the minister has got himself into a bit of trouble on some of these matters in recent days. There was an
interview on Radio National, which I do not think was a glorious interview, and the Age has editorialised to
say:
We have scant confidence in Victorian Planning Minister Richard Wynne’s brazen assurance that a fire
of a similar size to the one at Grenfell Tower is not possible in Melbourne or elsewhere in Australia
because we have ‘the best building codes of any First World country’. The best codes in the world are
useless unless complied with. Again, given the potential consequences, we urge the authorities to be
extremely cautious.
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My point at the time was:
These are timely warnings. There is really a very significant risk.

The action I was seeking from the minister was that he:
… order a further and comprehensive audit … Buildings need to be checked carefully.

My point here is that the government was initially very, very slow to respond to this, and indeed I think
the progress still of the Victorian Building Authority (VBA) and the cladding task force, as much as I
respect its work, has been numbingly slow given the urgency of the issues. I wonder if the minister
might perhaps give some indication to the chamber of the number of outstanding buildings in terms
of buildings that will need rectification works in the next 10 years.
Ms STITT: Thank you, Mr Davis. As I indicated when I summed up, there are a range of buildings
that are earmarked. There are 15 priority projects that now all have funding agreements in place, and
five of those are in the construction phase and one building has its work complete. As I have indicated,
the government is committed to getting works underway on 200 buildings for each of the next two
years, and additionally 169 buildings have been approved for funding by Cladding Safety Victoria
(CSV) and 48 buildings have a building contract executed. A total of 79 buildings are either out of
tender or have had a tender close.
I think probably the important point to note, Mr Davis, is that the total number needing works is still
growing as the audit process continues. The rectification program is focusing on the high-risk
buildings initially, so it is a process that quite deliberately focuses on what the greatest risk is first. I
hope that answers your question.
Mr DAVIS: I understand the importance of the priority buildings and the ones that you have listed,
and I welcome all of that, but there is also an important question of how many are outstanding. It is
my understanding that that number is thousands of buildings, but you would have a precise number,
perhaps to 30 June or perhaps to a more recent date. Perhaps you are new in the portfolio, or they may
have given you such a number for this bill’s purposes, but there must be a number that have been
looked at and where there has been a decision made that works will need to occur. The prioritisation
of those is quite important, but it is also important to know the aggregate number that will need works.
Ms STITT: Thank you, Mr Davis. I can indicate to you that 607 buildings have been referred to
CSV so far.
Mr DAVIS: And are there other buildings that likely need works that either councils have got under
examination or owners corps have got under examination? That is an important number that you have
got, which is the number under management, as it were, by CSV, but is there another group of
buildings that are earlier in the examination phase?
Ms STITT: So far the audit has audited over 2900 buildings.
Mr DAVIS: How many of those need work? Is it just the 607, or is there another group that are yet
to be scoped and decisions made on? How is that?
Ms STITT: Mr Davis, as I am advised those buildings are at lower risk and will need to be rectified
separately. There are 1015 of those that have been identified with cladding.
Mr DAVIS: Thank you. I appreciate that very much. I also want to ask about the amount of money
that has been collected. Since the levy has been in operation, how much money has been collected
through the levy?
Ms STITT: Thank you, Mr Davis. I can give you that answer. The cladding levy was originally
anticipated to collect $297 million over five years. The rectification levy commenced on 1 January
2020 and up until 30 June 2020 only collected $19.304 million compared to the original forecast of
$30.37 million. By the end of September 2020 a further $12.2 million had been collected. It is
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anticipated to reach $40 million this financial year compared to the original forecast, which was
$63.17 million. Considering the predicted downturn in building activity as a result of the coronavirus
pandemic, revenue from the cladding rectification levy is likely to continue to fall short of the original
forecast, and the government is currently exploring options on the future delivery of the program in
the context of that shortfall in revenue.
Mr DAVIS: Thank you. I appreciate that, and that may have some bearing on our views on other
matters in the bill, but I am appreciative of that. Will some of that collection be used to fund the
administration of the process, initially through the VBA at this point but later, presuming this bill is
passed, through Cladding Safety Victoria? So I might in the first instance ask how much was spent—
even to 30 June would be a useful figure—for the VBA? How much is intended to be expended this
financial year between both bodies on administration of the authority?
Ms STITT: I might just get some guidance as to which figures I need to provide you with.
Mr DAVIS: It is really three wedges of time: there is 1 January to 30 June, then there is to now
roughly, and then beyond.
Ms STITT: Mr Davis, I can indicate that Cladding Safety Victoria has a total operational budget
of $66.9 million over five years for the provision of consultation, administration and management of
the rectification of combustible cladding for high-risk residential and government buildings. Cladding
Safety Victoria’s operating expenditure for the financial year 2019–20 was $5.07 million, compared
to a budget of $8.43 million.
Mr DAVIS: Thank you. Again I appreciate that. There are two further questions that I have in this
set of questions. One of the things that we are concerned about with this bill is that the Treasurer can,
under the provisions that I outlined in the second-reading debate, reach down and take some of the
levy. Is there any assurance that you can provide to us and some of the industry, certainly the Property
Council of Australia and the Master Builders Association of Victoria and others that I have spoken to
directly, that the Treasurer will not help himself on behalf of the consolidated revenue—not him
personally, but could he help the consolidated revenue to money that has been collected for the
cladding purposes? Can there be an assurance given to the chamber today that no money collected will
be used for any purpose other than rectification?
Ms STITT: I should also just clarify on the question that you asked previously, Mr Davis, that the
funding that I just outlined is not from the levy but from the budget allocation. In terms of the further
question that you asked about the collection of the levy, I am assuming you are talking about a surplus
situation?
Mr DAVIS: I am talking about both. Do we have an assurance that every cent that comes in in levy
will be allocated to rectification? That is really the essence of the matter.
Ms STITT: What I can indicate in answer to that question, Mr Davis, is that there is a prospect that
at the conclusion of the cladding rectification program Cladding Safety Victoria could hold a surplus
of funds and the government may wish to use those surplus funds towards other building-related or
broader initiatives. Given the scope of the work involved, it is not something that is being relied upon,
but it is true to say that it is proposed that the Treasurer in those circumstances, if there were to be a
surplus, would consult with the Minister for Planning and Cladding Safety Victoria and may direct
Cladding Safety Victoria to pay any surplus amounts in excess of what is expected to be needed to
administer the cladding rectification program to the Consolidated Fund.
Mr DAVIS: Can I just thank the minister for that answer. I understand she is in a difficult position.
You are representing another minister, and in that respect you are not the one who has designed the
legislation, as it were. But I take it from that that the answer is essentially no, that assurance cannot be
provided because—in fact I will just make a statement, because I think you have answered it fairly,
and that is fine. We understand the point here. My last question is: the extension of liability from
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10 years to 12 years is a significant one, and some in the building industry are concerned about, first,
the retrospective nature of that and, second, the likely cost impacts and the likely impact on insurances
and so forth. It would be helpful if you could advise the chamber what impact that 10 to 12 year
extension is going to have. Has the government modelled that? Does the government have some figure
work about what that will mean in terms of the number of buildings that come into the net as it were
for rectification works that will be able to be claimed against?
Ms STITT: Just bear with me, Mr Davis, while I get the correct information for you. In terms of
why the government has extended the time limit for bringing a claim, the bill preserves the time limit
for any person bringing a claim related to the installation or use of non-compliant or non-conforming
cladding, not just those that may be made by the state. So it provides owners who may only recently
have discovered that their building has combustible cladding with more time—an additional two
years—to make a claim against the practitioners responsible, and this enables costs for rectification
work to be recovered from those practitioners where claims are successful. This approach, we say,
ensures equity and fairness across all owners that may be affected by the installation or use of nonconforming or non-compliant cladding. It also enables the owners and owners corporations to take
action where they do not receive funding for cladding rectification work.
Dr CUMMING: Minister, I will start by making a statement under clause 1. Firstly, I would just
like to thank Grant Johnston, the owner of Unipod. About a year and a half ago he came to my
electorate officer and explained the cladding problem from start to finish, but he was also wonderful
in the way he explained how there could be many ways of actually having this problem fixed by using
products that are traceable. His business is a steel business, from manufacturing all the way to
transport, which puts small traceable, scannable products within the metal. Then once it is in the build
it can be scanned; it really is a way forward. I would hope that when it comes to cladding this kind of
traceability will be built in into the future so that we do not have the problems of the past.
One of the questions that I have, Minister, is on behalf of Expanded Polystyrene Australia, who are in
Tasmania and who have contacted my office. Obviously there are two types of cladding systems,
which are the aluminium composite panels with the polystyrene filling that led to the problem, as well
as the expanded polystyrene cladding systems (EPS).
Their company feels that these are sometimes lumped together as combustible cladding, and they feel
that their industry has actually suffered due to the lumping together of these two cladding products.
Minister, what will be done by this government in the future to make sure that all cladding materials
and products that are used in the future in building will be able to be identified as something different,
so that we are very clear what cladding materials would be considered, depending on class 1 buildings
or class 10 buildings, but also very clear on the types of cladding systems that are used?
Ms STITT: I thank Dr Cumming for her question. In relation to her statement at the outset, I can
reassure her that the Minister for Planning has been consulting around the use of, or the suitability for
continued use of, any of these dangerous products in the industry, so I think that would certainly
reassure both the community and the industry that we are not going to have these dangerous products
being used in the building industry into the future. The rectification program is about the buildings that
have been highlighted through the audit process.
There has also been a ban on the use of some combustible cladding already, so the current terminology
focuses only on—excuse my pronunciation of these products—polyethylene content, and this
definition does not capture all combustible polymers which may be used in aluminium composite
panels. So, to catch all types of potentially combustible core elements, recent technical advice by the
CSIRO has led to the view that it is probably more appropriate to describe ACP products based on the
percentage of inert non-combustible material.
Dr CUMMING: I will continue on just making a bit of a statement on clause 1. My understanding,
Minister, is that there is a very high-quality European product, a German product, and then there is a

BILLS
3438

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 27 October 2020

similar, not-as-high-quality product that was coming from Asia—China in particular. They have notdissimilar sounding names, so therefore what was occurring was that builders were buying the product.
It looked a little cheaper, and it had a similar name. They were using it on their buildings, and
unfortunately that cheaper product was not of the same high-quality standard that was being used
throughout Europe. That is my understanding.
So even though here in Victoria we are trying to make our buildings safer—and I commend the
government for stepping in to remove the cladding systems that are currently on these buildings that
make them unsafe—I would hope that this state government goes further and makes very clear to the
federal government that there needs to be a way of not allowing these poorer, inferior products to come
into Australia in the first place. I would hope that this state government will support local
manufacturing here in Victoria but also widely in Australia so that we always have that Australian
high-quality standard being used in our construction here in Australia and so that we as consumers
feel that we are being looked after by high-quality Australian-made products, because that seems to
be the stem of the problem—that we are receiving inferior product from overseas labelled not
dissimilarly to a very high quality European product.
I will go back to my first point, Minister, which is the possibility of actually having traceability within
these products. So within these products there can be like a grain, and you scan over it and it actually
shows a code and the time when it was made. Then throughout the years and throughout, as I was
saying, its transport, while building, when inside the wall, during removal and even when going into
waste in the future it is very clear where that was made and its standing, and if there is a problem it is
easily traceable—just a bit like an airbag, Minister. Minister, I am hoping that there is that possibility
of having that traceability for those small products built in to make sure that all the EPS products are
traceable in the future.
Ms STITT: Thank you, Dr Cumming. In terms of the issues that you have raised about the quality
of products being used in the industry, product assurance is through national regulation. However, I
can indicate that the Australian Building Codes Board is currently reviewing both the code mark
system and a product assurance framework to increase scrutiny of these products, and I do want to
reassure you that the Victorian approach goes further than current bans that are in place in any other
state or territory. In terms of traceability and product assurance, again they are issues that are being
considered nationally, and recommendations will be made to the Building Ministers’ Forum in the
near future. So that is not something that we are able to respond to specifically today, but I can indicate
that there is work going on across governments across the country at the moment.
Dr CUMMING: This is from Expanded Polystyrene Australia, which is a company that is based
in Tasmania. Their hopeful wish is that:
In the future we would appreciate it if when commenting on cladding materials you would clearly distinguish
between the products being used.
Failure to do so will have further negative impacts on the industry in this state.

