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Wednesday, 5 May 2021
The PRESIDENT (Hon. N Elasmar) took the chair at 9.34 am and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (09:34): 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 my respects 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.
Papers
PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Auditor-General’s Report on Implementing a New Infringements Management System, May 2021 (Ordered
to be published).
Falls Creek Alpine Resort Management Board—Minister’s report of failure to submit the 2020–21 report,
together with an explanation for the delay.
Mount Buller and Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management Board—Minister’s report of failure to submit
the 2020–21 report, together with an explanation for the delay.
Mount Hotham Alpine Resort Management Board—Minister’s report of failure to submit the 2020–21 report,
together with an explanation for the delay.
Southern Alpine Resort Management Board—Minister’s report of failure to submit the 2020–21 report,
together with an explanation for the delay.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994—Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule Nos. 32, 39
and 40.

Business of the house
NOTICES
Notices of motion given.
Notice of intention to make a statement given.
Members statements
COVID-19
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (09:38): The reports in today’s Australian are absolutely
alarming, and in fact I find it extraordinary the deceitful way in which this government has behaved
and the ongoing cover-ups that have been undertaken through the entire failures of the hotel quarantine
program. An innocent man was blamed by the Premier and the chief health officer for the Holiday Inn
outbreak. The entire state shut down for five days because this government could not get contract
tracing right, and so they shut the entire state down because of that Holiday Inn outbreak. The
government blamed a man for using a nebuliser. Well, the reports today show that in fact he is innocent
and that it was not caused by that event, it was caused by something else: a woman having a swab in
an open corridor that then led to the widespread outbreak. Now, these are really alarming and
concerning findings that the Australian has uncovered, and thank goodness they have, because you
will not get the truth out of the Andrews government. They have known that this man has been
innocent since March and have said and done nothing. I find it absolutely appalling and disgraceful,
and I call on Acting Premier Merlino to release every single report in full to date on these issues.
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ANZAC DAY
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (09:40): I was honoured to commemorate Anzac Day this year in
Cohuna, following a gracious invitation from the RSL sub-branch president, Mr Geoff Dale. Cohuna
of course was at one time the home to VC winner Albert Jacka during his time with the then state
forest commission, and he was captain of the local footy team. I did ask a digger at the event whether
he could play football. He said, ‘Son, when you’ve got a VC winner in town, he’s captain regardless
of his ability’, and I could not have agreed more. I was also very honoured to be invited to read the
Anzac Requiem to the crowd. It was humbling to be able to inspect the completed memorial at the
RSL, which received $13 000 from the Andrews government veterans grants program, thanks to
Minister Leane, to construct a monument to commemorate the incredible contribution of locals in a
number of wars—the Boer War, Korean War, Malaya and Afghanistan peacekeeping operations, just
to name some. There were some wonderful contributions on the day, and it was wonderful to see so
many schoolchildren on a Sunday there in their school uniforms also paying their respects to the
fallen—kids from Cohuna Consolidated, Cohuna Secondary, St Mary’s primary and Moama Anglican
Grammar. I was also very honoured to remember and pay my respects to my great-uncle, who fell on
the Western Front. So thank you, Cohuna. It was an outstanding commemoration of Anzac Day. Lest
we forget.
COVID-19
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (09:41): Nobody can trust the
Andrews Labor government to run hotel quarantine. The hair-curling and worrying developments
today, the documents that the Australian has that show the shambles that is the Andrews Labor
government’s management of hotel quarantine, the obvious mess, the vaping, the refusal to undertake
COVID tests by key officials—I mean, what on earth is occurring with this critical hotel quarantine?
We saw hotel quarantine go south very badly for Victorians once last year: 801 Victorians died directly
because of the Andrews Labor government’s failure to manage hotel quarantine—Victorians who are
dead because of incompetence by government. Outrageous! At the same time huge damage was done
to the economy. Now, I say this has got to be fixed. What we have heard today from the Australian,
the extraordinary revelations about the incompetence and mismanagement of hotel quarantine—I say
this must be fixed and it must be fixed now. The government has got to stop the cover-up. They have
got to start being honest. We have actually got to have a system that is robust and that we can all rely
on. Nobody reading the Australian today would have confidence in the management of this
government of hotel quarantine. I do not. I do not think any sensible Victorian does.
RON FENTON
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (09:43): I rise today to pay my respects to a dear friend of
mine, Ron Fenton, who passed away recently. I am sure you have heard Ron’s incredible story of
being in the army; of being a Victorian police officer; of being shot in the head, where 37 bullet
fragments would remain; of his battles with post-traumatic stress injury and depression; of his beautiful
psychiatric assistance dog and best buddy, Yogi; and of his continued advocacy for mental health for
our frontline emergency service workers. Ron was an open book. He selflessly shared his sensitive
story in the hope that it would help others in their own battles. Just a few months ago I was lucky
enough to have Ron here in the Parliament. Some of you may have even seen him walking around
with his brown labrador, Yogi. Ron and I were discussing the Defence Community Dogs program that
we are desperately trying to fund here in Victoria, because Yogi changed Ron’s life, or as Ron says,
‘He saved my life’. Ron, thank you for being such a great friend to me and for all you did when you
walked this earth. My pledge to you is that I will keep fighting for those issues that you were so
passionate about. Vale, Ron Fenton. Rest easy up there, mate.
AUSTRALIAN INTERCULTURAL SOCIETY
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (09:44): As part of Ramadan I recently had the opportunity
to attend an Australian Intercultural Society iftar dinner during this holy month, hosted by the gracious
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Emir and Hamide Beytur. I was honoured to be part of their Ramadan tradition along with special
guests from across Victoria, including the executive director of the Australian Intercultural Society,
Ahmet Keskin. I want to extend my appreciation to the Beytur family and the Australian Intercultural
Society. It was a privilege to be part of such a rich and vibrant cultural experience. I wish those
celebrating Ramadan peace, joy and happiness.
SCIENCEWORKS
Dr KIEU: On another matter, I recently had the pleasure of touring Scienceworks’ exhibitions and
programs, including the society and technology collection. Scienceworks currently offers a range of
STEM programs for students from prep through to secondary school as well as support and resources
for teachers. Through its interactive programs and activities Scienceworks is able to further engage
students, teachers and the broader community in the wonder of science and technology. The future
prosperity, economic development and technological sovereignty of our state and country is reliant on
the commitment of our future generations to the study of STEM. I want to extend my appreciation to
the passionate and dedicated team at Scienceworks for their vital work in fostering the crucial interest
and engagement.
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (09:46): I rise to speak today about road infrastructure in
the west. In 2008 the Eddington transport report was released, which recommended a link between the
Eastern Freeway, CityLink and possibly the Western Ring Road. Following this the Victorian
Transport Plan accepted an alternative route to the West Gate Bridge. It was dubbed WestLink and
included a tunnel between Geelong Road, Sunshine Road, Dynon Road and Footscray Road at a cost
of more than $2.5 billion. Funding for it was announced, and a business case was released in 2013. In
2014 Labor promised to build a $500 million slip-road from the West Gate Bridge towards the port.
And what did we end up with? We ended up with the $6.9 billion West Gate Tunnel Project—a project
that is billions of dollars over budget and running behind schedule, a project that has been plagued
with problems and plundered for years through increased tolls. Does it fix the problems of the trucks
in the west? No, it does not. There is no link to the Western Ring Road. For over 10 years governments
have ignored the needs of the west and made decisions based on political gain rather than doing what
is needed. (Time expired)
WILL GARBELOTTO
Mr ERDOGAN (Southern Metropolitan) (09:47): I rise to bring attention to a special achievement
by a student in my electorate. Will Garbelotto, a VCAL student from Mentone Grammar, was awarded
the VCAL Student Achievement Award at the student achievement awards ceremony held on
23 April. The VCAL achievement awards acknowledge young people who have outstanding
achievements and have made contributions to their school and communities during the completion of
their qualification. Will was recognised for his leadership during 2020, a particularly tough year, as
we all know. He was acknowledged for mentoring three Indigenous students from a small community
in Western Australia. Will also made a significant contribution to projects that include constructing
nesting boxes for animals in areas destroyed by recent bushfires and working with the food security
network to grow vegetables for donation to FareShare, and he led Mentone Grammar’s inaugural ice
bucket challenge, raising awareness for motor neurone disease. I would like to acknowledge and
congratulate Will and all the recipients of the VCAL student awards for their impressive
accomplishments and all they have done for their communities.
CHANGE OUR GAME INITIATIVE
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (09:48): On Sunday I had the great pleasure of attending
Change Our Game Celebrating Pride in Women’s Footy, and this was at the Mail Oval in Parkville. It
was hosted by my team, the Fitzroy Football Club, and the Melbourne University Women’s Football
Club. The pride celebration, lunch and game were a brilliant way to show our support for the LGBTI
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footy community, and although it was not Fitzroy’s day it was a great day. All profits from the lunch
went to Queerspace Youth at Drummond Street, which is a peer-led program for queer, trans, intersex,
gender-diverse or questioning people aged 18 to 25. A big thanks and shout-out to Maddie Sheedy
from the Melbourne University Women’s Football Club and the wonderful Joan Eddy, the president
of the Fitzroy Football Club, for leading the way in breaking down barriers for LGBTIQ people in our
sporting world.
MARDIGRASS
Ms PATTEN: Just quickly on another matter, I was unable to attend the annual MardiGrass festival
in Nimbin last weekend, but I did hear it was a great success and cannabis activists from around the
country came together for a united call for action on drug law reform. I would like to make a special
shout-out to the New South Wales police, who yet again decided to target the event through their socalled random drug tests, where they stopped every single car—randomly—going to the festival. It is
yet again another massive overreach from the New South Wales authorities.
Bills
EMERGENCY POWERS SAFEGUARDS LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2021
Statement of compatibility
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (09:50): I lay on the table a statement of compatibility with the
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 (Vic) (Charter
Act), I make this statement of compatibility with respect to the Emergency Powers Safeguards Legislation
Amendment Bill 2021.
In my opinion, the Emergency Powers Safeguards Legislation Amendment Bill 2021, as introduced to the
Legislative Council, is compatible with the human rights protected by the Charter Act. I base my opinion on
the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview of Bill
Emergency Powers Safeguards Legislation Amendment Bill 2021 changes emergency powers legislation to
require that the government use the normal democratic decision-making process when possible to do so.
The bill also creates a new offence to protect Victorians from misuse of emergency powers.
Emergency Powers Safeguards Legislation Amendment Bill 2021 does not raise any human rights issues.
The provisions in the bill relate to powers that could be used to impact human rights but in any case, this bill
restricts the state’s ability to use such powers. The bill does not limit any human rights and therefore it is not
necessary to consider section 7(2) of the Charter Act.
Conclusion
I consider that the Emergency Powers Safeguards Legislation Amendment Bill 2021 is compatible with the
Charter Act because it does not raise any human rights issues.

Second reading
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (09:51): I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

In March 2020, the Victorian state government declared a state of emergency in response to the rapidly
developing coronavirus situation. The government then implemented extreme lockdowns across the
state. At the time we had little information about the virus and politicians were afraid, and so they
overreacted.
The government rapidly forced most of the state into two weeks of stay-at-home directions. Many of
us gave the government the benefit of the doubt. We believed that the government would use the time
to prepare for the pandemic: it would implement procedures, strengthen contact tracing and draft a
response to present to Parliament.
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We were wrong. We did not see an adequate contact-tracing system until after the disastrous second
wave, and we are yet to see legislation to replace the reliance on temporary powers.
At the six-month mark the declaration was set to lapse. The Parliament eagerly awaited legislation that
would allow the government appropriate and limited powers to manage the ongoing COVID situation
without allowing the disproportionate and extreme responses we had seen so far.
The government failed to present any legislation. Instead of using state-of-emergency powers to
address the short-term crisis while it developed a long-term solution, the government revealed that it
instead planned to rely on emergency powers indefinitely.
Governments cannot be trusted with emergency powers. Prior to the parliamentary debate to extend
emergency powers beyond the six-month limit, thousands of Victorians took to the streets in protest.
The Victorian government sent state security forces to smash these protests—to shut down the
demonstrations and arrest the protesters.
The government sent officers to the homes of people who had made public statements that were critical
of the COVID response. We saw videos of police breaking into houses and handcuffing pregnant
mothers and of police choking young women who would not wear their masks. The Premier’s only
response to this violence was to condemn the protesters and to lament that a single officer had injured
her arm while she attempted to quash a protest.
We were contacted by thousands of concerned citizens. Most striking were the immigrants who had
fled authoritarian regimes and who now were once again afraid of the police and worried about their
own government taking their rights away. Formations of armed and armoured men stormed the Queen
Victoria Market and corralled protesters. Under the pretence of punishing those who broke socialdistancing directions, protesters were squashed together. Kettling, a tactic whereby groups of people
are ringed by police, forced together and not allowed to leave, was used to deny Victorians their usual
detainment rights, like being informed of the reasons that they are being detained.
In the middle of the pandemic the government used the emergency powers to hold hundreds of
protesters in close proximity for hours on the grounds that they had breached the social-distancing
rules by gathering in groups too close together, risking spreading the virus.
Kettling was followed up with the mass arrest of vocal dissidents.
Victorians were right to worry. Government accountability agencies have since described the
government’s response to the COVID outbreak in public housing as a breach of human rights.
This state of emergency has now lasted more than a year and has been extended multiple times. At
this stage, it will stretch on until late this year. The public anger against the extensions was fuelled by
a disregard for previously established norms and expectations about the use of emergency powers.
Emergencies are, by definition, short term. They are serious, unexpected and dangerous situations that
require immediate action. No emergency lasts 21 months. No emergency lasts even six months.
Emergency powers are for unexpected crises that cannot be anticipated. The public expectation is that
emergency powers will only be used to address an immediate problem and only until proper legislation
can be drafted and the Parliament convened. These powers are not intended to give unilateral and
indefinite authority to the government.
The way we handle a two-year pandemic should not come down to the Premier’s will to power—it
should be a democratic process where the representatives of the people are continually and routinely
consulted. The very same process that we use to make laws about every other situation is also
appropriate for making laws about an ongoing pandemic. There is no reason and no cause to
effectively suspend democracy.
That is the motivation for this legislation. This is what the bill will do.
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Summary: in short, the bill requires that in cases where the state is able to use the normal democratic
decision-making process it must do so.
Clarification of purpose
The bill includes a section that clarifies that a declaration of a state of emergency is only intended to
be made if:
•

extraordinary action is necessary to eliminate or reduce a serious risk to public health;

•

that such action is necessary sooner than it would be possible to develop the legislation
required to undertake such action; and

•

only for the purposes of taking such actions only as a temporary measure until legislation is
able to be drafted to respond to the emergency.

The bill also specifies that the purpose of requesting an extension to a state of emergency is because
the government needs more time to draft legislation that would deal with the ongoing situation arising
from the emergency.
Parliamentary oversight
The bill alters the procedures for declaring a state of emergency. The bill requires that a declaration of
a state of emergency only takes effect when Parliament agrees to the declaration—or when
extraordinary action is required sooner than it is possible to consult the Parliament.
This provision places limits on the government’s ability to act unilaterally, without compromising the
state’s ability to respond to an immediate threat. The same requirement is also true of public health
directions issued using the emergency powers.
The bill allows the Parliament to disallow specific declarations made using emergency powers. This
ensures that even unilateral use of power can be met with parliamentary oversight and the abuse of
power can be rectified.
The bill requires that any extensions to the state of emergency, including the ones currently made by
the chief health officer on a monthly basis, are agreed to by Parliament. This de facto requires the
Parliament to sit at least once per month during an emergency if the government wishes to extend the
state of emergency.
The bill also closes loopholes that may allow the state to sidestep parliamentary accountability.
Declarations cannot be made back to back or remade after they were disallowed by the Parliament.
These provisions reiterate that the Parliament is the appropriate seat of lawmaking power in the state—
not the Premier or the chief health officer.
Penalties for abuse
The bill also creates a real consequence for lawmakers that abuse emergency powers. This highlights
the need for considered use of these special powers and protects Victorians from inappropriate use of
emergency powers. These consequences also prevent the chief health officer from being used as a
puppet or figurehead.
With these changes, the CHO would be required to consider health orders and not merely rubberstamp
the actions of the Premier. Recklessly or knowingly issuing an unlawful authorisation under the
emergency provisions would carry a maximum penalty of imprisonment for five years. This reflects
the serious impact that unlawful orders can have on the rights and lives of Victorian people.
Amendments to the Emergency Management Act
The bill makes similar provisions in the Emergency Management Act regarding the state-of-disaster
powers.
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This legislation makes no changes to any declarations currently in force in relation to the COVID-19
pandemic. The bill is an effort to learn from government failures during the COVID pandemic and to
protect Victorians from government abuse of power in future emergency situations.
The bill will not prevent all abuse of emergency powers, but it will significantly reduce the scope for
abuse. The powers in the Public Health and Wellbeing Act and the Emergency Management Act are
still in need of significant reforms that fall outside the scope of this bill. It’s my hope that the members
of this place can find common ground in the provisions of this bill.
The core of this bill is to limit unilateral control in favour of democratic, parliamentary decisionmaking.
Let me conclude by stating: I do not trust government with power. Power corrupts. It is not just a tired
saying—it is a truism that we see play out over and over. It is the nature of government to use any
powers they have to achieve their ends. Powers will be misused. And if there are no consequences for
misuse of the power, the power will be misused frequently.
In an ideal world, we would hand over as little power as possible to the government. Sadly, our
governments have already amassed far too much power even in their day-to-day operation—before
we even consider the emergency powers.
Any system of giving power to government must be designed with checks and balances. As we have
seen all too well over the last year, the state-of-emergency and state-of-disaster declarations have far
too few checks in place to prevent abuse. Currently, unlawful overreach takes place with impunity—
as we have seen many times during the last 12 months during the pandemic. This bill attempts to reign
that in—the next time the powers are invoked.
And they will be invoked again, because having been used once, government will have developed a
taste for them, and the population a tolerance for them. So it is more important than ever to protect the
rights of Victorians—the rights that have been trampled into the mud over the last year—that we
reform the laws and introduce limits and accountability.
I commend the bill to the house.
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (10:02): I move:
That debate on this bill be adjourned for two weeks.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for two weeks.
Production of documents
FIRE SERVICES WORKPLACE SAFETY
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (10:02): I move:
That this house, in accordance with standing order 11.01, requires the Leader of the Government to table in
the Council, within 14 calendar days of the house agreeing to this resolution, the Victorian Equal Opportunity
and Human Rights Commission’s review into the nature, prevalence, drivers and impacts of discrimination,
sexual harassment and victimisation in the Country Fire Authority and Metropolitan Fire Brigade (MFB) as
was briefed to the government and the board of the MFB in January 2018.

This is purely a documents motion. It is not a judgement on the fire services. It is not a judgement on
the contents of that report. It is purely a documents motion asking for the release of this report, which
the Council has every right to move and to expect the government to comply with.
The history of this report is that on 29 July 2015 the then Minister for Emergency Services, the
Honourable Jane Garrett, MP, who is now a member of this house, commissioned a comprehensive
review into the Country Fire Authority and the Metropolitan Fire Brigade. The report was undertaken
by former Tasmanian Labor minister and current Tasmanian Labor MP David O’Byrne. The contents
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of the report were briefed to the then Minister for Emergency Services, Minister Merlino, in 2018.
They were also briefed to the board of the MFB and I believe also to the United Firefighters Union
(UFU). The document has remained secret ever since.
This is a document that the government actually relied heavily on for their argument to review and
restructure fire services in Victoria. But no-one other than the then minister, the board of the MFB and
perhaps the UFU has seen that report, not even the firefighters themselves, the firefighters who are the
subject of the review. Every Victorian has the right to see what this report contains. They have the
right to know the extent of any discrimination, sexual harassment and victimisation in our fire services,
and therefore it is in the public interest to release this report.
As I said, the government relied heavily on the implied content of this report to argue the case for
restructuring fire services in Victoria, which they have done. But changing the badges on fire stations
and trucks or changing the uniform that firefighters wear or who signs the pay cheques does not change
culture. So if culture is to be changed, the contents of this report need to be made public.
No-one who is not the perpetrator of discrimination, sexual assault or victimisation has anything to
fear from this report being released. In saying that, this motion is not a judgement on the implied
contents of the report. The motion is simply a documents motion calling for the release of a document,
which the Legislative Council is well within our rights to move. The secrecy around this document
has gone on for far too long. Our fire services are government entities and therefore subject to public
scrutiny. There is no doubt that it is in the interests of the public to make this document available. I
recommend this motion to the house and call on all members to support the motion and the release of
this report.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (10:06): Well, it is another day and another documents motion in
the upper house, and for a moment I thought Ms Lovell was challenging her peer Mr Davis, because
what she has begun with is the statement that it is a very narrow motion calling for documents. But
the difficulty then with the way in which Ms Lovell has continued with her contribution in calling for
these documents to be provided to the Council is that she has made comment on what she refers to as
the ‘implied content’ of the report and statements where she has indicated that the government, to
paraphrase Ms Lovell, ‘relied heavily on the implied contents of this report’. Now, the difficulty that
I have with Ms Lovell’s opening statement about the scope of this documents motion is that it is so at
odds with the substantive nature of the issues in dispute, because Ms Lovell could not help herself.
She then went into implied contents, she then went into the issues around the culture of bullying and
harassment within the fire services, she then went into the issue of the history around the reform of
fire services in Victoria and then, to talk to the jurisdiction which we operate within in this Parliament,
she called for a document that, to paraphrase Ms Lovell, ‘the Legislative Council is well within our
rights to seek’.
Now, there are lots of problems with what Ms Lovell has got to her feet to put on the record today,
and I would like to take the time available to me to go through those issues and to perhaps correct
Ms Lovell’s misunderstanding of the history of this issue—of the commissioning of the report, of the
way in which public comment was made in relation to that report, of Ms Lovell’s claims that
government relied heavily on the implied content of this report—and I would like to put to rest
Ms Lovell’s concerns and misapprehensions about the nature of this report and the way in which fire
services reform has been delivered across this state. So Ms Lovell has in fact opened the door, probably
unintentionally, despite saying that this is a narrow motion. It is on its face a narrow motion, but
Ms Lovell’s contribution makes it a not so narrow motion, so I would like to go through some of the
issues associated with Ms Lovell’s initial contribution and to respond to them accordingly.
As part of the 2015 fire services review the request was indeed made to VEOHRC, or the Victorian
Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission, to review CFA and MFB work practices, and as
Ms Lovell points out in her initial contribution that initiates this motion, the allegations of a culture of
bullying and harassment were issues which have in fact formed a significant part of the public
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discourse on fire services and the delivery of frontline emergency services within this state. In fact I
count over two dozen front pages dedicated entirely to this issue. I count countless hours spent in this
chamber on this issue, making claims associated with allegations of bullying and harassment. It is
inconvenient for those opposite that in fact this has happened as part of the history of this issue and
that recent reportage on this issue calls into question numerous allegations of bullying, harassment and
a culture of discrimination within volunteer services as well as the improvement required in culture
across fire services more generally.
Ms Lovell, in her contribution, sought to downplay fire services reform by, and to paraphrase
Ms Lovell again, assertions that a change of badge will not change culture. Well, the culture was
contributed to extensively by those opposite, who called for a royal commission prior to the last
election on the CFA and on the United Firefighters Union. On the one hand those opposite are very,
very happy to say that the UFU is responsible for a culture of discrimination, bullying and
harassment—they have not seen the report, I am assuming; I would hope that they have not seen the
report—but on the other hand there is public comment around the need for cultural improvement
within the volunteer cohort, as there is within any workplace. And we know this. You just have to look
to the federal Parliament to see that we need to do so much more—in politics, in every sector, in every
industry and in every workplace that you can imagine—to challenge and to tackle discrimination,
harassment and bullying. Trolling on social media is one of those things that Ms Lovell would
appreciate is also completely inappropriate. This has been part of the public discourse that necessitated
changes to the fire services and the way in which they operated.
No-one could forget the stickers which were distributed by a certain media outlet calling for ‘Hands
off the CFA’, and then when there was a return of the CFA to volunteers there was all of a sudden a
call for that not to occur on the basis, to paraphrase Ms Lovell, that a badge would not change culture.
In fact it is a long road. The delivery of fire services has been an issue of contention between career
and volunteer services since the 1890s. This is something that the Argus reported on over 100 years
ago. It seems that we are still here today. The opposition is using yet another parliamentary tactic to
argue for production of a document which the Leader of the Government does not have, which the
Leader of the Government has not read and which in fact has been the subject of a challenge to the
Supreme Court and then to the Court of Appeal on the basis of access not being appropriate given the
jurisdiction of the executive, the way in which the report was commissioned and the distinction
between that and this Parliament as far as the separation of powers is concerned.
Ms Lovell said in her opening remarks that the motion is calling for a document that the Legislative
Council is well within our rights to seek and to obtain. Actually, that is not true. That is literally not
true. Ms Lovell not only betrays her ignorance in relation to the Court of Appeal and the Supreme
Court and in fact the history of this issue but seeks yet again to insert herself and the opposition into
an issue of substance which has been the subject of relentless commitment to improve across fire
services. In the last five months, for example, there have been a number of articles in a number of
media outlets—funnily enough not so much in those media outlets that published the two dozen front
pages which demonised career firefighters, which demonised the UFU and therefore its members,
which in fact built on the tweets, the Facebook posts, the accusations, the trolling, the backgrounding,
the leaking and the anonymous faceless assertions made by people for whom the coalition’s agenda
was being progressed.
So it is unfortunate that on this narrow motion, as Ms Lovell referred to it, we are yet again back at
this crossroads, notwithstanding the fact that firefighters across the numerous parliamentary inquiries
that I was part of in the last Parliament—which Ms Lovell in fact was also part of—would consistently
return to the fact that ‘On the fireground we work as one’, that differences are put aside. And that is
astounding given the level of invective, the incendiary nature of the debate on this issue, the division
which those opposite—amongst others—have sought to create and to sustain and to use in order to
make cheap political points. This documents motion is just another one of those examples of cheap
political pointscoring attempts.
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It ignores the jurisdiction of this Parliament. It ignores the nature of the challenges to and the decisions
and judgements of the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeal. It ignores the reality of the current
position of that document, and it ignores the work, through the assertions made by Ms Lovell in her
opening remarks, that is being done, has been done and will continue to be done in an area of frontline
service delivery which often, too often, has tragic results, which too often causes pain and trauma for
those who work on the fireground, as well as those who mourn them, given the level of fatality that
has been involved, given the challenges with PFAS, given the challenges with the cultural wars that
have been waged from the outside in. It is our obligation to support firefighters. It is our obligation to
deliver on the commitment to continuous improvement and to cultural improvement.
Ms Lovell and those opposite would love nothing more than to see cultural and continuous
improvement fail. They want nothing more than to be able to stand in front of a fire truck making
sanctimonious comments about the efforts which go on every single day to protect our firefighters.
We oppose this motion.
Ms Lovell: On a point of order, the member made disparaging comments towards me and my
motives for this motion, and I am offended, and I ask her to withdraw.
Ms SHING: Further to the point of order, what Ms Lovell fails to understand from rulings
previously made in this Parliament is that her being offended does not make the statements that I made
and the claims that I made unparliamentary.
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Mr Finn: On the point of order, what Ms Shing clearly does not understand is that Ms Lovell has
asked for a withdrawal, and as I understand it, under the rules of this house a request for a withdrawal
has to be met with a withdrawal.
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Order! Ms Lovell, to be honest, I did not hear the comments, but I am happy
to take it on notice and check Hansard and get back to your point of order. We will move on.
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (10:17): I also rise to speak on this motion. Looking at
what the motion is saying or trying to achieve:
That this house, in accordance with standing order 11.01, requires the Leader of the Government to table in
the Council, within 14 calendar days of the house agreeing to this resolution, the Victorian Equal Opportunity
and Human Rights Commission’s review into the nature, prevalence, drivers and impacts of discrimination,
sexual harassment …

et cetera, ‘as was briefed to the government’. Now, the opposition failed to realise one thing: that this
particular report or review was subject to a lengthy court proceeding, a court proceeding—and I will
not go through it all—where the Supreme Court basically made a decision that this report cannot be
made public and that this report cannot be furnished to any third parties. It even went as far as the
Court of Appeal, which determined that the review was beyond the power of the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services or the Secretary of the then Department of Justice and Regulation to request.
The court also found by majority decision that the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights
Commission had no powers under its act to conduct the review. The VEOHRC decided not to appeal
this decision on legal advice.
I am not actually debating the validity of the report or the matters alleged as part of the report and
investigation—I am not commenting on that—but this house is debating a motion about ordering a
minister to do something which they cannot do by law. I mean, the Supreme Court in the state of
Victoria is the highest legal authority. The Supreme Court said that the minister and the secretary of
the department had no right to request the report and have no right to release it. Let us say that this
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motion is actually passed by this house. How are we going to enforce it? Are we going to respect the
separation of powers or are we simply going to ignore that? Are we going to pass a motion requiring
the Leader of the Government—and go through the proper ministers and secretary of the department—
to breach a court order just to satisfy the opposition? It is not going to happen, so what is going to be
next? The Leader of the Government will fail to comply with the resolution of the house because she
cannot, because the court said, ‘You can’t do that’. Then what will we do? Let us go and repeat what
happened in not the last Parliament but the one before that when the then Leader of the Government
could not comply with a resolution of the house. I think Mr Jennings at the time was suspended for six
months. He was not allowed to enter the chamber. Is that what we are going to do? Is that what we are
planning to do?
I know the leader may want to have a break for six months, but let me tell you, Ms Symes, you are not
going to be that lucky because you are required here and you are not going to have a break like
Mr Jennings did. I think Mr Jennings did actually enjoy a bit of his time, and Ms Pulford did a fantastic
job in his absence, but he did come back. Basically that is the whole point. The whole point is we are
being asked to vote on and pass a motion asking the Leader of the Government to actually break the
law. I mean, really? Let us not start playing politics.
I had better go back to the issue itself, about sexual harassment and bullying in the fire services and in
any workplace. No-one can question the commitment of this government, led by Premier Andrews.
We have got the runs on the board in dealing with bullying and sexual harassment in the workplace.
We all agree on that. I think there is no argument that anyone should go to work, whether it is the CFA
or whether it is the new service or any workplace—the Parliament—and be subjected to sexual
harassment or any bullying. People should be treated with respect, simple as that, and I think we all
agree on that. But then, in looking at this motion, I have not heard any argument to persuade me. Let
us say we pass it. How are we going to comply with it? I am actually at a loss that the opposition is
wasting an hour and a half of their valuable time on a Wednesday to talk about a resolution that cannot
be complied with.
As I said, I am not passing judgement on the issue itself. I think we all agree, as I said earlier, about
making sure that no worker, no person is subjected to any harassment in any workplace. But I think
the opposition for the last six years have had this crusade against the CFA, the career firefighters. I
know I had to live through a long parliamentary inquiry led by the Leader of the Opposition—
Mr Davis has just walked into the chamber—in the Environment and Planning Committee in relation
to the CFA. Basically it is that hatred of the other side towards career firefighters. That is sort of just
hatred. They just hate them. I have not heard anything positive in my eight years in this place from the
opposition and the Liberal Party or them saying anything nice about our career firefighters. They just
continue playing politics.
Let me quote the member for Kew smearing a whole class of firefighters in a tweet on 24 March that
referred to them as ‘grubs’. I mean, seriously? They are the people put out there—and they are decent
men and women, firefighters—who, when people’s houses or property are on fire or someone has a
major accident and they are stuck in the car, race in and save your life. They are the people saving our
lives and we call them ‘grubs’. He did not say a particular person or persons, he was basically just
saying they are grubs. He said:
I’ve stood with the CFA for the last seven years as a war was waged upon them by the grubs at the UFU &
the Andrews govt. It’s been a wet summer & we haven’t seen how the new model is going to work in the
height of summer when a surge capacity is crucial.

That was 24 March 2021. Mr Smith, I think, is a sort of true reflection of the opposition. I think they
were a bit disappointed we actually had a good fire season. Thankfully the fire did not rage in Victoria.
They would have loved a repeat of the 2019–20 fires—to see people burn, to see property destroyed—
just to make a political point. In the last minute or so I say this to the Liberal Party: I think it is time
you got off the backs of firefighters. I have the utmost respect for our firefighters, whether it be career
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firefighters or volunteers. They do a terrific job in this state. Let us stop playing politics. Let us respect
them all equally, because they deserve our respect.
Mr Leane: It didn’t work last time.
Mr MELHEM: Exactly. It did not work last time, Mr Leane. You are absolutely right. But these
people do not get it. I have got the utmost respect for our firefighters, and they deserve the respect
from the other side. I do not see that that is going to come any day soon, because these people do not
know what they are doing half the time. They are just lost, and they are going to be in the wilderness
hopefully for a long period of time. There is a reason why they are on the other side.
I have got full confidence in the CFA leadership to actually do the right thing and to stamp out any
kind of sexual harassment and bullying. They have definitely got my support to do that. They have got
the support of the Andrews Labor government to make sure every firefighter, career firefighter or
volunteer, is able to go to work in a workplace free of sexual harassment or bullying, because we will
not put up with this. I say to you: stop playing politics and just withdraw the motion.
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (10:28): I rise to speak on the motion put up by the
opposition. Firstly I would like to mention that yesterday, 4 May, was International Firefighters Day,
and that is an occasion where we remember those who have died in their duties, in their firefighting
efforts to save lives and properties, and also honour those who have risked so much in protecting the
public and the environment.
Notwithstanding that, the opposition on record have made some very unfavourable and also vicious
attacks on the firefighters in this state. Let me quote something for the house. Last term the member
for Gembrook said:
When we go back to February 2009, the minister should be able to tell us how many career firefighters were
on the firefighting ground on 7 February for the first 5½ hours on Black Saturday. I can tell the house that it
was zero.