He has attached, obviously, a brief fact sheet around the different facts around cladding. Obviously his
desire is for a clear system going forward and that when consumers or developers or builders are
purchasing these products there is clear labelling of sorts so that mistakes cannot possibly be made in
the future. Minister, I am happy to table this letter if that is okay. Is that okay? I do not know.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: No, sorry, you cannot formally table it. You can make it available
to the minister, though.
Dr CUMMING: May I make it available? Through the Chair, may I make this available to the
minister so that it could give maybe further clarification or help?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The Clerk will get it from you.
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Ms STITT: Perhaps I can offer to take this issue and pass it on to Minister Wynne. I do not actually
think it is specifically in the scope of the bill that we are dealing with today, but I am very happy to
pass that information on and ask his office to assist you with some information.
Dr CUMMING: This is a very broad question, but, Minister, how will the government’s proposal
actually work and at what cost? I will leave that as my last question on this bill.
Ms STITT: Thank you, Dr Cumming, for your interest in this important matter. The bill does a
number of things. Most importantly, it puts in place and establishes Cladding Safety Victoria as a
separate entity so that Cladding Safety Victoria is able to administer the cladding rectification program
that the audit and the expert panel have recommended. The bill aims to ensure that Cladding Safety
Victoria is set up and governed appropriately so it can focus on supporting owners—building owners,
owners corporations—to rectify combustible cladding on their buildings. In terms of the costs involved
in setting up Cladding Safety Victoria, I can provide you with a number of figures, so just bear with
me for one moment while I consult the box and I will be back.
I apologise for awkwardly shimmying between chairs. Dr Cumming would be no doubt aware that
Cladding Safety Victoria has a $300 million allocation and also has struck the levy in order to generate
what we believe is required to undertake the rectification program. But in terms of the operating
budget—I think I might have covered this in a question from Mr Davis as well—it is $66.9 million
over five years for the provision of consultation, administration and management of the rectification
of combustible cladding on high-risk private residential and government buildings. In terms of
Cladding Safety Victoria’s operating expenditure for the 2019–20 financial year, that figure was
$5.07 million compared to a budget of $8.43 million.
Dr CUMMING: I know, Minister, I said that was going to be my last question, but I have one
more. I have received many emails on this topic—I have received many emails in the last 18 months
on this topic, so I am pleased to be able to rise today to have the opportunity. One of the emails that I
have in my hand is from March 2019, so it has been a long wait to have this conversation in this
chamber about this topic. Minister, there are obviously many owners of properties who have been
going through financial ruin worrying about the cladding issue that they currently have on their
buildings. I understand the government’s position in putting in this levy to actually rectify the problems
of the past, but obviously current builders are feeling that it is not fair on them.
Then in the same breath I have had many emails and constituents contact me wondering how—and
this is maybe not your office but maybe another minister’s portfolio—to stop what has been occurring,
which is these $2 shelf companies doing these builds and then obviously another shelf company setting
up and handing on problems upon problems without really having a person that they can actually find
fault in. When you have got companies upon companies upon companies folding on top of each other
it is really hard to find someone who could foot the bill.
So, Minister, what is the government doing to stop that occurrence? It would seem to be one of the
biggest complaints from constituents that contact my office that they have bought buildings and have
been left with huge bills and there is no-one they can find to get some kind of compensation from.
Ms STITT: Thank you, Dr Cumming, for your question. It is an important issue, and I just wanted
to point out that these were matters that were dealt with in the previous legislation that came before
the house. The government has introduced a new test for building practitioners as part of the fit and
proper person test to allow the VBA to monitor illegal phoenixing activity in the industry. So that is
something that has already been done. It is not in the scope of this bill, but it has been in previous bills
before the house.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 59 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.

BILLS
3440

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 27 October 2020

Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(17:03): I move:
That the report be now adopted.

Motion agreed to.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(17:04): I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Pursuant to standing order 14.27, the bill will be returned to the
Assembly with a message informing them that the Council have agreed to the bill without amendment.
EDUCATION AND TRAINING REFORM AMENDMENT (REGULATION OF STUDENT
ACCOMMODATION) BILL 2020
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Ms SYMES:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (17:05): I am pleased to make a few brief
remarks this afternoon in support of the Education and Training Reform Amendment (Regulation of
Student Accommodation) Bill 2020. The purpose of this bill is quite straightforward. As the bill
indicates, it is to amend the Education and Training Reform Act 2006 to provide for the registration
of premises at which accommodation services are provided to students enrolled at or attending a
registered school and to make minor amendments to that act and to make consequential amendments
to the Child Wellbeing and Safety Act 2005. So what does that actually mean? Basically this bill is to
put in place a framework for the registration and regulation of boarding schools and the provision of
boarding school facilities, which currently fall outside the framework of the Education and Training
Reform Act and indeed largely fall outside any regulatory framework.
The reason for this bill of course arises from the work that was done initially by this Parliament with
the establishment of the inquiry into the handling of child abuse by religious and other non-government
organisations, which was undertaken by a committee of this Parliament, chaired by Ms Crozier, and
which produced the Betrayal of Trust report. That lifted the veil on some of the child abuse activity
which had taken place in institutions in Victoria, both religious and other, and led the way for the
subsequent royal commission at the commonwealth level, the Royal Commission into Institutional
Responses to Child Sexual Abuse.
Both those inquiries have had significant impacts on institutions in this country and in this state and
indeed have had a significant impact on the statutory framework which has been put in place to address
child abuse but also to address the environment in which child abuse occurs. There have been, as a
consequence of those two inquiries, statutory changes in relation to reporting requirements—reporting
suspicion of child abuse—and indeed in relation to creating a positive obligation on adults to ensure
that child abuse is detected and reported.
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In relation specifically to boarding schools, the commonwealth royal commission made a number of
recommendations, which are contained under the sections ‘Child safe standards’ and ‘Supporting
boarding schools’. The relevant recommendations from that commonwealth royal commission are:
Recommendation 13.1
All schools should implement the Child Safe Standards identified by the Royal Commission.
Recommendation 13.2
State and territory independent oversight authorities responsible for implementing the Child Safe Standards
(see Recommendation 6.10) should delegate to school registration authorities the responsibility for
monitoring and enforcing the Child Safe Standards in government and non-government schools.
Recommendation 13.3
School registration authorities should place particular emphasis on monitoring government and nongovernment boarding schools to ensure they meet the Child Safe Standards. Policy guidance and practical
support should be provided to all boarding schools to meet these standards, including advice on complaint
handling.

And under the section ‘Supporting boarding schools’:
Recommendation 13.5
Boarding hostels for children and young people should implement the Child Safe Standards identified by the
Royal Commission. State and territory independent oversight authorities should monitor and enforce the
Child Safe Standards in these institutions.