It was said on 10 May 2017, and that has definitely no respect and no recognition for the efforts and
the risk that career firefighters have to take in the line of duty. More recently, on 24 March, there was
a tweet by the member for Kew in the other house, quote:
I’ve stood with the CFA for the last seven years as a war was waged upon them by the grubs—

calling the career firefighters ‘grubs’—
at the UFU & the Andrews govt.

That is a shame. We have to honour, recognise and appreciate those career firefighters and also
volunteer firefighters for putting their lives on the line, for protecting property and human lives and
also the environment. Recently very serious allegations have been made within the CFA, and the
government and the fire agencies have taken significant steps to improve the culture and diversity of
our fire services. That includes the implementation of a number of programs, of services and of
reforms to ensure that improvement can be achieved.
But this motion I cannot say is anything but a cheap tactic. Why? Because the motion demands and
requires the Leader of the Government to table in the house within 14 calendar days something which
she does not have access to, something which has been ruled by the Supreme Court not to be available.
Let me go back to the review by the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission. It
was an initiative of the government in 2015 to conduct the review, but then the validity of the review
was challenged in the highest court in the state—namely, the Supreme Court. It ruled that the review
would not be able to be published, and the Court of Appeal upheld the challenge. This is an order from
the highest court in this state, so not only is this motion against the ruling of the independent highest
court but the opposition wishes to politicise a very serious matter, and without proper support
mechanisms they run the risk of retraumatising the victims in those allegations and those in the report.
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The Andrews government have taken very seriously any sexual harassment allegation and any
allegation of bullying or mistreatment of women and men in the emergency services and in fact in any
workplace. Victorian employers would face serious consequences under the Occupational Health and
Safety Act 2004 if they failed to provide a safe working environment as legislated by this government.
In particular the government have announced a ministerial task force on workplace sexual harassment.
That task force is charged with developing reforms to prevent and better respond to any workplace
sexual harassment. The task force will look at ways we can strengthen the occupational health and
safety framework to better address sexual harassment as a workplace health and safety issue. The
Parliamentary Secretary for Workplace Safety is co-chair of the task force together with the chair of
the Equal Workplaces Advisory Council and workplace injury lawyer Liberty Sanger. It also includes
unions, employers and legal representatives and in due course will deliver its advice to the government.
That is expected to be later this year. The acting Minister for Police and Emergency Services is
currently working with our fire services to ensure genuine and positive cultural changes and
championing these steps through our fire services reform.
As for those allegations about the CFA in particular, the acting minister for emergency services has
met with the leadership of the CFA and has been assured that the CFA takes all those allegations very
seriously. Support has been and will continue to be provided to complainants and respondents, and
wellbeing services are also available to all CFA members more broadly. There are appropriate avenues
for those complaints to be investigated, and they should not be publicised by those opposite. Where
matters have been raised with the CFA, they have been actively managed and investigated where
required, and when appropriate, matters have been referred to Victoria Police. Any investigations
involving serious allegations require a high level of confidentiality to protect the privacy of the
individuals involved.
The CFA is a very much respected organisation, and the government has a strong expectation for it to
provide a safe and inclusive environment for all staff and volunteers. The government will support
agencies to stamp out bad behaviours and promote a safe and diverse workplace. The government and
the fire agencies have taken significant steps to improve the cultures, and we will continue to back
firefighters and emergency services with record investment and strong policies that make clear that
bullying or harassment is unacceptable and has no place in any workplace.
Mr TARLAMIS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (10:37): I also rise to speak on this motion, and
you can tell it is a Wednesday because we are back in this place again debating another politically
motivated motion, which we do every Wednesday in this place, so that is not really surprising. But
this motion today basically says:
That this house, in accordance with standing order 11.01, requires the Leader of the Government to table in
the Council, within 14 calendar days of the house agreeing to this resolution, the Victorian Equal Opportunity
and Human Rights Commission’s review into the nature, prevalence, drivers and impacts of discrimination,
sexual harassment and victimisation in the Country Fire Authority and Metropolitan Fire Brigade (MFB) as
was briefed to the government and the board of the MFB in January 2018.

As the mover of this motion, Ms Lovell, and those opposite would know, this motion defies a ruling
of the Supreme Court. The opposition have come in here many times and moved many motions in this
place which call upon us to overstep, to overreach and to basically direct independent agencies to do
things that they should not be doing and all these sorts of things in the past. I am sure they probably
have done this—I would not be surprised—but I do not remember them asking us to basically defy
Supreme Court orders. Why would I be surprised that they have gone to some new low? That should
not surprise me. But they have, they have gone there, and yet again I will repeat what I have said in
previous weeks when they have moved motions like this: we are not going to do what you ask us to
do when you ask us to do stupid things and things that are wrong.
Mr Finn interjected.
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Mr TARLAMIS: Some of those opposite seem to get agitated and interject, but they are so
passionate and so interested in this issue that they have not even put themselves on the speaking list. I
think they have contributed about 5 minutes to this entire debate so far. They have no-one else on the
speakers list. They are so passionate; this is such an important issue to them! They are really motivated
by this; they are so agitated! It means so much to them that they are fighting hard for it! It has got them
so agitated! There is one of them in the chamber—one of them—and no-one on the speaking list. In
fact the person who just interjected walked out of the chamber, so that is how passionate he is about
it. But I digress. The reality is they are asking us to do silly things again, and basically we are not going
to take the bait on that. Why would we? If we went off on a frolic like they did, we would be talking
to ourselves like they seem to be doing consistently.
When we are dealing with important matters—very important and serious matters—when it comes to
bullying and harassment claims, this government takes those matters very seriously. The Andrews
Labor government takes sexual harassment and the treatment of women extremely seriously. Any kind
of bullying and harassment is unacceptable and has no place in the emergency services or in any
workplace. Victorian employers face serious consequences under the Occupational Health and Safety
Act 2004 if they fail to provide a safe working environment. This government has announced a
ministerial task force on workplace sexual harassment charged with developing reforms to prevent
and better respond to workplace sexual harassment. The task force will look at ways we can strengthen
the occupational health and safety framework to better address sexual harassment as a workplace
health and safety issue.
The task force is co-chaired by Parliamentary Secretary for Workplace Safety Bronwyn Halfpenny in
the other place and the chair of the Equal Workplaces Advisory Council and workplace injury lawyer,
Liberty Sanger. It includes union, employer and legal representatives and will deliver its advice to the
government later this year. The acting Minister for Police and Emergency Services is continuing to
work with our fire services to ensure genuine and positive cultural change, championing these steps
through the fire services reform.
So this government takes these matters very seriously. We do not go off on a frolic politicising these
issues. We do not go off on a frolic attacking our fire services and our firefighters. Whether you are a
career firefighter or a volunteer firefighter, we support you in every way. We give you the resources
you need to do the important work that you do. We recognise you, we acknowledge you, we support
you and we thank you for all that you do to keep us and our community safe. We will always do that
and provide you with the support that you need and the recognition that you deserve. We will not
attack you, we will not demean the work that you do. There are plenty of examples on the record—
and my colleagues have highlighted those circumstances in their contributions, and I am sure we will
probably hear some more examples later on in further contributions—where those from the other side
of politics have sought for political gain to attack firefighters and to demean the work that they do.
That is not something that we will do or have done. We have supported the fire services, and we will
continue to do that.
Yes, there have been a number of very serious and concerning allegations that have been made in
recent media about the workplace culture in the CFA. The acting minister for emergency services met
with the CFA leadership and has been assured that the CFA treats all allegations very seriously.
Support has been and will continue to be provided to complainants and respondents, and wellbeing
services are available to CFA members more broadly. There are appropriate avenues for those
complaints to be investigated, and they should not be politicised by those opposite. Where matters
have been raised with the CFA, they have been actively managed and investigated where required,
and where appropriate, matters have been referred to Victoria Police. Any investigation involving a
serious allegation requires a high level of confidentiality to protect the privacy of the individuals
involved. We need to respect legal processes in terms of these matters, and trying to politicise these
issues in the way that is being done here today again just runs the risk of retraumatising people as well.
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Those opposite seek to consistently downplay the reforms that we have done in fire services as well.
There have been significant reforms and supports in fire services, which have been a long time coming
and have been of major benefit to the services. Basically we stand by those and we stand by the support
that we have provided. We have delivered on our commitments, and they are being embedded in
service delivery. We are giving the services what they need to provide the services to our community
to keep us all safe.
Again, those opposite have done nothing but politic on these issues. I mean, we hear a lot of criticisms
in this place. They are always attacking us. I remember lots of occasions in this place, both in the
previous term that I was here and while I was an adviser, and lots of attacks on the United Firefighters
Union, who are firefighters themselves. It is very easy to attack them, the firefighters, and have a go
at them, have a crack at them, but they are firefighters. Professional and career firefighters equally do
good jobs, work hard out there in the community and should be commended. They should not be
attacked for political purposes when it suits members opposite—there never seems to be a nice word
said about firefighters by those opposite. I do not remember hearing a nice word said about them.
Yesterday was the international day for firefighters. Basically we should not just rely on the
international day for firefighters to be commending them for the work they do; we should be
acknowledging and thanking them every day. We do not need a special day for them. It is important
that we do have that day and we acknowledge them on that day, but we need to thank them every
single day for the work that they do. They are out there every day putting their health and their lives
at risk to protect us. I thank them for that and we should all thank them for that because they provide
a valuable role out there in the community. They keep us all safe and we thank them for that. This
government acknowledges that. That is why we continue to support them as we do and give them the
resources that they need.
As I said, the government and the fire agencies have taken significant steps to improve the culture and
diversity of our fire services, including the implementation of a number of programs, services and
reforms. We will continue to back firefighters and emergency services with record investment and
strong policies and make clear that bullying and harassment are unacceptable and have no place in any
workplace. We are committed to that. We will continue to work towards that and do everything that
we can to make sure that that occurs. We will continue to support our firefighters, whether you are
career or volunteer, and do everything we can to make sure that you have the resources and equipment
you need to do the important work you do in our community. We have your back, unlike those opposite
who continue to politic, play political games and engage in pointscoring, because basically that is all
they have got.
Mr ERDOGAN (Southern Metropolitan) (10:47): I rise to also speak on the motion before the
house. When I read this motion I was not surprised that it was on the agenda. Those opposite have a
record of politicising our fire services and emergency services more broadly. Whether that be
firefighters, nurses, ambulance and other paramedics, the police force, they keep politicising these
essential services. Victorians do not want us to politicise these services. These are services that all
Victorians should access, that we rely on in times of need. That is why it is disappointing that here we
are again speaking on these issues. This specific motion, just to read it to the chamber, is:
That this house, in accordance with standing order 11.01, requires the Leader of the Government to table in
the Council, within 14 calendar days of the house agreeing to this resolution, the Victorian Equal Opportunity
and Human Rights Commission’s review into the nature, prevalence, drivers and impacts of discrimination,
sexual harassment and victimisation in the Country Fire Authority and Metropolitan Fire Brigade (MFB) as
was briefed to the government and the board of the MFB in January 2018.

I am surprised that this motion appears because my learned friends across the chamber would
understand that the separation of powers is an important pillar of our Westminster system. Part of this
pillar says that the legislature should not interfere with the work of the judiciary. This matter was
litigated. It was decided. There was a court decision, and we need to understand and respect the
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decision of the court. For this motion to come here I believe flies in the face of that decision.
Nonetheless, here we are.
The allegations are very serious. I am proud of this government’s work on addressing issues of gender
equality, multiculturalism and all the other forms of discrimination in our society, based on sexuality
et cetera. This government has implemented a raft of legislation to bridge the gap in society, to end
the unfairness of all this, and it has been no different for the fire services in our state. So when I read
this motion I think of the politicising of our emergency services, which should not be happening. But
at the same time I am proud that this government is taking action. I think it is important to understand
a lot has been done in this space.
As we know, those opposite have been very disrespectful to many firefighters, especially the
professional firefighters. The government has made a statement in terms of ensuring that any kind of
bullying and harassment has no place in any of our emergency services, and employers face serious
consequences under occupational health and safety legislation if they fail to do so.
There is a ministerial task force on workplace sexual harassment charged with developing reforms that
will better respond to workplace sexual harassment. The task force will look at ways we can strengthen
the occupational health and safety framework and better address sexual harassment in the workplace.
This task force, which is due to hand down its decision later this year, is co-chaired by the member for
Thomastown, Bronwyn Halfpenny, and Liberty Sanger, a senior lawyer, a very talented lawyer, and
a partner at Maurice Blackburn. I actually look forward to the findings of this committee. But
obviously this inquiry is not happening in vacuum. They are consulting employer groups, employee
groups, the legal fraternity and different government agencies. So I think it will be a good, broad report,
which will provide guidance for this chamber.
The acting Minister for Police and Emergency Services continues to work with our fire services to
ensure that there is genuine and positive cultural change by championing these reforms in our fire
services. As I said earlier, the allegations are serious. When I read about them in the media and when
they were raised, I was concerned. It is important that workplace cultural issues in any service should
be addressed. The acting minister has met with the CFA leadership and has been assured that the CFA
treats all allegations very seriously. Support has been and will continue to be provided to complainants
and respondents, and wellbeing services are available to all CFA members more broadly. Where
matters have been raised with the CFA, they have been actively managed and investigated where
required. Where appropriate, matters have been referred to Victoria Police. Any investigation
involving serious allegations requires a high level of confidentiality to protect the privacy of the
individuals involved, including the victims.
The CFA is a much-respected organisation in our state, and the government has very strong
expectations, as some of my colleagues previously raised in this chamber. The government will
continue to support agencies to stamp out this kind of bad behaviour and promote safe workplaces
across all agencies.
Obviously this government has a proud record of reforming fire services in this state. We know that
Fire Rescue Victoria commenced on 1 July 2020, and it integrated a number of services. It is important
to understand that this government has made a record investment in these services. Much of it has
been touched on, but I think it is important to remind the chamber of this work. In the 2020–21 budget
alone we delivered on reforming fire services in our state. We provided $231 million for the first four
years of the government’s broader five-year $250 million fire services reform commitment. This
included a $126 million announcement for the CFA in June 2020 to uplift CFA capability. It supports
realignment as a volunteer firefighting organisation and the balance essential for the unavoidable dayone costs of a new body, health and safety training, a whole lot of new respiratory equipment, the
provision of a new generation of personal protective clothing, volunteer support measures, crew leader
training, increased capacity to train new volunteers, critical volunteer-facing ICT systems, the
replacement of 15 ageing CFA fire stations and 50 new dual-cab firefighting appliances equipped with
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burnover defensive systems. As you can see, this record investment builds on the record investment
in other emergency services and agencies in our state. As a whole, emergency services management
spending is at a record high in our state, with $1.66 billion going into these services. Before last year
this was $930 million.
In concluding I just want to say that these allegations are very serious. We need to make sure that the
legal processes to date have been respected, that we do continually work to improve the diversity of
our government agencies and emergency services and that we make sure we get rid of all forms of
discrimination from society, and this government is doing that work. I have a few more words to say
in relation to this matter, but I may at this point in time allow my colleagues to make their contributions
because I know many of them are very passionate about this issue, about emergency services in this
state, because everyone relies on these services. I am going to allow my colleagues to continue the
contribution because it is very, very important that we continue to discuss this matter. This is about
saving lives. That is what emergency services are about, and we want to make sure that they represent
everyone in society and that they continue to have their full capability and perform at their peak. That
is why we are making the record investment, but on that point I will leave it there.
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (10:56): I will just put on the record, as all of my colleagues have
before me, that the government does not accept a level of bullying or sexual harassment in any sector
whatsoever, even if it is emergency services. There was a Victorian Auditor-General’s Office report
recently into local government which was quite alarming, and measures have been taken to address
that. It is an area that definitely needs attention right across all spectrums, whether it be government
agencies or whether it be the private sector. It is not in our realm, but maybe Canberra need to have a
good crack at it too, given the revelations around that.
Basically this is a motion that is calling for documents, and we have been consistent as a government
in saying that of course this house has every right to call for documents. We have released thousands
of documents since we have been in government, but we have always said that we have to have some
parameters around it. Commercial in confidence is one of the parameters we have always been upfront about. Cabinet in confidence is one of the parameters that we have always been up-front about
that we may not be able to deliver.
That has become a mantra with these particular motions. We will say that. We will say that we are
happy to release documents but there are conditions that we need to take into account. Maybe in the
future when we talk about commercial in confidence and we talk about cabinet-in-confidence
documents we might have to say ‘documents that have been suppressed by the Supreme Court’.
Maybe we need to add that to our mantra as of today. It might be a bit of a problem even for us as a
government saying, ‘Well, we’ve been requested to provide these documents, and if the Supreme
Court says no, then I’m not too sure what we’re supposed to do about that’.
But as I said, our government has released thousands of documents. I was around in the dark days
when the coalition were in government. They had 21 votes out of 40 in this house. Mr David Davis
was the Leader of the Government and we used to call for documents, and they just would not be
handed over. They just were flatly refused.
Mr Erdogan: Do you remember all those Fishermans Bend documents?
Mr LEANE: I remember the Fishermans Bend, but the best one was the east–west link business
case. There was a call for the east–west link’s business case. This was one of the ones I think Mr Davis
acceded to. Then what he handed over was this short-form business case. We counted it. There were
about 10 pages, counting the cover. The east–west project was a road, a tunnel, I understand, but in
the 10 pages there were all these colourful pictures of people crossing a pedestrian crossing. They took
up half a page. There was half a page, or I think it might have been a full page, of a tram. So the text

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
1540

Legislative Council

Wednesday, 5 May 2021

in there was very, very limited, and that was passed off as, ‘Oh, we’ve fulfilled our duty to this
chamber. Here’s the east–west link business case’, which was just bizarre.
I have mentioned the east–west link, and as Mr Erdogan mentioned, this is kind of a political overreach
again. This is going towards hopefully demonising career firefighters, as they tried before. But last
time I checked the last election result, I do not think it went well for them. Then they have gone back
to the zombie project, the east–west link. Wait. In the months to come there is every chance they are
going to go back to lying that there is an African gang on every corner and go down that dog-whistling
track that they did on the last one. It did not work. It reminds me of an episode of The Simpsons where
Bart’s sister electrifies a cupcake and Bart just keeps going back to that cupcake and getting
electrocuted. This is the third time in a row they have gone to an election with the east–west link
project, a zombie project. This will be the second time they go to election trying to demonise career
firefighters. They will find a racist dog-whistling policy soon. They went to the election with these
policies, they are going to go there again and they just never learn. They seriously are Bart Simpson
and the electrified cupcake. They just keep going back. And they were shocked on the election night.
I mean, I have seen their new slogan. Their new slogan is probably a little bit better than their last one.
Their last one was ‘Get back in control’, and when you put that in Google it comes up with ‘adult
incontinence underpants’. That was the first thing to come up. And as I said before—
Mr Finn: On a point of order, Acting President, I think it is beyond the realms of any thought
processes by anybody in this house that you could link the contribution of the minister to the motion
before the house just at the minute. I would ask you to bring him back to the motion, and he might like
to even make some passing reference to it at some stage.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): Thank you, Mr Finn. I have been listening to
Mr Leane’s contribution, and I will ask him to perhaps get a little bit closer to the motion that is before
the house.
Mr LEANE: I will take your ruling. Thank you, Acting President. All I was going to add was,
given where that website took you, it probably made a lot of sense the way they must have reacted on
election night. But moving on, this is a motion that is tied to exactly what Mr Erdogan said—
politicising the emergency services for politicising’s sake. I think Professor Kieu mentioned a tweet
that Tim Smith, MP, sent out. It was like the worst type of cowardly troll there could be. It sounds like
literally he is going, ‘Oh, the grubs. I’ve waged war against the grubs at the UFU’. It sounds like he is
at his computer like one of those pimply little kids that eats a lot of chocolate in their basement and
putting the boot into all of these professional firefighters. He would not go and say that that is what he
thinks of them. He said, ‘I’ve stood up for seven years for the CFA, and I’ve waged war against these
UFU grubs’. Like I said, he is like the worst type of pimply little troll in a basement that is writing all
these things, all outraged until he sees people in person, and I bet then he would be very pleasant to
them and would be a completely different contrast to what he has said. And I mean, seven years—last
term all Tim Smith was known for was how much he used to suck up to Matthew Guy. That was what
he was notorious for, and nothing else but—
Mr Davis: On a point of order, Acting President, this is actually a narrow debate on a documents
motion. It has got nothing to do with the extraordinary contribution that we are now hearing. A member
of Parliament attacking another member in the other place is very far from the relevant points for
debate in this documents motion, and I ask you to bring the member back on relevance to this.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): In the 30-odd seconds that Mr Leane has left in the
debate, I am sure he will focus his attention on the motion at hand.
Mr LEANE: I am sure I will. I am just a bit miffed at the point of order. It is a real one-way street
with the opposition, isn’t it? ‘Attacking another member’, like that is all I ever do, and when it comes
back at them it is like they are outraged and their feelings are hurt. It shows how brittle the opposition
are and how paper-thin they are, but I will leave my contribution at that.
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Ms WATT (Northern Metropolitan) (11:07): I am delighted to follow Minister Leane and make
some comments on this motion. Can I just first and foremost say that the Andrews Labor government
takes sexual harassment and the treatment of women extremely seriously, so much so that we are
joined in this chamber by the Minister for Workplace Safety, who announced on International
Women’s Day the establishment of a ministerial task force on workplace sexual harassment. So I will
just speak to that and the seriousness with which the Andrews Labor government takes issues of
violence against women as well as sexual harassment in the workplace.
That initiative, announced now just a little bit over a month ago, is part of a reform program that will
consult around a mandatory incident notification scheme that will require employers to notify
WorkSafe of workplace sexual harassment. This task force, which just shows the level of seriousness
with which this government takes the matter, will also consider ways to strengthen the occupational
health and safety framework to address sexual harassment, clarify employer obligations, boost
accountability, encourage and support workers to speak up and consider measures to prevent the
misuse of non-disclosure agreements in sexual harassment matters. This of course is a really
incredible, nation-leading announcement, and I take this moment to honour the Minister for
Workplace Safety for this incredible initiative.
It will of course do its work, led by experienced workplace injury lawyer Liberty Sanger, who my
colleague Mr Erdogan spoke about earlier. She is a very experienced legal professional with years of
experience in this area. So the outcome from this will be a new memorandum of understanding
between WorkSafe and the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission to help
create a unified approach to addressing workplace sexual harassment, because any case of any
workplace sexual harassment in any industry across our state is entirely unacceptable. This
announcement goes to the strength of the convictions of the Andrews Labor government in addressing
the sexual harassment of women. Of course it is unacceptable in any case, and that includes the
emergency services. In any workplace across our state there are of course existing serious
consequences under the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 if they fail to provide a safe working
environment.
The task force is just one way that we are developing reforms to prevent and better respond to
workplace sexual harassment. Women right across our state have reported this in their workplaces,
and yes, this is just something from one particular industry, but I will just go to the seriousness of
sexual harassment and why we should take note of the serious announcements that have been made. I
of course acknowledge that there are a number of very serious and concerning allegations that have
been made recently in the media about the workplace culture in the CFA. The acting Minister for
Police and Emergency Services has met with CFA leadership and been assured that the CFA treats all
these allegations very seriously. Support has been and will continue to be provided to complainants
and respondents, and wellbeing services are available to all CFA members more broadly. Where
matters have been raised, they have actively managed them, and investigations have been conducted
as required and, where appropriate and necessary, referrals have been made to Victoria Police.
Can I just also make some comments very quickly about the CFA in the Northern Metropolitan
Region, my region, and acknowledge the Epping, South Morang, Craigieburn, Greenvale, Wollert and
Kalkallo CFAs and thank their members for their sacrifices each and every day. As I had hoped to
make some remarks last week in our sitting in Bright, I will just go to some of the extraordinary
contributions of the CFA to our local community in both protecting their own community and
travelling across the state to help those in need. We are not of course spared the devastation that has
occurred throughout our state with fires. The CFA, working in partnership with Fire Rescue Victoria
and Forest Fire Management Victoria, defend lives and properties each and every day, and it is only
fitting that I take this moment to acknowledge their extraordinary efforts and thank them on behalf of
our community in the Northern Metropolitan Region.
I will also just say that it truly is something that 62 per cent of working women are likely to face gender
discrimination, workplace violence or sexual harassment over a five-year period. Casual sexism is also
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prevalent in many workplaces. Importantly, while many workforces turn a blind eye, these frequent,
less intensive behaviours are just as harmful as single incidents of sexual coercion or unwanted sexual
attention. Of course we cannot go by without acknowledging the historic passage of the Gender
Equality Act 2020, a landmark step in breaking down discrimination and gender barriers across the
public sector and government. Under the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 employers must
provide and maintain a work environment that is safe and without risk to the health of their employees,
and this is of course all workplaces right across our state. Attributes such as gender, sexuality,
migration status, disability and literacy can increase a person’s vulnerability to workplace harassment,
and in addition employees in insecure work tend to be more exposed to violence and sexual
harassment. That is why the historic passage of the Gender Equality Act last year is just so significant.
Further to that, as I said, we are very much committed to supporting agencies to stamp out bad
behaviour and promote safe and diverse workplaces. That is why a series of announcements have been
made in response to the concerns of the CFA community. They include 38 career and integrated CFA
stations being transitioned to become Fire Rescue Victoria stations, and they will work side by side
with CFA volunteer brigades in integrated stations and in communities in areas where 1220 volunteeronly CFA brigades exist. There have been no changes.
Of course the Fire District Review Panel was convened and appointed on 26 October 2020 and has
begun developing its work program. It has appointed a new fire chief, Jason Heffernan, and new CEO,
Natalie MacDonald. Can I take a moment to acknowledge the chair, Greg Wilson, who will lead the
CFA’s transformation in the future. He is known to me through his previous work as Secretary of the
Department of Sustainability and Environment and his incredible work with the seasonal firefighter
community, including having gone out and supported many of them over the years and over fire
seasons. I think it is very comforting for us that we have got such a well-credentialed and esteemed
leader in the emergency services field chairing that work of the new Fire District Review Panel. Of
course that will be supported by an implementation monitor. That is the fire services implementation
monitor, Mr Niall Blair, who was appointed in mid-December last year, and that role will play a key
figure in reporting to government and community on agency performance and enhancing our fire
services, including enhancing diversity and providing opportunities for women to become firefighters.
As somebody who has run a public campaign to seek more seasonal firefighters and to encourage
women to take up those roles, I think this is an incredibly important initiative, and I look forward to
following the work of the implementation monitor in driving diversity outcomes for the community,
including opportunities for women.
So there you have it: just some of the very many changes that have occurred across Victoria as a result
of this. Can I leave it by saying that the Andrews Labor government is today and every day committed
to eliminating sexual harassment and violence against women in our community.
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (11:17): I rise to make a contribution on this motion
presented to the house by Ms Lovell requesting—and it is a documents motion—that the Leader of
the Government table a report conducted by the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights
Commission (VEOHRC):
… into the nature, prevalence, drivers and impacts of discrimination, sexual harassment and victimisation in
the Country Fire Authority and Metropolitan Fire Brigade (MFB) as was briefed to the government and the
board of the MFB in January 2018.

Many contributors on this side today have commented on and covered this matter very well, but I also
just want to say at the outset and repeat those remarks that the Andrews Labor government is
committed to stamping out all forms of harassment and sexual harassment in workplaces. Indeed this
government has a strong track record of doing so. As Ms Watt just commented, there have been a
number of steps put in place to ensure that there can be better treatment of women in workplaces. As
I said, we take this issue seriously in terms of sexual harassment and treatment of women, and bullying
of any kind and harassment are unacceptable. They have no place in our emergency services.
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Having said that, I just want to return to, I guess, some problems with this motion. A significant one
is the fact that the validity of the review was challenged in the Supreme Court and orders were sought
restraining VEOHRC from publishing the review. Then the Victorian Court of Appeal upheld the
challenge, and that decision was handed down on 4 October 2018. Again, I cannot see how the house
can actually comply with this motion. There has been a court ruling on it, so it seems a little bit of a
try-on to then bring this back and resurrect this and say that we should just ignore the court ruling and
table the document that has already been dealt with by a court. The court did determine that the review
was beyond the power of the minister or the secretary to request. It said VEOHRC had no powers
under its act to conduct such a review.
The sad thing about this is—and again, it was commented on earlier—how the opposition want to play
politics with career firefighters. They hate the United Firefighters Union (UFU), they hate that union,
and they will use any way that they can to make another ham-fisted, politically motivated attack on
that union and its very hardworking members, who are all Victorians. I am very happy to say in this
chamber today that I thank them every day for the work that they do in protecting us and keeping us
safe from fires. They work incredibly hard.
Minister Leane mentioned earlier the tweet that was sent out by Tim Smith saying that he has waged
a war against these ‘grubs’, referring to the UFU and the Andrews government. I mean, how
disgraceful. That is such a low-rent kind of thing to do. And then to come in here and point the finger
at us and refer to, ‘Oh, what about this person or that person?’—I might draw your attention to the fact
of what is going on in Canberra. Do you want to talk about us? Let us have a look at what is happening
in Canberra, the disgraceful behaviour of a staffer who masturbated on a minister’s desk. Do you want
to talk about sexual harassment and disgusting behaviour? You on that side have got worse things to
worry about. So again, to come in here and talk about bullying and harassment—what you are wanting
to do this term obviously is go back and just repeat the same old regurgitated stuff. You are out of
ideas. You have got nothing. But also you want to weaponise stuff. Things that women are really upset
about at the moment you want to weaponise. You do not actually care about women or the right for
women to come to work and feel safe in their workplaces. You are the most disgraceful, low-rent
bunch of people that ever existed, again, to weaponise this, to weaponise the fact that women are
feeling unsafe in their workplaces. And in the federal Parliament, the Morrison federal government,
women who work in that workplace have been subjected to the most vile behaviours, and what does
the Morrison government do? It drags it out and does not want to go and meet with Brittany Higgins,
and then he says, ‘I sort of get it’ and then takes no action. Women took to the streets to march in
protest about that.
Again, you come in here and weaponise the issue of sexual harassment in the workplace. You are not
the workers’ friend. You do not care about workers. All you want to do is use this as a wedge. That is
all you want to do, and it is very transparent and it is very obvious. No-one in this chamber is buying
it. The legal complexities around actually complying with this motion are obvious to anyone in this
chamber, whether you are a lawyer or not. But to keep banging this ridiculous, tired old drum, again
demonising career firefighters, demonising the union, coming after that union day in, day out—it is
really quite contradictory, isn’t it, to then say, ‘Oh, we care about workers rights in the workplace,
particularly women’s rights’? But you want to go after the union and you want to say what grubs they
are. It is all over the shop. So, again, you have no credibility, no credibility at all. You just move these
ridiculous motions—
Mr Finn interjected.
Ms TERPSTRA: And again you get the rude interjectors from across there who cannot even string
two words together and just hurl insults because they have got no point to make about this at all. They
are calling someone a grub. This is public. You are calling someone a grub and then talking about the
UFU. They are career firefighters. They actually keep Victorians safe, but you do not want to
acknowledge that. Again, all you want to do is weaponise this, and you care zero for workers. You
care absolutely zero for workers, so what an absolute disgrace. Again, your record on this is so
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disgraceful. Why don’t you look at your last election result? Why don’t you have a look at what
happened in WA just recently with their elections? I do not know.
Mr Finn interjected.
Ms TERPSTRA: But keep going. You can keep going. You can just keep going, because it did
not work well for you. You obviously learned nothing. You obviously learned nothing from it. Do not
go changing, and we will just keep governing over here. The party of government on the government
benches over here will just keep governing and making sure that we improve things for our firefighters
and fire services because we recognise how important they are and the good work that they do for us.
And as other commentators have said earlier, the Andrews Labor government is committed to longterm reform of the fire services, and we invested $126 million announced for the CFA in June 2020
to uplift CFA capability and support its realignment as a volunteer firefighting organisation and the
balance essential for unavoidable day one costs. So we are talking about things like health and safety
training, new respiratory equipment, the provision of one set of generators, crew leader training,
critical volunteer-facing ICT systems—the list just goes on and on and on. We demonstrate our support
every day in that level of investment.
But returning to I guess what the nub of this motion is, trying to call for a document—again, this is a
documents motion—I note Minister Leane’s comments earlier that in a previous Parliament the
government never released any documents at all, but somehow we are required to take this very
seriously all of a sudden. Ms Lovell demands that we must table this report. Notwithstanding a court
ruling, it is a demand—‘You have no choice at all’. It is just ridiculous. Again, talking about sexual
harassment, some of the behaviour in this chamber is deeply misogynistic as well. You can just tell by
the way in which people in this chamber yell and scream and try to talk over me as I am speaking, and
I still have 1 minute 15 on the clock during which I am entitled to speak and to be heard in silence,
quite frankly. But again, they cannot even honour the standing orders, because—
Members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): Order! Can we have some silence for the completion
of Ms Terpstra’s contribution, please.
Ms TERPSTRA: Thank you very much, Acting President. I appreciate your ruling. It is very
important that I be heard in silence because I have some important matters to talk about. Again, the
matter is, as Ms Watt commented on earlier and also Mr Leane, that there is a task force that is going
to be co-chaired by the Parliamentary Secretary for Workplace Safety, Bronwyn Halfpenny. It will
also include Liberty Sanger. I note Mr Erdogan talked about that earlier as well. Some very well
regarded people are going to chair this task force, and importantly, it includes union, employer and
legal representatives and will deliver its advice to the government later this year. The acting Minister
for Police and Emergency Services will continue to work with our fire services to ensure genuine and
positive cultural change and to champion those steps through our fire service reform. I thank you,
Acting President. I will leave my contribution there.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (11:27): This is a very
straightforward motion that Ms Lovell has brought to the chamber. It is a motion under the documents
order provision of the standing orders. The chamber has the power to demand these documents. It is
very clear from its ancient powers going back to 1856 that it has the powers to obtain these documents.
It is also clear that it is in the public interest. These fire services are very important to Victorians and
the functioning of the fire services is critical to Victorians.
The truth is that we know there is trouble in our fire services because parts of this report have found
their way into the public domain and they make sorry reading. But the fact is this government-initiated,
taxpayer-funded report should be in the public domain. It is the right of Victorians to see what is
occurring in their fire services, it is the right of Victorians to understand the strengths and the
weaknesses of our fire services, and I pay tribute to both volunteer firefighters and full-time paid
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firefighters. I pay tribute to both of them for the work that they take part in to protect Victorians. That
in no way though says that the fire service cannot be improved. We know that there are a number of
key problems with our fire service, we know that there has been bullying, we know that there has been
harassment—partially from the early release of parts of this report. But the full report should be in the
public domain.
Now, I want to deal with a couple of points here. There were a number of filibustering contributions
made by the government. They sought to talk this out with a series of contributions which went much,
much broader than the documents motion. But leaving that aside, coming back to the key point here,
this motion seeks the release of that taxpayer-funded report and that that report come into the public
domain through the powers of this house. That is why these reserve powers are here in the chamber.
That is why the chamber has the power to ask for documents in this way.
The Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission review into the nature, prevalence,
drivers and impacts of discrimination, sexual harassment and victimisation in the Country Fire
Authority and the Metropolitan Fire Brigade is a very important report. Why on earth would somebody
want to block the release of such a report? Why would they? This is a chance for the chamber to stand
up, for the chamber to make it clear that these documents should be in the public domain and to do so
lawfully and reasonably.
Now, a court said these documents cannot come into the public domain because of technical reasons.
Those technical reasons do not apply to this chamber. This chamber, in the old parlance, is also a court.
This chamber actually has the ability to subpoena persons if required and documents if required, and
the order for these documents, government documents, to the Leader of the Opposition is entirely
within the standing orders and the powers of the house. Whether you read it in May or whether you
read it in constitution of Victoria, it is clear that the powers are there to do this, and these documents
should be in the public domain in the public interest.
I note that Ms Garrett has made statements in recent moments. I see this was in the 11 o’clock ABC
news. It says:
Victoria’s former emergency services minister Jane Garrett says it would be in the public interest to release a
suppressed report into bullying and sexism in the fire services.
Garrett says the findings would help to improve the culture.
‘I’d just like to make sure that women feel protected in the workplace so this is all part of that. Lots of
workplaces have gone through this and this is just another one. So we’ve seen it in police, in ambos, in the
military; this is a very well-worn path’.

That is from the 11 o’clock ABC news—former minister Jane Garrett saying publicly that these
documents should be in the public domain, that it is in the public interest that these documents be
released, and I say she is right. The motion has been brought here. The government has gone up hill
and down dale and around the block several times, but no-one has explained why these documents
should not be in the public domain, why these documents should not be released and why these
documents therefore should not inform the way forward.
Ms Lovell has brought this motion forward in good faith because it is a matter of serious public
interest. She is a country member, she understands the importance of the CFA in country Victoria. But
equally in Melbourne career firefighters, paid firefighters, and those in the CFA have got very
significant roles, and all of those firefighters deserve to have a safe environment.
The provision of these documents, the provision of this report, will help the community understand
the way forward for both of our fire services. It is a taxpayer-funded report. Why would you want to
sweep it under the carpet? Why would you want a cover-up? Why the secrecy? Why the determination
to block scrutiny? Why the determination to block the release of taxpayer-funded reports and taxpayerfunded information? I say taxpayers, who are also the recipients of the services provided by the fire
brigades, both country and the Metropolitan Fire Brigade, have the right to see these documents.
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I agree with Ms Garrett. I think she is right: it is in the public interest. That is why this motion has been
brought forward today. I say the chamber should vote very clearly that this document should be in the
public interest, and it is beyond me why anyone would want to cover this up. Why would you want to
cover up something so important that involves the future of our firefighters, both paid and volunteer?
Why would you want to cover it up? I cannot imagine for one moment why the government would
want to cover it up, because it is in the public interest that these documents be provided. If the
government seek to cover it up, I think that will reflect very badly on them. I think it will look like
they have got something to hide.
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (11:34): I will not be long in summing up. What we heard this
morning from the government was just an absolute tirade of abuse towards opposition members. Very
little of what they said actually had anything to do with the motion, and it took eight government
speakers to try and defend the indefensible.
Obviously this report is something that the government is very, very sensitive about. Ms Shing, the
government’s lead speaker, not once acknowledged the impact of discrimination, sexual harassment
and victimisation of women in the fire services. Her contribution was purely an attack on the
opposition and particularly an attack on me. In fact hardly any members of the government actually
acknowledged the seriousness of the issues which are the subject of this document.
As Mr Davis just said, there are members of the government who agree with the opposition. This
morning on the ABC’s 11 o’clock news—and I would like to just read a little snippet from their
11 o’clock news—they said:
Victoria’s former emergency services minister Jane Garrett says it would be in the public interest to release a
suppressed report into bullying and sexism in the fire services.
Garrett says the findings would help to improve the culture.
‘I’d just like to make sure that women feel protected in the workplace so this is all part of that. Lots of
workplaces have gone through this and this is just another one. So we’ve seen it in police, in ambos, in the
military; this is a very well-worn path’.

That was a quote directly from Jane Garrett. This chamber does have the power to call for this
document to be released, and I encourage all members to support the motion and the views of Jane
Garrett, the minister who actually commissioned this review, that it would be in the public interest to
see the release of this report.
Motion agreed to.
Business of the house
ORDERS OF THE DAY
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (11:37): I move:
That the consideration of order of the day, general business, 2, be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
Motions
PAYROLL TAX
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (11:37): I move:
That this house notes that:
(1) a recent report from the Australian Taxpayers Alliance calculates that the total cost of taxes paid by
Victorians earning minimum wage equates to 56 per cent of their income;
(2) payroll tax alone costs Victoria’s minimum wage workers $1858 a year, which equates to $35.73 a
week;
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(3) payroll tax is a tax on jobs and that the costs of payroll tax are passed on through lower wages, lower
employment and higher prices for goods and services;
(4) in 2007 Sweden reduced its payroll taxes, which created 18 100 new jobs and increased wages;
and calls on the government to support working Australians by reducing payroll tax.

I will be brief. The Liberal Democrats are proud to advocate for lower taxes and to stand by the belief
that working Australians deserve to keep more than 44 per cent of what they earn. Many Australians
do not know a great deal about payroll tax. Payroll tax is the income tax you do not know you pay—
the income tax on top of your income tax. Income tax appears in your payslip so you can see how
much the government is gouging you. Payroll tax also cuts into your wages, but it is hidden from you.
Payroll tax adds around 4 percentage points onto your income tax rate. If you pay 32 per cent tax,
payroll tax makes that closer to 36.
The primary victims of the job tax are working Australians. Payroll tax is a tax on wages and primarily
affects wage earners. The entity that pays the tax initially to the government is not the same as those
who ultimately bear the cost. While employers pay payroll tax, the incidence of the tax is largely borne
by employees. When governments make it more expensive to hire people, businesses hire fewer
people and pay lower wages. The tax is also passed on in the form of increased prices on goods and
services. This is bad for everyone, but it is especially damaging for low-income Victorians.
All taxes create deadweight loss to the economy. The reduction in economic activity is always greater
than the benefits when the government spends the money. Every dollar in tax torches a small or a large
slice of economic wellbeing. Payroll tax is estimated to create around 20 per cent deadweight loss. It
is a basic rule of economics that when you tax something you get less of it, which is the claimed
justification for taxing cigarettes, for example. So when you tax jobs, you get less of them.
Reducing payroll tax will directly cause more people to be employed. The Victorian Treasurer has
told us in response to questions we have asked that he is unable to measure how many jobs are lost to
payroll tax, but it is a truth universally acknowledged that payroll taxes cost jobs. There are many
examples around Australia and the world of cuts to payroll tax leading to growth in employment. This
government itself has acknowledged that by making cuts to payroll tax in regional areas and making
temporary cuts in bushfire-affected areas it will increase employment.
The motion calls for a reduction in payroll tax. Of course abolition of payroll tax would be a reduction.
Quite clearly the best policy would be to eliminate this job tax. The complete elimination of payroll
tax is Liberal Democrats policy. However, given that there may still be a few years before we as a
party form government in Victoria, what we would do is not entirely relevant. We do not insist the
government implement the best policy—we know you love your tax. Any reduction in payroll tax will
be to the benefit of workers, particularly low-income workers and those who are looking for work.
The Liberal Democrats oppose the job tax because we believe that working Australians deserve the
income they earn. We believe that government has an obligation to take as little as possible and to only
spend what is necessary. However, you do not have to go that far to see our tax system is rotten. A
new report from the Australian Taxpayers Alliance calculates the amount of tax paid by Australians.
The report reveals that when we add up all the fees, charges and impositions laid on workers by
government—all the layers of government—poorer Australians pay a larger proportion of their
income tax than wealthier Australians. This is not because of tax avoidance; this is government policy.
An Australian earning a full-time minimum wage loses 56 per cent of their income to the government,
with only 44 per cent of their own earnings left for themselves. Imagine it this way: a minimum wage
worker is required to work almost seven months for the government every year before they are allowed
to earn anything for themselves. Is it any wonder that so many Australians are struggling to save and
to get ahead?
Taxation and government dependence form a vicious cycle. The less money working Australians have,
the more they require government assistance to make ends meet. Increased spending requires
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additional taxation, and working Australians get even poorer. Over time, control over the wealth of
our labour is increasingly concentrated in the state and the ability to live independently of government
becomes more difficult. Politicians are eager to facilitate this dependence. The more people rely on
their policies, the easier it is to win elections.
The Liberal Democrats are proud to say that we are the exception. We are the only political party that
does not want to spend your money. We want every Australian to be able to stand on their own two
feet, free from dependence on government. Cutting payroll tax is a small and vital step to achieving
this goal.
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (11:42): Wow, okay. I rise to make a contribution on
Mr Quilty’s motion on payroll tax. I kind of feel like I need to start with a bit of an explanation about
what taxes actually do and why we pay taxes, because—I do not know—I think what I heard over
there was—
Ms Pulford interjected.
Ms TERPSTRA: Yes, I might just start with the last—
Members interjecting.
Ms TERPSTRA: I know. See? We have descended into some kind of fresh hell here. I might just
start with the last point that Mr Quilty made. He would like to see everybody stand on their own two
feet and not be dependent on government. Well, that would be very nice if we did not have inequality,
and it would be very nice if people—
Members interjecting.
Ms TERPSTRA: Yes. And that comment does not recognise that not everyone in society is equal,
not everyone in society has the same capacity to get a job or to work in the same way. If you have got
a disability, an intellectual disability, how can you stand on the same basis as someone who does not
and get a job? It is a very simplistic kind of thing you threw out there, Mr Quilty, and so I do not know
whether you have fully thought through all of your arguments that you are mounting to try and get this
motion up. But also, simply saying that, ‘We want people to have their money in their pockets’—the
whole point about a taxation system is that it supports civil society. And you should know about this,
Mr Quilty, I am sure, because I think you had some kind of former role in the tax department or
something, didn’t you?
Mr Quilty interjected.
Ms TERPSTRA: Yes. I might just point out to you as well that the very seat that you are sitting in
is paid for by taxes. Who would have known? Also, the very salary that you draw as an MP—provided
by taxes. Wow! The very building we are sitting in—covered and paid for by taxes. I really do not
know how you can expect a civil society to function if people do not actually pay taxes.
Members interjecting.
Ms TERPSTRA: I would like to see those opposite, if they do not want to take their salary, donate
it to someone who is needy, perhaps. Mr Quilty, you could maybe do the same. If you really want to
rail against taxes in that way, then your taxpayer-funded salary you could donate to any charity of your
choosing. How about that? If you really were fair dinkum about this, you know, you could choose not
to sit in this house on that taxpayer-funded red velvet that you are sitting on and you could donate your
salary. You could give it all up, give it all away, you know?
I mean, that is what we do: we are elected to fulfil a public service, funded by taxes—for things like
roads and public hospitals. I am sure you would at some point in your life—you or your family—have
accessed services, health services, in a public hospital. You drive your car on a road. I do not know.
With these things you cannot click your fingers and they magically appear. And that is the whole point
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about civil society. Public schools are funded by taxes, and that is the whole point—everyone
contributes to a system and it lifts everyone up.
Again, the catchcry that tax is all bad and it is not fair and all the rest of it, like I said, is simplistic in
the notion that it does not take into account the benefits that a tax system provides. This past year has
demonstrated the role government has to support the community, to provide the safety net and services
they rely on—for example, in our November budget ‘Overview’ and ‘Jobs Plan’. Our upcoming
budget will also set out plans that we have to continue to support the economic recovery. So it is really
critical that—
Members interjecting.
Ms TERPSTRA: I do not know about anyone else in this chamber, but I can hear some really
irritating noises that just amount to nothing other than a high-pitched whining sound, which is
effectively the sound of the Liberal Party going down the gurgle hole as no-one votes for them, right—
because they have got nothing, no ideas. All they can do is yell rude abuse across the chamber rather
than contribute to anything.
Again, we make no apology for our big ambitious Big Build agenda, for example—funded by taxes.
We will be transforming our state and we will be supporting Victorians by providing jobs. We will be
providing good jobs, too, not just insecure jobs. We will be providing good jobs that provide solid
work for Victorians, unlike the ravages of insecure work presided over by the federal government,
your mates in Canberra. That is an absolute disgrace. And not only that, but with the suppression of
real wages by the Morrison federal government basically you have ripped the guts out of the
bargaining system as well, so workers cannot actually bargain and get increased wages.
So again, Mr Quilty, your notion that proper wages are not being paid is actually a function of the
industrial relations system as well. Again, some of the stuff you put in this motion actually bears no
relationship to some of the things you are trying to argue for. I am not sure how you kind of put this
together and what sort of information you relied on to put this together, but it is all a bit all over the
place. I know you talked about a report, some taxation alliance report or something or other. That was
not the greatest thing to kind of string together, but anyway it did not really sort of hit the mark in
terms of some of the accuracies of some of the things in there.
Like I said, I will just return to the bargaining system. People used to get wage increases in this country
through the bargaining system, and then the persecution of unions and workers by those opposite and
their mates in Canberra has led to the collapse of the bargaining system and in fact the inability for
wages to actually be increased. And then you have got rich corporate mates of those opposite who do
not pay any tax—earn billions and billions of dollars and yet pay no taxes. The whole point about a
tax system is to make things fair for people.
Again just returning to the point I was making about our Big Build agenda, these are the sorts of things
that our budget will commit to: $2.2 billion kicking off early works on stage 1 of the Suburban Rail
Loop, $3.8 billion to maintain support on the regional rail network, $2 billion for the Geelong fast rail,
$1.5 billion to build 100 next-generation trams, $450 million for the road maintenance blitz. All those
things support Victorians to live their lives. You cannot do that if you do not have taxes. Again, what
about our hospital system? Our hospital system has been amazing—
Members interjecting.
Ms TERPSTRA: On a point of order, Acting President, there is constant interjection from those
opposite. I am entitled to be heard in silence, and I would ask that you assist me in continuing my
contribution by asking those opposite to pipe down.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Bourman): Ms Terpstra does have a point. If we can quieten it
down and let her be heard in silence, that would be great.
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Ms TERPSTRA: Anyway, I shall continue.
Ms Garrett: Hear, hear!
Ms TERPSTRA: Thank you, Ms Garrett. I will not go into too much detail about how this does
not make sense. There will be plenty of other speakers who will go into a lot more detail about the
complexities of the point that is trying to be made in this motion. Taxation is a complex thing. It is
important. People do think, ‘Well, we shouldn’t pay taxes,’ blah, blah, blah, but you have got to have
support for a civil society, and taxation provides that. Again, there are plenty of notes here for others
to make contributions.
Just on the whole point of taxes, the Andrews Labor government does from time to time cut taxes, and
you may or may not be aware—
Members interjecting.
Ms TERPSTRA: I was just about to say you may or may not be aware, but we have actually cut
payroll taxes. We have cut them a number of times. So we have cut taxes right across Victoria, with
more than $1.6 billion in tax cuts, as I said, including payroll taxes. But the point is you have got to
get the balance right, because if you cut taxes, then you have to increase assistance payments through
the government. So there is a balance to be struck. You cannot just take it all away and expect that to
fly very well. Again, I will leave the remainder of these talking points for those opposite. I think—
Members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Bourman): Order! Come on. We are nearly there. Let us just
finish it in silence.
Ms TERPSTRA: I am not acknowledging any of the ridiculous interjections from those opposite,
because they are a complete rabble in here today. They must be completely off chops with their total
irrelevance to the Victorian community.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (11:53): I am pleased to make a contribution
on Mr Quilty’s motion this morning. I have to say that the puerile contribution from the lead speaker
for the government really highlights the problem we have with a serious debate like Mr Quilty has
brought forward this morning. In his contribution Mr Quilty spoke about some serious issues with
respect to the taxation system in this state and the way in which that taxation system is having a
negative impact on economic activity in Victoria. The fact that the government in its lead speech could
not respond to those issues in any meaningful way really highlights the policy problem we have in the
state of Victoria, the lack of policy rigour we have in the state of Victoria and why the Victorian
economy is experiencing the difficulties it is.
Mr Quilty’s motion calls on the government to support working Australians by reducing payroll tax,
and this is a motion which the Liberal-National coalition is pleased to support. Indeed last week the
Leader of the Opposition, the leader of the Liberal-National party coalition, Michael O’Brien,
announced a coalition policy to reduce payroll tax in Victoria for small business by raising the payroll
tax threshold. This was done on the back of evidence which demonstrates the negative impact that
payroll tax has on jobs. It is something Mr Quilty spoke about in his contribution and it is something
that is well accepted in economics: that payroll tax has a negative impact on economic activity, has a
negative impact on employment. Mr Quilty spoke about the issue of a 20 per cent deadweight loss—
the net loss to the economy from leaving payroll tax at 20 per cent of the revenue collected.
One of the key considerations that government should have and does not have is the efficiency of the
taxation measures it imposes. We see time and time again, and I have seen it myself in preparing and
being part of the preparation of budgets, governments looking for simple revenue measures, quick
revenue measures, and there is frankly not the rigour within government in assessing the economic
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impact of revenue measures, in assessing the impact on employment and in assessing the impact on
economic activity.
Ms Taylor: Really? Come on.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: And the Government Whip says, ‘Really? Come on’. Well, you only need
to see when ministers bring taxation bills before this house and they are asked about the economic
impact of those taxation measures that they are unable to quantify them. The reason they are unable to
quantify them is that the Treasury does not quantify them. They quantify the revenue; they do not
quantify the economic impact of those measures, and that is the problem we have with so many
taxation revenue measures brought to this place and the problem we have with the whole suite of
taxation measures we have in Victoria and indeed nationally. There is not the rigour around the
economic impact of those measures when they are introduced. So we know how much revenue it is
going to raise; we do not know what the cost to the economy is going to be. So the motion that
Mr Quilty has brought forward today is a good one. He has highlighted the issue of deadweight loss
to the economy from payroll tax, which is a very real impact and is not one that government takes into
consideration in framing taxation measures.
We know that payroll tax in Victoria is continuing to rise and is continuing to rise steeply, and if you
set aside the COVID year, look at the pre-COVID year and look at the forward estimates, we can see
that over the forward estimates payroll tax in Victoria is estimated to rise by 22 per cent at a time when
the economy, gross state product, in Victoria is estimated to only rise by 13 per cent. So growth in
payroll tax is vastly outstripping growth in the Victorian economy over the forward estimates period,
which means the share of GSP which ends up in payroll tax is increasing substantially.
We see payroll tax in 2019–20 at $5.8 billion, increasing to more than $7 billion by 2023–24. In fact
the government in its own estimates, in its own text in the budget papers, refers to payroll tax growth
as averaging 9.8 per cent over the forward estimates period. So this is a substantial increase in payroll
tax revenue and a substantial increase in the impost on jobs. As Mr Quilty highlighted in his speech,
the Treasurer implicitly recognises that this is a drain on jobs, because he has introduced a differential
rate for regional Victoria with the intention of promoting job creation in regional Victoria. And he
would not have done that, he would not have introduced a differential rate for the regions, if he did not
implicitly know that lowering the rate in the regions would lead to job creation. Therefore maintaining
the high rate in metropolitan Melbourne, maintaining the low threshold in metropolitan Melbourne, is
a drain on job creation for the metropolitan part of the state, and that is why last week the coalition
announced our payroll tax policy, which would see a dramatic increase in the payroll tax threshold in
Victoria.
Victoria currently has a payroll tax threshold of only $650 000, so it applies to any business that spends
more than $650 000 on payroll, and payroll is now defined quite widely within taxation legislation; a
number of aspects of remuneration are brought within the definition of ‘payroll’ for the purposes of
payroll tax. A threshold of $650 000 is the lowest in the nation. The next lowest after Victoria is
Western Australia, which has a threshold of $1 million. So businesses throughout Australia have a
substantially higher threshold before they pay payroll tax than what occurs in Victoria. So Victoria is
stuck with a threshold of $650 000, after which 4.85 per cent of payroll in metropolitan Melbourne is
required to be paid to the State Revenue Office as payroll tax. It is our position that that payroll tax
threshold should be raised substantially to ensure that small business in Victoria is taken out of that
payroll tax threshold, that payroll tax net. It is our proposition that the threshold be increased to
$1.6 million, which would take—
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
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Questions without notice and ministers statements
TIMBER INDUSTRY
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (11:59): My question today is for the Minister for Agriculture,
represented by Minister Tierney, I believe. The timber industry is currently on its knees, with cutbacks
to areas available for harvesting and the continuing problem of pest protesters now bringing their little
kids along and putting these kids in danger. Now it seems there will also be shutdowns over the winter
due to the issues previously mentioned as well as issues with the timber release plan. These shutdowns
will have a negative effect on real people and real communities and will only add to the dark cloud
hanging over the regional areas with timber-harvesting industries. My question is: when will the
government stop pandering to the green groups and back the most sustainable and well managed
renewable resource we have so we can continue to use Victorian timber for Australian constructions,
avoiding job losses and unnecessary shutdowns?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:00): I thank Mr Bourman for his question and his ongoing interest in the timber
industry. I reject the assertions that are embedded in the question. However, in terms of the specific
substantive answer, that will be referred to the Minister for Agriculture.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (12:01): I thank the minister for her answer. The forestry plan
has been widely criticised by those who actually understand that wood is a renewable resource, so will
the government renew the plan so that there is job security in the timber industry?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:01): Again, I will refer the supplementary to the Minister for Agriculture.
COVID-19
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:01): My question is to the Minister for Workplace
Safety. I refer to the Australian newspaper today, Minister, which details alarming matters in the
management of hotel quarantine in Victoria. These include the failure of key officials to undertake
required COVID-19 tests, delays in rubbish being collected, carpets visibly unclean, dirty crockery,
bags of rubbish lying around and breaches of infection control protocols, including vaping. Do these
gross breaches of standards comply with WorkSafe occupational health and safety rules?
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:02): I thank the member for her question. The member would be aware that I am not the minister
responsible for the hotel quarantine program. However, of course, as Minister for Workplace Safety,
it is important to ensure that WorkSafe conduct their necessary investigations at arm’s length from
me. I will not seek to comment on their activities as the independent health and safety regulator. I have
had this question a number of times from the opposition. It is very important that they perform their
compliance and enforcement role at arm’s length from me. Of course the government and its
departments and agencies owe important health and safety obligations to workers and to others, and
these are well-known obligations under the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004. WorkSafe, as
one of the agencies dealing with the response to the pandemic, are obligated to ensure that those
obligations are upheld, and I am confident that they are doing so.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:03): I am not sure that the minister actually did
respond to the specifics of my question. She referred to them upholding their obligations. But I would
like to ask the minister: what steps has WorkSafe taken to ensure that basic occupational health and
safety rules are complied with in the Andrews Labor government’s hotel quarantine program?
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:04): I believe I have answered that already. I am happy to restate that as minister I do not direct
WorkSafe’s activities. I do not direct how they investigate or how or when they investigate health and
safety matters.
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Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:04): I move:
That the minister’s response be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: TAFE FUNDING
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:04): Yesterday the TAFE network’s annual reports were tabled. As always, I am
always in awe of the work of our TAFEs. They deliver for our local communities across the state and
in doing so give Victorians high-quality training for the jobs that we are creating. I wish to highlight
some of the key achievements over the past 12 months.
Firstly, government funding to TAFEs increased by over 18 per cent because, when you back TAFE,
you will provide it with the funding it needs, and that is what this government has done. I am really
proud that the Andrews Labor government stepped up during the pandemic and provided TAFEs with
business continuity and crisis funding. This was critical. I can also advise that the TAFE network
reported an operating surplus. This is a testament to the hard work of TAFEs and the support provided
by this government. Victorians know we back TAFE. We do not just talk the talk. That is because we
are proud of TAFE. Every single member on this side of the chamber is proud of their local TAFE.
We know that they change lives.
I am pleased to highlight some other achievements. South West TAFE was awarded Australia’s best
large training provider, Holmesglen proudly stepped up to support struggling students during the
pandemic, delivering over 5000 precooked meals, Melbourne Polytechnic won a commendation for
excellence in international education at the 2020 Victorian International Education Awards and TAFE
Gippsland proudly stepped up to assist Mallacoota’s post-bushfire recovery in delivering construction
induction card training. The list could go on and on and on. Our TAFEs continue to do incredible
things. I am proud of them, and so should you be.
ABORIGINAL AND TORRES STRAIT ISLANDER JUSTICE OUTCOMES
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:06): My question is to the Attorney-General. I refer to
recommendation 89 of the landmark Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody:
That, the operation of bail legislation should be closely monitored by each government to ensure that the
entitlement to bail, as set out in the legislation, is being recognised in practice.

But, of all of the people identifying as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander received into custody in
2018–19, 88 per cent were received into prison on remand. In fact since this government came to
power in 2014 the ratio of Aboriginal people on remand in prison has increased by 30 per cent.
Attorney, why is your government not upholding and in fact in practice reversing the general right to
bail for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people, as recommended by the royal commission
30 years ago?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:07): I thank Dr Ratnam for her question and her interest in these matters. They are
complex matters. We certainly make no apologies for having tough laws in relation to requiring judges
and magistrates to put community safety first and front and centre in their decision-making when it
comes to whether people should be bailed or not. I recognise that the number of people on remand as
a percentage of those in custody has risen over the last few years, and in conjunction with the Minister
for Corrections this is something that we are monitoring. Likewise, we do continue to monitor the
operation of our bail laws in consultation with the Aboriginal Justice Caucus, including of course the
impact on Aboriginal people and in particular youth and women offenders as well. The last budget
included more than $1.8 billion to meet growing demand in prison systems, particularly looking at
programs to address recidivism and the like. We will continue to work in this matter. I would point
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out that we are also awaiting a coroner’s review that will look at some of these matters that you would
be well versed in, I am sure, Dr Ratnam.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:08): Thank you, Attorney. The royal commission also
recommended at recommendation 91:
That governments, in conjunction with Aboriginal Legal Services … give consideration to amending bail
legislation:
…
to revise any criteria which inappropriately restrict the granting of bail to Aboriginal people …

Attorney, the Victorian Aboriginal Legal Service, along with all key legal stakeholders, has
specifically identified the reverse onus test in the Bail Act 1977 as a key that inappropriately restricts
the granting of bail to Aboriginal people, which is why they are being remanded at a higher rate than
the non-Aboriginal population. VALS have called for the test to be removed from the Bail Act. Why
isn’t the government listening and responding to the royal commission, Aboriginal legal services and
all legal experts that have called for bail reform to end discrimination in pre-trial detention?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:09): I thank Dr Ratnam for her supplementary question, which is in essence very
similar if not the same content as the substantive. My personal deep commitment is to continue to
work with Aboriginal organisations on these important issues and hopefully come to some good
reforms down the track. It is something that is an ongoing piece of work that I am committed to, along
with the Minister for Corrections and indeed the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs.
COVID-19
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:09): My question is also to
the Minister for Workplace Safety, and I refer to the Australian newspaper today, which details
alarming matters in the management of hotel quarantine in Victoria. These include the failure of key
officials to undertake required COVID-19 tests, delays in rubbish being collected, carpets visibly
unclean, dirty crockery, bags of rubbish lying around and breaches of infection control protocols,
including vaping, amongst many others. I therefore ask: Minister, have you referred these concerning
details to the WorkSafe agency that you administer? If not—
Ms Pulford: On a point of order, President, Mr Davis has been here a long time and he understands,
or at least he should, the principles of ministerial accountability. Minister Stitt has already indicated to
the house, and it is a matter of public record, that the minister responsible for the hotel quarantine
program in our government is Minister Pearson. There is a whole other conversation about the
abrogation of responsibility by the commonwealth government in relation to quarantine, but the
question is not in order, because the minister is not responsible for the program the question relates to.
Mr DAVIS: Further to the point of order, President, the Minister for Workplace Safety has
responsibility for an agency that is responsible for workplace safety across the state. She also has
statutory responsibilities under the administrative orders directly for this portfolio, and indeed every
workplace in the state is within the purview of her responsibility. That is what I am asking about. I am
asking within the administrative orders and within the statutes.
The PRESIDENT: I have heard the point of order, and Mr Davis’s explanation is correct. The
question is in order. The management of the quarantine is Minister Pearson’s, but workplace safety
relates to Minister Stitt.
Mr DAVIS: I will not rehearse the long list of breaches that appear to me to have occurred and
appear to be in the paper and in the government’s own reports. I therefore ask you, Minister: have you
referred these concerning details to the WorkSafe agency that you administer? If not, why not? If so,
when?
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Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:12): Can I indicate that I am not the minister responsible for the operation of the hotel quarantine
program. I understand that Minister Pearson has made statements regarding these reports in the
Australian this morning, and I do not intend to cut across his responsibilities. As Minister for
Workplace Safety I understand the very important independence of the safety regulator, but I do point
out to those opposite that WorkSafe have been doing a power of work since the beginning of the
pandemic right across our workplaces in Victoria. In fact they have visited and taken inquiries in
relation to over 23 000 businesses and organisations in Victoria. So they are out there every day, and
I thank those WorkSafe investigators for their hard work throughout the pandemic. In terms of
Mr Davis’s question, as minister I do not direct WorkSafe’s activities. I do not direct them in relation
to where they believe it is necessary to investigate or how or when.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:14): This is a wilful failure of
this minister to take responsibility for workplace safety in this instance, and I say let the record record
that the minister has refused to refer these matters. My supplementary is: on 18 February the opposition
asked you to exercise your powers under section 7(1)(a) of the Occupational Health and Safety
Act 2004 to direct WorkSafe to undertake an inquiry into hotel quarantine. Minister, you refused pointblank at that point, and now frightening information has come to light showing clear breaches of basic
safety requirements in the Andrews Labor government’s hotel quarantine program. So will you now,
finally, belatedly, direct your recalcitrant agency to undertake the systemic inquiry into hotel
quarantine it should have undertaken earlier?
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:15): I completely reject the assertions contained in that very long supplementary question from the
Leader of the Opposition. We have debated these matters in this chamber extensively—as a general
business matter, if I recall correctly, that Mr O’Donohue brought to this chamber—and we have
traversed the issues in depth. What the opposition fails to accept is that I will not be interfering in the
independence of the safety regulator. They have an extensive program in place to ensure that Victorian
businesses, employers and workers understand their obligations under the Occupational Health and
Safety Act and understand what they need to do to mitigate the risks of COVID-19 in the workplace,
and I am satisfied that they are doing that work with all due—
Members interjecting.
Ms STITT: I am satisfied that that work is ongoing and important.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:16): I move:
That the minister’s shameful failure to refer this matter be taken into account.

Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Mr Davis, please.
Mr DAVIS: I move:
That the minister’s answers be taken into account on the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: STARTUP SHAKEUP
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (12:17): Let the record reflect that
eyebrow move. My goodness!
Last week in north-east Victoria it was my great pleasure to visit the Startup Shakeup incubator and
meet startup founders taking part in this fabulous program. Startup Shakeup was set up to provide
more opportunity for startups to be created in north-east Victoria. Building startup capacity in our
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regions is critical so that startups and innovators can stay local and grow and create more jobs, also of
course to be responsive to local issues, problems and opportunities. The initiative supports the entire
region, which includes the shires and cities of Wangaratta, Alpine, Indigo, Mansfield and Benalla. It
is bolstered by a wonderful support network, including Charles Sturt University, GOTAFE and NE
Tracks Local Learning and Employment Network.
We know that pre-accelerator programs are so important in supporting the next generation of startup
entrepreneurs, but they are also a fabulous way to connect people with an entrepreneurial and business
mindset within communities. They provide education and mentoring and are fundamental for a strong
economy. The Andrews government establish our startup agency, LaunchVic, in 2016 to support
activities that will help the state’s startup community grow and thrive. I was very pleased to announce
earlier this year that Startup Shakeup had been successful in securing a LaunchVic grant to support
40 startup entrepreneurs over the next two years.
Delivered by experts with regional knowledge, Startup Shakeup will help underpin the future growth
and prosperity of Victoria’s north-east and prepare the next generation of local entrepreneurs like Paul
Hogan and Lisa DeFazio, who I met through the visit. They are developing a startup to tackle the issue
of affordable housing by providing low-cost, prebuilt modular housing manufactured in local
communities with the added social benefit of local job creation. Startup Shakeup has worked with
34 businesses since it was established in 2018, and with this recent support it will be able to back many
more.
DUCK HUNTING
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (12:19): My question is for the Minister for Agriculture. Duck
shooting in Victoria is underpinned by the Wildlife (Game) Regulations 2012, currently under review.
Animals Australia has written to the minister explaining that invalid data containing serious flaws was
utilised to prepare the 2012 regulatory impact statement, which impacted upon the drafting of the law.
This inaccurate data, purported to have been extracted from the eastern Australia waterbird survey,
was used improperly to claim that game duck abundance peaked in 2011. The real data does not
support that statement. The current duck-shooting regime is based on an incorrect premise that
regulated duck shooting had not depleted game duck populations. In fact the opposite is true, and
Kingsford’s reports now show conclusively that game duck populations are in significant long-term
decline. Minister, in light of this liquid papering of data that impacts on the sustainability of duck
populations, will you suspend further killing and maiming of ducks until the game regulations are
corrected?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:20): I thank Mr Meddick for his question—a question that is very similar to the one
that he asked yesterday—and it goes to the heart of evidence and the accuracy of data. That question
will be forwarded and referred to the Minister for Agriculture for an answer.
COVID-19
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:20): My question is again to the Minister for
Workplace Safety. Minister, in summer the Parkroyal hotel at Melbourne Airport, a participant in the
Victorian government’s hotel quarantine program, switched off its air conditioning nightly for up to
14 hours to save money, leading to the build-up of toxic contaminants and viral particles in the air,
leading to a transmission hazard. Does this meet WorkSafe standards and rules?
Ms Stitt: Sorry, I missed the last part of the question.
Ms CROZIER: Ms Pulford was giving you the answer, I suspect. Does this meet WorkSafe
standards and rules?

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE AND MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Wednesday, 5 May 2021

Legislative Council

1557

Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:21): I am not in a position to answer that question, because I am not responsible for hotel
quarantine. Minister Pearson is responsible for the running of that program.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:21): Minister, these hotel quarantine facilities have
employees.
Mr O’Donohue: It’s a workplace.
Ms CROZIER: It is a workplace, as Mr O’Donohue has just said. These contaminants and viral
particles in the air, leading to a transmission hazard—
The PRESIDENT: Is this a point of order or your supplementary?
Ms CROZIER: No, it is my supplementary, because she does not understand what her role is. So
in relation to why this is very relevant and necessary, and for the minister to constantly bat away to
somebody else, I will ask again: will you order an investigation into these clear breaches?
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:22): The question has been asked and answered in a previous question.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:22): I move:
That the minister’s answer be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: WORKPLACE SAFETY
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:22): Everyone has the right to a safe workplace. However, speaking up about—
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, members. All done? I want to hear the minister’s statement, please.
Ms STITT: Speaking up about workplace safety and raising concerns can be challenging. If your
language is not English, it can be very difficult and challenging to raise workplace safety matters.
Workers from different backgrounds may feel uncomfortable speaking up if they feel unsure or unsafe
about a task on the job. Our government is committed to ensuring workers have access to health and
safety information in their language that they understand.
Members interjecting.
Ms Symes: On a point of order, President, I would draw your attention to the unparliamentary
behaviour of those opposite. There has been pointing, shouting and abuse that amounts to bullying,
and I would ask that those opposite please listen to the minister’s statement in silence.
The PRESIDENT: Members, I have already warned you. I do not want to warn you again, but I
would like to hear the minister in silence, please.
Ms STITT: Thank you, President. I was extremely proud to recently launch the Workplace Safety
is Our Common Language campaign. This new WorkSafe campaign speaks directly to workers in
their own language. It is the safety regulator’s most inclusive multicultural campaign to date. Key
workplace safety messages and information have been translated into 19 languages to help everyone
understand their health and safety rights and empower workers to be able to be informed and speak up
regardless of their preferred language. No matter what your background, no matter what your
language, we need to ensure people are safe at work and, most importantly, that you come home at the
end of each day. Workplace safety and preventing workplace injuries are a top priority for the
government. We must ensure every worker knows their health and safety rights no matter what their
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background is, and it is important that these campaigns are given the legitimacy and the elevation they
deserve.
GEELONG MAGISTRATES COURT
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:25): My question is to the Attorney-General.
Recommendation 60 of the royal commission handed down over five years ago recommended a
specialist family violence court at each headquarter court. Geelong is one of these. In 2019 I walked
through the then newly completed specialist family violence court within the Ballarat Magistrates
Court. It featured separate doors for victims to enter, specially trained staff to deal with this area and a
raft of other measures to streamline these cases and ensure complainants’ safety and welfare. I recently
met with the Barwon Area Integrated Family Violence Committee, and they were wondering when
Geelong will get its upgrades. The government website says recommendation 60 should be
implemented by 31 July 2021. As yet, no works seem to be underway. Attorney, when will we see
Geelong Magistrates Court upgraded to feature a specialist family violence court?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:26): I welcome Mr Grimley’s question, highlighting to the house the importance of
dealing with family violence matters and indeed this government’s commitment to implement all of
the recommendations from the royal commission. The Victorian government is certainly committed
to targeting family violence across the state and in particular in Geelong, in response to your question,
Mr Grimley. We want to provide victim-survivors with the support they need to recover and hold
perpetrators to account.
Family violence responses such as family violence applicant and respondent practitioners are currently
available at all headquarter courts, which is what Geelong is, and the government is progressively
rolling out the implementation of all specialist family violence courts. They have already been
established in Shepparton, Ballarat, as Mr Grimley mentioned, and Moorabbin, with Heidelberg and
Frankston to be gazetted in the coming month.
The Geelong Magistrates Court, as I said, is a headquarter court and currently has the following
features which are critical elements of the specialist family violence court model. These are specialist
family violence applicant and respondent workers to provide tailored support and advice. It is one of
the locations undertaking a remote hearing pilot. A safe waiting area for applicants and their families
is available to minimise their contact with perpetrators at court—obviously an important safety
measure. We do remain committed to implementing all the recommendations, including
recommendation 60, which would be a specialist family violence court at all of those locations,
including Geelong.
In continuing to roll out a specialist response, we want courts to continue to improve their services to
all Victorians to keep victim-survivors and their families safe through the court system. The other
broader measure in relation to family violence and dealing with it in the area of Geelong is rolling out
the Orange Door network. By early 2022 there will also be a new family violence core and cluster
refuge in Barwon. These are all contributing to ensuring that we are dealing with family violence as
the awful crime that it is. In relation to the Geelong recommendation, we have committed to
implementing that.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:28): Thank you, Attorney. I look forward to the time line
for that specialist family violence court coming out. Geelong is one of the top areas for family violence
in the state, and frustratingly the numbers have only become worse since the royal commission, despite
the federal and state governments spending billions on addressing this area. I read in a motion this
week about the role of children in family violence situations, and I think that these specialist courts
will go some way to making courts more family friendly for when children have no choice but to
attend. However, I do not think that this is enough to reduce the trauma that children experience from
family violence incidents. Given the specialist family violence courts are not built yet, specifically in
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Geelong, and they have no finish date, what measures is the government taking in Geelong to make
our justice system more family friendly or more appropriate for our children?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:29): I welcome Mr Grimley’s supplementary question. I believe I did cover off some
of those improvements to the justice measures in Geelong, particularly in relation to the court and
ensuring that there are safe waiting rooms for applicants and their families to minimise contact with
perpetrators at court and to increase safety. In relation to remote hearings, they are really useful for
young witnesses and the like so that you can have witness support for young victims or witnesses. So
there are measures in place to indeed acknowledge the trauma, particularly for young people that are
going through family violence matters, because obviously it impacts their family. That is why the
specialist family court model is going to improve again on the provision of appropriate targeted
support for young people. We will continue to hopefully improve the justice system for victims of
family violence, in particular the issues that you have raised today.
FINES VICTORIA
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:30): My question is to the Attorney-General. Attorney,
this morning the Victorian Auditor-General’s Office handed down a damning report into the Fines
Victoria IT fiasco. VAGO found that more than $125 million, three times the original budget, has
already been spent, and this comes on the back of the previous Ombudsman report that found
vulnerable Victorians were unfavourably impacted by the failure of the system to work properly.
VAGO also found there were conflicts of interest with a key IT contractor and that his advice was,
and I quote, ‘overly optimistic, not evidence-based and misleading’. Attorney, given the government
took an active and direct role in the day-to-day implementation of this system with the establishment
of the steering committee, which reported directly to the Attorney-General, will you today apologise
on behalf of the government for the cost blowouts, for the gross mismanagement, for the hurt and pain
your government has caused everyday Victorians and for yet again proving that this government is
simply incapable of getting the basics right?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:31): That was quite a statement and lengthy question from Mr O’Donohue, but I do
acknowledge the important matters that the VAGO report has addressed. Obviously it is a report that
identified governance and control structures that were ineffective, that procurement of the Victorian
infringements enforcement warrant system did not rely on vigorous analysis of a possible solution to
vendors’ needs and that the project risk management was inadequate. I am not shying away from the
findings of the report, but we are getting on with fixing it and looking at the report and learning from
it and making sure that the fines system in Victoria is fit for purpose and suiting the community.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:32): Attorney, it is disappointing that you will not
apologise to Victorians—not only Victorian taxpayers who had to bear the cost burden of your
incompetence but also Victorians who have been messed around as a result of the inability of the Fines
Victoria system. I ask by way of supplementary: Attorney, the pain for Victorians continues today
with this system still not fully operational and still costing taxpayers millions of dollars. VAGO has
found there is limited functionality for the collection of court fines, for the management and execution
of warrants, and that these failures, and I quote from page 26, ‘impaired the integrity of the courts
system’. Noting your statement, Minister, that you will not shy away from the report and that you will
learn from the recommendations that are made, on what date will this Labor-made disaster be fully
operational?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:33): Mr O’Donohue, the audit examined the procurement and project management by
the Department of Justice of the IT system that went live in 2018. It did not consider the performance
of the IT system vendor, Civica, and it did not also consider the actions taken since to remediate the
issues. Obviously, as I have identified, of course I take on board the findings of the report. I am not
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sugar-coating it; it is a bad report. There have been significant improvements to date. We continue to
collect and enforce fine debt. Currently daily payments are staggering in what they have been bringing
in. Some of the improvements that have already been made, Mr O’Donohue, include the management
of court fines and execution of warrants, reduced backlogs of applications for review, disbursements
to agencies, website changes and improved customer waiting times. So there has been a lot of work to
date, and that work will continue, to ensure that we have a purpose-fit system for the Victorian
community in dealing with fines.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: VIVIAN BULLWINKEL VETERANS AND FAMILIES
WELLBEING CENTRE
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (12:34): Today I would like to update the house on an important
project between two leading ex-service organisations that has been assisted by funding from our
government, which we are very proud of. The Vivian Bullwinkel Veterans and Families Wellbeing
Centre is a Melbourne Legacy initiative which will provide veterans and their families with a safe
haven to access essential support services, such as advocacy, case management and referral pathways.
The centre will be run by Melbourne Legacy in partnership with RSL Victoria, with the RSL being
one of the leading advocates for pension support, dealing with unfortunately a federal government
system that needs support.
There are spaces that comprise a reception area, which will be run by RSL Victoria, the Veteran
Central call centre desk and an IT hub. There will also be of course some areas for veterans and their
families to be welcomed, such as lounges, dining areas, consultant rooms and so forth. There is a
magnificent bit of artwork done by George Petrou of Vivian Bullwinkel, which he donated for the
space. I was lucky enough to see that at the official opening of this particular centre, and Mr Petrou
has done some magnificent work in portraits for a number of different identities from Victoria’s
military history and from current or contemporary days. I was really pleased that our government
provided $1 million to the RSL to establish the VetCen call centre, and I think I have mentioned at
previous times there have been occasions where they have done some great work in really assisting
individual veterans to break out of a hard space they have been in and getting them back into society.
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:36): Regarding questions today and answers: Mr Bourman to Minister
Tierney, two days, question and supplementary; first question of Ms Crozier to Ms Stitt,
supplementary, one day; and Mr Meddick to Minister Tierney, two days, question.
Mr O’Donohue: On a point of order, President, I would submit that Minister Symes has failed to
answer both the substantive and supplementary questions I posed to her. The substantive was: will she
apologise? She refused to address that. And the supplementary was: on what date will the Fines
Victoria system be fully operational? And she refused to answer that.
The PRESIDENT: Mr O’Donohue, I was listening to the debate, the question and the answer. I
believe the Attorney-General has answered your question, and I believe I do not need to direct her to
answer your question. I believe the answer was there.
Questions on notice
ANSWERS
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:38): I just want to raise
questions on notice that are outstanding, and I note there are actually 909 that are outstanding now,
some going back to October 2019. 273 remain on notice from 2020, and I will come to some specific
ones. There are 107 questions on notice that are already late in the 2021 sitting year. There are
17 questions that were reinstated in 2019 that have no answers in addition, and I am just going to run
through some of these. In relation to the questions that were reinstated, to date there are 271 questions
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that were reinstated and answered. However, the answers to these questions in many cases have taken
many more than the 30 days that is required. I want to specifically draw attention to 2295 from 28 May
2020, and 2296 and 2297, which are unanswered; 2516 is unanswered from 4 August 2020; 2517,
2518, 2519, 2520 all the way through to 2530, 2531, 2532, 2533—
Ms Symes: On a point of order, President, my suggestion to Mr Davis is that if he would like to
send me an email with those details I will endeavour to follow up on that. And just a query as to
whether those numbers you are referring to relate to just the Council or across the Parliament.
Mr DAVIS: They relate to the Council alone and I will send you an email, but I do want to put the
numbers on the public record so that it is clear that they have been raised in a formal sense in the
chamber.
In the matter of 2532, also from 4 August, and 2533, they are for the Minister for Roads and Road
Safety; these are questions that I have asked. 2650 from 4 August is for the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure, as are 2651, 2652, 2653, 2654, 2655, 2656 all the way through until 2660. 2662 is also
from 4 August and is for the Minister for Public Transport, and through until question 2680 is a
sequence for the Minister for Public Transport also from 4 August last year.
From 11 August, 2724 for the Minister for Health from me, 2725 for the Minister for Health from me
and 2726 for the Minister for Health from me. Further ones for the Minister for Health: 2807 through
until 2813. If I can also put 2874 and 2875 from 24 August 2020, both of those for the Minister for
Health. 2879 for the Minister for Public Transport; 2880 for the Minister for Public Transport from
me as well. 2906 and 2907 are from 15 September and for the Minister for Health also. In the case of
further public transport ones, 2992 through until 3058 are all questions from me to the Minister for
Public Transport that remain unanswered. I think it is important that these be clearly put on the record.
There are in fact more than 2000 questions unanswered in the chamber at the moment.
On 2 February this year I asked a question of the Minister for Public Transport, and there is a sequence
of those through until 3300, again not answered at this point. I am just getting to the end of it. That is
important.
In some of the reinstatements—President, you have reinstated a number of questions here—I am
happy again to provide these to the Leader of the Government. For example, question 638 to the
Minister for Public Transport was reinstated on 4 March 2020 and has not been dealt with at this point.
693, 640, 655, 656, 657, 658, 659, 1018, 1020, 1021, 1022, 1023 and 1027 are all public transport
questions that have been reinstated but are not answered. I am happy to provide a consolidated and
detailed list to you, President, and to the Leader of the Government—indeed, to anyone else in the
chamber—but I think this has reached a difficult point now and I think we need to address it.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:44): My offer is for Mr Davis to furnish me with his specific concerns and I will
certainly follow up. I would make the point that of the portfolios that he has mentioned they are
ministers in the other place, so we will seek to receive those responses.
But I would point out—and I do not want to cast aspersions on the questions that Mr Davis has asked
relevant ministers in his shadow portfolios—for example, there was a similar contribution by the
Shadow Minister for Resources in the Assembly, which I happened to catch when I was in my office
watching the Assembly, where he read out something like more than 300 questions on notice that I
allegedly had not responded to on time, and when I reviewed those, there were less than five that were
actually able to be responded to by me as the relevant minister. They were all questions that should
have been asked to private companies, mining companies and the like.
So what I would say is that it is of course the government’s expectation of ourselves to respond to
questions in a timely manner, but purely by virtue of the number of questions that you have put on
record today, Mr Davis, I would urge the opposition to ensure that their questions are relevant, are
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targeted and serve a community purpose, because tying up bureaucrats with questions that either
cannot be answered or are frivolous, vexatious and repetitive is not a good use of government time,
particularly in the important portfolios that you have mentioned. In relation to transport, they want to
operate a transport system, not have bureaucrats responding to 3000-plus questions if they are not
relevant—bearing in mind I have not seen your questions; they may very well be seeking important
information that should be furnished. But I would urge everyone in this place that we need to try to
balance out the need for information versus the tying up of resources.
Mr Davis: On a point of order, President, just to respond to that in some brief commentary, some
of these questions have in fact been reinstated by the President, a large number of them, and some of
them are also not just to members outside this chamber but to the former Minister for Health, who was
here for a lengthy period. She chose not to answer some of those questions from 2020, so they are still
outstanding. My point is that some of them are very detailed questions but all of them are questions
that can be answered by government and should be answered by government. It is no excuse to sweep
them aside.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:46): I also raise issues about outstanding questions on
notice on which I have written to the ministers. I will not detail all of them. I have a list of
148 outstanding questions on notice to the Minister for Health; two outstanding questions on notice to
the Minister for Ambulance Services, 3421 and 3444; three outstanding questions on notice to the
Minister for Mental Health, 2795, 2922 and 3164; and two outstanding questions on notice to the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services, 3416 and 3418. I have also got part 2 of question 89
reinstated by the President on 17 March 2020, question 285 reinstated in full by the President on
17 March 2020 and question 409 reinstated in full by the President on 17 March 2020 all outstanding,
so I would appreciate a ministerial follow-up.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:47): Ms Crozier, I can confirm that my office have actually texted me during this to
say that they have personally passed your questions on to Minister Foley’s office to chase up following
a letter that you wrote to me yesterday, so that has been actioned.
Constituency questions
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:48): My constituency question is for the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services and again concerns the current state of the Strathbogie fire station. I raised
the poor conditions that the Strathbogie CFA volunteers are forced to work in back in July 2020, asking
the minister to commit funding to construct a new station on land secured at the Strathbogie Recreation
Reserve. The minister provided a generic response explaining that new CFA stations are prioritised
by many factors, including community risk profiles and service delivery needs. The current
Strathbogie fire station has no toilets, no meeting room and no room to house the brigade’s ultralight
tanker, which is parked off site. Coupled with the fact that the town of Strathbogie is located within a
high-risk bushfire environment, the replacing of the station with a fit-for-purpose facility should be a
high priority for the minister and the CFA. Will the minister provide a commitment that the upcoming
2021–22 state budget includes funding to construct a new three-bay fire station for the Strathbogie fire
brigade?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (12:49): My constituency question is directed to the
Minister for Public Transport and Minister for Roads and Road Safety, the Honourable Ben Carroll.
My question relates to the minister’s portfolio responsibilities of roads and road safety. The latest
‘keeping our kids safe around schools’ program launched by the Andrews Labor government is a
significant leap in safeguarding our kids. This program is targeting intersections with high pedestrian
traffic or near a train station and is placed under a $340 million investment program in Victorian roads.
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It will improve the traffic flow during busy school drop-off and pick-up times. My question to the
minister is: can the minister update me on how keeping our kids safe around schools benefits the
residents of the Western Metropolitan Region on the whole? These dynamic pedestrian crossings and
upgraded electronic speed signs with a funding of $19.5 million support the Victorian Road Safety
Strategy 2021–2030, protecting vulnerable road users. This can curtail road fatalities to a minimum
by the end of 2050 and at least reduce road deaths by 50 per cent by 2030.
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (12:50): My constituency question is from various members
of the LGBTIQA+ community of Geelong and is for the Minister for Health. It relates to the cut in
funding by the federal Morrison government to the Queerspace suicide prevention programs and
specifically two key areas that were recommended for funding in the mental health commissioner’s
report on national suicide prevention. These programs have been essential in the support of mental and
emotional health for the community, who despite making great strides forward and having shown
remarkable courage and resilience continue to be vilified, abused and rejected by family and
communities and to have continued assaults on their rights by the politically active religious right.
These programs have saved numerous lives, but in truth if they had saved just one life then they would
have been worth every cent and more. Will the minister step in on behalf of the state government and
show that, unlike their federal counterparts, at least they care about the lives of all at-risk people, not
just the straight ones?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:51): My question is for the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change and concerns the planned west Grampians rural pipeline. The
pipeline would prove transformational for existing agricultural enterprises, allowing them to
consolidate and to expand, as well as serving the towns of Harrow and Edenhope. Without access to
underground water they currently rely for supply on run-off into catchment dams and rivers and
streams. Both are uncertain and can fail. West Wimmera councillors tell me that carting in water
wrecks businesses and stops new ones opening. It destroys jobs and property values and eventually
shrinks populations and weakens towns. Every job created is hard won for them. But this pipeline will
be truly transformational infrastructure, making businesses and communities viable, attracting jobs
and enhancing property and land values. It is five years since feasibility funding was given to the
project, so, Minister, when will you support the communities which so badly need this enabling
infrastructure?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:52): My question is for the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure. The Murray Basin freight rail project is a vital link for freight in Victoria. The Victorian
Food and Fibre Export Performance Report 2019–20 shows that Victoria delivered a record
$14.5 billion in exports and is well on its way to reaching its target of $20 billion by 2030. Freight rail
will deliver a number of benefits to constituents in Western Victoria, such as taking trucks off our
roads and reducing freight rail costs for producers. In a recent interview with the ABC the minister
said, and I quote:
At a future time, future governments can consider the standardisation of that part of the network …

referring to the Sea Lake to Manangatang part of the project. In a press release on 3 September 2019
the minister said, and I quote:
… the Suburban Rail Loop is the next step in the future of our transport network.

It seems as though the government is prioritising the future of rail in Melbourne over regional Victoria.
The government can fund and plan for a project almost 30 years in the future but will not consider
upgrades to another project in regional Victoria, which is supported by the federal government, due to
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changes in the business case. Will the minister commit to the $5 million investment, matching the
federal funding, towards planning for the standardisation of the Murray Basin freight rail project
network?
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:53): My question is also to the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure, and it is a very simple one: will she keep the Labor government’s promise to ensure
that there is one station at Surrey Hills and one station at Mont Albert? The current plan related to
some level crossing removals is to decommission these two historic stations and to instead build one
monstrosity—would you believe it—right on top of Lorne Parade Reserve, which Dick Hamer in the
1970s specifically intervened to ensure was saved. Today on the website of Will Fowles, the member
for Burwood, there is the government’s promise—he continues to be a deep embarrassment to the
government. It says on his website today—indeed as we speak:
The Union Road and Mont Albert Road level crossing removals will include the construction of new Mont
Albert and Surrey Hills stations.

This is the opposite of the government’s plan. It is a promise from the member of Burwood, a
continuing deep embarrassment. Will the Minister for Transport Infrastructure keep it?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:54): My question is for the Minister for Health in the
other place, and it is from a resident, Mr Ken Betts, in Seddon. Mr Betts is also a justice of the peace
and rostered at the local police stations. We have seen and heard newspaper reports of increased family
violence, of suicide and of mental illness as a result of COVID and lockdowns. We have a record
increase of 50 per cent in family violence cases pending before the Magistrates Court. Why is the state
government health department not revealing honestly and openly the current crisis of unprecedented
high numbers of mental disorders, suicides, divorce rates and violence resulting in restraining orders?
That is Mr Ken Betts’s question.
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:55): My constituency question is to the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change. Minister, I refer to your government’s plan to dump poisonous
toxic soil in the Sunbury-Bulla community. The national environmental management plan has
described PFAS as being highly soluble in water and able to, I quote:
… readily leach from soil to surface water and groundwater, where they can move long distances to enter
creeks, rivers and lakes and become part of the food chain, being transferred from organism to organism.

Minister, who has investigated this potential hazard and signed it off as acceptable to dump toxic
PFAS-contaminated soil only metres from Deep Creek, threatening human beings and endangered
animals and almost certainly contaminating a number of waterways?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:56): My constituency question is for the Minister for Roads
and Road Safety. With very little consultation, Regional Roads Victoria recently announced the
closure of the intersection between Trevaskis Road and Hawdon Road. The minister claims that there
are too many accidents at this intersection but has failed to explain how the new route is any safer. The
alternative intersection arrangement recommended by Regional Roads Victoria would require vehicles
to stop in the middle of the road and then make a right-handed turn across the highway instead of using
a stop sign on the side road. It is difficult to see how waiting in the middle of a busy road will be safer
than waiting on a low-traffic road. Forty of Wyuna’s 260 residents gathered at the intersection to
oppose the decision. Yesterday local farmers blocked the work for several hours. Despite local
objections, the roadworks began this week. The cost of roadworks to close the road could have been
spent on improvements that would have made the intersection safer. It is a shame our government does
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not think this way. Minister, can you share the evidence used by Regional Roads Victoria to determine
the closing of the Trevaskis Road intersection will reduce the amount of accidents?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:57): My question is to the Minister for Health, and it
relates to community transport services. Community consultation by and with the Yarriambiack shire
has seen multiple requests for a regular community transport service, which has eroded over time from
funding changes in both state and federal governments. The lack of regular service means residents
struggle to get to medical appointments or treatment and places another budgetary strain on local
councils. There are a number of options, including extending the Victorian Patient Transport
Assistance Scheme for rural areas to travel over 50 kilometres instead of 100 kilometres, which could
make community transport options more viable. I ask the minister: will the government consider either
of these options so that the Yarriambiack shire can reinstate community transport services?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (12:58): My constituency question is for the Minister
for Roads and Road Safety. The roundabout on Dalton Road and Settlement Road in Thomastown, in
my electorate of Northern Metropolitan Region, is dangerous, especially for those who are trying to
enter it from Settlement Road. Residents have told me it is a nightmare to navigate. In the neighbouring
suburb of Lalor, respondents to my community survey voiced their frustration at this particular
roundabout. During the week it is congested with those trying to get to and from work and on the
weekend it is congested with those accessing Bunnings, the Good Guys and all those other businesses
at the local homemaker centre. When I asked the minister about this in an adjournment sometime ago,
I got a response that said, ‘Well, there’s no problem really there. We’ve repainted the lines’. Well, the
locals severely disagree. The question I ask of the minister is: will the minister commit in the upcoming
state budget to replace that dangerous roundabout with traffic lights so drivers in Melbourne’s north
can get home to their families safely?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:59): My constituency question is for the minister
representing the Minister for Health. I understand that the Royal Women’s Hospital in my electorate
has had to cope with a sustained increase in the number of women giving birth at the hospital this year,
and that maternity services are struggling to cope. I have heard there is a shortage of staff and
availability of delivery suites. I have heard that this, as well as other COVID restrictions, has
potentially led to a concerning increase in the rate of caesarean sections in Victorian public hospitals
this year and poor birth outcomes for women. My question is: can the minister confirm whether
caesarean rates in Victorian public hospitals, like the Royal Women’s in my electorate, increased
during COVID, and what is the government doing to ensure that the Royal Women’s Hospital has
adequate staff and facilities to ensure all women giving birth there receive the highest standard of care?
Sitting suspended 1.00 pm until 2.03 pm.
Motions
PAYROLL TAX
Debate resumed.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (14:03): The Liberal-Nationals coalition will
support Mr Quilty’s motion calling on the government to reduce payroll tax in Victoria. As I heard
earlier in the morning, payroll tax is a significant impost on Victorian businesses, with $5.5 billion
forecast to be collected in the current financial year, increasing to over $7 billion by 2023–24. We
know that the growth rate in payroll tax over that forward estimates period far exceeds the growth in
the economy. We have payroll tax growing, revenue growing at 22 per cent over that forward
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estimates period when the economy is only growing at 13 per cent. So the impost of payroll tax is
very, very significant.
Mr Quilty in his contribution this morning talked about the deadweight loss of payroll tax—effectively
the value that is destroyed through tax revenue being taken off in this instance the employer and used
by the government for government services. So effectively there is less value in the collection of
payroll tax and the spend by government than there would be if those funds remained in the hands of
the entities which generated them. So it is important that where taxes generate deadweight loss, as they
all do, that burden is minimised, and the Treasurer implicitly recognises that with his own decision to
put in place a differential rate for regional Victoria. His argument for putting in place a differential rate
for regional Victoria was to stimulate jobs. That is an admission on the part of the government that a
lower payroll tax rate will generate jobs. That is why we need a similar measure at the statewide level.
We need similar relief for payroll tax across the state.
As I indicated, last week the Leader of the Opposition, the leader of the Liberal-National coalition,
announced a policy to increase the threshold of payroll tax from $650 000, which is the lowest in
Australia, to $1.6 million. The effect of this will be to remove around 15 000 small businesses from
the payroll tax net in this state, generating savings for some businesses of up to $40 000 a year, which
is enough to employ additional staff.
We see this motion from Mr Quilty as an important one. It highlights one of the key impediments to
economic growth, one of the key impediments to employment growth in Victoria. It highlights the
need to reduce payroll tax, as called for and as announced by the opposition in our policy last week. I
call on the house to support Mr Quilty’s motion and I call on the government, with its budget on
20 May, to reflect that sentiment and ensure that there is substantial payroll tax relief for Victorian
employers this year.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (14:06): We understand that not all of you will
agree with the Liberal Democrats’ small government approach and our dislike of taxes. We understand
that despite all of the evidence compiled by the Auditor-General recently, some of you think that the
government spends our money wisely and you dream of the day when you can take more money to
spend. But whatever your position on tax, there should be room to discuss the best kinds of taxes.
Taxation is a compulsory seizure of money by the state. People are forced to pay tax at the threat of
imprisonment. This means we have a moral duty to implement taxes in such a way as to cause the
least possible damage. There is a saying that finding the optimal level of tax is like plucking a goose:
you should try to take the maximum number of feathers with the least amount of hissing, and I am
sure my Animal Justice colleague will support the motion on that point alone.
Elected governments do have the right to raise money, but payroll taxes are beyond the pale. When I
think of taxes I think of sin taxes. Taxes on cigarettes, which were mentioned earlier and which are
amongst the highest in the world, are designed to discourage smoking. The taxes on alcohol are
designed to discourage drinking. And taxes on pokies and gambling are designed to discourage
gambling. So surely a payroll tax discourages people from being paid for working. But being paid is
not a sin and should not be treated like it. Our friends in the Labor Party, who care about workers being
paid, should hate payroll taxes just as much as we do. It was interesting to see that during the pandemic,
to the government’s credit, one of the first things that they did was to ease some state taxes, including
payroll taxes. This does demonstrate awareness that these taxes are harmful, but to the government I
would say that we are a long way from getting out of the economic woods. Reducing payroll tax could
be the best possible thing you could do to give a shot in the arm to this state.
I note that our friends in the Liberal Party have declared their support for lower payroll taxes as well,
and I commend them on this. If they do one day get elected to government, then I hope that they follow
through with that, because it would be a very beneficial thing to the workers and businesses of this
state. We do have the problem, though, of the tax-free threshold, which Mr Rich-Phillips spoke about
before. At the moment it is about $54 000 a month. If an employer’s payroll exceeds that, then they
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have to start paying payroll tax. This discourages businesses that are close to that threshold from
increasing in size. In short, it makes sure that small businesses remain small businesses. It also means
that they might resist growing and employing more people because they do not want to pay this extra
tax. So I say to the government and the people in this house: if you insist on taxing people, find a less
harmful way to do it. Being paid in Victoria is not a sin that requires taxing. Payroll tax is a terrible
tax, and I commend this motion to the house.
Mr ERDOGAN (Southern Metropolitan) (14:10): I am pleased to rise to speak on this motion
before the house. Tax policy is an important part of government, and an important role of the
legislature is to decide the right balance in the taxation system. We know that on this side of the
chamber we value and we understand the importance of public expenditure. It is public expenditure
which delivers services to our community and to all Victorians. Whether that be in health, in education
or in transport, a lot of it is funded through public expenditure. Obviously the way government collects
revenue is an important balancing act, and we need to weigh up all the competing interests here. I
understand that the Liberal Democrats have a long-held opposition to this tax, but I believe it is to
almost all taxes, and that is why I take this with a grain of salt. I note that the Henry tax review did
comment on this tax over a decade ago. It said that, out of all the taxes, it created the least waste
compared to some of the others, so it was talking about the economic principles there.
Before I get into what our government is doing with the revenue that it generates or the importance of
government, I want to talk about this motion. I want to stay on point and on relevance. I just want to
say from the outset that when I saw this motion I felt it had a flawed basis to it because it was informed
by a report which is riddled with errors and misrepresentations. That is the report by the Australian
Taxpayers Alliance. I had a good read of an executive summary that the Liberal Democrats have
kindly uploaded onto the internet, and it lists taxes which are not taxes. It lists the registration of
vehicles as a tax. It lists fines for traffic infringements, which we all understand are important public
safety measures and deterrents, as taxes. For me, registration fees are not a tax; they are an important
quality assurance measure. I want to know that the vehicles meet a standard, and the way you do that
is to make sure they are registered correctly. I think this whole tax report that this motion is based on
is incorrect. That is the first one. But secondly, it makes a point about the so-called benefits to all
Victorian workers, but it does not consider the fact that, as Mr Limbrick rightly noted, the current
threshold means that only businesses above $650 000 are paying the payroll tax, which means many
people—many workers and many businesses—are completely unaffected by payroll tax.
I think the broad statement that everyone would be better off is not the case. I guess if you were to
accept that payroll tax means that workers are worse off somehow, then it would only be limited to
those workers or the companies and employers in that bracket. On that basis initially I just looked at
this motion and said it should have been worded better. Sorry, I do not want to give you any ideas on
drafting or advice, but I felt the way it was structured was incorrect. But I think many other speakers
on my side of the chamber will comment on this motion and on the ideology behind this bill, and I do
not want to harp on that, because I think it is important also to inform the Council of the work the
government is doing with these taxes.
We understand, as I said, there are competing interests. State and federal governments always have to
strike the right balance. For federal governments with personal income taxes it is the right balance
between generating enough revenue to deliver the services they provide and not disincentivising
people working extra, because we know that people should be rewarded for their effort. It is about
those competing public policy issues. For state governments it is similar. A lot of the essential frontline
services are provided by the state—police, firefighters, paramedics, hospitals, and primary and
secondary schools—and now we are doing an amazing job of early childhood education. So there are
a whole bunch of programs that the state runs, and our revenues, if you look at the last budget, primarily
rely on GST, a range of property taxes such as land tax and stamp duties, and obviously payroll tax,
which is a small component of that. I am proud of this government’s record of striking the right
balance. In the past six consecutive years we have reduced payroll taxes.
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Mr Gepp: How many?
Mr ERDOGAN: Six consecutive years. The threshold currently is $650 000, but it is going up to
$700 000.
Mr Gepp: That’s impressive.
Mr ERDOGAN: It is very impressive. We understand the concerns. We are always readjusting
that balance, because that is what society is about and that is what good government is about. It is
about resource allocation and making sure that everyone is looked after. But I want to talk about why
I do not agree with the premise of this motion that it costs workers, because it does not calculate the
fact that for every dollar of expenditure the government has in many instances there is a multiplier
attached to that. So the government is a net generator or aggregator of economic activity in many
circumstances, and on this government’s record in this space I just want to touch on what we are doing
right now, because reflection on our current budget will give us a better picture. We did set a target of
creating 400 000 new jobs by 2025. How are we going to get there? We are going to invest in
infrastructure, because we know investment in infrastructure creates jobs, it creates well-paid jobs,
which creates spending, which generates activity. It is reflective of this government’s record. The
unemployment rate in this state was over 6 per cent when the Andrews government came into power.
We reduced it to below 5 before the pandemic.
Again, during the pandemic time, yes, we went through a difficult period in 2020, but Victoria has
rebounded the fastest. It is because of our sound, balanced policies. We are committed to making sure
that taxes are fair in this state, and that is why many of the taxes we introduce are progressive. But
what are we investing in? We are investing $2 billion in the Suburban Rail Loop and $3.8 billion to
support and maintain our regional rail network—an amazing network. We had a caucus conference in
Ballarat. I took the V/Line, a fantastic service. It stopped along the way in Rockbank, Melton and
Caroline Springs—beautiful parts of the world.
Mr Finn: Did you get off?
Mr ERDOGAN: No, I went straight to Ballarat to our conference. So there is $3.8 billion to
regional rail. There is $2 billion for fast rail to Geelong. But what impresses me is the work that
Minister Carroll is doing with the 100 new next-generation trams—$1.5 billion into 100 new nextgeneration trams. This is new technology. It is renewable stuff as well, Bernie. You might want to
have a look. There is $450 million to maintain our roads. It is a blitz we are doing. In the end what all
this is doing is like I said: government taxes, used correctly, will actually create more jobs, create more
wealth in society, because there is a multiplier effect, as I was talking about.
Mr Finn: The bigger the tax, the better off we are. Is that what you’re saying?
Mr ERDOGAN: Yes, many times; not always. I mean with the right balance, and the role of the
state is crucial. But we are not investing just in infrastructure, in buildings and in concrete; we are
investing in people. The previous government gutted our TAFE system, completely gutted the TAFE
system. We invested millions and gave 80 000 new free TAFE places to students to access free TAFE,
because now we have got a critical shortage of those skills that are required. Because of the significant
underinvestment by the previous government we are trying to meet the gap.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr ERDOGAN: And you should be concerned, because people in the western suburbs, the
southern suburbs and the northern suburbs missed out on those TAFE places, and now we have got a
critical labour shortage in these skill sectors, because they gutted TAFE. So we are investing in people.
There is $1 billion into TAFE, as I said, $58 million into apprenticeships and $1.9 billion into
upgrading schools across the state. Obviously there are 100 new schools being built. Actually I am
going out to Beaumaris next week to Beaumaris Secondary College out there, and it is fantastic. That
is a new school. That would have been closed down if it was not for the Andrews Labor government.
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So we are investing in infrastructure but also in people. People come first. I think that is where our
taxes go. You need to raise revenue somehow. I have outlined to you the way the budget is constructed.
It is GST and it is property taxes, and payroll and other components make up bits and pieces too, but
the majority is those two levers. We need that revenue, because the rollout of these programs is what
Victorians rely on to provide the safety net for people.
During the pandemic I was overwhelmed by the positive feedback I received from the constituency in
my electorate about our COVID response, the support we provided to the homeless and our current
investment in the Big Build. That is through government expenditure. Like I said, there is an
aggregator. The research that this motion is based on is flawed. It does not factor in the multiplier
effect of that expenditure, if people want to go back to 101 economics. But I think this is not just our
government that is doing it. We are seeing governments of all persuasions taking on this mantra. We
saw the federal government going into record amounts of debt and deficit, because they understood it
was needed for the time. I do not want to have a go at parties. I think it is more of an ideological
question that the Liberal Democrats need to consider for themselves, but I am proud of this
government’s record of reducing taxes—as I said, six years consecutively in relation to payroll—and
especially of how we are spending it. We are spending it very efficiently to the benefit of all Victorians,
so I will be opposing this motion.
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (14:20): I rise to support the motion by Mr Quilty, and I do so
as someone who has actually paid payroll tax and knows how it hurts, when you are an employer, to
actually pay that tax. It is a tax, as Mr Quilty has pointed out in his motion, on jobs and it does prevent
people from moving on and paying higher wages or employing more people. Mr Quilty in his motion,
in his point 3, says:
payroll tax is a tax on jobs and that the costs of payroll tax are passed on through lower wages, lower
employment and higher prices for goods and services …