The royal commission recognised that there was a need for oversight in the boarding school
environment and the fact that there had not been a framework overseeing specifically the boarding
school environment as distinct from the education environment. Consequent to the evidence it
discovered in that inquiry, it recognised the need for a framework. Now, the bill we have before the
house this afternoon seeks to put in place that framework. It empowers the Victorian Registration and
Qualifications Authority to put in place a structure under the legislation which will lead to the
registration and oversight of boarding school environments. It will require the VRQA to initiate
registration and then oversee standards, including with the capacity to inspect facilities. Basically the
model that this bill is seeking to put in place follows a similar structure to the model that already exists
for the registration of schools, so the process for registration oversight will be similar.
We should note at the outset that regulation is not a panacea. We often see new regulatory schemes
introduced which create a great deal of bureaucracy. We see regulatory schemes which create
paperwork, they create box ticking, they create a lot of expense for the parties which are subject to
those regulatory schemes, but they do not necessarily change anything. The mere introduction of a
registration scheme through the VRQA and a setting of standards through the VRQA does not
necessarily mean those environments in those boarding schools are going to change. It will come down
to how effective VRQA is as a regulator. We quite often see—particularly in the child welfare area
across any number of government agencies across any number of jurisdictional levels—that despite
all the regulatory frameworks in the world we actually do not achieve good outcomes in child welfare.
We see poor case management, we see children fall through the cracks of regulatory schemes and
statutory schemes. We need to ensure that in giving VRQA these new powers in respect of boarding
schools that this is not simply a bureaucratic box-ticking exercise, that in fact the authority does
develop the capacity to properly oversee the boarding school environment and ensure that the types of
abuses which have occurred previously and been identified through the Betrayal of Trust report and
through the royal commission do not occur in boarding schools in the future. That will require VRQA,
which currently does not have knowledge or experience of the boarding environment of boarding
schools, to actually ensure that it develops that capability and that it can effectively implement this
regulatory framework and it does not simply become a box-ticking or paperwork exercise.
In relation to the way in which this framework has been developed, there has been some criticism from
the boarding school sector for basically two reasons. Firstly, in 2012, which was prior to the royal
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commission and as the Betrayal of Trust inquiry was highlighting some of the issues in that sector, the
Australian Boarding Schools Association proactively engaged with Standards Australia for the
development of a set of standards to apply to boarding schools and the boarding environment. That
work was subsequently completed and has been adopted in other jurisdictions, such as Queensland, as
the framework for the regulation of boarding school boarding environments. This approach being
taken in Victoria does not adopt that Australian standard, which was prepared by Standards Australia,
even though it has been implemented in a number of other jurisdictions, including Queensland. That
is a deviation. The model Victoria has adopted means that there is not now the prospect or possibility
of a consistent national standard for boarding schools, which is an unfortunate development given we
are starting from a greenfield approach to boarding schools and the possibility of adopting those
national standards was a real one.
The other concern that has been raised is the lack of latter consultation around this process. Yes, there
was a discussion paper last year and there was early engagement with the department, but the final
model which we are seeing by way of the legislation today I understand was not subject to latter
consultation with industry, with the sector, and there are concerns around the practical implementation
of this framework and how VRQA is going to be able to go through the registration process and the
subsequent implementation of those standards.
There are 31 boarding schools currently operating in Victoria, which are a mix. The majority are coed, and there is a mix of all-boys and all-girls boarding schools. The way the legislation will operate
is that they will be grandfathered with respect to their current standards and their current level of
facilities, and any new schools which seek accreditation and registration of boarding facilities will be
subject to the new framework.
The coalition will support this piece of legislation. There has been a gap in the regulation of boarding
schools to date. As I say, regulation is not necessarily a panacea for all the problems; it will come
down to how it is implemented, and there are countless examples of other forms of government
regulation which have failed to provide, failed to deliver, the outcomes that the community is seeking.
So we hope that the implementation of this framework by the VRQA is done properly and does avoid
the problems that we have seen in boarding schools in the past and equally is implemented in a way
that allows those schools to continue to grow and develop as that sector has been doing for a number
of years. On the whole we believe this framework is a positive step forward and look forward to the
passage of this legislation.
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (17:16): I rise to speak to and support the Education and
Training Reform Amendment (Regulation of Student Accommodation) Bill 2020. This is, as
mentioned by the previous speaker, a straightforward and technical bill but is nevertheless a very
important bill for the house to consider, and I would urge the house to support it.
The bill amends the Education and Training Reform Act 2006 by expanding the powers of regulation
by the Victorian Registration and Qualifications Authority, the VRQA, to register and regulate
Victorian school boarding premises. This bill will amend the aforementioned act to expand the powers
of the VRQA to regulate school boarding premises and will require the registration of school boarding
premises with VRQA authorities.
The bill also amends the act to further prescribe the minimum standards for registration of school
boarding premises, including in relation to the Victorian child safe standards. This bill also sets out to
list the processes for reviewing the compliance of school boarding premises in accordance with the
prescribed minimum standards for registration. This bill also provides the VRQA with the necessary
powers of compliance and enforcement in order to ensure that school boarding premises satisfy the
minimum standards for registration.
A child at school, a normal school, will spend around 7 hours there on average—more, even, if you
include after-school hours, sports and all the extracurricular activities. The number of hours is much
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higher for those who need boarding at school premises. In the development of a child there can be the
development in intellect, culture, social skills and academics, as a requirement. We also have the duty
to ensure the safety of that child.
I would like to digress a little bit and talk about my experience. When I was a child both of my parents
were serving in the army, and as a result they often were called up to travel for all the duties that they
had to perform as soldiers. As a result, I was put into a boarding school. To disclose, my family is not
a Catholic family, although Catholicism is very popular and well supported in Vietnam. It was and
still is at this time. But then I was put into a Catholic school, and I can tell you, despite being a nonCatholic, I am well versed in the Catholic rituals and ceremonies. I have also been at the punishing
end of some of the nuns, but I have to say it was mostly because of the wayward child I was. That left
a long-lasting influence on my life, so now you can see some of the Catholic school training in the
non-Catholic person that I am. I could stand here and talk a lot about what happened in the boarding
school run by some nuns and about some of the misbehaving actions that I took. As a very young child
I would climb over the fence and try to escape the school and get caught the day after. All hell broke
loose, let us simply put it at that. So with that experience I very much feel affiliated with and support
this bill.
One of the reasons that this bill is now presented to the house is that currently, surprisingly, no
government regulator can directly monitor the compliance of school boarding premises with the
Victorian child safe standards. With the royal commission in 2017, one of the recommendations that
came out of that inquiry was to have the regulation of boarding schools for compliance with child safe
standards. The royal commission has identified boarding schools as a high-risk environment for young
students. In particular in Victoria some school boarding premises have been the site of some historic
cases of child sexual abuses.
As the royal commission pointed out, school boarding premises are so high risk for several reasons.
Firstly, it is because of the closed nature of boarding schools. Secondly, there is a power imbalance
between adults and children created by the dependence of the children on the adults in order to have
their needs met. Also in boarding premises there is unsupervised contact, and the adult has a level of
authority over the children. Sometimes the prioritisation of reputation above anything else could pose
a risk of child sexual abuse not being reported. So in 2017 the royal commission concluded with some
recommendations, one of which is to have the regulation of boarding schools. In 2018 the government
started drafting the bill and in 2019 the consultation process began.
In addressing some of the concerns of those opposite, the consultation was actually done with a wide
range of relevant interested bodies. The Australian Boarding Schools Association, abbreviation
ABSA, was consulted together with Independent Schools Victoria, ISV, in July and in December
2017. On the whole, the Catholic Education Commission of Victoria and ISV were largely supportive
of the proposal, noting that it would support boarding schools to comply with the child safe standards
as they should. During the drafting of the bill and associated communications with schools the
department also consulted the Commission for Children and Young People, the VRQA and also the
Australian Boarding Schools Association. All the stakeholders expressed in-principle support for the
proposed regulation. The proposal for the VRQA to be the authority to register and regulate school
boarding premises will enable the Victorian government to acquit the recommendation of the Royal
Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse.
The bill defines ‘school boarding premises’ as a premises at which school boarding services are
provided or intended to be provided by a person for a fee or for a reward, and as such the definition of
‘school boarding premises’ excludes private residences, students staying with family members, camps,
hospital schools, respite care, homestay arrangements and other facilities. All of those excluded are
already regulated for compliance with the Victorian child safe standards.
Some of the existing prescribed minimum standards for the registration of schools are already in the
Education and Training Reform Act because they deal with the subject matter that is appropriate for
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primary legislation. So they are those standards that relate to the discipline of students, to the managing
of the risk of anaphylaxis—and I had to actually look up the dictionary to find out that this word is for
allergic reactions—and also to managing the risk of child abuse. Subject to the passage of this bill the
department will commence work on developing amendments to the regulations, which prescribe
minimum standards for the registration of school boarding premises. These relate to matters including
enrolment policies, student welfare, the governance of the school, the probity of the proprietor and any
person responsible for managing the school, and the processes for review and evaluation of the school
as well.
So what would happen if this bill were not to pass the house? Then the school boarding premises in
Victoria would remain unmonitored for the purpose of compliance with the Victorian child safe
standards, and if school boarding premises are not monitored, there is a risk that some school boarding
premises will not implement necessary processes and policies to ensure that their premises are indeed
safe for children.
Also, if it were not to be passed, the Victorian government would not be able to acquit
recommendation 13.3 of the royal commission, even though the royal commission has already
identified boarding schools as high-risk environments for child sexual abuse. Even though the number
of children at school boarding premises is a smaller number of the total number of students, the risk
and the incidence of historical sexual abuse happening in those premises are way too high relatively.
So because of its importance—even though the bill, as I mentioned at the beginning, is technical—I
heartily commend this bill to the house.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (17:31): On 15 December 2017 the Royal Commission
into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse, after a five-year inquiry, presented a final report,
and that final report identified a key risk area, where children in boarding schools were overrepresented
in reports to the royal commission about sexual abuse. The royal commission recommended that
school registration authorities should place particular emphasis on monitoring government and nongovernment boarding schools to ensure that they meet the child safe standards. I commend the
government for bringing this bill forward today.
The bill’s key objectives are: expanding the powers of the authority to regulate schools and boarding
premises, requiring school boarding premises to be registered with the authority and enabling
regulations to be made which prescribe minimum standards of registration of school boarding
premises, and it sets out processes for review of the compliance of those school and boarding premises
with minimum standards for registration. It also provides the authorities with the necessary compliance
and enforcement powers to ensure school boarding premises safety and minimum standards for
registration.
If anything, we are all here today to make sure that our most vulnerable people in our community, who
are our children, are actually protected. This bill goes towards making sure that those children are
protected in our boarding schools throughout Victoria. I am pleased that this bill is here today. It has
been a long time coming, but it goes some way towards making sure that child sexual abuse is stopped
here in Victoria and that at least within our own education system here in Victoria we can do as much
as we can to make sure that there are oversights, that there are standards and that there are ways that
people can directly put in complaints that will be heard by this government.
I commend the bill in so many ways, because it is for far too long that the voices of many children
have been silent. There are many survivors of child abuse who are out there, who have felt over many
years that governments, if not authorities or people in power, have not acted in their best interests.
I am pleased, here in 2020, to be in this Parliament to see this important bill. Obviously it has been a
long time coming, but to think that the royal commission was done only three years ago and here we
are today making sure that our boarding schools in the future will be much safer.
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As others have raised in this place at other times during this pandemic, the pandemic has brought a lot
of issues in the way of mental illness. From those who are vulnerable with mental illness obviously
compounded by child sex abuse, as other members in this place have mentioned, we have received
many letters over the last couple of months. One of those letters, plus calls and correspondence, that I
received was from someone who has asked that I not name them but it talks about the sexual abuse
that they experienced at the hands of their abuser. Their abuser placed their hands over their mouth so
they could not hear them scream. That person has really struggled in these times to wear a mask, and
currently there are many people out there who are judging people who are not wearing masks, thinking
that they are some kind of superspreaders, when respectfully they may have a medical reason for not
wearing masks. We all here today should respect the reasons why and not judge people for not wearing
masks. I would hope that we can all be a bit kinder during this very difficult time during this pandemic
and be kind to others.
I am pleased to see that we are making one big, strong step forward around boarding schools and
making sure that child sexual abuse will hopefully from now on be reported appropriately.
Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:38): I am also pleased to rise to speak in support of the
Education and Training Reform Amendment (Regulation of Student Accommodation) Bill 2020. The
bill will amend the Education and Training Reform Act 2006 and make consequential amendments to
the Child Wellbeing and Safety Act 2005. As we have already discussed, its purpose is to establish a
framework to provide for the registration and regulation of school premises where boarding services
are provided to students. That is a minority of schools but nonetheless a significant number, as we
have heard. This will be achieved, it is hoped, by expanding the powers of the VRQA, the Victorian
Registration and Qualifications Authority, allowing it to investigate complaints received from the
Commission for Children and Young People but also from parents directly, students, teachers and
other concerned parties. Ultimately I believe these changes will increase the protection of young
children in boarding schools, and that is why I am supporting them today.
I can think of few things that are more important than the protection of children. No child should be
subjected to the horrors of sexual abuse, and it is my sincere hope that institutions will continue to
change and adapt to keep our children safe. I have listened carefully thus far to the debate, and I was
interested in particular in the comments of my friend Mr Rich-Phillips. Regulations can be very
important, and again, I support the regulations contained in this piece of legislation, but we also must
continue to seek culture change in our schools if we are to get to the place we want to get to and we
must get to regarding the safety of children.
The introduction of this bill follows the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child
Sexual Abuse and also an incredibly important and influential inquiry conducted by a committee of
this Parliament with not only much input and leadership from my friend Ms Crozier but also a
wonderful contribution from members across all parties. Sadly, as my colleagues in the lower house
said at some length in the debate there, we have become aware that over the past 20 years—indeed
many more than that—far, far too many young people in Victoria have become victims of abuse in
our schools. I say this I think with added sadness, if that is possible, as a schoolteacher myself before
entering this place. We know that it is not just Victorians who have suffered at the hands of abusers
but many other Australian children too. We also know that now in Victoria—and this is a point
Dr Kieu picked up in his contribution—there are no standards for the regulation of boarding schools.
Again, as he said, I confess that when I first learned that, despite my background in teaching even in
boarding schools, I was surprised. I was surprised by that and troubled, as he explained it.
Not only was I a teacher before coming into this place; I was a teacher who worked at multiple
boarding schools. Indeed I was resident in numerous boarding schools both here in Melbourne and
also overseas, so I would endorse the comments in particular of Dr Kieu regarding why it is so
important that we do far better in that setting. Nobody in this place would seek to denigrate those who
go into the teaching profession or who want to work in a whole series of other institutions—for
example, in our churches. However, we do know that because of the nature of the environment in

BILLS
3446

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 27 October 2020

boarding houses, on too many occasions people who have sought to harm children, often in the most
egregious way, have been able to do that, and certainly previously, indeed until now, there have not
been appropriate remedies. Indeed, as a very young man having only just finished school, I had some
experience of this exact problem—the exact problem that Dr Kieu focused upon in boarding houses—
where so much faith and trust is placed in staff and there is so little oversight above them. A colleague
who I worked very closely with was not only arrested but also then convicted of child pornography
offences. He, like me, worked in a boarding school in the United Kingdom.
The final report of the royal commission, handed down in 2017, revealed that children in boarding
schools, as we have discussed, were at greater risk of sexual abuse, and this I think is something that
was not particularly surprising. This owes, as we have said, to the closed nature of boarding schools
and the high incidence in particular of unsupervised contact. I suppose I would add also that a further
problematic element not only in schools in general but in particular in boarding schools is the very
high level of trust that is placed in staff. Now, on many occasions, on the vast majority of occasions, I
would say that can be a great thing, but on a small number of occasions proportionally—however, far,
far too many—that has been a dreadful thing.
We learned from the final report that 78 per cent of those who came forward bravely, courageously,
to give information were abused multiple times, and more than 86 per cent said that they were abused
by male staff members. These are sickening statistics. Survivors of all ages have been identified as
now suffering ongoing mental health issues, real difficulties when it comes to interpersonal
relationships and lower educational, employment and economic outcomes. Again, there would be
agreement right around the chamber today and in all facets of the Victorian community, I am sure,
that no child should have to face that sort of future.
I want to take the time to commend all of those who spoke up and all of those who have spoken up
about the abuse that they have suffered. I say to them: talking about your experience would have been
beyond difficult, beyond traumatic, and so my thoughts and my prayers extend to you and to your
families and friends who have been so impacted. I note that so much of the impetus for change has
been driven by those survivors of sexual abuse who have come forward so bravely and allowed us to
see the shocking extent of this problem in our community.
Now, in addition, as we have said, the bulk of this bill is aimed at enabling the registration of boarding
schools so that they can be adequately registered. To achieve registration, minimum standards must
be met, and I think that is appropriate. For instance, under this bill the authority—the Victorian
Registration and Qualifications Authority, that is—must be satisfied of the provider’s policies relating
to the welfare of students, its child safe environment and its capacity to respond to allegations of child
sexual abuse before registration can be granted.
I acknowledge that it may take some time for schools to get up to speed in terms of these processes.
Again I come back to the comments of my friend Mr Rich-Phillips that regulation is one thing, and I
agree that it is important. I agree with those members of the government and indeed others right around
this chamber that that is important, and yet we need to see ongoing cultural change as well. Some of
the elements that I have just spoken about do relate directly, I think, to an ongoing need in schools to
ensure that there is cultural change, in particular the element regarding a broader child safe
environment. Again I am mindful that this is a further impost upon schools. I went to the bill briefing
and was comforted by members of the department that schools will be given some time to get up to
speed. However, on some threshold issues, such as the provision of a child safe environment, certainly
my expectation as a former school teacher and school leader is that these are things that all of our
schools and all of our boarding schools in particular, given the debate we are having today, must be
up to speed with already.
For many teachers, for example, coming forward to make a report that something really problematic
or troubling has occurred can be a difficult thing, and so my long-held view continues to be that school
leadership in particular must be empowering staff and indeed all members of the school community
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so that the avenue to be able to report and bring forward troubling instances is an easy avenue to tread,
or is as easy as possible to tread, and that there will never be and indeed can never be any repercussions
for that staff member. From my experience I know of too many examples where staff who do have
the best interests of children at heart have been slow to report really troubling things because of the
gravity of what is being reported and the novelty indeed of stepping through a process like that and
picking up the phone to our Department of Health and Human Services or to the police. So again that
comes to the point that Mr Rich-Phillips has made about the deep need for ongoing cultural change to
sit aside these regulations, which I do not criticise today.
I would note, along with Dr Cumming, that I would have been more pleased if this legislation had come
forward earlier. It is important legislation. Given my experience I would note that it is very important
legislation. I hope that it has a speedy passage through the house, and I certainly commend it.
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (17:48): I rise today to speak on this very important bill, the
Education and Training Reform Amendment (Regulation of Student Accommodation) Bill 2020. It is
so very nice to be in the chamber when everybody is speaking positively about a bill—where we are
all as one. It brings out the best, I think, in this place when we can come together as a Parliament and
focus on a bill that is going to do such fundamental good in our society. As so many speakers have
already said in this debate so far, there is nothing more precious in our community or in our society
than our children. A sacred trust exists between children and adults, and in that equation we must
always protect those children as best we possibly can. Proudly this bill aims to achieve that.
The bill amends the Education and Training Reform Act 2006 to expand the regulatory powers of the
Victorian Registration and Qualifications Authority, the VRQA, to register and regulate Victorian
school boarding premises. The registration and regulation of those school boarding premises are
intended to ensure, as I say, that they are child safe environments. The bill will amend the act to expand
the powers, as others have said, of the VRQA to regulate those school boarding premises. It will
require, importantly, the registration of school boarding premises with the VRQA. It will also prescribe
and enable the regulations to further prescribe minimum standards for the registration of school
boarding premises, including in relation to Victorian child safe standards in accordance with a
ministerial order for managing the risk of child abuse under this act. It will also set out processes for
reviewing the compliance of school boarding premises with the prescribed minimum standards for
registration, and most importantly, it will provide the VRQA with the necessary compliance and
enforcement powers to ensure those school boarding premises satisfy the minimum standards for the
registration.
But why do we need these standards? As Dr Bach alluded to, I too was very surprised to learn that in
fact there are no government regulators that directly monitor the compliance of school boarding
premises with the Victorian child safe standards. You would think in 2020: how could that be? If that
alone were the reason for this bill, then it should be warmly received by everybody in this place.
The regulation of boarding schools for compliance with those standards was of course a
recommendation by the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse. The
royal commission identified boarding schools as a particularly high-risk environment for students, and
in Victoria some school boarding premises have been the site, as we know, of some terrible, terrible,
terrible historic cases of child sexual abuse.
I might just touch a little bit on those recommendations from the royal commission. It is important, I
think, that we remind ourselves of why we do some of the things in this place that we do—of the
important reasons as to why we do them. The regulation of boarding schools for compliance with these
standards was a recommendation, as I said, of the royal commission, and it did identify some of the
boarding school environments as having some of the worst historic cases of abuse. In its final report
the commission found that the proportion of kids who informed the royal commission about sexual
abuse in boarding schools was relatively large given that only a small proportion of schoolchildren go
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to boarding schools. So think about that—a large proportion of the small cohort that actually go to
boarding schools informed the royal commission about sexual abuse in those environments.
The royal commission also identified a number of situational factors placing boarding school students
at a much higher risk: the closed nature of the boarding schools, of course, after everybody else has
got home; the power imbalance between, as I said at the beginning of my speech, adults and kids
created by the dependence of the children on the adults to meet their needs; the unsupervised contact,
as Dr Bach has talked about; the level of authority over the children; and the prioritisation of reputation
over the risk of child sexual abuse. So is it any wonder that today we find ourselves dealing with this
very, very important piece of legislation? We have known since the end of 2017 that there has been a
particular issue, a particular problem; that a group of kids are at particularly high risk.
I know for constituents of mine in Northern Victoria Region—I can see Ms Maxwell in the chamber;
she shares the electorate with me—many do send their children to boarding school. As much as we
want to provide the environment for those children to be safe in that boarding school environment, we
also want the parents of those kids to know when they are sending their kids to those boarding school
premises and into those environments for long periods of time—where the only adult supervision the
children have is the supervision provided by the school in the boarding premises—that they are well
cared for, that there are standards in place which those schools have to adhere to and that the parents
and the children can feel comfortable that there is somebody who is watching out for them,
independent from that environment, who has the power to do something about the circumstances.
I talked a little bit at the beginning about the powers of the VRQA, and they are very important. There
is no point putting these things in place if we then cannot ensure that there is compliance and
enforcement around those new powers. What this bill will provide the VRQA with are powers to take
action against the registration of a school boarding premises for non-compliance with the prescribed
minimum standards for registration.
Some of these powers include: imposing interim conditions on the registration of the premises before
completing a review; imposing conditions on the registration of the premises in other circumstances
after completing a review; prohibiting the premises from accepting any new boarders; and requiring
the provider—and this is of course where the provider of the boarding school does not comply with
the minimum standards—to report on non-compliance to the parents of boarders at the premises. So
if they fail, then that premises is required to tell all of the parents of all of the kids in that environment
of their failure to meet the standards so that the parents may choose to take action themselves as well.
For non-compliance with minimum standards there will also be the acceptance of an enforceable
undertaking by the provider on any matter in relation to which the VRQA has a power or function
under the Education and Training Reform Act 2006 or any matter relating to non-compliance with the
prescribed minimum standard for registration, and of course the VRQA can also suspend or cancel the
registration of the school boarding premises. The VRQA must satisfy itself that the proposed action is
in the interest of the boarders at the premises or it is in the public interest to take that action, and before
the VRQA decides to take that action the provider of the school boarding services will be able to make
submissions to the VRQA and to the minister to show cause as to why any action proposed by the
VRQA should not be taken. So there are checks and balances in the system. There is a power for
compliance. There is a power for enforcement, one that will be monitored and indeed used by the
relevant authorities.
I will take just a couple of quick minutes, if I might, to go through the implementation process for the
bill. The amendments to the act and regulations will commence by term 1 of 2021. On
commencement, existing school boarding premises will be automatically registered with the VRQA
and will remain registered if the provider gives to VRQA within three months of commencement, one,
a self-assessment of the compliance of the premises with the prescribed minimum standards for
registration in the act and regulations and, two, most importantly, a statutory declaration that the self-
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assessment is true and correct. So they can provide the self-assessment, but they then must also provide
that statutory declaration to confirm that it is true and correct.
If the provider does not submit an assessment with a stat dec, the VRQA may review the school
boarding premises against the prescribed minimum standards and the VRQA will then determine the
registration status of the premises. So it is going to be in the interests of those organisations to do that
and to ensure compliance by the commencement of term 1, 2021. New school boarding premises
which are proposed to start providing services after commencement of term 1, 2021 will also be
required to provide the VRQA with full documentation demonstrating that the premises and services
meet the prescribed minimum standards for registration under the act and under the regulations. So
there are checks and balances throughout this bill.
It is a very timely bill. It does respond to the royal commission, as I mentioned earlier in my speech. I
want to congratulate members for all of the wonderful speeches that have been made in this place
today and in the other place in support of a very, very important piece of public policy. I commend the
bill to the house.
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (18:00): I rise to make my speech on the Education and
Training Reform Amendment (Regulation of Student Accommodation) Bill 2020. Derryn Hinch’s
Justice Party is of course supportive of this bill. I must say it is certainly something that is close to my
heart, the reason being that this bill provides an opportunity to give a voice to children, and we all
know that sometimes children do not use that voice. As Mr Gepp alluded to before, from the cohort
that actually attend these boarding schools there was a higher percentage who had reported abuse, and
those are the ones that were actually brave enough to report.
I am not going to go over all of my speech because a lot of the content that is in here has already been
discussed, but I would like to reiterate the point that Mr Gepp made about the bipartisan approach and
the speeches that have been so eloquently made today in this chamber. I too stand here very proudly
to take part in not only listening to those speeches but being a part of commending this bill as a party.
We know that the legislation was born from the recommendations of the Royal Commission into
Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse. Recommendation 13.3 was aimed at reducing the
sexual abuse of children in boarding schools. Accordingly, both that recommendation and the bill most
certainly have our full endorsement. As many other MLAs and MLCs have already pointed out in
their contributions, the bill is very directly focused on the need to improve the protection of children
in boarding houses by ensuring that those facilities are more effectively registered and regulated. This
is certainly a long-awaited change.
As was observed in the final report of the royal commission, a particularly high cumulative risk of
child sexual abuse is usually and sadly inherent in a boarding school environment. The commissioners
found that this is because it presents significant opportunities for perpetrators to be alone with children.
Perpetrators thrive on the availability of children at their immediate disposal. The children are at the
full beck and call of the demands, instructions and authorities of the adults there. There is often little
independent oversight of the day-to-day running or events of the boarding house. There are usually
few obvious alternative adults to whom the resident children can immediately disclose abuse or from
whom they can seek protection.
No matter whether it be a public or a private school, it is critically important that any school in Victoria
fastidiously complies with basic child safe standards and does everything within its power to prevent
the sexual abuse of any of their students. In my view the changes being enshrined through this bill
provide very important new protections in that context. I still, however, find it extremely sad and
disturbing that we even require this legislation. I still find it extremely disturbing that we still have
people sexually abusing children, taking advantage of children and taking advantage of vulnerable
children. I hope that one day that abhorrent abuse will never be seen again, that it will be ruled out and
people will be held accountable, which will reduce the offending. I hope that one day we have a
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generation of people who see it for the sickening, vile act that it is and that it is absolutely no longer
existent within our communities.
I would also take this opportunity to point out that Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party has maintained a very
close and active interest in the development and rollout of the national redress scheme, not only
through Derryn’s involvement during his term in the Senate as the chair of the joint select committee
but also through my own work in meeting with survivors, the offices of the Victorian Attorney-General
and the federal families and social services minister on an ongoing basis about the progression and
implementation of the scheme. There is still so much work to be done in regard to the NRS. However,
I digress there and will continue to address the bill that is before us.
I am always acutely aware of the levels of accountability and responsibility that should be borne by
every organisation in making sure that such heinous offending never occurs under their watch.
Naturally schools, and even more specifically boarding schools, are an integral part of that. I would
like to commend all the other speakers who have, as I have said, delivered some incredible speeches
today. I would like to also reflect on something that Dr Bach and Mr Rich-Phillips talked about, and
that is the need for cultural and systemic changes not only within boarding houses and schools but
right across organisations. This cannot be a siloed approach to only boarding schools. We have to
ensure that there are systemic changes to the Department of Health and Human Services and to other
support systems to ensure not only that teachers feel comfortable in reporting but that children feel
comfortable going to teachers to declare that abuse so that they know they can enshrine their trust in
that teacher and know that that teacher will do the right thing by them. On that note I thank the
education minister and the government for introducing this bill, and I confirm that it has my full
support.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (18:08): I move, by leave:
That the bill be now read a third time.