and he is correct. Whilst there is a minimum that people must pay for wages, there is no maximum.
Sometimes there are times when you are nearing that payroll tax threshold where you might like to
reward an employee with additional wages, but if that is going to push you over the threshold, you
certainly are not going to do that to yourself. It also is a tax that creates lower employment, because
when you are approaching the threshold you really think twice about whether you will employ another
employee, so you try to get through by doing more yourself in a small business.
It is a tax that in some cases leads to higher prices for goods and services, but in the business that I was
in, of course a newsagency, with most of the stuff that you sell, the publishers or the producers of those
items actually set the price. You cannot put your prices up to cover those additional costs, so they
come directly out of your own pocket. Publishers set the price of newspapers, magazines and books at
a retail price that everyone sells for. You can sell them discounted but not for more than what the retail
value is. The greeting card companies, the lottery agencies et cetera all set prices, so people in those
types of businesses are not even able to recoup that additional tax cost. It comes straight out of their
own pocket, and it does hurt.
When you are employing people you actually feel proud of the fact that you are providing jobs to other
people. You feel a real sense of responsibility to those employees, and it is something that these people
on the opposite side of the chamber in the Labor Party never seem to understand. We had a debate
yesterday where they talked about OH&S things. The Labor Party members have not been necessarily
employers; they are mostly union hacks and government advisers that come into the Parliament, that
get the nod to get the appointed seats from their faceless men, who are about to do their preselections
this week. They are not people who have lived in the real world, who have run their own businesses,
who have actually employed people. If they were, they would understand that when you employ
someone your employee is your greatest asset and you want to look after them. You want to make
sure that they are safe at work. You want to make sure that they are well remunerated for the effort
that they put into your business, because your business is made by your employees. They are the front
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line. They are the people dealing with the public, who represent you, and you want to make sure that
they are well remunerated and well looked after.
Payroll tax, when it was first introduced, was only really ever introduced to capture big businesses. It
was never really intended that small businesses should pay payroll tax, but because successive
governments have failed to lift the threshold in line with the inflation of wages over the years, more
and more small businesses have got caught by the payroll tax threshold. When we have a payroll tax
threshold in this state of only $650 000, there are lots of small businesses that are caught by it. It does
not take much to have a payroll of $650 000, and that is why our side of the Parliament have released
our policy that will lift that payroll threshold, that will ensure that no-one with a payroll of less than
$1.6 million actually pays payroll tax. That will cut small business out of that payroll tax threshold,
and it will encourage small business to employ more people and to pay their employees more.
As Mr Quilty points out, when Sweden reduced its payroll tax, it created 18 100 new jobs and
increased wages. That is exactly what it would do in this state and that is why the Liberals have
committed to a payroll tax threshold that would see no-one with a payroll of less than $1.6 million
being caught in the payroll tax payment scheme. So I support Mr Quilty’s motion, along with my
colleagues, and I recommend that the rest of the house do as well.
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (14:25): Former US Supreme Court Justice Oliver Wendell
Holmes said, ‘Taxes are what we pay for a civilised society’, and I do not think there is a single party
here that will not agree with that maxim. Therefore it just becomes a question of what taxes we
determine to be fair and equitable and then the mix of those taxes to deliver what a civilised society
determines to be the services that they require their government to deliver.
This motion calls on the government to reduce payroll tax. To assist us with our deliberations,
Mr Quilty has provided us with a background report, The Cost of Tax, which his party has
commissioned. I note that in that report it calls for the government to repeal the payroll tax entirely, as
it reduces both employment and wages, so I wonder why Mr Quilty is not calling for the repeal of the
payroll tax but only for it to be reduced. While the report does not do a fulsome job of explaining the
deadweight value of the payroll tax, this has been highlighted more thoroughly by previous reports
such as the Henry review of taxation.
As this motion suggests, payroll tax is a tax on employment that costs jobs. It is an inefficient tax and
governments around the world know it. I point to the fact that Mr Erdogan was talking about the, I
think, six years that this government has been reducing payroll tax. That is an admission that this is an
inefficient tax. If it was repealed, workers would be the main beneficiaries, both through increased pay
and increased positions. I support workers and I support the repeal of the payroll tax. In fact, if we
repeal this tax, the subsequent release of funds should be given back to the workers to increase their
disposable income to spend in their communities and stimulate their local economies. However, unlike
Mr Quilty, I also support the replacement of the revenue lost to the government by alternative taxes—
taxes that are more fair, more efficient and more progressive; taxes on extraction, monopolies and
pollution, for example.
For me, here lies the problem with Mr Quilty’s position. He seems to not support any taxes. He will
not suggest where the government should increase taxes, because he wants the government perhaps to
be smaller and perhaps poorer. That is why he is calling for a reduction in the tax and not its repeal,
and I find that position unrealistic. In any case, let the government never quail from review and reform
of our taxation systems, and let it strive to make them more equitable and more efficient. I support the
government making fundamental reform of the taxation system.
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (14:28): I am very pleased to rise today to speak on Mr Quilty’s
motion. I want to say from the outset that I am a supporter of taxation. I support the citizens of this
state and this nation paying taxes, and I support the citizens of this state and this nation paying taxes
because those important contributions go towards the services that we all need and the infrastructure
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that we all require in order to carry out our lives. Whether we are talking about the education system,
the health system, roads, rail, airports, these are very, very, very necessary things in our day-to-day
lives, and without citizens making a frequent and regular contribution they certainly would not be
possible.
At the heart of the Liberal Democrats proposition is that those that can afford it will pay it; they will
be okay, they will be all right. But if you cannot afford it, if you cannot lift yourself up by the
bootstraps, then bad luck, you will get left behind. And it is very quaint of Mr Quilty in particular, who
I think in the couple of years that he has been here has probably talked about tax on a number of
occasions—at least six or seven that I can think of. I have made the point before, and I will not labour
the point, that he has been against taxation except when he was employed by the taxation office and
collecting taxes from the good citizens of Victoria and the good citizens of Australia. Then I am not
sure that we had such an ideological opposition to taxation.
Of course when you look at the report that the Liberal Democrats quote from—this Australian
Taxpayers Alliance—and then you go in and you actually have a look at the people involved and who
their links are, and if you can get past some of their partners, such as the HR Nicholls society, you get
onto some of the principals who are in this alliance. Of course not surprisingly they are the libertarians
that are attached to the party. So in fact the report that they quote is a report from themselves,
effectively. It is their own report, and they come in here and represent it as something else. But of
course when you actually go through the report it is riddled with half-truths and gaping holes. You
could drive a Mack truck through some of the calculations that they rely upon.
Now, numerous studies have found—and particularly one of the more recent studies that I think
everyone is familiar with, which is of course the Henry review into taxation—that one of the most
efficient taxes of all the taxes, state and federal, that apply across the board is in fact payroll tax. As
has been said by many, many people in their contributions on this debate, in fact the Andrews
government has been very proactive, particularly since the onset of the pandemic but also prior to that,
in trying to reduce the burden on business by reducing the payroll tax on six or more occasions. On
six or more occasions we have done that.
I listened to the contribution that Ms Lovell made once she got through the normal sly little things—
you know, the backhanders to union hacks and government staffers and all of the rest of it. Well, in
case she has not picked up on it, I am actually quite proud of the work that I did over 30 years with the
Australian trade union movement. I think if every organisation in this country did the heavy lifting
that the Australian trade union movement did, we would be in a much better place. But of course once
you got through that, then she started to get down in the weeds a little bit about payroll tax. Well, guess
what, when we came to office in 1999 under the Bracks government payroll tax was 5.75 per cent.
Now, what do you reckon it was when we left government in 2010?
Mr Melhem: I reckon it had gone up.
Mr GEPP: Well, it went down to 4.9 per cent. You are wrong, Mr Melhem. It went down from
5.75 per cent to 4.9 per cent. Now, those opposite—we have heard them carrying on here today about
the evils of payroll tax. They had their hands on the lever from 2010 to 2014. What do you reckon
they did? Nothing. They did not adjust the rate, did not touch the threshold; they left it alone. But they
have now reached that fork in the road on their road to Damascus. They can see 2022, November—
they are trying to get an eye on that. They have looked at the calendar and thought, ‘Oh, gee, we ought
to focus on that a little bit now’, and suddenly they support a reduction in payroll tax. But when they
had the opportunity to do it, they simply did not do it. And why didn’t they do it? Well, because we
know they bleat all the time about how they are supposedly the party or the coalition for smaller taxes
but really all they do when they get into office—they do not reduce taxes—is they smash services.
That is how they reduce the take-home pie—they smash services. They will stand up and they will
say, ‘But all we’re doing is cutting spending’.
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I have heard TAFE mentioned on a couple of occasions here today during this debate, and the TAFE
sector is one that we will always be able to point to when they are in office as an example of how they
reduce spending and therefore reduce the impact on the government purse—because they cut TAFEs.
They destroyed the TAFE sector—they absolutely destroyed it. They put chains around the gates and
dirty great padlocks and just sent people to the unemployment queue. They made it somebody else’s
problem. That is what they do opposite. So anything that they have got to say in relation to the taxation
system in this state or anywhere else when they stand up here and pretend that suddenly they are the
worker’s friend is hollow words. They are hollow words, because their actions simply do not match
the rhetoric, and the rhetoric is there simply so that they can go and do their next little social media
tweet—they can tweet out their position on all of these evil taxes that exist.
We will hear from the government in the next couple of weeks about what the taxes in this state will
do to generate the necessary growth in our economy for Victoria to again lead this country in economic
development and in economic growth and provide the pilot light for the rest of the nation in terms of
steering us out of this pandemic and back into a period of economic growth that will provide all of the
necessary services and all of the necessary infrastructure for our citizens going forward. We will be
responsibly using the money that we collect through the taxation system here in this state to grow jobs
so that we can ensure that the good people of Victoria can go out and earn a wage so that they can
have a decent standard of living. I reject the proposition from Mr Quilty.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (14:38): If I was a small business operator in this state and
happened to tune into this debate today, I would by this stage be at Tullamarine airport lining up to go
to perhaps New South Wales, perhaps Queensland, to relocate, because what I would have heard
would have been representatives of the government of this state with no understanding whatsoever of
the impact of their policies on small business. Despite what Mr Gepp says—and Mr Gepp on a lot of
things is very correct; he is a good Tigers man, and there is nothing wrong with that—my concern is
that he has gone down the same path as Mr Pallas, and that is that in order for us to recover we need a
government-led recovery. There is only one way that any state or any nation can ever recover, and that
is through private enterprise, and in particular small business.
Without a strong small business sector you have nothing—you have no taxation, you have no jobs,
you have nothing. And that is something, sadly, the opposition, the government rather—just getting
carried away there—does not seem to understand. That is rather sad. In fact we heard from Mr Erdogan
that the bigger the tax, the better off we all are. Well, how good is one of your old-style socialists in
action: ‘The bigger the tax, the better off we all are’. Well, I know about 6 million or 7 million
Victorians who would dispute that, because I think even the strongest trade unionists, even the most
committed of trade union members do not want to pay any more tax than they have to. They do not
want high taxes. I think they would be almost as appalled by what the government has said today as
small business operators would be, because they do not want to be paying taxes. They want to keep
what they have earned. They work hard for their money and they want to keep that, and that is fair
enough. That is the basis—one of the bases anyway—of the Liberal Party: if you work and you earn
money, then you should be able to keep as much of that as is humanly possible.
Now, I know and I accept, reluctantly it has to be said, that taxation is necessary. I am not a fan of it.
I am not a fan of it, but I accept that we do need taxation. But we have a situation in this state where
the Andrews government seems to think that taxation is their money to do with as they want. Therefore
we have seen huge spending, we have seen huge waste, we have seen so much thrown away, and as a
result Victorians are not just suffering now but will suffer for generations to come. We have a
government in this state that has blown out the debt to at least $155 billion—155 thousand million
dollars. It may be more than that, but that is a conservative estimate at the moment: $155 billion. My
grandkids and possibly great-grandkids are going to be paying for that. What sort of government does
that—spends up big, has all the fun it can have and then says to your kids and your grandkids and your
great-grandkids, ‘You can pay for that. Don’t worry about what’s coming, we live for the moment’?
It is the ultimate in selfishness that we have seen from this government.
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This motion from Mr Quilty is a welcome one. This motion speaks from a similar view that I have,
and that is that payroll tax is a tax on jobs. I am all in favour of as many people having jobs as possible,
and members opposite should be as well, because if employers, particularly small business people, do
not employ workers, then they do not have union members. You have got to have a job to be a union
member. That is why they do not like volunteers, because volunteers cannot be unionised.
Mr Ondarchie: No, they pay them.
Mr FINN: Well, sometimes they do. But that is the bottom line. I think that for any government to
be taxing small businesses for the privilege of employing someone is close to insanity. If I had my
way, I would abolish this tax completely. I would abolish this.
Members interjecting.
Mr FINN: Mate, I would have. Brother, if I had been given the opportunity, I would have. I would
have, do not worry about that. I did not exactly have my hands on the steering wheel in the last
government I can assure you, and more is the pity.
A member: It’s never too late!
Mr FINN: Yes, that is true. And I was absolutely delighted when the opposition leader, the next
Premier of Victoria, Michael O’Brien, announced just a couple of weeks ago that we are raising the
threshold on payroll tax, meaning that a whole range of small businesses across the state will not be
paying payroll tax and indeed a whole range of jobs will not be subject to this tax. That is a very, very
welcome move and I am sure it will be welcomed right across Victoria by everyone—a very, very
good move indeed.
In the last few minutes that I have I just want to outline my view on what we should do in the taxation
area. My view is that we should have a revolution in taxation in this state. Now, back in I think it was
1939—you might remember, Acting President—there was a temporary removal of income taxation
powers from the states. This was a temporary measure for the war. Now, in case anybody had not
noticed, the war has been over for a while, and we had a good win. You would have to say that. What
we need to do is to go back to where we were. We need to give the states back those taxation powers
and what we need to do is abolish three-quarters of the federal government, because three-quarters of
the federal government we could very, very easily do without. I could start listing the departments. If
I had time, I would, but let us start with the ABC—
Mr Davis: Eight cents a day.
Mr FINN: Eight cents a day, and the rest. Really, it is only defence, foreign affairs, trade; there are
probably less than 10 departments that we actually need. The rest we can do without, and those powers
can be relocated to where they should be constitutionally, and that is with the states. I think that is
something that will save not just Victorians but Australians a lot of pain over coming years.
I think that the closer government is to the people, the better off the taxpayers and indeed the people
are, because people can actually be in contact with their representatives. These people who suggest
that all power should be centralised in Canberra are off with the fairies. Every decision that is made
has to go through Canberra? No, thank you. I have worked in Canberra. I could not wait to get out of
the joint. Canberra is the single biggest mistake in the history of this nation. Whoever thought of
Canberra, they should have hanged him. Honestly, it is just unbelievable, the damage that that place
has done to this nation. In fact he has probably gone now, so they should dig him up and hang him
anyway. But it is just appalling what has happened as a result of the coming together of power in
Canberra. To expand that, to extend that, is just a nonsense; it is quite stupid.
So I put that forward for consideration, particularly by members of the government—that we would
like to return powers to the states that they need to have, that they once did have, and that we might
actually like to respect the constitution and the powers handed to the states in the constitution. On that
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note, I do say that I will support Mr Quilty’s motion—I am delighted to—and I urge all members of
the house to do likewise.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (14:49): I must say, the revolutionary talk that is coming
out of this place! I mean, normally we would expect trying to bring down the federal government to
come from the other side of the house. That was a very interesting contribution, Mr Finn.
From the outset, I actually support a reduction in payroll tax, and while I do not recall 1939 and I do
not recall—
Members interjecting.
Ms PATTEN: I am not sure whether the government side should take it as a compliment that
Mr Finn wants to give the government back the right to introduce state income tax and take it away
from the federal government and actually sack half of his federal colleagues. It is an unusual day when
Mr Finn and I are in agreement, but today is one of those days. I certainly have supported the reduction
in payroll tax for many years. What I do remember was 1992. We started to see the introduction of the
GST over the 1990s and the conversation about the GST. In one of those conversations about the GST
I believe our Prime Minister in the late 1990s, Prime Minister Howard, assured us that the introduction
of the GST would see the end of payroll tax. Now, that did not happen. That did not happen. We are
seeing it diminish. We see each year either the thresholds go up or the percentages go down. You look
at somewhere like the ACT where I think the threshold now sits at $2 million. This is not about a small
business tax. However, I agree that this tax is not a healthy tax. To tax jobs is not helpful, and it was
the Australian Sex Party’s policy to reduce payroll tax and it certainly is the Reason Party’s policy to
reduce payroll tax.
A member interjected.
Ms PATTEN: Yes, we were radicals, that is right. I mean, I am all for taxing cannabis, but taxing
jobs might be another matter. However, this motion does not do this. Today we have got two motions.
We have got Mr Quilty’s motion here that is, ‘Payroll tax should be reduced, please discuss’, and the
next motion will be, ‘Group voting tickets should be abolished, please discuss’. There is not an action
there. We are not actually achieving anything.
Another brief point I wanted to make is that the crossbench gets a few small precious opportunities to
lead debate. I get two opportunities a year to lead debate, and I am very thoughtful about those and I
really work on them, and I know exactly what I will be doing in my next opportunity to lead debate,
and I will be letting my crossbench colleagues know that very shortly. But we got notice of this
motion—was it Friday or was it Monday—
Mr Gepp: Friday.
Ms PATTEN: late Friday afternoon. What they were passionate about was reducing payroll tax,
and they were so passionate about it they decided to talk about it on Friday; you know, three working
days before we were to debate the matter.
So while I support the notion of reducing payroll tax, putting forward a motion like this, saying, ‘Let’s
reduce payroll tax, let’s discuss reducing payroll tax’, will not reduce payroll tax. It gives the great
opportunity for a wideranging conversation about all taxes and about revolutionary ideas like
abolishing the federal government, or abolishing two-thirds of the federal government. That would be
another interesting debate; I am just not sure about whether this is the right chamber for that to occur.
That may be a matter for the federal government to debate. On that point, they were the few points I
wanted to make on this motion.
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (14:53): It feels just a little bit like it is a Thursday afternoon in
Christmas party season, I have got to say. Everyone has gone a bit silly as a wheel, but here we are on
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a Wednesday. It is almost a bit hard to follow some of our contributions, but here I am following them,
and it is a privilege.
Obviously, Mr Quilty, there are people who have some concerns about your motion and how you
shaped it. Ms Patten is concerned it is not specific enough, and I think Mr Finn is concerned that it is
not expansive enough and you should have wandered into the abolition of our very nation, or perhaps
the abolition of the United Nations. Why stop there? I join Ms Patten in saying, ‘Isn’t that interesting
that Mr Finn would like to abolish two-thirds of his own colleagues in the federal sphere?’, and we
would probably agree with you right there and then.
I am sure that we will all ensure that our federal colleagues get a full transcript of today’s events, which
began of course with Mr Finn suggesting that anyone in a small business should run to the airport and
get on a plane and move somewhere else. But we are delighted that you have decided to stay with us
on the taxpayer-funded benches, as Ms Terpstra pointed out. Everybody is here on the red velvet, and
I must say everyone looks very comfortable on the red velvet, so obviously the taxes are being used
to some effect by those in this chamber.
Mr Finn: How long have you been sitting here?
Ms GARRETT: Well, not as long as you, Mr Finn—not as long as you. To go back to the
motion—which, again, has been the subject of some concern, Mr Quilty—I think we do have some
concerns on this side of the house. All of us here do absolutely agree with the sentiments that have
been expressed around that taxes that are collected should be used wisely, should be used in the best
interests of Victorians and should be there to create infrastructure, to create jobs, to have education
and health systems that are universal and accessible to all and to look after particularly our vulnerable
people in our communities, and that is what our taxes go towards. But it is very important that it is
done with great respect for that money that is coming through and that that money is spent wisely and,
as I said, judiciously and in the interests of the Victorian people.
I will go to some length. I promise I will remain in the year 2021, Mr Finn, although I am happy to go
back to 1939 and talk about our different levels of government. It is a very serious matter, collecting
taxes from people and removing the capacity of them to spend the money that they earn themselves
and put it in a collective pool. We have all agreed here—even the strongest little-government
proponents amongst us agree—that at some level there has to be a collective pooling of resources to
provide everybody with the resources they need and for a community to function. We do all agree
with that, and I think on this side of the house we take that incredibly seriously as a responsibility and
acknowledge and indeed own that collective pooling of people’s resources. Hopefully those who can
afford it are paying more than those who cannot, at both the state and the federal level and indeed in
local government rates and the like, so there is some equity in what is collected and it is spent as wisely
as possible. Of course in our democracies those people who collect and spend those taxes subject
themselves not just to an election every three years federally and four years here and four years at
council level but to ongoing scrutiny and analysis both in this place, by the fourth estate and by the
citizens in our free and fair and functioning democracy, and that is exactly how it should be.
In that theme, with us taking absolute and grave responsibility for the money that we are collecting
from people, in some senses we have already put our money where our mouth is, put those words into
action, with six consecutive reductions in payroll tax. In line with many of the themes here today, we
recognise that as low a burden as can possibly be placed should be placed while keeping the lights on
for this state to function and flourish and grow.
While we are talking about functioning and flourishing and growing, it is important in any discussion
around tax and around the collection of people’s moneys that we reflect on how those moneys are used
by governments who have at the centre of their thinking the people and how they are going to be lifted
up and raised. This government has been very clear and unapologetic that it is going to use the levers
of government, including the taxes that are collected, to create a more fair community and a more just
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community and to create a growing community in which people are able to move around, they are
able to participate in civic life and they are able to have their kids educated in the best schools—and
we have had an unprecedented program of school upgrades and new schools. While we are going back
in time, who can forget the closure of schools? I accept what Mr Finn said when he said he did not
have his hands on the steering wheel in previous Liberal governments—and I am not sure after he
attacked the federal government in the way he did that that steering wheel is going to come any time
soon from his federal colleagues.
But when we look at the way in which governments have approached the solemn task of governing
on both sides of the house we see a really different approach, and I think a lot of times there are a lot
of words that come out—‘You don’t understand small business. We’re the only ones who know these
things’. Yet when you do have the power of government, not much actually changes. In fact nothing
really changed in the four years that you had it and the state went really backwards. I think for us we
come out clearly, we talk to the people, and we have a covenant with the people when we are elected
that we are going to do often some really bold things, some expensive things, but things that mean you
can get from A to B, not just quicker but actually get from A to B. Or where there are new communities,
there will be a school that you can send your kids to. Or when your health is in trouble or your family’s
health is in trouble, there will be not just hospitals there for you but community clinics and all of the
attendant things that are necessary to make your health journey as good as it possibly can be. And it is
constantly evolving.
We look now at the focus that this government began with the Royal Commission into Family
Violence. There are huge amounts of work still to be done and they will be. But that is changing the
focus. That was being brave and bold and saying, ‘We can’t do things the way that we’ve always done
them’. Similarly, with the Royal Commission into Victoria’s Mental Health System and the
government’s commitment to implementing all of those recommendations, this takes money, it takes
commitment. It takes a commitment to the Victorian people and them accepting that commitment that
those ideas will be turned into reality and will bear fruit. Again, it is taxes such as payroll tax which
allow governments such as ours and those that will come after us to deliver on those really significant
things that change people’s lives. It is a solemn responsibility, as I said, to collect money from people,
and it is an even more solemn responsibility to spend that wisely and to go back to the people with
your track record, with what you have done, with whether it equates to what you said you would do
and what have been the benefits of doing that. I think when we look at the way in which this
government has taken the money and the revenue that it gets and spent that money it has always been
in the interests of creating a better community and doing the things that needed to be done, such as
those big infrastructure projects, which can be hard and controversial and which the previous Liberal
government simply just shirked and did not do. And every year that ticks by when those projects are
not happening is another year which makes it harder for our community to flourish, and that is in road
projects, in rail projects and in public transport projects. All of these things need to be at the forefront
of a government’s mind, and they can only be funded through revenue streams.
So, Mr Quilty, we are not supporting your motion today, but we have supported it in sentiment over
the last six years with reductions. I am sure the Treasurer will have many wonderful things to say in
the coming weeks, and we all look forward to that. I know Acting President Gepp certainly does. I am
not sure about 1939 and the abolition of the federal government, but perhaps that is a motion that we
can discuss next time, although it will not be from Ms Patten I am sure, because she is not up for that.
I will leave my contribution there.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (15:03): I too rise today in support of Mr Quilty’s motion
to reduce the burden of payroll tax on Victorian businesses. While I am very pleased to support
Mr Quilty’s motion, like Mr Finn, I do not believe it goes far enough. We should not only be reducing
payroll tax, we should be abolishing it, because any government that wants to argue legitimately for
the creation of jobs while hypocritically applying a tax on job creation is not real to itself.
Mr Finn: Not fair dinkum.
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Mrs McARTHUR: Not fair dinkum at all, Mr Finn. Payroll tax is just a job-destroying and growthinhibiting tax, and it is one of the worst that we have in this state. Sadly, I have got to admit it was first
introduced by Sir Robert Menzies’s government in 1941 to finance the provision of child endowment.
But like all taxes, they come in for the right reasons often—and that was to pay a child endowment to
each mother—but the original purpose often withers away with the passing of time but the tax never
seems to disappear. Unsurprisingly it often increases.
Payroll tax is not only financially onerous for businesses but also administratively costly. Businesses
are forced to be tax experts, constantly burdened with legal definitions for wages and the various
exemptions. We must also acknowledge that we cannot simply reduce payroll tax for some businesses,
because according to the Henry tax review all workers, not just those in businesses remitting payroll
tax, bear the tax burden through lower wages.
In this state do those opposite want more workers employed in higher paying jobs, or do they want the
government to collect more tax? Payroll tax is a disincentive to taking on more workers and to
providing workers with increased remuneration. You cannot believe that anybody opposite would be
arguing for a tax on jobs. It should be an anathema to everything you stand for. You should be arguing
for it to be abolished. Businesses subject to payroll tax are less likely to remunerate workers through
higher wages while subsidising a wasteful government through a jobs tax.
We absolutely support Mr Quilty’s motion. Payroll tax is a bad tax for everyone. As one very well
known Australian once said, ‘I’d be happy to pay more tax if you could only assure me that you were
spending it wisely’, and clearly in this state we have grave questions over the way that money is spent
by this government. So congratulations, Mr Quilty, on putting forward this motion. We are happy to
support it.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (15:07): We have had a very interesting debate today. It is my
hope that this motion reveals the real motives of some of the people in this room. Many politicians
like to present themselves as defenders of the working poor. They talk the talk, but they rarely walk
the walk. While we as a party support abolishing payroll tax, we did not call for that today because we
wanted a motion that even the government could support if they had the will for reform and the will
to create jobs.
Some of the government members who have responded to this motion have been displaying interesting
views on economics. I expect Mr Erdogan may never have gotten past economics 101. For the record,
all spending, not just government spending, has a multiplier effect. When we talk about the deadweight
loss, we are explicitly saying that the government’s spending multiplier is lower than the private sector
multiplier, and it may come as a surprise that this government also lists car registration as a tax in the
budget papers. Some government members are arguing a contradictory position. They are keen to
defend payroll tax while simultaneously bragging about how much they have already cut it. You know
this tax costs jobs, but you just cannot bear to let go of the revenue.
We are not, at least today, talking about abolishing all taxes, merely about getting rid of a particularly
bad tax—a tax on jobs. The best way to help working Australians is to stop taking big chunks of their
pay packet. The most effective way to increase wages and workable hours is to stop charging people
to pay the wages. Payroll tax represents the largest tax in low-income pay packets. While earning
below the income tax threshold, workers still pay payroll tax.
This motion is a chance to put your stance on the record. If you support taking money away from lowincome workers, then you will oppose this motion. If you feel that workers deserve the money they
earn and if you believe in supporting workers who support themselves, then you will support this
motion. I call on all the members in this place to show their hand. Do you really care about working
Australians, or do you care more about the money that you can extract from them?
The Liberal Democrats are proud to advocate for a smaller government with a leaner tax base. Anyone
who works full time should not struggle to support themselves or to put money aside for their future
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because the government is raiding their pay packet and keeping them down. It makes no sense to fund
a welfare safety net by pushing people into a situation where they need one. The Liberal Democrats
support a prosperous society that respects the dignity of labour and allows working Australians to
flourish. We support cutting the job tax. I commend the motion to the house.
Motion agreed to.
ELECTORAL REFORM
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (15:10): I move:
That this house:
(1) notes that in a representative democracy like Victoria the will of the people should be reflected by the
elected members of Parliament;
(2) acknowledges that the use of group voting tickets in the election of members of the Legislative Council
is unfair and unrepresentative as it allows for parties that are not representative of the voters to be elected,
for example:
(a) the recent election of the Daylight Savings Party in Western Australia with 98 first-preference votes
or 0.2 per cent of the vote;
(b) the election of the Transport Matters Party to the Eastern Metropolitan Region on 0.6 per cent of
first-preference votes at the 2018 Victorian election;
(c) the election of the Liberal Democrats Party to the South Eastern Metropolitan Region on 0.8 per
cent of first-preference votes at the 2018 Victorian election;
(3) condemns the practice of ‘preference whispering’, whether for payment or not, whereby micro-party
preferences are manipulated to deliberately produce unrepresentative outcomes; and
calls on the government to introduce reforms to the voting system for the Legislative Council to remove group
voting tickets and ensure greater democratic representation in the Victorian Parliament in time for the 2022
Victorian state election.

This is a debate about our democracy. It is about the blight on our democracy that is the group voting
ticket system. What is wrong with group voting tickets? In essence they distort the will of the voters
so that any voter who votes above the line, which is over 90 per cent of Victorian voters, could see
their vote end up electing someone they never intended to vote for. They also allow for micro-parties,
parties with virtually no support in the electorate and often just created for the purpose of gaming the
system, to be elected over parties with significantly more support. As Antony Green, Australia’s preeminent psephologist, said about the 2018 Victorian election:
Any vote cast above the line by unsuspecting Victorians will be transported on a magical mystery tour across
the ballot paper to help elect parties and candidates that most Victorians will never previously have heard of,
and almost certainly would never have voted for.

In the last remaining states to use this undemocratic practice the system has now been further corrupted
by people selling a service where for a high fee you or your political party can buy into a system to
harness preferences in an attempt to game the system. Our voting system has become a lottery, and
similar to the gambling industry it is now infested with vested interests who make a profit, with the
losers being Victorian voters.
Australia has a proud record of democratic achievement. Private ballots, preferential voting and the
use of some form of proportional representation in most parliaments around the nation mean we take
democracy seriously. But the use of group voting tickets undermines this commitment to
representative democracy, and all other jurisdictions in Australia know this and have ditched group
voting tickets or are in the process of doing so. It is about time that this chamber had a debate about
this rort.
I do not expect much support for this motion today—too many vested interests—but I do expect that
as this debate unfolds some in this chamber will accuse me of self-interest and hypocrisy in even
bringing this motion to the Parliament. I know that some my crossbench colleagues are going to soon
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rise and say that the Greens are only proposing this because we want more seats in Parliament, but let
me set the record straight: this is about the democratic interests of every Victorian, who should be the
ones who determine where their votes go, not backroom political operatives. This motion is not a stunt,
Ms Patten, but an opportunity to debate what our democracy actually looks like and who is deciding
who gets the privilege of sitting here on these red benches—the voters of Victoria or someone else.
I have already heard the howls of hypocrisy shouted my way, and it is true the Greens have benefited
from group voting tickets, and we engage in the wheeling and dealing of preference deals. And I am
sure we will soon hear all about numerous Greens deals over the years, but at least we have the courage
to bring this debate on, because it is the right thing to do for Victorians. Others want the privilege of
sitting here without the discomfort of having this debate out in the public, but it is a debate we have to
have. If that means I get called a hypocrite, so be it.
There are only two states in Australia who still use the group voting ticket system: Western Australia,
whose electoral system has been in the news since the absurd result it produced in their state elections
in March, and Victoria. All other jurisdictions who once used group voting tickets have abandoned
the system: New South Wales in 2003, South Australia in 2018 and the federal Senate in 2016. They
abandoned this system because they know that what the system does is take power out of the hands of
the people and gives it to political parties and preference whisperers.
Let me give you a few examples. In this year’s state election in Western Australia the Daylight Saving
Party won a seat with just 98 first preference votes, or 0.2 per cent of the vote. This has resulted in the
irony where a party who wants to see Western Australia adopt daylight saving time is now representing
the mining and pastoral region, a region which has consistently voted against the introduction of
daylight saving. How can this possibly be considered a true reflection of the will of the voters?
In 2018 in our state election we saw the Transport Matters Party secure a seat for the Eastern
Metropolitan Region with 0.6 per cent of first preference votes, and we saw the Liberal Democrats
gain a representative for the South Eastern Metropolitan Region on 0.8 per cent of first preference
votes. And at the federal level in 2013 the Australian Motoring Enthusiast Party was elected on just
0.5 per cent of the primary vote.
And I am not going through the Druery highlight reel for fun. These are ridiculous results in a
representative democracy. When candidates with a tiny percentage of the vote are elected over
candidates with as much as 10 times as many votes this is a distortion of the will of the voters. When
our parliaments become places that do not reflect the will of the people but instead are the result of
backroom deals done by political party operatives, the legitimacy of our electoral system is
undermined.
The fact that some candidates pay a broker to do these deals is just a further corruption of the system.
Rumour has it that candidates are asked to put down a deposit of $5000 and upon election are asked
to pay a success fee of up to $70 000. It has been deeply disconcerting to see the man behind these
deals, Mr Druery, in the halls of Parliament this week doing the rounds of his crossbenchers. After
seeing him lobby his crossbenchers I am certain we will be hearing some very similar defences of the
indefensible later in this debate. Mr Druery likes to argue his machinations are good for democracy
because they allow so-called ordinary people to be elected. However, honestly, and with no disrespect
to my colleagues, the so-called diversity offered by even more conservative middle-aged white men
is not what this Parliament or any democracy needs. The notion that Mr Druery and the people he
picks to be elected are somehow more representative of the people would be laughable if it was not so
serious. Looking at his record, it is not remotely a reflection of modern-day Australia.
However, there is a serious point to be addressed here about how the party system operates. There is
a fair critique to be made of how our parliaments are being dominated by big political parties while
shutting out diversity of political views. However, group voting tickets and the manipulation of voters
is not the answer to that problem. You do not look to fix one problem of representation by undermining
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the concept even further. Instead what you get is not representation at all but something more akin to
sortition by accident. By all means, let us have a debate about the best approach to democracy,
representation or sortition, but do not let us pretend group voting tickets have any place in a
representative democracy.
And I want to be clear: this debate has nothing to do with the individual people sitting on the
crossbench. I have witnessed their hard work and their dedication to the Parliament and to the issues
they care about. What is more, this is not about me or any one party or any individual in this chamber;
this is about the Victorian voters.
So what could reform look like? Apart from getting rid of group voting tickets, this motion is
deliberately open on this question, simply calling for reform that ensures greater democratic
representation in the Legislative Council. The simplest route would be to implement the Senate voting
reforms. However, there are other options we could have been having a substantive debate about—
different options to increase democratic representation in the Legislative Council, such as greater
proportional representation—if the Electoral Matters Committee had held its long-delayed inquiry into
upper house voting reform.
Despite almost every submission to the inquiry into the 2018 election calling for an end to group voting
tickets, the committee continues to delay taking a proper look at upper house voting. I think this shows
that the government is hopelessly divided. There are those in the government that know it is only a
matter of time before the current system becomes untenable and reform becomes inevitable, but others
just love the game of manipulation so much they cannot bear to let it go and trust the voters of Victoria.
We are 18 months out from an election. If the government does not act now, Victorians risk an even
more unrepresentative Parliament in 2022. Antony Green argued in his submission to the Electoral
Matters Committee’s inquiry into the 2018 election that, and I quote:
Under the current rules, there is nothing to stop more and more parties nominating for Victorian Legislative
Council elections. Group voting tickets hand almost total control over preferences to political parties, allowing
them to manipulate preferences in a way they would never achieve if voters had to be persuaded to complete
their own preferences. Based on the last two elections, the 2022 Victorian election will see another increase
in parties nominating, and ever more complex preference deals.

I will be interested to hear from the government in this debate whether they anticipate making any
changes to make sure the 2022 election is a fair election. For that to happen, legislation will need to
be introduced early next year, which means the Electoral Matters Committee will need to hold its
inquiry this year.
With the rise of the far right, there is even a real risk inaction will result in dangerous fringe groups
getting a foothold in our Parliament. When you accept as legitimate that a person can be elected with
a handful of votes, someone who is not remotely representative of the Victorian electorate, then you
are accepting and legitimising the possibility of a far right wing nationalist who has little electoral
support sitting on these benches. This is what happens when you undermine the representative nature
of our democracy.
There is not an election or governance expert out there that supports group voting tickets.
Psephologists such as Antony Green and Kevin Bonham are vocal about the many flaws in the group
voting ticket system. Green refers to the ‘rorts, subterfuges and manipulations through opaque and
labyrinthine preference deals’ that haunt our elections. Bonham has described the system of group
voting tickets as:
… confusing to voters, unfair to voters, and a hazard to the integrity of its own results. It is also unreflective
of real voter choice, as opposed to some simplistic model of choice in which any voter who likes one microparty must be assumed to love them all.

Both of them argue strongly that voters should decide elections, not preference whisperers, and that
control between party preferences should be handed back to voters.
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In essence, what is our motion about? Who should control the voter’s preference: the voter or political
parties? Western Australia has woken up after its election and knows what happened in March was
undemocratic. In fact they are proceeding with a review of their electoral system, which will likely
lead to the state abandoning group voting tickets. Remember that this is the Western Australian Labor
Party that won a landslide, with control of both houses. They did not need to reform the system to
somehow advantage themselves; they are pushing for reform because it is the right thing to do for
democracy. Which leaves just us, Victoria, clinging on to this corrupt and unfair system. Victoria was
late coming to proportional representation in the upper house, and it looks like we will be the last place
with undemocratic group voting tickets.
At the end of the day every Victorian should be able to easily decide where their voting preferences
go on election day rather than having their preferences bought and sold by people they have never
heard of. Until we reform our voting system our elections will continue to be open to corruption and
our upper house will not represent the people it serves.
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (15:25): I feel like I am coming off a long run after that
contribution. I hope that I do not make your ears bleed in this house, but I have to say, and Dr Ratnam
knew it was coming: hypocrisy, thy name is Green. Dr Ratnam’s contribution was absolutely littered
with references to the will of the people, to representative democracy, to ‘the voters should decide
what happens in their Parliament’, and yet, if there is one party in this country that has absolutely no
respect for the will of the majority in an election, it is the Greens party. You have heard me speak
about this before, time and again, and I have written about it time and again, but the entire modus
operandi of the Greens party is that people who vote Greens are special and get a powerful little vote
that gives them way more influence over the way in which our state or nation runs than any other
person voting in any other area.
You just have to look at the white, middle-aged leader of the Greens, Mr Adam Bandt—how terribly
disparaging and outrageous that you would have a white, middle-aged, male leader—and their election
strategy. We have all seen it. It was stated. It was launched with great fanfare: ‘We’re going to go and
win nine seats out of 150 and then we’re going to tell the minority Labor Party what to do. So the
Labor Party are going to go out and win all the seats and they’re going to have to have a covenant with
the people in all those electorates. We don’t have to care what those people in those electorates think,
because we’re not running in them. We have complete disrespect for them. We don’t care about the
issues they raise. We want the inner cities of Melbourne and Sydney to decide the whole entire
country’s policy’. And then they have the nerve—and I use this absolutely advisedly, the absolute
nerve—to stand up here and talk about representative democracy and talk about the voters actually
having their will reflected in the Parliament when they ignore the will of the majority of the voters. In
fact they do not even deign to engage with the will of the majority of voters. They take a small
section—and at the last federal election it was about 10 per cent of people who voted Greens—and
they say, ‘We’re going to take that 10 and we’re going to tell the rest of you what to do without
engaging with you once’.
I would like to talk about the crossbenchers who are in this Parliament here, all of whom I know and
all of whom I respect. Now, we might have some different views and sometimes we might say there’s
some crazy talk coming out in some of the things that you stand by. But I tell you what, each and every
one of you got elected on a platform and you have been faithful to the platform. And it is a diverse
platform. But also, in my experience of you, you have not tried to pretend that somehow you are
running the state or that your platform is the only platform that matters or that the people who voted
for you are more special than other people who voted and therefore your voice should be so much
louder than anybody else’s voice.
I look at the Transport Matters Party. I have just such respect for what you have done and what you
stand for. You came in to look after people who have suffered. You have been faithful to those people.
You have stood by that. You have worked really hard to have their voices heard. Where you contribute
to other things you do so with respect, but you know where you have come from and why you are
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here. You are not pretending to run the universe, nor do you seek to, and this is what I think is so
extraordinarily hypocritical but also so blind about the Greens. They actually cannot see the cheek—
as my grandmother used to say, ‘The cheek, the cheek, the cheek’—because the Greens party are the
very ones who want to shortcut democracy, who want to ignore representative democracy at every
turn, who want to say, ‘Your vote is powerful and everybody else’s vote is meh. It’s not right. They’re
all a bit stupid. We don’t care what they think’. That is unacceptable, Greens party.
If you want to stand by those words, Greens party, then stand by them. You get 10 per cent of the vote.
You have four people in this Parliament. Good on you. That is great; cheers. Clearly this is about
wanting to get more than four people. We understand that. But once again, with that, with your own
words, you have to have a good look in the mirror and say, ‘Just because I’m a university-educated
professional living in the inner city of Melbourne does not make my vote more powerful than someone
living in Pakenham, and it doesn’t make my vote more powerful than someone living in Inverloch or
someone living in Shepparton or indeed someone living in Broadmeadows’. Those people’s votes are
just as powerful, and they speak—and that is what a government is made up of. And the crossbenchers
and minority parties—
Dr Ratnam: On a point of order, Acting President, regarding relevance, this motion is about group
voting ticket reform. I have not heard Ms Garrett referring to it at all. She is talking about regional
versus country votes when that actually is not what this debate is about, so I would like you to bring
the member back to the relevance of the motion.
Ms Shing: Further to the point of order, Acting President, in her initial contribution Dr Ratnam
canvassed a number of wideranging matters and therefore opened the door to responses from
Ms Garrett in relation to the contribution that she is now making.
Mr Bourman: Further to the point of order, Acting President, I might also note—and this house
notes—that in a representative democracy like Victoria the will of the people should be reflected by
the elected members of Parliament. I do believe Ms Garrett was talking about the will of the people.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): There is no point of order.
Ms GARRETT: Indeed I was talking about the will of the people, and I think everybody in this
place who is elected and gets the great privilege to be elected needs to understand where that has come
from. It is a multitude of voices upon which this great Parliament rests, a multitude of experiences, a
multitude of histories and a multitude of issues that affect people’s day-to-day lives, and that is why I
am so very pleased that we do have a diverse crossbench here that are engaged in the issues that matter
and that are not engaged in overreach, because I believe that is the centrepiece of democracy.
With respect to group voting tickets and the like, again I have to go back to the track record of the
Greens party, because so often it is about the Greens party and what they can do to bolster their own
power, not for the benefit of the broader community and not to engage with all of those issues across
our diverse communities. I look at my friend from the Animal Justice Party, and he again has been
very clear about the platform he is on. He does not pretend he is the government. He does not pretend
he is the entire opposition. He is really clear on it and respectful of mandates and government policy,
and when he calls it out, he calls it out. I feel it is really incumbent on us to call this kind of language
out, and I am actually really delighted that the Greens have put so much of this down in Hansard,
because I will put that back to them as we come to an election. I would like Mr Bandt to read
Dr Ratnam’s contribution and have a think about what his election-winning strategy is and why it is
okay to get 10 per cent of the vote and apparently run the whole country. That does not mean you are
reflecting the will of the people; it does not mean that you are engaged in representative democracy.
It means that you are trying to give yourself a boost up, make yourself special and not do the hard,
hard work—very rewarding work but hard work nonetheless—that democracy is, that grassroots
engagement with people right across this beautiful state is. That is democracy. That is listening to
people who do not agree with you and then thinking about their point of view and understanding that
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every policy issue is complicated and that with whatever step you take in a policy issue there will be
winners and there will be losers and there will be unintended consequences. If you are not engaged
with people and hearing those unintended consequences or listening to their truth, their reality, their
experience and their struggles, you are not engaged in representative democracy; you are engaged in
elitism dressed up as left-wing activism, and it is just not true. Most left-wing activists genuinely are
out there on the ground in places where people are really struggling and trying to make their lives
better.
So on this point I say: we do not support this motion. I think it is a transparent motion. It is about the
Greens being unhappy that they are not getting as many seats as they could if this group voting ticket
was not there. We know the risks around informal voting, and that does not reflect the will of the
people either. I know people will have more to say about this. But I do respect our crossbench
colleagues. I do respect what they stand for, and I think that they have made our Parliament up here a
better place to be.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (15:35): Well, I had not intended to speak on this motion, but
given the change of circumstances, I will. I listened to Ms Garrett with a great deal of interest. Clearly
there is some sort of domestic disagreement between the Greens and the Labor Party on this, and I am
not going to get involved in that. I will let them sort it out between themselves. But I do welcome this
motion because this is a great opportunity to see democracy in its purest form, where members from
various parts of the political spectrum come together in this house and beat the living tripe out of each
other. It is going to be something to be seen, to behold, and I for one have no intention of holding it
off any longer.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (15:36): What the Greens are calling for here, as
we have already heard, is transparently self-interest. They were not too worried about the system back
in 2014 when they got five members elected, and they go on and on about representing the will of the
people. Well, in the last election, in 2018, there was about 23 per cent of the people of Victoria who
did not vote for Labor, Liberal or the Greens. Who should they be represented by? Well, as it turns
out, they have been represented by about 25 per cent of the crossbench, which includes me. And as
Ms Garrett very eloquently put, we do not think that we are the government; we came here on specific
issues. I have had disagreements and agreements with everyone on the crossbench, but I respect every
single one of them regardless of my agreement or disagreement with them.
I think that one of the things that the crossbench might have shown up is how in some areas some
crossbenchers are actually doing a lot better at representing issues than the Greens are. I might take
one point: it might be my colleague Mr Meddick. Now, Mr Meddick and I disagree on many, many
policy issues. However, he came here—he was not pretending to rule the world, as Ms Garrett has
pointed out—to defend animals. That is his whole thing. No-one doubts that; no-one questions that.
He has done a fantastic job. In fact he has done a far better job than the Greens ever have, in my
opinion. Also, we have seen Mr Hayes: he came here talking about planning. He was always worried
about that, and he has come here and defended that.
If I look at our own party, we came here always talking about defending the rights and liberties of
Victorians, and despite many people maybe disagreeing with the Liberal Democrats, I do not think
that anyone could dispute that that is exactly what we have done ever since we came here. It just turns
out that we got elected at a time when the rights and liberties of Victorians very much needed
defending and needed someone to call it out, and I think that that is a very important part of our
democracy.
If we look at some of the other things, Dr Ratnam talked about the lack of diversity. We have got white
middle-aged men—that is what she said. Well, for a start, we have a lot of women on the crossbench.
It might not be 50-50 diversity, but when we talk about diversity we are not just talking about the way
people look, what you can see with your eyes. We have to listen as well to what their beliefs are, and
there is no doubt in my mind whatsoever about the diversity of views that we see on the crossbench.
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We see people representing different interest groups, as Ms Garrett has pointed out. Mr Barton came
here with the pain of the taxidriver industry, and he has done other things as well. He has used his life
experience to bring forward this homelessness inquiry, which was universally supported by this
Parliament and has delivered some fantastic outcomes.
I just think there is this idea that this 23 per cent, or whatever the percentage turns out to be in the
future, of Victorians that do not feel they want to be represented by either the major parties or the
Greens should somehow be forced into being represented by the Greens. I mean, do the Greens really
think that they should be representing those people that do not want to vote for them? This seems like
a crazy idea. Dr Ratnam talked before about sortition and how it is like sortition. Well, the Greens
have been on the record supporting Extinction Rebellion, which have as one of their major goals
supporting something called a citizens assembly, which is sortition. The hypocrisy here is just
absolutely outrageous. The Liberal Democrats will not be supporting this motion. I know that there
are a lot of other speakers who want to talk about this. I could talk about it all day, but I will let other
people say their piece.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (15:40): Well, well, well. I am going to be very interested, at
the outset, to see what the Greens do at the next election with their group voting ticket (GVT). For
once I am going to read from something, because I do not want to miss anything.
In a place dominated by a duopoly of political machines and career politicians, the crossbench brings
the voice of ordinary Victorians to this place, and this is for real. Mr Barton brings the voice of
someone who lost everything to a government change and the voice of too many others who lost it all
as well. Mr Meddick brings to this place values that I am completely opposed to, but you cannot argue
that he does not bring values that he and other believe deeply in. Ms Maxwell and Mr Grimley bring
the voice of victims of crime and on-the-ground policing. Mr Limbrick and Mr Quilty bring a
perspective that there is always a need to keep government as small as possible and for the government
to keep out of people’s way. Dr Cumming brings genuine grassroots local government experience.
Mr Hayes brings a genuine commitment to the environment, rather than just pretending to like the
Greens. Ms Patten brings the voice of the most marginalised people in our state. And I bring my
experiences too. We prove that there is a Victoria beyond the goat’s cheese curtain, and I believe that
any attempt by another minor party to stop people like us is nothing but sheer self-interest. That is not
going to be first or last time you are going to hear this.
In the 2001 federal election Senator Kerry Nettle from the Greens got elected with 4.29 per cent when
a full quota was 14 and a bit per cent. How did this happen? It happened with One Nation and other
micro-party preferences. What dirty backroom deals did the Greens do with One Nation back in 2001?
Was it to get rid of the federal GVT in 2016, which allowed Pauline Hanson to get elected? I have no
problem with One Nation, but I am pretty sure the Greens people will have, and I recall a motion in
the last Parliament condemning One Nation and demanding that no-one vote for them, yet a little bit
of research turns this up. If I were a Greens party member, I would be asking some pointed questions
right now. There was a bit of talk about front parties and this and that. Let us list a few: Young
Australians Caring for Our Future; A Better Future for Our Children; Jobs for Everyone—Futures for
All; Euthanasia Referendum Party—all Greens front parties. It just seems ‘do as I say, not as I do’.
So we get onto the GVT reform. It is already possible to vote below the line if you do not like the deals
that your chosen party has done. The voter is in control already. To say that too many people just
vote 1 above the line because they are ignorant, which is what this is all about, is demeaning and
dismissive of all of the people of Victoria. Not all of the deals our party does for the GVT suit all of
our voters, so I advise them to vote at least 1 to 6 below the line with whoever they like, after voting
for the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers first of course.
To add to this, I do not recall any complaints in the last Parliament when it worked for the Greens
when they voted with the opposition so often there was a quiet joke going around about the ‘bluegreen algae’. The Greens did not have a word to say about this then. Paid negotiators are a subject that
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comes up regarding preferences. I should remind the Greens that the major parties and the Greens use
paid negotiators in the form of their state directors, who do their deals. Paradoxically the Greens, who
preach inclusion, want to discriminate against other minor parties and the perspectives they bring. Is
this about protecting the political elite, which they feel they are a part of? I will finish with a phrase
that I believe sums up this motion perfectly: ‘In the race of life, always back self-interest—at least you
know it’s trying’. And the Greens are trying.
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:44): I have to say that seeing this motion did make me
laugh. I laughed at the hypocrisy. The Greens would have you believe that this crossbench is
undermining our democracy. This could not be further from the truth. Back in 2006 reforms were put
in place to make it difficult for any government to get full control of the upper house, and that included
introducing the group voting ticket. Looking around this room right now I would say this reform is
working. The crossbench is intentional. It is not an accident and not a mistake that must be reversed
but an intentional decision made by our policymakers to strengthen democracy. We have an upper
house that represents the diverse and wonderful people of Victoria. Before me we have the Sustainable
Australia Party, the Animal Justice Party, the Reason Party, the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers, Derryn
Hinch’s Justice Party and the Liberal Democrats, we have an Independent, Dr Cumming, and we have
a Green.
In Victoria we vote either above the line or below the line. We go to the ballot box and number our
candidate preferences, at least one above or five below the line. Group voting tickets allow voters to
vote above the line and have their preferences allocated by the party they vote for or below the line,
where they can select the preferences themselves. This means that if the chosen candidate does not get
the numbers your vote will not end there. You can choose who the vote goes to after that, or you can
let the candidate decide for you. This does not stop the public from voting for who they want to
represent them, and it by no means forces anybody to vote above the line. In Victoria we give the
public a choice of how they want to vote. What could be more democratic than that?
However, the Greens do not want the public to make their own determination. What is the real reason
why this motion has come to this place today? What are the facts? The Greens have become irrelevant
in this place and are losing voters. Of course they want to change a system that favours negotiation,
political skill and hard yakka. When you cannot play the game it is natural to want to change the rules.
This motion wants to return the upper house back to just Greens, Labor and Liberal while sacrificing
robust policy debate and reforms in the process. Well, we say bananas to that. Let us not forget that
when five Greens members got elected to the upper house in 2014 they did not think the system was
worth changing then.
This does take me back to my schooldays. This is like a game of football. We are at half-time and the
Greens are actually 10 goals behind, and now they want to change the rules because they cannot get a
kick. This system is not a problem. It enhances our democracy and it makes our upper house the
diverse institution you see before you today, where the major parties do not have control and now need
to consult to achieve their outcomes.
Now, were the backroom deals that got the Greens five up in 2014 also a stain on our democracy?
Apparently not. I think given the motion that you have presented today your stakeholders would like
an explanation as to how your members got elected to the upper house back in 2014. Did it have
anything to do with the party’s relationship with coal king Clive Palmer? If anything, it is clear to me
that the Greens are suffering amnesia. Count 17 of the 2014 election results reported by the ABC
stated, and I quote:
5,561 … votes originally from Palmer United Party were distributed to Australian Greens …

Without those votes the Greens would not have got up. To put it simply, the Greens, the preachers of
climate change, did a dirty deal with coal.
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This motion today is intentionally misleading and deceiving voters by saying the system is corrupt.
That is disrespectful to the voters of Victoria. They are smarter than that. The Greens lecture us on
how politicians taking money from developers is corrupt, yet they accepted significant amounts of
money from a developer from 2016 to, I believe, 2020. Goodness! The Greens have since tried every
excuse under the sun in relation to this matter—more moves than Peter Daicos, Sr.
It does not end there. While the Greens may cry wolf, I cry hypocrisy. They lecture us on wage theft
and how bad it is for the working community, yet the Greens members here go out and use their Ubers.
They want to support that company, a Silicon Valley company that has fought its hardest not to provide
its drivers with basic worker rights. Think of sick leave, think of parental leave, think of annual leave
and insurance—you can forget about that. They say, on one hand, they are pro-environment and in
support of other minorities and refugees, but on the other hand they accept coal votes readily, support
companies who exploit their workers and line their pockets with donations from developers—
hypocrisy.
You need only to look at today’s motion to see the Greens’ true priorities. All of us on the crossbench
only get two opportunities a year to bring a motion, and what have they done? They want to change a
law to protect their jobs. She has chosen to, rather than uplift the vulnerable, free refugees or mitigate
climate change, waste a whole motion attempting to distort our democracy and solve a problem that
simply just does not exist. I remind the Greens we are not Western Australia. We must not allow our
judgement to be clouded by the goings-on of another state’s parliament.
The group voting ticket system in Victoria has done its job. It has prevented major parties from
controlling the upper house and has diversified the political pool. It is clear that an arranged balance
of power creates better policy. We as crossbenchers have worked with the government to address key
concerns held by the public, industry stakeholders and human rights advocates. It is through
negotiations with the government that we have been able to improve many bills. This has been no
small feat. As a crossbench we consistently ensure the intent of legislation is upheld while potentially
excessive and unchecked powers are addressed. Ultimately it is we who hold the government to
account. Collaboration with the crossbench and stakeholders from relevant sectors does lead to
improved outcomes to address key issues for Victorians today. A willingness to compromise from all
sides leads to a better government and better policy. If we had the three-party system the Greens so
much desire, who would be there to stop our most vulnerable from falling through the cracks? No
government or policy is ever perfect. I come here to engage with the government, the crossbench and
the opposition to improve government and better legislation. Can the Greens say the same? The many
revised bills stand as proof of our democracy and show just how valuable the crossbench is in
representing our constituents in policy debates.
I have been asked not to take this motion personally, and I do not. But I can tell you 120 000 families
in the taxi and hire car industry do, when they are trying to shut us up. With no political background,
seven months out on from an election I formed a political party with a group of people where English
was not their first language, and I am extremely proud. We took you on at your game, and we beat
you at your game. I am not embarrassed by this. I stood up and became the voice of the people who
were completely ignored by major parties in this place, 120 000 families who were not heard during
the taxi reforms, and we hear you trying to take their voice away now. Well, I am still here, and we
will be heard. I will not support those who bully or belittle minor parties. I have had political parties
approach me and tell me I must support them—I must—and I must preference them. I have had
opposition members threaten me. They were going to destroy me, they said. Well, what happened? I
am still here. So I say to you that the group voting ticket is for the little guy. It is for all of the Davids
who want to fight Goliath. It is the checks and balances that correct the super-planners and the
bureaucrats who seek to make the public do what they think is good for them.
I perform this role with pride and respect and humility. I wear the vote that I got as a badge of honour.
It is true that we kicked the door open. However, I am more than happy to be judged on the work we
have done in this place, and I just quickly want to go to that. Since coming to Parliament we have
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started four inquiries: the free tram zone inquiry; the homelessness inquiry, and I thank Ms Patten for
the work she did on it, because that is some of the most important work that this Parliament will do in
this term, and I thank her Reason Party; the regional public transport inquiry; and the multipurpose
taxi inquiry. I managed to get a $22 million package for the taxi industry in the middle of a pandemic.
That was one of the largest tailored support packages during last year, and it was twice the amount the
New South Wales taxi industry received. If it was not for me, it is easy to guess what the taxi industry
would have received if we were under the Greens—diddly squat. I reject this pattern.
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (15:55): Firstly I want to thank the Bracks Labor government,
who used the opportunity of their landslide election win in 2002 to reform the upper house to a fairer,
more egalitarian system. It was widely accepted in 2003 that this had the potential to create a more
representative, diverse and accountable upper house, and 18 years later it turns out it has. One aspect
of the reform that was hardly commented on at the time was the use of group voting tickets to allocate
preferences where your party of choice was not elected. The use of the GVT does simplify the voting
process for citizens, reducing informal votes—a good thing. Our electoral system also allows voters
who wish to control their preferences to vote below the line, indicating to infinite depth how they want
their single transferable vote to flow. However, the GVT has also come under fire, mainly from
analysts who are so immersed in the subject of politics that they have lost sight of the fact that the
voting public, even if they support a party that receives a small number of votes, have a right to have
their issues raised in Parliament, something that it has been shown they have traditionally been unable
to do when the house is dominated by only a few. In effect their voices have been silenced.
Here, today, if we are looking for an upper house with diverse members and views, we have it. In
practice, the current system has delivered what it promised. In fact it has delivered exactly what a
thriving democracy should: a multitude of parties with varying views and agendas and an accurate
reflection of society. In the last election in 2018 the Animal Justice Party averaged 2.5 per cent of the
vote in the upper house across the state. In an upper house of 40 members 2.5 per cent should result in
exactly one representative—coincidentally exactly what we have.
This system is not without its flaws—no system is—and has allowed some to so-called game the
system by paying others to handle the always complex negotiations to ensure a favourable result, and
that has drawn criticism from some quarters. I am proud to have gained my seat without me or my
party paying anyone to undertake that work. However, it is disingenuous for a party that benefited
from that system in a previous election to now cry foul when that same system delivered a result at the
next election that they were not happy with.
The removal of group voting tickets with no other changes to the electoral system would be a disaster
for many of the minor parties represented here now. This rather suggests that, even if only in their own
self-interest, they would vote against such change. Given that situation, it is not clear to me how this
motion leads to a workable way forward. The current electoral system for the upper house is imperfect,
but on balance it provides the public with the most valuable of electoral commodities: a chance to have
their voices truly heard. And as every other speaker here has put, they have brought those voices, those
issues, and have done a bloody good job of it.
I take the point—very pointedly I take it—of Mr Limbrick when he said that those people, the 23 per
cent, are the people that we represent here. They have a right to be represented here, and each one of
the crossbench, regardless of whether I agree with their policies or not, has my respect for doing so.
This is why I cannot support this motion.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (15:59): I would like to speak on Dr Ratnam’s motion today,
a motion that asks the government to outlaw the group voting tickets. I say it is a sour grapes motion,
if you take the article from ABC online written on the Greens’ behalf yesterday. This motion takes
aim at many of those on the crossbench in this place, even making specific reference to two members
here who I think are doing a great job representing their communities and constituents. What this
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motion seeks to do is remove independent voices and diversity from the crossbench, and for that reason
I will not be supporting it.
One of the most wonderful things about the composition of Victoria’s Legislative Council is that we
have a wide variety of members representing a range of different needs and interests in the community.
In fact, as Mr Meddick mentioned, the Victorian constitutional commission back in 2002, looking at
reforming the upper house:
… found that the only way to encourage the Council towards a more meaningful role as a chamber of
review … would be to break down the major party hegemony over the chamber—an outcome that could be
achieved only by altering the electoral system in ways that would allow minor parties a real chance to win
representation and exercise a ‘balance of power’ function between the two major parties …