In doing so I thank all members for their contribution to this debate.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Bourman): Pursuant to standing order 14.27, the bill will be
returned to the Assembly with a message informing them that the Council have agreed to the bill
without amendment.
Adjournment
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (18:08): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

ROSS STREET, TATURA
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (18:08): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Roads
and Road Safety and concerns the current condition of route C357, Ross Street, in Tatura. The action
that I seek from the minister is that he commits funding to complete repairs to the C357, Ross Street,
in Tatura between Edgar Street and William Street and to upgrade the road to reflect the quantity and
type of vehicles that use it now and will use it in the future.
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The C357 is a 38.1-kilometre stretch of road that travels from Undera to the township of Murchison.
The road begins as the Tatura-Undera Road at Undera and runs north–south to the township of Tatura,
where it becomes Ross Street. Upon leaving Tatura the C357 becomes known as the MurchisonTatura Road to Murchison. The poor condition of this road at various locations has been a concern of
local road users over a long period of time, and I have raised these issues many times in the past.
Specifically it is the deteriorating condition of a section of the road within the Tatura township that I
wish to raise with the minister during this contribution.
Last week I was contacted by a constituent who lives on Ross Street between Edgar Street and William
Street, just north of the railway line that crosses the C357. The area in which the constituent resides
consists of residential dwellings on the western side of Ross Street and an industrial area opposite,
including a large transport company depot. Whilst initially built predominantly for the use of passenger
vehicles, the C357 is now the major thoroughfare for heavy vehicles transporting goods to Melbourne
from the northern and western parts of the Goulburn Valley. The road is a preferred route indicated on
Google Maps and sat nav devices for drivers making their way to and from Melbourne. My constituent
reports that because of this significant use by heavy vehicles, including fully loaded B-double trucks,
the road surface outside his property has broken up to such an extent that it is now a safety issue for
motorists. The constituent has supplied photographs of the damage to the road, which show the
formation of large potholes in the road that he describes as a few inches deep. Being a diligent member
of the Tatura community, the constituent has conducted his own research regarding the number of
heavy vehicles that travel past his home each day. In one day the constituent counted on average
22 heavy vehicles per hour travelling on Ross Street.
This is not the first time I have raised issues regarding the state of this section of Ross Street. I raised
the exact same stretch of road and almost identical disrepair in 2016 and it was repaired, but it is now
once again in an unacceptable condition. The C357 was not built for significant usage by heavy
vehicles, and Regional Roads Victoria will need to address this issue with appropriate upgrades to the
road in the future. In the interim the minister must act immediately to ensure the repair of the road
surface and to improve safety for all motorists.
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION CYCLING INFRASTRUCTURE
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (18:11): My adjournment matter is directed to the
Minister for Public Transport and Minister for Roads and Road Safety, the Honourable Ben Carroll.
The Andrews Labor government has announced that 100 kilometres of new and improved cycling
routes will be delivered across key inner-Melbourne suburbs to make it easier and safer for people
cycling to and from the CBD. This will create jobs and make it easier and safer for people riding bikes
to get around Melbourne as we head towards COVID normal. With more people expected to use cars
to get around, this $13 million investment will deliver pop-up lanes to help relieve congestion and
provide an alternative to public transport for those living closer to the CBD. Works will be delivered
in the coming months and provide a boost to the economy, creating and supporting over 40 local jobs.
The changes will improve travel options from inner-Melbourne areas such as Footscray, Northcote
and St Kilda.
Across Victoria the $100 million TAC Safer Cyclists and Pedestrians Fund is delivering 44 walking
and cycling projects in addition to more than 250 kilometres of cycling and walking paths in delivery
or committed for future delivery as part of the government’s major transport infrastructure program.
In the recent months many residents in my area of Western Metropolitan Region have resorted to
cycling as a means of entertainment, exercise and travel. The action I seek from the minister is to
provide my office with an update on whether there are additional suburbs other than Footscray in my
area, Western Metropolitan Region, that will benefit from this announcement.

ADJOURNMENT
3452

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 27 October 2020

JUSTICE SYSTEM
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (18:13): My matter is for the Attorney-General. It follows
the recent County Court decision in a judge-only trial that found Jackson Williams not guilty of the
charge of assault with intent to commit a sexual offence. Williams was charged after attacking a nurse
in the Melbourne CBD in October 2018. Thankfully in the midst of that attack he was scared off by
bystanders who rushed to the woman’s aid. However, in the interim, as CCTV footage of the incident
shows, Williams ambushed and dragged the young woman into a secluded laneway, applied a
chokehold, threw her to the ground, forced himself on top of her as she struggled and then straddled
her. Quite understandably in these circumstances, there has been enormous community outrage in
recent days in the wake of the judge’s decision. I deeply share those sentiments and am struggling to
make sense of this outcome. To put it mildly, the not guilty verdict gives rise to many different
questions and concerns.
One of those is the potential difficulty of proving this charge given that it is based on proving intent.
Another of my questions here surrounds the fact that, although assault with intent to commit a sexual
offence came into effect as a charge in 2015, it is still incredibly difficult to find detailed arrests and
sentencing data in the public domain for this specific offence. The then Attorney-General, Robert
Clark, said in 2014 that the aims behind the introduction of this and other associated charges at the
time were to better protect the community from the crimes of rape and sexual assault, hold perpetrators
to account and provide support to victims. I obviously support those objectives wholeheartedly and
therefore think it is now worth urgently reviewing the practical utility of this charge in particular.
Accordingly the action I seek from the current Attorney-General is the provision of information
showing how many people in total in Victoria have been charged with assault with intent to commit a
sexual offence as well as a breakdown of the sentencing outcomes for all of those brought to court on
this charge. I would also be interested to know if the Attorney-General is aware of any proposals or
suggestions to potentially alter the nature of the assault with intent to commit a sexual offence charge
in any way with a view to potentially making it less difficult to prosecute in the future.
The PRESIDENT: Ms Maxwell, it is one adjournment, not multiple, but I will allow it.
COVID-19
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (18:16): My adjournment matter this evening is for the
Minister for Health. As Victoria seeks to reopen after months of ongoing lockdown, the state requires
a COVID-safe approach to allowing hospitality venues to protect their staff and patrons. This has been
a sector that has been dealt a serious and long-lasting blow, exacerbated by the Andrews Labor
government’s inability to contact trace and manage the spread of COVID-19 adequately, as we all
know. The ramifications of the structural damage to the sector are ones we will continue to see for
years to come. Therefore it is vital that businesses, especially in the hospitality space, are able to
implement and embed COVID-safe practices in their workplaces.
I have been made aware that a significant COVID-safe manual has been developed by the Australian
Hotels Association Victoria with consultation from industry leaders and the restaurant and caterers
association. This developed program, named the Gold Standard Health and Wellbeing Plan, details
important steps that businesses can take from open to close to protect all individuals on their premises.
Key to the recommendations put forward in the document is the ability to mitigate exposure to
COVID-19 while in a venue. To do this it utilises data retention through QR codes and electronic lists,
mobile app ordering systems as well as temperature screenings and antimicrobial fogging on a daily
basis to protect businesses from infectious outbreaks.
These innovative solutions to what will be the ever-present and ongoing threat of COVID are
necessary in the hospitality industry specifically, but I am told the sector has been told by the
government that they are to continue to use pen and paper. New South Wales is using this technology,
the patrons are embracing it and all Victorians want to get back to doing what we do so well, and that
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is supporting industries like the hospitality industry. It is unfair that so many are put at greater risk
because the government is not listening to their plans and not taking on board what they have
suggested, such as this Gold Standard Health and Wellbeing Plan. I know that restaurants are looking
at it and are promoting it everywhere in terms of their reopening. So, Minister, the action I seek is: will
you seek to utilise the comprehensive COVID-safe plan in allowing hospitality businesses to reopen
and operate safely in the coming weeks and months? Because it is absolutely vital that this sector has
got the support of government in the plan that they have developed that will keep patrons safe and
keep their businesses alive.
FREIGHT INDUSTRY
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (18:19): My adjournment matter is to the Minister for
Ports and Freight in the other place, and the action that I seek is for the minister to ensure that the new
standards being developed under port pricing and access include pricing transparency in relation to
terminal access charges. During his daily updates the Premier has stated the importance of the ports
and the freight industry to our economy. Australian jobs are being lost across all sectors, from retail
through to our regional communities and farmers. If action is not taken, we will jeopardise the
competitiveness of our country’s products in a global market.
Since the privatisation of many of our container ports the freight industry has been exposed to new
costs that have eroded margins and the ability of primary producers to compete in international
markets. Equally, the charging of terminal access charges currently levied by stevedores on the freight
industry is driving up the prices of locally manufactured products and blended agricultural products
that are reliant on overseas supplies. Road and rail transport operators are forced to pay a charge, a
terminal access charge, to access the ports to collect and deliver containers. While stevedores play an
essential role in efficiently clearing goods at the port, their role has also allowed them to periodically
increase these surcharges without justification. These charges have continued to rise, often more than
doubling in a year. Many transport operators have included administration fees to cover these costs,
resulting in charges cascading through the supply chain, with the most significant impacts on our
retailers, manufacturers, farmers and regional communities. The freight industry is seeking the
stopping of these charges or alternatively stevedores passing these charges on to their commercial
clients, the shipping lines, who can pass them on through negotiated rates.
COVID-19
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (18:21): My adjournment matter tonight is for the
Minister for Health, and it is regarding opening up places of worship and churches for people to attend.
They are places where people gather to love and care for each other. They have not been able to have
weddings there properly, to have funerals there properly, to have ceremonies there, and it is just not
good enough that they cannot gather and support each other. It is time to let the churches and the places
of worship reopen. They of all organisations know how to care for people, how to observe the rules,
how to support each other. They have been able to open as essential public support services for things
like food banks and help for the homeless and other essential services. They wear face masks. They
do a really good job, and they keep a distance of 1.5 metres. So there is no reason why they cannot be
open on Sundays as well.
I have had many approaches from people in my community. Pastor Charles wrote to me and said he
would like to put it forward that the government consider a greater priority be placed on gatherings for
worship. He went on to say that it has been a long, hard and painful year and the pain has been
deepened by the suggestion that Christians cannot be trusted to gather because they are too friendly or
the risk is too high or they have too weak protection processes. The church knows how to minimise
risk and to maintain protocols to keep people safe in a COVID world. The people at their church, for
example, are trusted to feed 120 families each week from their Hope Centre and over 100 students at
La Trobe University, and they are maintaining those high standards. Why can’t they just gather on the
weekend as well?
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Ross wrote to me. Ross is married to Cheryl. He has three married children and eight grandchildren,
and they enjoy going to church every Sunday, the places that bring hope and love and fellowship and
joy into their lives. They are law-abiding citizens in the state of Victoria. They do not go out to break
the law but now are frustrated with the continuing lockdown by the state of their churches. David
wrote to me. He attends a church in Bundoora. He says as a believer he loves to go to church because
it brings community, friendship, the ability to openly express their beliefs in a country where they can
still do so, as well as allowing the community to get around each other and support each other. A
church is a place, he says, where people come to feel welcomed, to feel cared for and to express
themselves free of judgement.
They are in agreement that church is a better place for them. It is a support system for many, a place
to care for one another and pray for those who need it and be around like-minded people of faith.
David makes the point that the church leaders do as much for their attendees as the people who are
regarded as social and community support workers and should be put in the same sort of basket. I also
had Reverend Philip Court from the Presbyterian Church of Victoria write to me. He said his pastors
and elders seek changes on the road map so weddings can be conducted with more people. The action
I seek is for the minister to open up the places of worship, because there will be more people in a
shopping centre than there are in a church. And may God bless all of the people who wrote to me and
the people of Victoria.
COMMERCIAL PASSENGER VEHICLE INDUSTRY
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (18:25): My adjournment today is for the attention of the
Minister for Public Transport, the Honourable Ben Carroll, in the other place. It relates to a legal matter
being pursued by an association known as the Victorian Taxi and Hire-Car Families, or the VTHF,
against the regulator for the commercial passenger vehicle industry. The VTHF represents hundreds
of ex-taxi and hire car licence owners who, as a result of the unlawful operation of rideshare prior to
the reforms of 2017, sustained significant damages to their income as well as to the value of their
private property—their taxi and hire car licences.
It is claimed that this may have been due to the action and inaction of the regulator in exercising its
statutory functions and obligations in relation to the monitoring and enforcement of licensing
requirements by regulating the commercial passenger vehicle industry. Ultimately the industry
reforms of 2017 culminated in the revocation of all licences for a fraction of their worth through a
transition assistance scheme which provided an arbitrary monetary payment for some but not all
licences. The legal matter before the courts is an application for preliminary discovery requesting that
the regulator supply documents which may assist the VTHF to decide whether to institute proceedings
against the regulator for damages incurred. This matter should simply have fallen within a freedomof-information request. Instead the regulator has tied this up in the court for over three years, fighting
tooth and nail against the families and small businesses of the commercial passenger vehicle industry
who invested in their future through the purchase of taxi licences as part of conducting lawful business
and as part of their superannuation.
I have been contacted by a number of my constituents and industry stakeholders asking, ‘What are the
documents that have been requested that the regulator wishes to hide? Why are they fighting so hard?’.
Does the minister believe that vigorously defending these proceedings against Taxi and Hire-Car
Families is the best use of taxpayer funds by the regulator? Therefore the action that I am asking the
minister to take is: with the understanding of the model litigant rules and obligations for how the state
and its agencies ought to behave as parties to litigation, will the minister ensure that the regulator acts
with complete propriety, fairly and in accordance with the highest professional standards, as would be
expected of the behaviour of a model litigant?
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COVID-19
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (18:27): I wish to raise a matter this evening for the attention of
the Premier, and it is in fact an email that I received from a constituent. He begins:
I hope you are well. Well done to your Tigers!