which is what we do, and that is something that we do well. So this system, which the Greens unfairly
call a corrupt system, gives the community and minority voices representation on specific issues. A
diverse crossbench is so important in holding the government of the day to account. A diverse
crossbench sees issues differently in different contexts and can make decisions accordingly. Minority
voices must be heard. If Dr Ratnam had her way with this motion, in the next election I imagine we
would be looking at a Parliament with Labor, Liberal and the Greens—nothing else.
Independents and minor parties give particular topics and community interests representation in
Parliament. It gives the community a voice to be heard. Without Rod Barton, who would stand up and
fight for those in the transport industry? Without Tanya Maxwell and Stuart Grimley, who would stand
up and fight for victims of crime and those on the front line? Without David Limbrick and Tim Quilty,
who would stand up and fight for those who are passionate about freedom and human rights? And so
on with Catherine Cumming, Andy Meddick, Jeff Bourman, Fiona Patten—I could go on and on about
every single member here and the invaluable representations they provide for their constituents and
for the groups they are most passionate about.
I also note in Dr Ratnam’s motion she references micro-parties. In fact many members of the major
political parties in this chamber are elected by relying on preferences to make the quota, with only a
handful of first preference votes. This is not an issue isolated to the micro-parties, but it seems like
micro-parties are the most convenient targets.
All in all, I think the composition of the Victorian Legislative Council is one of the most diverse and
democratic in Australia. In fact it is meant to be different from the lower house in terms of its
representation. Individuals from all sorts of backgrounds and walks of life are being represented here,
a lot more than in some other states, where the group voting ticket has been removed.
Let us take the logic behind the Greens motion today and apply it to a game that everyone loves—
sorry, Rod—Aussie Rules football. Now, imagine a low-scoring game where the Greens kicked six
goals and one behind for a total of 37 points but their opposition—in this case the hardworking
crossbench here—kicked five goals and 10 behinds for a total of 40 points. The Greens jump up and
down after the game and complain it is not fair; they should be declared the winner because they
kicked more goals—six goals to five—and do not think the behinds should count. But that is not how
the game works, and it is not how this Parliament works.
The preferential voting system is long established, and every member here has been working within
the rules. As has been noted, the Greens were very happy with how it worked back in 2014. The
Greens cannot just come along today and say they want the rules changed to suit themselves. Speaking
of democracy, that is not how it works. If the government abolished the group voting ticket, the
damage done to what Victoria has achieved in democratic representation would be severe. No longer
would there be a voice for the seemingly voiceless groups and individuals in our community. Instead
it would be the same few voices which would dominate. I do not support the motion.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (16:05): Not surprisingly, I join my crossbench colleagues
in opposing this motion. In some ways if this motion had been more nuanced, if this motion had been
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about how do we get the best out of the Legislative Council, how do we get the best for the people of
Victoria, how do we get the best diversity of representation in this chamber, then I think it would have
been a very different conversation. But the tone and the way this was taken was that for some reason
under the current system, because of the current system, many of us are undeserving of being here.
That is really what this motion goes to: that we do not deserve to be sitting in this chamber. That is not
the case.
As Mr Limbrick has said and as I have said in this chamber and have said in the media many times,
the people of Victoria, about 25 per cent of them, voted for someone other than the Greens, than the
Labor Party and than the Liberal Party, and that is reflected in the make-up of this chamber. I actually
think that that shows the diversity of our community and it shows the will of the people. Twenty-five
per cent of people did not want the Greens, Labor or Liberals in this chamber.
I will acknowledge I am not happy with preference harvesting for cash. I have certainly first read a
bill to debate that, and I intend to pursue that. I am not completely happy with the way it works today,
but that does not mean baby out with bathwater—that means working together to find a better system,
to find a system that works that still reflects the will of Victorians, and this motion does not go there.
To say people here should not be here does reek of self-interest. I note Dr Ratnam assured us that she
would be called a hypocrite, assured us that she would be accused of self-interest, and she is absolutely
right. I have many times been sat in back rooms with not-so-faceless people from the Greens insisting
that I put my preferences in a certain way. If I was to get any support from them, I must allocate my
preferences in the way that the Greens saw as suitable. In fact because I denied them that in the 2018
election, they preferenced against the Reason Party everywhere they could. They tried their hardest to
ensure that I was not re-elected here. I am pleased that they were not successful.
This motion has provided a catalyst for Mr Druery to come and visit our Parliament. I have seen him
doing the rounds and knocking on various doors. I do not think it was about any of the bills that we
will be debating this week; I suspect it was about something quite different. But the way that I go about
trying to change that is by actually introducing legislation.
Again we have a motion here that is self-serving but does not go anywhere. It does not go anywhere
to achieve anything. It does not change the Electoral Act 2002. It does not even try to change it. It
basically says, ‘There should be more of us. You guys shouldn’t be here. Please discuss’. I think quite
formidably the crossbench has discussed it, and there have been a few drop-mic moments. I would
like to certainly compliment Mr Barton on his contribution here. It was passionate, and it is the reason
we so admire and appreciate his presence in this chamber. As we have all said, we do not all agree
with each other. In fact I think this would probably be one of the very few times that the majority of
us agree with each other. Before Mr Quilty accuses me of self-interest in this regard, I would say that
I do not think it is self-interest; I actually think that we are doing some really good work. We are
actually going and sitting at the table.
We are not the government; we recognise that. We are not even trying to be the government, but what
we are trying to do is nudge and advocate on behalf of our constituents, advocate on behalf of the
platforms that we went to the election on, the platforms that we were elected on. I look around this
chamber and at my crossbench colleagues and I see that they have done exactly that. For me when I
was selected in 2014 it was voluntary assisted dying. That was the first thing I put up in this chamber,
and we are now heading to two years of that being operational in this state. Supervised injecting room,
drug law reform—there are a whole range of issues that the Reason Party has brought to this chamber
and has effected change on. And some of those policies were not things that the government was
necessarily going to travel down regardless—it was with advocacy, it was working with the
government that achieved these things. I think this is something that the crossbench has done well.
Certainly we oppose the government on certain positions, but on other positions we work with them
to make them better. There would be numerous instances where I know of the work that my colleagues
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have done in improving legislation, in getting change for the people that they came here to represent.
For me, I represent the people of Northern Metro but I also represent the people that voted for the
Reason Party not just in Northern Metro but across the state, and I am proud to do that.
I do not support this motion, and sadly I do think it is hypocritical and I do think that it reeks of selfinterest. I actually will stand by this. I think that this is somewhat of a stunt. There were so many other
things that the Greens could have brought to this chamber in those two precious times we are allocated
to lead debate, but we are not talking about deaths in custody, we are talking about a group voting
ticket. I oppose this motion.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (16:12): I will be brief. The 2018 election was the best thing to
happen to the Victorian upper house since universal suffrage was introduced. We got a crossbench
that was actually diverse, that was actually representative of the Victorian population. Dr Ratnam
called it ‘accidental sortition’. Sortition would in fact be a great way to fill up the seats of the upper
house—that is voting reform I really would support. Star Wars cantina we may be, but this is what
diversity looks like. The Australian Greens are a caricature of a political party. When they were a small
party, they used the group voting ticket for many years to climb over the backs of other parties, like
the Australian Democrats, who were pulling higher votes than they were. They used them well. They
built their voter share. And now they have achieved major party status they want to draw up the ladder
behind them to block entry to others. If the Greens were serious about this reform, they would have
been pushing this reform in earlier elections—but the system was working for them. Only when they
got a bad result in 2018 did they suddenly see the light and embrace voting reform—they got religion.
One of the problems with multiparty elections is how to vote strategically—how to coordinate strategic
voting to achieve the best outcome. The group voting ticket is a method of coordinating these votes.
If you trust your chosen party, you can hand that decision over to them. If you do not trust your party,
vote below the line. GVTs were brought in by the major parties when their votes began to splinter so
they did not have to change their actual policies. They could use the GVT to rope back in all the
straying voters anyway. The problem only emerged for the major parties when the micro-parties began
to coordinate and cut out the majors. Suddenly some people—the major parties—did not like it at all.
In the proportional system almost all candidates will be elected using preferences, and there will
always be a full quota of voters who do not get a representative elected. This is not undemocratic; it is
how the system works—it is how it is meant to work.
With 8 per cent of the vote or more, the Greens have a great proposition for GVTs. If they were willing
to share seats with other parties, they would return their fair share of MPs. But instead, by trying to
run the whole field and win seats in every region with a much larger share than they deserve, they
locked themselves out. Learn a lesson for next time: do not be greedy. And micro-parties paying
someone to coordinate preference negotiations, contracting them out—how dare they! That kind of
thing should only be reserved for large parties with large full-time staff. The scum should not have the
same opportunities the major parties do! We represent Victorians who have not had a voice before.
They have a voice now. We do not support this motion.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (16:15): I rise to speak on this motion. I was sworn in as
an Independent, and I had the right actually under this system to be sworn in as an Independent. Within
this system if you are not happy with your party or if you wish to leave, you actually can sit in this
place and be sworn in as an Independent. And that should be the case. As an Independent I strongly
believe in the conscience vote—I do not believe in toeing a party line—and I know there are a lot of
people out there that actually believe in the conscience vote. Independents give that. I wear the colour
purple as an Independent, which is a mix of red and blue, the red team being the ALP and that blue
team being the Liberals. There are other colours that actually represent parties such as the Greens. We
struggle a lot out there to feel that we actually are able to have a debate on the environment without
people thinking that we are the Greens when we are greening rather than planting trees, and I
absolutely hate that continual muddying of the water.
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When I was elected in Western Metropolitan Region the Labor Party, the ALP, got 209 635 votes in
the upper house. The Liberal Party got 96 858. The Greens got 38 079. I got 31 354, which was
6.77 per cent of the vote. On this crossbench I have one of the largest votes. Now, I almost lost this
position in this democratic system to the Democratic Labour Party, and they got 16 125 votes. It could
have flipped by 1000 votes and the DLP would have actually been standing here, not me.
I have actually heard quite disingenuously from the Greens that somehow I stole their seat rather than
what has actually happened, which is the Labor Party has actually now got three seats in my Western
Metropolitan area. But previously the ALP preferences have fallen onto the Greens and they have had
a seat for the last 12 years. Now, I know that the way I got in here was from a large amount of people
voting below the line. I actually had to wait those three weeks. Even with 31 000 votes I had to wait
for all of those below-the-line preferences to be counted to actually know my position. I believe it is a
democratic system. You can vote above the line and put a number 1 in a box, but you can also have
the opportunity to have every single one of your numbers counted below the line, and I feel that is
completely democratic. We have a wonderful crossbench, and I could not imagine being elected
without you all. Even the less-than-1 percenters have absolutely been stars.
I do know, because I do listen to my community, that they would love a system at times. I have heard
this many times. I have won seven elections at a local government level in a row. I also have run in
the lower house in the seat of Footscray. I have also run once in Williamstown in a by-election, and I
also ran against Bill Shorten once in a federal election. I have sat on council with the Greens, but I
remember the Greens putting me last on that ticket against Bill Shorten and then saying to me that
they did not know anything about me. I will not go into the details. But from that time I really do know
how they can be so hypocritical at times in the way that they fill out their preference forms in the lower
house as well as federally. I have witnessed it firsthand, and that is all sitting there for everyone to see.
I believe that we always should be honest and that we should be clear with our intentions always. But
I also feel that this is definitely disingenuous in terms of what the community actually wants. The
community sometimes has said that they would prefer first past the post. You do not really want that,
because you will have an American system. I can assure you it would be the worst thing ever and that
only the wealthy would be able to run. I understand that they struggle with the preferential system, but
respectfully it is wonderful to see here in Victoria that we have a preferential system in our Assembly
and here in the upper house we have an above-the-line voting ability as well as a below-the-line voting
ability to have your preferences seen. We do not want a Tasmanian situation, nor do we want a Western
Australian situation, where you have—I am looking at the government now, and they are going,
‘What’s wrong with that?’—the worst outcome in parliamentary democracy when it comes to the
government being able to control both houses. The first thing governments do in that situation is they
look for ways of entrenching their control by changing the rules to favour themselves. The Western
Australian government is now doing this, right on cue. They do it because they can, and my priority
will always be to ensure that governments cannot have those rules in favour of themselves.
Now, we do not want a situation where we have a sea of red and just one or two blue. We want a sea
of purple and yellow and light blue, and we want to see the rainbow of the crossbench. We also want
to see other parties that did not get into this place, such as the Health Australia Party or Voluntary
Euthanasia Party or whatever other party that will come along—the Aussie Battler and all the other
ones. We want all of them being able to reflect the community’s differences of pushes and wants. I
believe that in football, if we only had two teams, no-one would watch the footy. Do we want two
teams? Do we just want a red team and a blue team? No, we do not.
Mr Finn: We want a yellow-and-black team.
Dr CUMMING: We want a yellow-and-black team and apparently a black-and-white team. We
want all the different colours, otherwise people will actually switch off politics if we have only got
two teams playing all the time. All I can say is, like I said in my inaugural speech, go the Dogs, go the
Independents and go the purple team.
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Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (16:24): ‘I am pleased’ is perhaps
overstating it; I am proceeding to make a contribution to this debate. Dr Ratnam has brought this
motion to the chamber, and I had a conversation with her on the phone the other day. There is much
we agree with in this, but there are things on which we do not. I will be up-front about those aspects.
As Mr Finn said before, we want a chamber that reflects the will of the Victorian community, and the
question is: does this at this point reflect the will of the Victorian community?
I have been here a little while. I have actually seen the chamber move from a chamber that had three
parties in it to a chamber that has many more. There is good and bad in that, and there are things that
work well. In truth, people suggest that ideas are not reflected through major parties. That is actually
not true. Ideas are reflected through major parties. They come through the Labor Party, the Liberal
Party, The Nationals and other parties as well. I just want to make that point as a first step.
One of the things that I said to Dr Ratnam is I did not agree with point (2), not in the sense that each
of those dot points is untrue in itself but in that it is not an exhaustive list. This list could go on for a
long time, and I felt that Dr Ratnam had been overly selective to target one person and not the next
one.
Members interjecting.
Mr DAVIS: No, I am relating a conversation honestly and exactly what my view is. So in this
sense we are troubled by the motion. We do not think this is a fair rendition. Do we think that the
Daylight Saving Party in Western Australia should have been elected with 98 first preference votes or
0.2 per cent of the vote? No, we do not. We think that is unfair, and we do not think that is fully honest
or representative. So there is a principle that Dr Ratnam has pointed to here which I think has some
truth.
Equally, when she moves in point (3) to condemn the practice of preference whispering, whether for
payment or not, whereby micro-party preferences are manipulated to deliberately produce
unrepresentative outcomes—well, the truth is that is what occurred. There was unfortunate payment,
and I do not support that. I equally understand the concerns of people about harvesting votes in certain
ways. But I would say, Dr Ratnam, there were some very strange preferences from the Greens political
party. You look at the preferencing in eastern region, for example. It would make your hair curl as a
Green to look at where your preferences were going. My task today is not to be rancorous about it, but
I am just saying that the Greens preferencing process at the last election was not one that—how can I
say—hand on heart you could actually say made a lot of ideological sense. I make that as a criticism
without, as it were, rancour, because you did not actually do it—I understand that. The decisions were
made by many others. I am not sure our party got its preferencing right either.
Members interjecting.
Mr DAVIS: No, I am just quite happy to put this clearly in the public domain. Do I think there
should be reform? Yes, there should. I did go to the extent of drafting an amendment, but I am not
going to formally move it because I do not think that the motion is easily repaired to a stage where I
think we are happy with it. The amendment, for the benefit of the chamber, was: ‘In the final
paragraph, omit the words “remove group voting tickets” and insert in their place “reform group voting
tickets”’, which would have in a sense pointed to what we think is important—that group voting tickets
or whatever arrangement you have electorally actually direct the voting outcomes in a way that most
closely reflects what the community and the people want. That surely is a democratic principle that I
think is a fair one. Do I think a diverse chamber offers some strengths? Yes, I do. But I do think that
there were some aberrant results. However, let us step that aside and be quite clear that no individual
should take that as a negative criticism, because actually people were operating within the system as
it was structured at the time lawfully and legitimately in that respect.
The question is how the system should be designed in the future, and there are legitimate points to be
made about that to get to a fairer system, a system that more adequately represents the community. I
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take Mr Meddick’s point that no electoral system is absolutely perfect. That is absolutely true, and I
agree with his point on that. But I think you could get a better outcome. When you look across the
nation and you look at the different arrangements, Victoria and Western Australia are unique in the
particular group voting systems that we have got. There have been changes at a national level and
changes elsewhere in the country. Some would argue that those changes are better, and I think that
they can make a legitimate argument around those points.
I guess what I am saying is we drafted an amendment. The amendment pointed to the fact that we
think some reform is necessary. I am not going to move it because it is not going to, in a sense, fix the
overall problems with this motion, which I think, with the greatest of respect, is a bit too pointy on
individuals who through no fault of their own are operating within a particular environment. I make
that point quite clearly.
But the issue of paid preference-whispering is a legitimate point that has been raised in this and raised
by others. There is I think a point where parties of the far left are preferencing parties of the far right
and parties of the far right are preferencing parties of the far left, and this looks I think problematic to
most people in the community. Most people in the community think that people should roughly stand
for certain values and those certain values should be reflected in their preference flow in a broad sense.
I should make the point that we will work with all people in the chamber and beyond, and if there are
sensible thoughts about how this can be improved, we would look at those sorts of reforms. But the
wholesale approach that has been put forward here and a more condemnatory approach I do not think
is helpful, and I should make the other point here to Dr Ratnam: this mechanism provides no actual
way forward. It does not say, ‘Here are a set of potential solutions’, or something of that nature, and
in that respect I think the motion falls short.
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (16:32): The way I view it there is a system in place at the
moment. The Victorian Electoral Commission pushed a button, people had a right to be elected and
people got sworn in, and that is the make-up of this house. I will just say I have been in this place when
there was a majority government and there was not a crossbench that could have any effect on any
bills, and it was hardly work, being here.
The one statement around this motion that actually made me very angry was not even made in this
chamber. It was made yesterday morning, when the member for Malvern, the Leader of the
Opposition, basically slagged off the upper house crossbench, including Dr Ratnam, and called them
a ragtag bunch of blah, blah, blah because he said there have been times they have not voted his way.
Toughen up, princess! I mean, seriously! I cannot get my head around this sense of superiority to any
MP in both chambers, particularly in this house. How could he even reconcile that he thinks his
contribution as a member of this Parliament is so much better than members of the crossbench? The
members of the crossbench here bring a lot of different perspectives, I know that, and they will take it
as a badge of honour. Sometimes Mr Quilty and Mr Limbrick get under my skin, and they love that.
They will take it as a badge of honour, and there are others. Dr Ratnam is putting her hand up, and
rightly so at the moment. But it really made me angry that Michael O’Brien at the front of the steps
did this general slag-off of the crossbench about their contribution. Everyone is entitled to their
opinion, and my opinion is that Michael O’Brien’s contribution as an MP in this Parliament has been
the worst contribution of everyone. He flips and flops. There have been crossbenchers that had views
about restrictions, and at least they have stuck to them. There have been crossbenchers that have had
views about a lot of things, but they have stuck to them. O’Brien just flips and flops and hopes for
some political opportunity, like an opportunist with no conviction whatsoever.
Mr Davis: On a point of order, Acting President, the minister has strayed into a frolic, discussing
members in another place, and I think he should come back to the precise motion.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): There is a minute and a half to go, Mr Leane. Continue.
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Mr LEANE: I find it funny Mr Davis called that point of order when I was speaking about
Mr O’Brien, because probably a third of his colleagues actually agree with me, maybe more, and it
was proven only a few weeks ago. So—
Mr Davis: On a point of order, Acting President, he is diverting again away from the motion, which
is actually quite an interesting motion, but a clear one.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): Minister Leane, perhaps you could use your remaining
time on the motion that is before us.
Mr LEANE: Sure. And in the 55 seconds that have got, I mean, Mr Davis—in responding to
Mr Davis’s contribution—was basically saying, ‘I agree with Michael, but I want you—I want you to
stay along with me from time to time. I would love to have said what Michael O’Brien said yesterday,
but I am just saying it in a weaselly, weaselly way. And I’ve got this amendment, and now I’m scared
to run it because I still want you to be my friends’, which is like the most weaselly, pathetic effort you
will ever see. But we are not surprised.
So, crossbenchers, keep getting under my skin and all that—it is your right—because I think that you
add a lot to this chamber. As I said, I have been here when the government has had 21 votes out of 40.
I would not say vomit, but it is close to it.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (04:37): Firstly, thank you to all the members who have
made a contribution to this very vigorous debate this afternoon. I expected nothing less. It is very
telling, though, that I have heard a lot about the Greens this afternoon but not so much about the point
of this motion. It is like that old saying, ‘You know when people get personal they have lost the
argument’. I suspect that is what we have seen today. I have not heard much of an actual defence of
group voting tickets at all, which leads me to believe most people in this chamber know that they are
wrong and are just annoyed we brought the issue out into the open. We have heard about how much
we value the individuals in this chamber and the work they have done, and I do not refute that; I value
that too. We may have different policy views, but I respect the hard work of my crossbench colleagues.
But we live in a representative democracy, and the reality is that group voting tickets undermine the
representative nature of our democracy, and I did not hear anyone disagree. The system elects people
that the voters did not vote for.
I am also disappointed that we did not hear more from the government. What we did get from the first
Labor speaker could not be described as a considered response to the issues raised in the motion. I
expected to hear from my crossbench colleagues, of course, to defend themselves, but ultimately it is
the government that can actually reform our system, and I urge them to do so.
I would also like to address Mr Limbrick and others’ use of statistics about the percentage of votes for
non-major parties. It is deliberately misleading to include votes of those not elected to claim a support
for those that won the lottery. Micro-parties are not interchangeable, and that is the point. Just because
20 per cent of people did not vote for the major parties does not mean that your party can claim to
represent that 20 per cent. ‘Other’ is not a homogenous group, and it is completely disingenuous to
claim so.
We have also had lots of confusion in this debate about independence, diversity and representation.
This motion is about representation. It is about having enough support to be elected, which our current
system undermines. I did not hear anyone explain how their election on a tiny vote benefits the much
larger group of voters left unrepresented. It is the reason every other jurisdiction in this country either
has ditched group voting tickets or is in the process of doing so. And I must say I am astounded at the
claims the crossbench is diverse; they must live in a different Victoria to me.
As expected, the chants of hypocrisy came loud and fast. I am not hiding from the fact that the Greens
have participated in preference deals, and as long as the system stays as it is we will continue to do so,
although after today there might not be as many deals for us to do. But we have a duty to our voters to
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ensure their votes are as meaningful as possible. The notion we should all hide from this debate about
the nature of our democracy and not speak about it because we are all implicated is ridiculous. That is
not how change happens, and that attitude does no service to the Victorian people. But now we know
who in this chamber trusts and believes in the people of Victoria and who thinks they know better than
the voters.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 1
Ratnam, Dr

Noes, 37
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Grimley, Mr

Hayes, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Patten, Ms

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

Motion negatived.
Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (16:47): I move:
That the consideration of notice of motion, government business, 546, be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
Committees
PROCEDURE COMMITTEE
Reference
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (16:48): I move:
That this house:
(1) recognises that:
(a) the ability to petition the Parliament is a right of all Victorian citizens;
(b) petitions are the only way an individual or group of citizens can directly place grievances before
the Parliament;
(c) petitions provide an important tool for improving community engagement with the political process;
(2) notes that:
(a) a petition is a citizen’s request for action, but once a copy of the petition has been referred to a
minister by the Clerk, no further action is required, which is a flaw in the parliamentary system of
democracy;
(b) the Australian House of Representatives has a Standing Committee on Petitions which receives
and processes petitions on behalf of the house and is able to inquire into and report on matters
relating to petitions following their tabling;
(c) the process for petitions in the Victorian Parliament requires urgent reform;

COMMITTEES
1596

Legislative Council

Wednesday, 5 May 2021

(3) requires the Procedure Committee to inquire into, consider and report by Friday, 20 August 2021, on
any sessional or standing order changes that would provide reform of petitions, including appropriate
measures to require the:
(a) relevant minister to table a written response to a petition within 14 days of it being tabled in the
house;
(b) Legislative Council to debate the issue raised in a petition upon reaching a certain threshold of
petitioners that is to be fixed by the house;
and calls on the government to implement petition reform no later than 16 September 2021.