What a marvellous thing. He says:
I own a Playcentre in Hoppers Crossing … It is a 1100sqm centre, with 7–8m high ceilings, which allow for
great ventilation. We have a fully functioning cafe, but this cannot be opened without the Playcentre being
operational for obvious reasons.
Using even an 8sqm rule, we could comfortably have 100 customers with social distancing measures in place.
That being said, Dan Andrews continues to keep us closed. He has not given any indication of when we can
reopen. We have been closed since late March, with the exception of 2 weeks in late June.
Rent of 50% is payable, and outgoings, which still equals Approx 9k a month. With a closure of 8 months,
rent alone is 72k. The grants cover a very small fraction of this. I have dipped into personal superannuation
today stay afloat. We must reopen, or be given a date to reopen urgently.
We have Covid safe plans in place. We even close the centre every 2 hours to clean, and sanitise all high
touchpoint areas. We have sanitation stands around the centre, social distance stickers, sneeze guards at
service areas—yet Dan Andrews still deems us as being unsafe. Yet schools are safe with kids socialising.
Outdoor playgrounds are safe, although no one is cleaning them regularly. Yet, we remain unsafe.
I am asking that commonsense prevails. If we could open under the same rules as restaurants and cafes, I
could accept that, even though the size of our centre would allow for a lot higher patronage under a sqm rule.

Premier, this is totally beyond the realms of decency.
Ms Crozier: There is no common sense.
Mr FINN: Well, there is no common sense in any of this, but it is beyond the realms of decency. I
mean, here are these people ready to do the right thing, fired up. They want to get out there and run
their business. They want to follow your rules. They want to do all of this the right way. They want to
do that, but you will not let them. Are you committed to destroying every small business in the state?
I wonder. You have got to wonder on that indeed. What I am asking the Premier to do is to allow play
centres, such as Geoff’s in Hoppers Crossing, to open—with the social-distancing rules and so forth
of course—and to allow what should be a thriving business to be just that.
GRAMPIANS ROCK CLIMBING
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (18:30): My adjournment debate item is for the
attention of the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change. I have previously spoken
about the lockouts of climbing spots across the Grampians and the impacts this has on the local
community, and I have once again been contacted by members of the region who are seriously
concerned about the recent announcements by Parks Victoria regarding cultural heritage sites at Mount
Arapiles. It is apparent that over the next six months Parks Victoria intends to carry out more
archaeological surveys in the area, which may lead to more bans on climbing through set-aside
determinations. The main site, named Tiger Wall, has been known about and looked after by climbers
and Aboriginal Victoria for 25 years. There have never been any climbers charged with damaging
these cultural heritage sites; climbers consider themselves more respectful than most as they appreciate
the value and the significance of the sites. As explained by one concerned climber, and I quote:
… there already exists adequate protections for the cultural heritage that exist at the Mount. It is an offence,
according to the National Parks Act 1975 to damage archaeological objects. It is also an offence under the
Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 to cause harm to cultural heritage. Why then the need to declare a Set-aside
Determination to exclude climbers and the general public from multiple sections of the park where no damage
has been occurring?

These climbing spots are paramount to the local community. They bring in a huge variety of interstate
and international climbers, including a significant portion who have moved permanently to the region.
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These new residents include doctors, teachers, IT professionals, small business owners, tradespeople,
artists and so on. My request to the minister is to take all necessary steps to ensure that Parks Victoria
does not enact a set-aside determination in relation to Mount Arapiles which would restrict climbing.
COVID-19
Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (18:32): The matter I raise on the adjournment debate tonight is
for the Minister for Women in the other place. As we have heard today, as we know full well, the
devastating lockdown that is still ongoing even today, in particular across metropolitan Melbourne,
has decimated many industries. It is very interesting to note, however, that that decimation has most
certainly not been evenly felt. There has been much discussion recently, in particular among our
friends in the commentariat, about the fairness or otherwise of the federal budget. It has been asserted
that the federal budget could have done, should have done, more for women. Well, that debate is an
entirely legitimate one. I find it interesting, however, that the same members of the commentariat have
not been so keen to apply a gender lens to Victoria’s road map.
Truth be told, Victoria’s road map is and will remain a far more consequential document for Victorian
women than any one federal budget ever could be. And of course when you look at the impacts of
both the initial lockdown and the ongoing plan for reopening, they are felt far more keenly by Victorian
women than by Victorian men. Between February and July this year, by way of example, 61 per cent
of job losses were felt by Victorian women. The impacts have been shocking on Victorian men, of
course, but disproportionately felt by Victorian women. This is simply a fact. Angela Jackson, an
outstanding economist, the lead economist at Equity Economics, has said the road map, and I quote,
‘clearly favours male jobs over female jobs’.
I find it bizarre, extraordinary even, that given that we know the impact of lockdown has been
disproportionately felt by women instead of men, the plan for reopening, again according to eminent
economists, clearly favours male-dominated industries like the government’s mates in the construction
industry over female-dominated industries like dance and beauty and hospitality, and yet as my friend
Mr Ondarchie has said, we have not heard much about this from those opposite. They are experts,
when it comes to debates about Victorian women, in virtue signalling and experts in gesture politics,
and yet here we have a massive negative impact, a disproportionate impact, upon Victorian women—
crickets!
I had the great privilege in the period between 2010 and 2014 of working as an adviser to Victoria’s
Minister for Women’s Affairs, and I learned a great deal at that time. I certainly learned that financial
independence is so important for all people, but because we know that over the course of the life span
men, sadly, overwhelmingly earn so much more than women, financial independence is vital for
Victorian women, certainly in terms of many economic indicators but also more broadly in terms of
economics. Therefore the action that I seek is this: an explanation regarding the inequalities of the road
map from the minister. Is she happy with these, and if not, what is she going to do about it?
INDEPENDENT BROAD-BASED ANTI-CORRUPTION COMMISSION
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (18:35): My adjournment matter is for the Treasurer, and
the action I am seeking, along with probably many of my colleagues here but also the community, is
for the Victorian government to increase IBAC’s funding in the next budget, and the increase needs
to be by at least $10 million a year. In 2018–19 IBAC’s funding increased by $1.5 million. Goodness
gracious! That is an increase of about 2.5 per cent after inflation. Unfortunately corruption in our
community is not increasing with inflation; it is far more exponential than that. We have heard Robert
Redlich, QC, the Commissioner of Victoria’s Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission,
saying that they just do not have the resources to investigate a growing list of tasks. In fact he went on
to claim that their recurring funding has not increased since 2012.
No doubt I am not the first person to raise this in this chamber. Somewhat interestingly, in looking
back, I note that a former Labor Treasurer, when he was the shadow Treasurer, Mr John Lenders, also
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asked for urgent reform and funding to IBAC. Of course much of IBAC’s funding was spent later on
investigating Mr Lenders, and it will continue to investigate these sorts of rorts. So this is not a
bipartisan position, but what we are seeing is that IBAC is getting consumed by this large-scale
corruption, whether it is Adem Somyurek or the red shirts or possibly even the Liberal Party may be
up on the list next, but this list is going to continue to grow. We know some of the areas where we do
need investigation. When we are hearing that 10 per cent of the police believe the police are corrupt
and IBAC cannot afford to do the proper investigations into police, we have a problem here. The
action, and I think it is a simple action and I think it is an action that should be supported by everyone
in this chamber and certainly I know it is supported by the community, is for IBAC’s funding to be
increased.
ANIMAL WELFARE LEGISLATION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (18:38): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Agriculture. Last week the government announced its intention to introduce a new animal welfare act
to replace the existing legislation. In the directions paper the minister states:
Victoria’s Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986 (the POCTA Act) has served Victoria well in this
regard, but it no longer meets the needs of animal industries, the community or government.

Minister, one of the key findings from the Economy and Infrastructure Committee’s inquiry into the
impact of animal rights activism on Victorian agriculture was that Victoria has extremely high animal
welfare standards—in fact some of the highest in the world. There is an extremely relevant adage to
this announcement: ‘If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it’. The current legislation appropriately balances the
needs and rights of farmers with the importance of preventing cruelty to animals.
In the directions paper’s summary of proposals for the new legislation it explains that we need a new
act so that we can properly recognise animal sentience. Sentience in the context of animal welfare
generally refers to the ability to feel pain and pleasure. The current legislation prohibits any act that
causes unreasonable pain or suffering to an animal. How much further will this new legislation have
to go to satisfy the ideologues to whom this government seems beholden? In the animal activist inquiry
two government members produced a final report that made outrageous recommendations that
suggested animal activists should be allowed to trespass on farms to secretly install surveillance
equipment by way of a public interest exemption and that CCTV cameras should be mandatory in
abattoirs.
But this was not radical enough for some in the Labor Party, with Ms Terpstra dissenting from her
own party and the government by rejecting their recommendations that there should be on-the-spot
fines for trespassers and that data should be collected that distinguishes between theft of livestock by
animal activists and non-activists. The Labor Party cannot make up its mind on whether it supports
activists who invade farmers’ homes or the agriculture industry. The action I seek is for the minister
to outline precisely what the Labor government does not agree with in the Prevention of Cruelty to
Animals Act 1986.
CORONERS COURT OF VICTORIA
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (18:41): I raise a matter for the attention of the AttorneyGeneral, and it relates to the Coroners Court of Victoria. I have received representations from several
members of the community about the current operations of the Coroners Court. This feedback has
come from medical specialists who have regular dealings with it as well as community members who
have dealt with the court following the passing of a loved one. I wish to acknowledge the difficulty of
the work the court does, often following traumatic loss. I also acknowledge the importance of its work
both to loved ones searching for answers after the passing of a family member and more generally to
all Victorians, as recommendations that the court makes can improve future public policy, clinical
practice and community outcomes.
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The representations I have received make a number of suggestions to build on and improve the
important work that the Coroners Court does. Suggestions include the earlier and more frequent use
of experts in coronial inquiries to better establish the facts surrounding a death, which should include
as a matter of course what is referred to as ‘hot tubbing’—namely, bringing together all relevant
experts to discuss and attempt to resolve key facts and questions; greater transparency where
appropriate in both the preparation process and the contents of coronial briefs; greater transparency in
the decision-making process to determine whether an inquest is called or not, including giving
appropriate weight to the rights, views and perspectives of family and loved ones; and if an inquest is
called, ensuring appropriate weight is given to the rights, views and perspectives of family and loved
ones, noting that for most Victorians the coronial process is foreign and confronting and can be
intimidating and that extra care is needed to ensure that vulnerable and traumatised voices can be
heard.
Many of the issues I have referred to, or some of them at least, were noted and picked up in the Coronial
Council of Victoria appeals reference, which was handed to the then Attorney-General, Minister
Pakula, on 29 November 2017 by the then chair of the Coronial Council of Victoria, Professor
Katherine McGrath. Now, this report makes 11 recommendations, and the government has responded
with its response to the recommendations, but most of the responses are basically palming off the
outcome to the Coroners Court to implement. Of course the court is independent, and it must be
independent, but the government should if necessary provide additional resources to the court. The
action I seek from the Attorney-General is an update as to the implementation of the
11 recommendations made in that important report. I just want to draw the house’s attention to
recommendation 11:
The Coroners Court should take steps to better understand and respond to systemic issues that may arise
during coronial processes. In particular, the … Court should:
a.

establish mechanisms to collect and analyse systemic data on court performance;

b.

undertake periodic client feedback surveys; and

c.

become a party to the International Framework for Court Excellence.

COVID-19
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (18:44): My adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Education, the Honourable James Merlino, in the other place, and it relates to the full return of music
across our Victorian schools. Recently I was contacted by a great group of people. Their acronym is
aMuse, and they are the members of the Association of Music Educators (Vic) Inc. who collectively
wrote to the minister on 21 October identifying concerns they have in regard to the restrictions outlined
in the government’s term 4 operations guide. Hence the minister will have all of their details at his
fingertips.
Along with aMuse, the Victorian Music Teachers Association and others have collaborated to form a
task force of people who fully understand the music industry and music education and a way of safely
returning all music to classrooms and centres. They are called the Association of Music Educators
(Vic). This group brings together educators and community music associations to ensure that the sector
is fully supported and that music can continue to thrive in schools and the wider community. It is made
up of state and independent teachers and tertiary educators as well. They have three succinct priorities.
They wish to develop, in collaboration with the Labor government, a pathway for the full return of all
activities: music in education at primary and secondary schools, and education in private studios and
community music education.
The key thing that they are really missing at this point is that woodwind, brass and singing
unfortunately are banned under the current arrangements. This has far-reaching effects on students,
teachers and the broader community, which includes the reduced face-to-face retention of class
teachers. It includes the reduction in employment of instrumental staff, the repurposing of some staff
and also the interruption of senior school curriculum.
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But it is also having a profound effect on the mental wellbeing of students and the community. It also
does not take into account that there can be a variety of learning contexts in physical spaces, that
different teaching options are available and the adaptability of music educators in student settings.
Therefore I ask Minister Merlino to facilitate a meeting between his department and this music
education alliance team to really embrace and as expeditiously as possible return all music to
classrooms and community centres.
ANIMAL WELFARE
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (18:47): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Agriculture. In Victoria thousands of dogs and cats are subjected to medical research each year. These
dogs and cats, along with many other animals including primates, are often bred specifically to supply
the research market—healthy animals whose bodies are injected, bones broken, opened up and sewn
back up again, even forced to inhale and ingest toxic and dangerous substances, when all they should
ever have known was a home and a loving family. That is what we owe them at the very least. When
their usefulness for those experiments and research has expired, the code of practice only recommends
rehoming of these animals. It is the practice of some labs to routinely kill them. The numbers killed
could be as many as 4000 per year in Victoria if some reports are accurate. We currently do not know,
because this statistic is being kept secret from the public. The action I seek from the minister is for the
rehoming of lab animals to be made mandatory.
RESPONSES
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (18:48): Tonight 15 members directed a number of adjournment
matters to 11 different ministers, and those ministers are as follows: the Minister for Roads and Road
Safety; the Minister for Public Transport; the Attorney-General; the Minister for Health; the Minister
for Ports and Freight; the Premier; the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change; the
Minister for Women; the Treasurer; the Minister for Agriculture; and the Minister for Education. I will
ensure those adjournment matters are directed to those particular ministers.
I also inform the house I have 15 written responses from previous adjournment matters that will be
distributed to the respective members.
The PRESIDENT: The house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 6.49 pm.
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NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION SMALL BUSINESS
In reply to Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) (18 February 2020)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business):
The Victorian Government acknowledges and understands the important contribution that culturally and
linguistically diverse (CALD) communities and businesses make to the Victorian economy and is committed
to removing barriers to start and grow a business in Victoria. During this pandemic, the Victorian Government
is ensuring its range of support services are made accessible to CALD communities and businesses.
The Multicultural Business Ministerial Council (MBMC) was established to provide a consultative forum on
issues affecting the multicultural business sector and help Victoria be the best state to do business. The
MBMC includes representatives from Victoria’s multicultural business community who advise me on matters
that are important to culturally diverse communities. This helps Government understand the opportunities and
challenges across cultures in small business and ensure that our services are meeting their needs.
To ensure CALD communities and businesses are aware of available Victorian Government support during
this pandemic, translated materials are published on the Business Victoria website to assist businesses to
operate through the current restrictions. Additionally, an extensive social media and community engagement
campaign is running to promote the Business Support Fund.
Both Small Business Victoria (SBV) and the Victorian Small Business Commission (VSBC) support
businesses from CALD backgrounds to access Government services. As a starting point, both SBV and the
VSBC provide information and guidance in multiple languages on their websites. Further, SBV ensures that
key campaigns targeting small businesses are delivered in multiple languages and the VSBC provides the
services of in- person or telephone interpreters as required for businesses accessing the Government’s dispute
resolution service.
SBV partners with Local Government and business groups on a range of practical support for small businesses
from CALD backgrounds in Melbourne’s North. In 2019-20, SBV delivered 39 CALD focused workshops
attracting 498 participants in this region. Of these, 35 were facilitated by the Brotherhood of St Laurence’s
“Stepping Stones” program, a micro-enterprise program tailored to women from refugee and migrant
backgrounds.
The Better Approvals Project is delivered by SBV working with Local Government to streamline permit
approval processes, saving businesses time and money. As of 14 October 2020, 66 councils have completed
the project, including Darebin, Moreland and Whittlesea councils with 9 further councils committed before
31 December 2020. The project is designed to meet the specific needs of each council, and the project can
consider the requirements of multicultural communities and businesses in tailoring project outcomes to
business needs.
The Government is committed to listening to CALD business communities and understanding how we can
best meet their needs. I am very open to your feedback as to how we can better work with your constituents.

SHEPPARTON BYPASS
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (18 June 2020)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Minister for
the Suburban Rail Loop, Minister for the Coordination of Transport: COVID-19):
I thank the Member for Northern Victoria Region for her question.
The Victorian Government has committed funding for the development of a business case for the Bypassing
Shepparton projects, which will improve safety and the overall amenity of Shepparton’s CBD, by reducing
the number of trucks travelling through the centre of the town.
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Bypassing Shepparton includes upgrades to Wanganui and Ford Roads, alongside upgrades to the existing
Shepparton Alternative Route.
A project of this scale and complexity requires careful planning and extensive investigations. Development
of the business case has therefore been extended from 2019 until the end of 2020.
I can advise that the funding the Commonwealth Government has committed for Bypassing Shepparton will
not be enough to deliver this project.
The actual costs to deliver the Bypassing Shepparton projects will be determined as part of the final business
case.

PET OWNERSHIP
In reply to Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (18 August 2020)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources):
I thank the Member for her interest in the Responsible Pet Ownership program, which has been operating in
Victoria for 20 years.
I am pleased to advise that Victorian primary school students can continue learning about interacting safely
and responsibly with pets whilst ‘stay at home’ directions are in place, with our government moving the
Responsible Pet Ownership program online.
With most dog attacks involving children aged up to eight years old, and children currently spending more
time at home with their pets; these safety messages are critically important.
The Responsible Pet Ownership program is normally delivered by trained pet educators and their dogs at
primary schools and kindergartens to teach children how to safely interact with pets.
In the absence of school visits, Animal Welfare Victoria has created an online learning hub for primary school
teachers to help them deliver safety messages through activities that can be completed in class, at home and
online.
The program focuses on teaching children about basic dog behaviour, appropriate behaviour around dogs and
what to do if approached by an unknown or aggressive dog.
It features ‘Victor and Victoria’s Pet Town’–an animated interactive tool for children based on the program’s
safety messages. Children can also play games in ‘Pet Town’, with Victor the dog and Victoria the cat, by
visiting www.pettown.vic.gov.au. A tablet version of this game has also been developed and is free to
download from app stores.

PET WELFARE
In reply to Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (18 August 2020)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources):
I thank the Member for his interest in the Labor Government’s commitment to introduce reforms to allow
veterinarians and animal shelters to legally reunite lost pets with their owners.
Under Victoria’s current laws, any lost cat or dog must be taken to a local council authorised officer. Only
vets or animal shelters holding a special agreement with their local council are currently allowed to accept
lost pets and contact the owner directly to reunite them.
An Issues Paper was released in late July for public consultation, and the associated survey on
engage.vic.gov.au was open until 24 August 2020. This has allowed Victorians to have their say on the
proposed reforms, including the additional reporting requirements by vet clinics and registered animal shelters
that may be required.
I look forward to providing a further update later this year.

WRITTEN ADJOURNMENT RESPONSES
3462

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 27 October 2020

WORKING FOR VICTORIA
In reply to Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (18 August 2020)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business):
Thank you to the Member for the Eastern Metropolitan Region for her question.
I am pleased to advise that Working for Victoria has now funded more than 10,000 jobs across Victoria.
Across the Eastern Metropolitan region, Working for Victoria has created jobs in local government,
community sector organisations and Aboriginal Community Controlled Organisations in diverse fields
including environmental maintenance and management, cleaning and sanitation, community support, and
economic development and recovery.
Working for Victoria has invested in local community service organisations in the region, such as Doncare,
EACH and the Mullum Mullum Indigenous Gathering Place, to create jobs and to meet the surging demand
for their valuable services to the community during this time. Local governments to receive funding for new
jobs include Knox, Manningham, Monash and Yarra Ranges.
The Working for Victoria initiative helps unemployed Victorians, particularly those who have lost their jobs
due to the impacts of coronavirus (COVID-19), find new work opportunities.
The Working for Victoria online jobs platform matches jobseekers with employers and if your constituents
are looking for work they can go to vic.gov.au/workingforvictoria.

NATIONAL CABINET
In reply to Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (1 September 2020)
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave—Premier):
On 13 March 2020, the Prime Minister announced the establishment of the National Cabinet, comprised of
the Prime Minister, Premiers and Chief Ministers, to address the country’s response to the coronavirus
pandemic.
The Commonwealth has already explained that the National Cabinet was formally established as a Committee
of the Federal Cabinet, with terms of reference setting out that it shall operate in accordance with established
Cabinet conventions. It is the Commonwealth’s position that the National Cabinet is covered by the same
confidentiality rules that apply to the Federal Cabinet and, therefore, that National Cabinet documents and
deliberations are confidential.

COVID-19
In reply to Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (1 September 2020)
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave—Premier):
The Chief Health Officer is responsible for providing health advice to the Government to promote and protect
public health and wellbeing under the Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008.
On 11 October 2020, the Chief Health Officer issued the Area Directions (No 9) that came into effect at
11:59pm on 11 October 2020. The Restricted Area list currently includes councils within metropolitan
Melbourne. The Mornington Peninsula Shire Council is classified as part of metropolitan Melbourne as it
does not fall under Schedule 2 of the Regional Development Act 2002.
From 11:59pm on 18 October 2020, Victorians residing within metropolitan Melbourne can travel up to
twenty-five kilometres from their home or permitted workplace to exercise or access necessary goods and
services within metropolitan Melbourne. Other restrictions that have been eased include rescinding the
two-hour time limit for exercise and socialising, reopening outdoor sports settings, such as golf and tennis,
and the resumption of industries and services such as hairdressing, and a full return of permitted allied health
care services.
Further changes to restrictions for metropolitan Melbourne will take place by 11.59pm on 1 November 2020.
This is a timeline based on the current advice of our public health team. If Victoria continues to track well on
the most important indicators including case averages, mystery cases, test numbers and the number of days
people wait before they get tested, we may be able to ease more restrictions sooner.
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Recognising the impact on the economy of driving down coronavirus cases and moving to a COVID Normal
state, the Government is taking additional steps–through a further $3 billion in cash grants, tax relief and
cashflow support–to assist Victorian businesses and help keep Victorians in jobs.
I encourage business owners in the Mornington Peninsula Shire to seek further information about how they
can access supports available through this important investment.

MENTAL HEALTH SUPPORT
In reply to Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (1 September 2020)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business):
Thank you for your adjournment debate matter regarding how those in the Western Metropolitan Region can
access the Victorian Government’s Wellbeing and Mental Health program. The impact of the coronavirus
pandemic on many small and medium businesses continues to be significant.
The Victorian Government has invested $26 million in the Wellbeing and Mental Health Support for
Victorian Businesses program. Through the program, Victorians dealing with the challenges of running a
small business can get wellbeing and mental health support to navigate through the impacts of coronavirus
(COVID-19).
Sole traders, small and medium business owners in the Western Metropolitan Region can access the following
services:
•

The Partners in Wellbeing hotline 1300 375 330 until 10pm each night

•

Mental Health and Crisis Support training is available to a key member of each of Victoria’s local
Business Associations, Chambers of Commerce or Business Networks. Registration is available at
business.vic.gov.au/stjohntraining.

The Partners in Wellbeing hotline has been expanded to provide business owners under stress with free access
to wellbeing and mental health advice. The accredited Mental Health and Crisis Support training provided
through St John Ambulance Victoria will build mental health support capability within local business
communities.
It is expected the Wellbeing and Mental Health Support for Victorian Businesses program will run until 2022,
with additional supports addressing the needs of businesses being introduced over the life of the program.
Businesses can visit business.vic.gov.au/wellbeingsupport to access the latest available wellbeing and
mental health support. This information is also provided in languages other than English.
More information on all the Victorian Government business support measures is at the Business Victoria
website: business.vic.gov.au.

WASTE AND RECYCLING MANAGEMENT
In reply to Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (15 September 2020)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The Victorian Government released Recycling Victoria in February 2020. Through this policy our
government will invest over $300 million to deliver the biggest transformation and reform of Victoria’s waste
and recycling system in our states history.
The government will provide $96.5 million to drive investment in world class infrastructure and technology,
making our state’s future recycling system more sustainable, create cutting-edge local industries and support
thousands of new local jobs. This funding includes;
•

$49.5 million for an industry and infrastructure development package which will target investment
to collect, sort and process priority materials including plastic, paper, cardboard, glass, organic
materials, textiles, tyres and chemical waste.

•

$30 million to drive innovation in material re-use and further build markets for recycled materials
including glass, plastic, organics, electronic waste, concrete, brick and rubber.

•

$10 million in business support grants to help businesses reduce waste

•

$7 million for a new Business Innovation Centre which will bring together industry, universities
and councils to develop new technologies and collaborate on creative solutions to waste challenge
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We are changing how Victorians recycle with the introduction of a new four-bin household recycling system
to separate recyclables, glass, food and organics, and waste. The Victorian Government will introduce a CDS
by 2023, which will complement our new household waste collection system by making recycling easier
outside the home.
We will also strengthen waste and recycling legislation and establish a new waste Authority to improve
market transparency and accountability of the recycling sector. You can learn more about Recycling Victoria
at www.vic.gov.au/recycling.

ANIMAL WELFARE
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (15 September 2020)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources):
The Victorian Government is committed to modernising animal welfare laws to support better harm
prevention, improve education, simplify regulation, and support effective penalties.
It is a policy that we took to the election–and something the Legislative Council’s Economy and Infrastructure
Committee, of which you are a member, said earlier this year needs to be a priority.
In fact, in the LiberalNationals’ minority report on the Inquiry into the Impact of Animal Rights Activism on
Victorian Agriculture, you personally supported a recommendation that the Government “consider its
modernisation of the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986 to be a matter of priority”.
To inform development of new, modern legislation; Agriculture Victoria commissioned quantitative and
qualitative research to provide an evidence base of Victorians’ views, perspectives and expectations regarding
animal welfare. This included more than 20 in-depth interviews with people who volunteer with animals,
farm or work with animals, and use animals for recreation.
This is not about ending livestock farming.
At no time has the Government suggested that animals should have the same rights as humans.
The World Organisation for Animal Health states that “an animal experiences good welfare if the animal is
healthy, comfortable, well nourished, safe, is not suffering from unpleasant states such as pain, fear and
distress, and is able to express behaviours that are important for its physical and mental state.”
Such recognition already features in the laws of the New Zealand, the European Union, and Quebec in
Canada—all jurisdictions that continue to have strong and successful agriculture industries.
I look forward to releasing a Directions Paper in coming weeks to further consult with farmers, animal
industries, and the community about a framework for contemporary animal welfare legislation.

STARTUP FUNDING PROGRAMS
In reply to Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (15 September 2020)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business):
Thank you for your question regarding how aspiring founders in the Western Metropolitan Region can access
pre-accelerator programs to support the development of their business.
I am happy to advise that there is a specific LaunchVic-funded pre-accelerator program designed to support
aspiring founders to develop new startup businesses in the Western Metropolitan Region: The Guide to
Starting Up by Roshambo.
The pre-accelerator program comprises training and guidance delivered in partnership with Local Councils.
There will be a focus on delivering the program to participants in the Western Metropolitan Region of
Melbourne. Councils supporting the program include Melton City Council, Brimbank City Council,
Maribyrnong City Council, Wyndham City Council, Hume City Council, Hobsons Bay City Council and
Campaspe Shire.
Roshambo will deliver the pre-accelerator program to 16 cohorts (each with twenty participants) across the
above seven councils in two rounds over two years. Melton City Council has signed with Roshambo to deliver
the program to two cohorts (40 participants) in each per round. In the six other participating local councils the
program will be delivered to one cohort (20 participants) per round.
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Roshambo will guide participants through the process of finding a business idea, and then developing and
scaling that idea into a sustainable business model.
There will also be a low-cost online version of the program provided which will be accessible to all Victorians,
including aspiring founders in the Western Metropolitan Region that do not take up a place in the scheduled
rounds of the program.
The promotion and application period for each of the seven councils will run from 26 October 2020 to
23 December 2020. Applicants will be able to apply through a central portal at
www.theguidetostartingup.com. Each of the participating Local Councils will direct their promotional
activities to that page.
Aspiring founders can already join the waiting list through www.theguidetostartingup.com/preaccelerator2122, and further details on the program are on that page.

COVID-19
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (16 September 2020)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business):
The Victorian Government is committed to ensuring our sole traders, micro-businesses and SMEs impacted
by ongoing restrictions have access to the support they need to prepare for COVID Normal through cash
grants, tax relief, skills programs, mentoring and wellbeing assistance.
The Victorian Government understands that sole traders in a number of sectors will remain restricted as we
move towards reopening the economy. We have therefore announced a $100 million Sole Trader Support
Fund, which provides grants of up to $3,000 to eligible sole traders working in sectors of the economy that
will continue to be affected by restrictions.
Employing businesses, including sole traders, may also be eligible for grants under the Business Support
Fund. Through the third round of the Business Support Fund, eligible businesses that must remain closed or
operate under restrictions until COVID Normal, can apply for grants of $10,000, $15,000 or $20,000,
depending on the business’ annual payroll.
Applications for the Sole Trader Support Fund and the third round of the Business Support Fund are now
open on the Business Victoria website: business.vic.gov.au.
In addition, sole traders and micro-businesses are being assisted to adapt, survive and thrive through a range
of online workshops and mentoring programs including the Upskill My Business program that offers free
premium short courses from the state’s top education providers and industry experts to emerge strongly and
ready to succeed.
The Business Recovery and Resilience Mentoring program and access to off-the-shelf digital products to help
sole traders adapt their operations to the online environment and prepare them for new market conditions. We
have also invested $26 million in the Wellbeing and Mental Health Support for Victorian Business program
to help Victorians deal with the compounding challenges of running a business through the crisis.
SMEs including sole traders who operate out of commercial premises can also apply for the Commercial
Tenancy Relief Scheme, including the Victorian Small Business Commission’s free mediation support for
landlords and tenants to reach agreement on their leases. The Victorian Government has extended the scheme
to 31 December 2020 to provide business with certainty at this time.
Small Business Victoria is continuing to offer support to businesses through capability building workshops,
the virtual Small Business Bus and mentoring program that are available free of charge. The Business Victoria
digital channels provide current COVID-19 business information including the Business Victoria Update free
newsletter for businesses to stay informed of new support, grant applications and announcements as they are
released.

POLICE RESOURCES
In reply to Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (16 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):
General duties police across the state have a range of tactical tools, including a baton, capsicum spray and a
firearm. Victoria Police constantly reviews its use of all tactical equipment and the future needs of its officers
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to ensure they have the training and equipment they need to respond to the variety of situations they face on
the job.
In 2018 Victoria Police rolled out Conducted Energy Devices (CEDs), also known as tasers, to 37 rural police
stations, the Special Operations Group and the Critical Incident Response Teams.
All officers who carry tasers undergo a two-day training course designed to ensure all other conflict resolution
techniques are considered prior to the use of a taser. In regional Victoria, general duty officers will always be
the first responders to these kinds of high-risk incidents. Beyond this rollout, the Community Safety Statement
2019-20 commits Victoria Police to examine the further rollout of CEDs to all frontline metropolitan police.
This work is currently being considered.

ALTONA NORTH LANDFILL
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (16 September 2020)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
Environment Protection Authority (EPA) continues to regulate Altona North Landfill to ensure it complies
with its EPA licence conditions to manage noise and dust impacts from the site.
EPA has required the landfill operator to update its dust management plan to prevent any impacts to
surrounding community via a regulatory notice. The operator updated the plan in September 2019, and it
includes the use of water to suppress dust, slowdown of work activities on high risk days, and reducing
stockpile heights at the site.
EPA is undertaking detailed assessments of recent noise and dust reports at the premises and in the
surrounding area to assess compliance with licence conditions and site management plans.
EPA recently assessed community dust reports using local weather data, information from the site’s dust
management plan, and earlier site assessments. This has recommended a follow up site inspection which EPA
will undertake in accordance with COVID-19 safety precautions and risk-prioritisation.
EPA’s investigation of noise complaints involves deployment of noise logging equipment to measure noise
levels, which are analysed against background noise to establish if thresholds have been exceeded in the State
Environment Protection Policy (Control of Noise from Commercial, Industrial or Trade Premises within the
Melbourne Metropolitan Area).
This policy defines background noise to be noise that occurs as part of ‘normal’ operations. The reduction in
commercial operations and traffic caused by COVID-19 has temporarily impacted EPA’s ability to complete
accurate noise assessments, as typical background noise cannot be established to determine if the thresholds
in the policy have been exceeded.
In response to recent noise complaints EPA conducted some limited noise monitoring in the residential area
in August 2020. While the findings are not enforceable as normal background noise levels cannot be
determined, this did not identify any exceedances of the policy thresholds.
EPA will conduct comprehensive noise monitoring within the residential area once background noise
conditions normalise.
EPA continues to work closely with local councils and community in Melbourne’s inner West to improve air
quality in
the
region through the
Brooklyn
Community Representative Group
(www.brooklynip.com.au/bcrg-community-forum), and the Victorian Government’s Inner West Air Quality
Community Reference Group.
EPA encourages community members who experience dust or noise to make a pollution report to EPA via
1300 EPA VIC (1300 372 842).

HIGH-CAPACITY METRO TRAINS
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (13 October 2020)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Minister for
the Suburban Rail Loop, Minister for the Coordination of Transport: COVID-19):
I thank the Member for Western Victoria Region for her interest in the Andrews Labor Government’s
$2.3 billion High Capacity Metro Trains (HCMT) program.
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These 65 new trains are being built in Victoria by Victorians and creating local jobs - with 60 per cent local
content for the fleet–the strongest local content ever placed on a project of this type. More than
1100 Victorians, including apprentices and trainees and ex auto workers, are working on this project.
CRRC Changchun is one of three key companies involved in delivering the HCMT project as part of the
Evolution Rail consortium which also includes Downer Group and Plenary. As one of the world’s largest
train building companies, CRRC has successfully delivered trains to more than 100 countries including
NSW’s Waratah fleets.
When allegations were made regarding a rail industry subcontractor, I was deeply concerned by allegations
of forced labour by any company linked to Victoria’s rolling stock supply chain. We have received assurances
from the manufacturers that there is no evidence of forced labour in their supply chains.
We have also asked our manufacturers to take additional steps to ensure the integrity of their supply chains
and we’ll continue to monitor the situation.
This Government supports Victorian industries, unlike the previous Liberal Government who wanted to buy
their trains from South Korea and offshore the jobs that come with it–for the apprentices, the trainees and the
ex-auto workers.