I am very pleased to move motion 474 in my name, and while you can see it on the notice paper,
fundamentally it is requesting that the Procedure Committee investigate how we can use our petition
process more effectively and, interestingly, more democratically. It recognises that petitions are a
fundamental way for Victorians to communicate with the Parliament to express their grievances, to
call on action from this Parliament. But once we receive at petition in this house, what happens to it?
Now, I am very pleased in the previous Parliament we were able to change the petition process to
allow for e-petitions. This was pretty much the first time that petitions and the petitions system in this
Parliament had been changed since Parliament was formed in 1856. And the petition process that we
had in 1856, in fact the petition process that we had in 2017, was very similar to the petition process
that we had in the 15th century. So not a lot has changed. This motion is requesting that the Procedure
Committee looks at how we change this, looks at how we can better respond to the growing numbers
of petitions that this house is receiving.
Now, as of today, this house since the introduction of e-petitions has received 335 petitions, albeit not
all of them have been tabled in this house. I would like to talk about the ones that have been tabled in
this house. What has happened to them? I was curious. Where do petitions go once they have been
tabled here? Once they have been put on this table, where do they go when they leave this table? Well,
they go into a cupboard—they go into the petitions cupboard.
Mr Atkinson: It’s a very big cupboard.
Ms PATTEN: It is a very big cupboard, Mr Atkinson. It is a very big cupboard. In fact they are
never thrown away, I am assured by the reliable tables office. They eventually might leave this house,
yes. They may leave this house. They may go to some place where we archive all of the words and
the papers that have come out of this chamber and this Parliament, but they are never destroyed.
Unfortunately what does not happen is a response. What does not happen is an action, unlike other
jurisdictions that have very robust petition systems. I have to remember that we did speak about this
last year, but I would turn to parliaments like Scotland’s, which has a very robust petition process.
Once a petition is tabled there it goes to a petition committee, and then that committee considers what
action the Parliament should take on it. If a petition was to be tabled in the German parliament and
that petition had received over 50 000 signatures, there would be a public hearing. There would be a
debate about the issue that that petition was bringing to the Parliament. In other parliaments if it is over
100 000, you could almost say that it needs to get acted on. In fact that is the rule in the United States:
if there are over 100 000 signatures on a petition, the White House in the United States must act on it.
I think many of the people who petition us would actually like a response. They would like the minister
to write to them, and right now because we have e-petitions responding to the people who signed a
petition is a relatively simple process. Through changes that I hope the Procedure Committee will
investigate, will consider, we could improve the communication with our constituents, between the
community in Victoria and this Parliament, because, as has actually been raised today, trust in
government is ever diminishing. We sit at a very low level of trust for governments in Australia—in
fact, internationally. I think addressing the way we deal with petitions is one way to address that lack
of trust in our parliaments. It is to show that we actually do care about the considerations of our
community, that when they do petition us we will act, we will respond to what they have called for.
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This could be a very simple system. As I said, Scotland has a very sophisticated system, but there are
simple processes where a petitions committee could consider whether this might be a reference to one
of our standing committees, whether it just requires a ministerial response or whether it requires a
debate in this house. In fact shortly after the debate on this motion we will actually to statements on
papers, petitions and reports. That may be a time when we could formalise the responses to petitions
that are brought before us. I note that Mr Davis has put forward another motion on petitions, asking
the Procedure Committee again to consider how we respond to petitions, how we accept petitions.
So I would like to move, and I do not think there is anyone in disagreement with me, that this motion
be agreed to, and that the Procedure Committee inquire into, consider and report by 20 August on any
sessional or standing order changes that would provide reform of petitions, including appropriate
measures to require the relevant minister to table a written response to a petition within 14 days of it
being tabled and the Legislative Council to debate the issue raised in the petition upon it reaching a
certain threshold of petitioners that is to be fixed by the house. This is happening all around the world.
This is a modern way. This is what our community expects.
When our community puts the effort into petitioning us, it behoves us to respond to that. It behoves us
to react to that, to act on that, and I think this would go a long way to improving the consideration that
our community has of this Parliament. We know this Parliament does some great work. We all see it.
We see what happens that is not on the nightly news. We see what happens in our committee processes.
We see the consensus that so often occurs in this Parliament. We want to engage. We are constantly
asking the question: how do we engage better with our community? And I hear each day—we all hear
each day—the members statements, where we hear all of you talking about your engagement with
your community, talking about the issues that your community is raising, and we hear that again
through constituency questions, through adjournments. But petitions are where the constituent, where
our community, raises an issue with us that they want to see acted upon, and I believe that we can do
better than what we do now. We can do better than just putting a petition in a petition cupboard and
then into an archive. We can respond to those petitions. We can act on those petitions. We can, in this
very simple way, show the community that we do hear them and we want to hear from them, and I
know that that is the will of most of us in this chamber.
I am not sure that there are many other speakers on this motion, but I would—
Members interjecting.
Ms PATTEN: Thank you. There was a very interesting petition that was brought to the White
House; it was an American petition. It was some time ago. They wanted the government to build one
of those giant Star Wars death stars to protect them. It received nearly 35 000 signatures. For the US
government to build a Star Wars death star, they received 35 000, so according to their standing orders
I think they actually were required to build this Star Wars death star. Now, as far as I understand, it
did not actually happen.
A member: Such a shame.
Ms PATTEN: That is right; it is a shame it did not happen. However, in other places we actually
see more sensible approaches to this, and we have seen real development in the response to petitions.
We have seen it even in Australia in jurisdictions such as Queensland. In fact in our own Federal
Parliament we have a petitions committee that also considers in much more detail a response to that
petition. In some of those countries and some of those jurisdictions, very nicely, the people who
petitioned the Parliament are written back to. There is a communication—‘Thank you for petitioning
us’—and a response to the action that is sought in those petitions. Now, I think that is something that
we should consider, and I think the Procedure Committee could do this very well. There is some great
work that has been done before us. Certainly the parliamentary library has written a terrific report on
e-petitions, and it considers what is happening in other jurisdictions. It goes far and wide, from
Luxembourg to the Netherlands to Finland to Ukraine, Romania, South Korea, Norway and even the
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United Kingdom. All have more robust processes for petitions, and I certainly would like to see greater
responses here.
Our young constituents probably sign petitions on a daily basis. They would be signing the change.org
petitions, the do-gooder petitions—the whole variety of petition processes. They would be signing
petitions on Facebook. But our petitions should stand out from those. Our petitions should really stand
out. This is our community calling on us to act, and we should respond to that.
Now, how we respond to that I think should be up to the Procedure Committee. I think there are many
ways that we could do it, and we can certainly look at the other jurisdictions that are already doing
different things and providing different responses depending on the size of the petition. I know some
of us have probably presented a petition with just a handful of signatures. It does not mean that we
should be silent on that petition. This is still something that we should respond to. I know in my office
another form of petition is the large number of emails that we all receive on certain issues. Now, I try
as hard as I can to respond as much as I can to many of those emails. Sometimes it is not a personal
response; sometimes it may be a group response. Sometimes the emails that I receive are not personal
emails. But, again, I know all of us have received significant representations from our community
asking for our help—asking for assistance in some area. We do what we can in this chamber, and we
raise these on adjournment. We raise these as constituency questions. We advocate to the various
ministers or members of government who might be able to assist our constituents, and petitions are
just an extension of that.
Look, I would love to see the Legislative Assembly one day adopt e-petitions. They have not yet, but
I would certainly like to see some changes in the Legislative Assembly. Of course I have no way of
influencing that, but one day—
Ms Shing: They need to be more like us.
Ms PATTEN: If they could be more like us, Ms Shing. They could be just a little bit more like us
if they had e-petitions. But most importantly I would like to see the Procedure Committee of the
Legislative Council investigate how we can more thoughtfully, more carefully and more transparently
respond to the petitions that we receive in this house—the petitions where our community have sought
our assistance and they have shown the support for the action they seek by either going out and
standing at supermarkets and collecting signatures or going out there online and encouraging people
to support the action that they are seeking.
The action I seek from this motion, and I would hope that we have the support of this house, is to request
and require the Procedure Committee to investigate this very important matter and find and recommend
ways that we can improve the petition process in the Legislative Council. As I said, in 2017 it was the
first time we had seen some changes since 1856, and I think in 2021 we can take another step forward
for a better procedure for the petitions that this house receives. I commend this motion.
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (17:04): We certainly welcome this discussion. There is
no question that petitions provide a really important mechanism for the community to be able to put
forward issues, matters, that impact and are of concern to multiple people, noting that I think you only
need one signature—is that right?—and you can land it. Hey, that is something. It is a pretty low bar,
which is a good thing.
You might be surprised about what I am about to say today, Ms Patten, in light of what has happened,
because I think you will be quite happy that we are actually not opposing this motion. I recognise the
importance of petitions, and I know when members of the community bring them forward certainly I
want to know about them. I want to know what they are concerned about, and I know the relevant
ministers want to know as well. I say with experience, having put forward petitions to the Parliament,
that they are concerned about addressing what is being put forward, irrespective of what the issue is. I
will make some qualifications in this discussion as you did give a notable example, and I do not think
I can even repeat it. What did you say it was?
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Ms Patten interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: Yes, a Star Wars death star. So there are some petitions and there are other petitions,
and they are not all the same. That does not mean that community voices do not matter; they all matter
in one way or another. But I guess the point that I think you might be speaking to is you might have
two petitioners, you might have 10 000 petitioners, and there are the vicissitudes in between. So these
are certain considerations that have to be balanced, because when you are looking at the resources of
Parliament I think certainly it makes sense to be able to address petitions, depending on the issue. It is
hard to generalise in this space, because I do not want to discredit certain petitions versus other
petitions. But I suppose you get the general gist of this, and that is that we may want to look at
balancing the scale. These are the kinds of issues that actually the Procedure Committee can look at
perhaps in terms of how you determine which petitions do proceed under some of the processes that
have been put forward.
Now, if I do proceed through this, I did just want to make a couple of qualifications. We obviously
recognise that petitions are important for the function of government by providing a platform for
citizens to build support in the community for an issue of importance. There are other ways. Just to be
factually correct, there are other ways to engage with the functions of democracy, including directly
contacting your local member or relevant minister. You still have these mechanisms. I am not
dismissing the motion, but just to be factually correct, we know that there are other mechanisms within
the Parliament. Members of Parliament can also ask constituency questions based on petitions created
or signed by their constituents and receive a written response from the relevant minister. Members of
the crossbench or opposition can ask a question relating to petitions during questions without notice.
All members can speak on petitions during the dedicated half-hour on reports, papers and petitions.
Any member can propose any petition to speak on during this time. The only reason I am raising those
points is just if we are going to have a really honest and transparent discussion here and say that there
is only one mechanism, I want to make sure the community knows there are other mechanisms, and
certainly engaging directly with your local MP and directly with the minister is a way to engage
Parliament as well—so just to be factually correct but not to oppose the motion per se.
Some of the other issues that I did want to speak to: you have put here a time line for the Procedure
Committee. Perhaps that would be at the discretion of the committee. They may need to push that time
line out. I think in representing the government we did not want to be fixated on that time line as such,
because we recognise that the committee may have a considerable workload and may need to vary
that date. And in terms of looking for the time line for written responses et cetera, these are issues
which I think could be well prosecuted by the Procedure Committee. So I think that would make sense
rather than us fixating on a definitive outcome pursuant to the words of this motion here today.
In talking about the thresholds, and I was alluding to that before, you could have two petitions, you
could have 10 000, you could have 100 000, but you might even have 100 000 who are petitioning on
perhaps an issue that may not be at the cutting edge of what many in the community actually are
concerned about. So these are the kinds of issues that would be good to prosecute through the
Procedure Committee. I think it would be actually a very interesting discussion. I think that actually it
is timely and I think that there is an appetite to examine these issues, because we do see many petitions
come to Parliament. This would respect the effort, as you were saying before, Ms Patten, of people
standing in front of supermarkets, railway stations and their local community groups. It can be really
hard work.
But another aspect that I did want to discuss was also making sure that there is accessibility for
different capacities in terms of the way people can sign the petitions, noting our government did
support changes to the system of petitions in allowing e-petitions to be tabled in Parliament, and this
has actually made it easier. I mean, I think we all know that, but it is just to acknowledge it has made
it easier for the public to create a petition and partake in petitioning the Parliament. I know, while I
have not petitioned our government, there have been other petitions. Online is certainly accessible for
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someone like me, but for someone who perhaps does not have a computer or ready access to that, it is
good to have different mechanisms available as well.
I think it was noted that currently for this term of government there are 335 e-petitions on the Victorian
Legislative Council database. One other point I did want to make in that regard is that many of the
petitions that are currently on the database do not require a direct response from a minister and do not
directly fall within a single portfolio. So I just put that qualification there, because there are petitions
and there are petitions. I just make that point, because otherwise it might create an unbalanced
perspective, perhaps. There is a risk in terms of what actually is the representation of petitions that we
have before us.
Now, I understand that we are progressing this debate along quite quickly, which is absolutely fine.
Recognising that there are about 3 minutes remaining, I did want to check, Ms Patten, if you were
wanting to sum up on this debate?
Mr Davis interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: Oh, someone else would like to speak as well. Of course you can. So I might
conclude my discussion there.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (17:12): I welcome Ms Patten
bringing this motion to the chamber. She and I have had discussions about this, and we both agree
there should be reform of the petition process. The chamber will be interested to note the petition
motion 547 on the notice paper today, which is the position of the coalition. There is a fully worked
up alternative there, which would provide a significant way forward, providing an opportunity—a
specific time—to debate petitions and a requirement for response by the minister. And in relation to
the problem pointed to by Ms Taylor, that some petitions cover a number of areas, there is actually a
mechanism put out there at point 3, and this is on page 28 of notice paper 102 for today:
Standing Order 10.09 is suspended and the following will apply:
(1) The Clerk will refer a copy of the terms of every petition presented to the Council to the Minister
responsible for the administration of the matter that is the subject of the petition.
(2) The Clerk will determine which is the responsible portfolio after consulting the General orders and
Ministerial portfolio arrangements.
(3) The Minister responsible for the subject matter outlined in the petition must table a response in the
Council within 60 days …

We think the proposal of Ms Patten in her motion of 14 days, to be absolutely fair to ministers, is
simply too short. Just in a machinery sense, sometimes petitions require a more detailed response. We
are not disagreeing with the principle that ministers should respond. I should say that as health minister
I did respond to almost every petition. I wrote to every single individual who tabled a petition. That
might be excessive, but I think actually at least in the chamber a formal response is required, and I do
think that larger petitions should require some opportunity in the chamber. Now, the thresholds for
that are a matter that we can debate. In the case of the proposal that we have put—and I think there is
a material difference between petitions that are written and those that are electronic—we have said
more than 5000 could be a threshold to trigger a debate for an electronic petition. We have said more
than 1500 signatures could trigger a debate with a paper petition. Some people prefer to do a paper
petition, and I would not personally want to count out that option.
I do think that there are a number of other points that we need to discuss in how this goes forward. I
am aware that the Assembly has produced an options paper which actually—
Ms Patten: Time!
Mr DAVIS: I have got more to say. I am not done. I am happy to come back to it, but I think this
can in effect go to the Procedure Committee anyway, without a formal vote. It can be done.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem): Have you concluded, Mr Davis?
Mr DAVIS: No.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Statements on reports, papers and petitions
DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY AND FINANCE
Budget papers 2020–21
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (17:16): I rise to speak on the state budget 2020–21, a budget
which raises money to fund the Shepparton Education Plan—the absolute disaster that it is proving
to be. What I want to talk about today is actually the remaining components. We had the secondary
component released earlier on, which closed down four secondary schools in Shepparton and opened
the single school of Greater Shepparton Secondary College, which is causing so many problems,
hitting the front pages of the Herald Sun et cetera. But there are actually four components to this plan.
There is the early childhood component, the primary component and the higher education and skills
component in addition to the secondary schools, which was stage 1. As I said, this started out as four
components. It was then reduced to three when early childhood and primary were combined, but now
it seems that they have been separated again and it has gone back to four.
When we were first told that there would be an early childhood and primary component and a higher
education and skills component, the deadline for the early childhood and primary component was
December 2018 and for higher education and skills June 2019. Both these deadlines were missed. The
government then set new deadlines for early childhood and primary of early 2020—they missed that
deadline—and higher education and skills of early to mid-2020, and they missed that deadline. We
then had a third deadline of March 2021 for early childhood and primary—again this was missed for
both of those components—and for higher education and skills it is May 2021. In March 2021 there
was nothing released by the government. We had to wait until the end of April 2021 to get something
on early childhood. There is still nothing on primary. The early childhood component was 28 months
overdue by the time it was released, and the primary one is now 29 months overdue. The higher
education and skills component has still not been seen, but we will give them till the end of the month
to see if they meet their third deadline.
What we have seen is a very poor attempt at the early years component of the Shepparton Education
Plan released, and we question where the primary component has disappeared to. As I said, the third
deadline of 31 March came and went. We still have not got a primary component, and what we have
for the early years component, 28 months after it was first due, is more of a discussion paper than a
plan on how to improve outcomes for children in early childhood services in Greater Shepparton. This
discussion paper only sets out a number of things that the government intend to analyse, explore,
evaluate, review or develop in the early years space. Considering that both early years and primary
were first due in December 2018, pushed out till early 2020 and further pushed out to 2021, it would
have been reasonable to expect 28 months after it was first due that much of the work identified in this
paper as needing to be done should have already been completed to ensure the plan included solutions,
not just an investigation.
As a former Minister for Children and Early Childhood Development I know how important this is
and how much of a difference it can make in a child’s life. Ninety-five per cent of a child’s brain
development is complete before they actually start school; it is completed in their first five years of
life. This is the area where we can make a real difference to a child’s outcomes in life, and therefore it
is critical that this stage of the plan includes direct investment in quality programs and professional
development for early childhood educators.
Unfortunately this document does not deliver in those areas. Only three weeks ago it was identified
that a decade after the national quality standard for early childhood was introduced there are still

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS, PAPERS AND PETITIONS
1602

Legislative Council

Wednesday, 5 May 2021

services that have not met the quality standard and are still rated as working towards meeting that
standard. These are standards that were introduced when I chaired the ministerial council. This is a
decade later, and they are still working towards that. And while a few local services have been rated
as exceeding the standard, not a single service in Greater Shepparton has achieved the excellent rating,
so where is the commitment from government for additional assistance to ensure not only that services
meet the national quality standard but that they actually exceed it to deliver real quality early childhood
services in Greater Shepparton?
It is also disappointing that this document has not committed to more co-located and integrated early
childhood centres in Shepparton. The Mooroopna centre was committed to as part of stage 1. That
was actually a centre that I committed to when I was the minister, but it was never built following the
change of government. But this centre in Mooroopna will not service families in Shepparton. There
needs to be further investment in Greater Shepparton.
LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL LEGAL AND SOCIAL ISSUES COMMITTEE
Inquiry into Homelessness in Victoria
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (17:21): I rise to speak on the Legislative Council Legal
and Social Issues Committee inquiry into homelessness in Victoria. Homelessness can affect anyone.
However, some people are more at risk of experiencing episodic or recurring homelessness due to
personal, social and structural factors. Personal risk factors may include, for example, mental health
issues or family violence. Social factors such as unemployment rates and housing affordability were
also found to disadvantage and increase a person’s vulnerability to homelessness. Indeed during last
week’s regional sitting in Bright I heard from a number of locals who were concerned about the rapidly
escalating housing and rent prices in regional Victorian communities. Locals experience high levels
of disadvantage in the regional housing market, potentially causing temporary homelessness for locals
who can no longer afford to live in the area. It is often a combination of adverse economic, social and
personal circumstances that cause an individual to become homeless. Homelessness is not just a
statistic; it is an event in a person’s life, often recurring, that can have a lasting and traumatic effect.
Resolving the issue of homelessness requires initiative from all levels of government, the private sector
and also the broader community.
The committee’s final report emphasised two central approaches to remediate homelessness in
Victoria. Firstly, the committee believes that the state needs to strengthen early intervention measures
to identify individuals at risk and to prevent them from becoming homeless. Secondly, the committee
highlighted the need for more long-term housing for the homeless. This is why the Victorian
government is committed to implementing a wide range of measures, including Victoria’s $5.3 billion
Big Housing Build, the single biggest investment in social and affordable housing by any state
government in the whole of Australia’s history. The Big Housing Build initiative will build over
12 000 new social and affordable homes, generating $6.7 billion in economic activity and around
10 000 jobs per year in the process. This includes 25 per cent of the investment, $1.25 billion, being
allocated to regional and rural Victorian communities. This historic investment is a step in addressing
one of our state’s most pressing social and economic issues. I extend my appreciation to the
community and fellow members of the committee for their contributions and bringing this crucial
inquiry into homelessness in Victoria’s report to fruition. It has been an honour to serve as the deputy
chair of this historic inquiry by the Legal and Social Issues Committee.
WASTE AND RECYCLING MANAGEMENT
Petition
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (17:25): I rise to speak about the petition I tabled yesterday
by No Toxic Waste Incinerator for Hume. Firstly, I want to warmly congratulate this group on their
incredible and inspiring work. The group originated as a community recycling group that got together
neighbours who wanted to recycle household waste that could not be put into the kerbside recycling
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bin. They coordinated their efforts to do depot drop-offs and even set up a stall at their local market to
inspire more to join their collective recycling efforts—a truly fantastic community initiative. When
the waste incinerator sprung up as a proposal for their local community of Craigieburn, this little
recycling group was shocked and very concerned about the risks it posed to the local creek and
surrounds, to the children living and going to school in the area and to the community from the toxic
waste the facility would generate, the hazardous emissions it would release into the local air catchment,
the odour and the absolutely huge volume of traffic that would come through their community to feed
waste from across Melbourne into this 500 000-tonne waste incinerator. An incinerator of that size
would take nearly half of Melbourne’s residential waste.
This community group sprang into action and reformed as No Toxic Waste Incinerator for Hume.
They spread the word amongst the local community about the proposal, launching paper and electronic
petitions with tens of thousands of signatories. They lobbied the local council, coordinated with
organisations and much more. As a result, the local council recently rejected an approval for the
incinerator, with most councillors speaking against the proposal thanks to the incredible efforts of this
community group. We note with great hope that this company has not submitted its waste incinerator
proposal to the EPA for works approval, and we are hopeful they have ditched the proposal after the
community outcry and pushback. The Greens hope the government will heed the message of this
group and rethink its plan to burn a million tonnes of residential waste across the state. Burning our
problems is simply not a solution to the waste crisis. It is toxic, contributes to climate change and
undermines recycling improvement efforts. It has no place in the circular economy.
RMIT UNIVERSITY
Report 2020
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:27): I rise to make a statement on a report. It is the
RMIT annual report which I want to just make comment on. RMIT tabled its annual report just
yesterday for 2020. But interestingly I want to comment on some comparisons in regard to the 2019
annual report as well, and this is primarily in regard to insecure work. Now, our universities have been
through a tough time. We know the Morrison federal government has abandoned our learning
institutions—not only RMIT but many other universities—and we have seen drastic funding cuts and
reductions in services. Our universities continue to do stellar work in teaching our many students, but
the scourge of insecure work continues.
In terms of the 2020 report—this is one of the reforms that the Andrews Labor government introduced,
that universities and learning institutions need to report on insecure work—some of those figures are
quite concerning. For example, in 2020 fixed-term or casual employment made up 59.8 per cent of
staff at RMIT. In 2019 it was 66.5 per cent and in 2018 it was 64 per cent. In 2020 women in fixedterm or casual roles made up 31.4 per cent of all non-executive staff and 52 per cent of all fixed-term
and casual roles. You can see that is quite a sizeable amount of insecure work and again, sadly, the
majority of the people who are in that work are women. In terms of full-time equivalent roles, in 2020
women in fixed-term or casual roles made up 20.9 per cent of the total university FTE—in other
words, full-time equivalent staff. In 2019 women in fixed-term or casual roles made up 22.7 per cent.
I could talk about further back in 2018, but what you can see is an upward trajectory, sadly, which
means that insecure work in this sector is on the rise. As I commented earlier, it is a function of the
fact that universities are under immense pressure to continue to do more with less.
If I could comment on this figure as well—2020 was a difficult year—RMIT in their annual report
commented that since the pandemic outbreak 2957 jobs had been lost. Now, you have got to remember
they are not all full-time equivalent jobs; some of those are permanent casual et cetera. So,
notwithstanding the pandemic, what you can see is that insecure work is still on the rise. It is something
that I know the Andrews Labor government has come out strongly and talked about—the need to
inquire into insecure work. We have talked about doing a pilot to try and look into how we can address
some of these situations. But it is a very sad state of affairs when we see our prize learning institutions
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having to staff themselves and run on a business model that is really using insecure and casual work
in endemic proportions. Again, that feeds into inequality. We know, like I said, it is women who are
predominantly impacted by the scourge of insecure work, and we know that feeds into long-term
issues such as poverty in retirement and perhaps even homelessness for some people and some women
in particular.
It is a very sobering read. Again, if we compare the report for this year with previous years, there has
been a slight increase, but again, more work needs to be done to ameliorate that. The figures are far
too high. I will just comment: even though those jobs—the 2957—have been lost, 55 per cent of those
jobs were female roles and 88 per cent were fixed-term or casual roles. They are very high figures and
something that is really not acceptable. I look forward to RMIT and other learning institutions working
harder on rectifying that and bringing more employment back into ongoing work rather than using
insecure work as a business model.
FREEDOM OF THE PRESS
Petition
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (17:31): I am speaking today in favour of Mr Avi Yemini
from Rebel News, who has submitted a petition regarding the freedom of the press. Now, this petition
came about when Mr Yemini was ejected from a press conference held by the Premier. This press
conference was held in the grounds of Parliament House on 17 February 2021, and the media was
invited to attend. Mr Yemini, a reporter with accreditation from the Department of Home Affairs,
attended to participate in the press conference. He presented his credentials at the security gate and
was admitted to the grounds. When a political assistant to the Premier observed that Mr Yemini was
in attendance she instructed that he be immediately ejected, and he was threatened with arrest if he did
not leave immediately.
Now, throughout COVID more and more Victorians looked for alternative sources of news. They
looked away from the mainstream media and they looked more online. They had an incredible thirst
for information. They looked for podcasts. They watched each other on Facebook and they looked for
alternative points of view. They wanted to hear points of view debated. They also wanted to make sure
that their voices were heard. We may not agree with their views, but independent media, including
Rebel News, Discernable and local newspapers such as the Westsider, have played a vital role in the
last 12 months. It gave Victorians what they were looking for.
The petition therefore requested that the Legislative Council call on the government to defend and
strengthen freedom of the press in Victoria and guarantee that journalists are free to attend press
conferences without political or police interference. I certainly support this petition’s intent. I may not
agree with Avi. I may at times find his reports almost comical, but he also allows Victorians freedom
of speech, which is important during these times and was important during lockdown. I certainly
commend the petition to this house.
PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND ESTIMATES COMMITTEE
Inquiry into the Victorian Government’s Response to the COVID-19 Pandemic
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (17:34): I rise to speak to the report on the inquiry into
the Victorian government’s response to the COVID-19 pandemic undertaken by the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee, which was tabled in February of this year. I am holding this report up; it is
some hundreds of pages. But I think they should start again after the revelations yesterday about the
legal fees that the government have put onto the taxpayer to defend their failings and their position in
the Coate inquiry—$12.3 million, which is double what the inquiry itself cost—that demonstrate the
priorities of this government. They are determined to cover up their failures, determined to continue
to be deceitful to the Victorian people, and we have seen that again today, exposed today, with reports
about just what the government has known for months and how the chief health officer and the Premier
hung out a man who they blamed for causing the Holiday Inn outbreak which then triggered the five-
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day lockdown. They blamed this man. They vilified him, and it is an absolute disgrace. The Acting
Premier should have apologised to him today—nothing, absolutely nothing.
Mr Finn: This mob never apologises.
Ms CROZIER: They do not. They never apologise for their failings, Mr Finn. And what is more,
they do not take responsibility or accountability for their failings. Not one minister has lost their job
over the multiple failings that have cost the lives of hundreds of Victorians and have cost the
livelihoods of thousands of Victorians. We have got a mental health crisis, we have got a health crisis,
because of an extended lockdown that is partly responsible as well as other factors that are playing
into that really serious set of circumstances that Victoria faces.
But I want to go back to the reports of today that expose just the multiple failings within the hotel
quarantine system that are still there. This is something that the Premier said was the best in the
country. ‘It has been fixed’—his ‘gold standard’ line. The absolute rubbish that comes out of that
man’s mouth makes me want to absolutely challenge him to just once tell the truth about what has
actually gone on, because he knew—the government knew—that in March the documents were there
that proved that the nebuliser man was not in actual fact responsible for that widespread outbreak. So
I am absolutely appalled by the government’s handling—their deceitful cover-ups that they continue
to do, the deceitful comments to the Victorian public. Why won’t they be truthful? Why didn’t they
come out and apologise and say, ‘Well, actually, we’ve determined that extensive swabbing of a
woman in an open door where there was ventilation caused the transmission’, which their own reports
found. Nothing—it is an absolute cover-up. It is an absolute sham.
I think it says so much about this government because, if those reports had not been in the public
domain through a news outlet today, the man responsible, Mr Bush, who has got not a cracker of
infection control experience—he has got a string of other things, and he breached his own protocols
in hotel quarantine. What a disgrace—stood down on full pay. He should have gone today. This is a
weak government that protects its own, protects its buddies and does not make the hard calls—when
this person has breached their own protocols and when Victorians themselves have done everything
right. And we have seen what has happened—the fines that have gone on, people pulling people over
in the second lockdown. I mean, it is just the height of hypocrisy, and again I say it demonstrates the
priorities of this government, their multiple failings and the disingenuous commentary that comes out
of the very high levels of government and the government’s administration—and that means the
Department of Health as well.
I think every Victorian should be absolutely alarmed at what has gone on around the deceitful nature
of this government—the continual lies that are being told and the cover-ups. As I said, the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee should start this whole inquiry all over again to get to the truth.
ECONOMY AND INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE
Inquiry into the Increase in Victoria’s Road Toll
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:39): I rise to speak on the tabling of the increase in
Victoria’s road toll report by the Economy and Infrastructure Committee. As of 19 April 2021, 75 lives
had been lost in Victoria—five a week. This is absolutely devastating, and we are only in April—May,
now. This is why reducing deaths on Victorian roads is an issue of significant importance and one I
strongly believe is worth tackling. I am proud of this report and its recommendation to improve the
safety of Victoria’s roads, cars and all road users. It is something that I hope the government will have
relevant bodies take to heart, as I am sure they will, considering their ongoing commitment to road
safety.
Since the inquiry began, the government has released the Victorian Road Safety Strategy 2021–2030
to halve deaths and significantly reduce injuries on our roads by 2030 and hopefully reach zero deaths
by 2050. However, while this idea is one of many steps towards saving Victorian lives, there is still
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no clear way to evaluate success or otherwise in achieving these goals. Without transparent
performance indicators, cooperation and information sharing between the government and its
departments, VicRoads and Victoria Police, we will be unable to successfully and significantly reduce
Victoria’s road toll. The report recommends that the government ensure the Department of Transport
improves its record keeping, in particular in relation to flexible wire rope barriers. Wire rope barriers,
unlike other barriers, require continual maintenance and checking to ensure the correct tension is
maintained. A lack of records makes it difficult to plan, evaluate and maintain these barriers
effectively. It also hinders any assessment of the actual cost of the state of the road safety mechanisms
in Victoria.
I am pleased that the committee heard from a wide range of international bodies and organisations
who were facing the same difficulties as Victoria and made recommendations based on their
experience as well as those learnings expressed by a range of Victorian organisations. One significant
recommendation made in the report is that the government undertake research into the cost and time
frame of ensuring all highways, arterial roads and other roads of significance in Victoria have a
minimum 3-star rating. Currently 30 to 35 per cent of Victorian roads are rated a 1- or 2-star road,
meaning they are high risk and dangerous. In addition, 85 per cent of roads have dangerous roadsides,
according to the Australian road assessment program in 2015. Poorly maintained roads simply mean
that there is a greater risk to Victorian drivers, road users and pedestrians.
Allocating more funding to road maintenance and research into the standard of Victorian roads will
benefit all Victorians and help save lives. The report outlines the need to promote the L2P program
and to review whether the age limit for learners to complete a compulsory minimum of 120 hours of
logged supervised driving should be increased to 25 years old, which makes sense as there is a reason
why we do not just allow individuals to drive a 1.2-tonne vehicle straight off the bat. Vehicles are
powerful and dangerous moving objects, and they should be considered a privilege to drive and not a
right or expectation. I also believe that undertaking a half-day or even a day of training is not nearly
sufficient for an individual to then be able to drive a truck on Victorian roads. That is why I am pleased
to see the report recommends that the government work with the heavy vehicle sector to review
minimum training requirements needed to obtain a heavy vehicles licence.
While this may be the end of the inquiry, it is only the beginning of improving Victorian roads and
reducing Victoria’s road toll. Vital changes to the way we report and manage Victoria’s road toll, road
hazards and maintenance are needed. I have learned a lot through this inquiry, and upon reading the
final report it is clear what the government and the Department of Transport need to do. I hope the
government adopts these recommendations and that we can work towards reducing Victoria’s road
toll altogether.
DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY AND FINANCE
Budget papers 2020–21
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (17:43): I want to draw attention
to the planning section of the state budget and in particular the government’s support for densification
across the city. Under this government, the planning amendments that it has put in place—VC110 and
a series of other recent amendments—all focus sharply on densifying our city. Plan Melbourne under
this government anticipates that, and it is not a sophisticated version; it is a version that pushes very
hard to strip away protections, take powers from local councils and take powers from communities to
have a democratic say.
I want to put on record today my growing concern about what is happening around our suburbs. We
are seeing loss of tree canopy, we are seeing loss of streetscape, we are seeing risk to heritage buildings
and we are seeing this arrogant approach by the Andrews Labor government. In Elsternwick there are
issues. The minister has called in a tower at 7 Selwyn Street. It is a good proposal in its essence and
its aims, but it is just simply too tall. On the other side of the street a Woolworths development was
knocked off by the council and ultimately VCAT. In this case, just before the VCAT hearing, forced
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by objectors, the Minister for Planning called it in—four days before. I can only imagine that he has
done that because he thought a different outcome is required. I want to put on record in the case of that
Selwyn Street property that I support the objectives of the museum and the Jewish community, but the
height is simply too great in that circumstance.
Further, in the City of Glen Eira, the Carnegie and Bentleigh townships are now under huge threat.
The government promised before the last election there would be proper mandatory height limits in
those centres, and those mandatory height limits are not being adhered to. There are now discretionary
height limits that are too open and too subject to fluidity, abuse and VCAT decisions that are frankly
not in keeping with the local community’s views and not in keeping with the desire to keep a village
atmosphere, not an atmosphere of tall towers. I say that Carnegie and Bentleigh are under the gun,
under the pump, and they are going to get the treatment—the Andrews Labor government treatment,
the Richard Wynne treatment—which will do huge damage.
The Markham estate, Bills Street, Surrey Hills and Mont Albert—in all of these democracy is being
torn away, and in each case dense development is likely to occur. This is changing the shape of our
suburbs. John Kennedy, the member for Hawthorn, is hopeless at protecting his community. He is not
prepared to stand up. He was not there at Bills Street the other day. Ms Crozier was there, and she was
leading the charge. I say that the member for Hawthorn was not prepared to fight in that circumstance.
That development, an intense development on a very small site, is going to impinge directly on
parkland. It is going to change the shape of that area with effectively a many-storey site and a huge
number of dwellings. I say it is intense—I say it is too intense—and I say the density of that
development is far beyond intense. And it is undemocratic, what is being done in that development.
The councils have had their powers stripped away by Richard Wynne, and the local community have
not had their say other than at the public meetings, which Mr Kennedy refuses to attend. I say he is
weak, I say he is vacillating and I say he is not prepared to stand up for his local community, and I
think they are increasingly becoming aware of that.
Further across in the City of Boroondara at the Markham estate there is a massive development
proposed there. This is the third attempt by the government to develop that site, and each time they
have come back with too intense, too many dwellings and too tall, in this case in an area that is right
next to parkland with one- or two-storey properties around. There is no traffic management plan. In
that area everyone supports public housing, and they do in this case too, but they do not support the
intensity of development, which is effectively a 4½-storey development—massive—across that site.
It will ruin the neighbourhood because of the traffic congestion, it will ruin the parkland vista and it
will change the shape and nature of that community, and it will do so undemocratically. Again the
government has torn powers from the local council, undemocratically ripping those powers from the
council and the community. In this case, along with many other cases, the community is increasingly
angry about the changes that are being made.
I say in the case of public housing that the community want to see public and social housing but they
want to see it at a density and in a shape that is satisfactory. They do not want to see a re-creation of
the dense clusters and towers we saw in the 1960s. That was botched, and it was the wrong way to go
in every respect. It was not the best outcome for people in those towers. I say local communities have
got to be involved and local councils should be the responsible authority. I have made a commitment
in the case of Bills Street that if we are elected next year we will actually make sure that the council is
the responsible authority, and the same with the University of Melbourne site—a site that the
government has got its eyes on to develop. I say that site too should be a matter for the City of
Boroondara as the responsible authority. (Time expired)
Rulings by the Chair
QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
The PRESIDENT (17:49): I have received a written request from Mr Davis seeking the
reinstatement of a number of questions on notice. Having reviewed the responses, I order that, one,
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part (2) and part (3)(a) and (b) of question on notice 630 be reinstated as the response does not
sufficiently address Mr Davis’s question; two, question on notice 1121 be reinstated as the response
does not address the full period of time that Mr Davis has requested information about; and three,
questions on notice 3219 to 3250 be reinstated as they do not specifically address the information
Mr Davis was seeking and there is not enough information on the website listed in the responses.
MEMBER CONDUCT
The PRESIDENT (17:50): On another matter, earlier this morning Ms Lovell raised a point of
order on Ms Shing’s comments to her motion. Having reviewed Hansard, I do not uphold the point of
order.
Adjournment
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (17:50): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

GREATER SHEPPARTON SECONDARY COLLEGE
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (17:51): My adjournment matter is to the Acting Premier and
concerns the fallout of his decision to amalgamate the four public secondary schools in Greater
Shepparton into the Greater Shepparton Secondary College. To cater for students living in Greater
Shepparton who have chosen not to attend the Greater Shepparton Secondary College, the action that
I seek from the Acting Premier is for him to ensure the establishment of adequate bus services from
Greater Shepparton for these students to attend secondary schools in Numurkah, Kyabram, Nathalia
and Echuca-Moama.
The controversial decision by the Andrews Labor government to close the four public secondary
schools in Shepparton and Mooroopna and open the one-campus Greater Shepparton Secondary
College has caused a myriad of problems in the local community. The plan has been plagued by
problems from the outset, from appointing and then removing the wrong person as executive principal
to implementing a disastrous transition model, and everything in between. The amalgamation of
students from the four schools together into unfamiliar surroundings across three different campuses
has resulted in constant incidents of terrifying violence and assault, the verbal and physical abuse of
teachers and many children suffering from unimaginable bullying and harassment.
Since the beginning of last year my office has been inundated with parents contacting me to express
grave concerns about the welfare of their children. The unacceptable reality is that many students are
afraid to now go to school. As a result, many students and parents have decided to leave Greater
Shepparton Secondary College and continue their secondary education at schools in nearby towns
such as Numurkah, Kyabram, Nathalia and Echuca-Moama. With no other public secondary school
available in Shepparton and all private schools already at capacity with long waiting lists, parents are
choosing to drive their children to Numurkah, Kyabram, Nathalia and Echuca-Moama to access both
public and private alternatives to the Greater Shepparton Secondary College.
With a lack of school bus services from Greater Shepparton to these towns, most parents are forced to
drive a 1-hour round trip twice a day to deliver their children to school, with some parents driving up
to 3 hours twice per day. In his role as Minister for Education, the Acting Premier is responsible for
creating this reality that is having a negative impact on families in Greater Shepparton. I call on him
in his current role as Acting Premier to ensure the establishment of adequate school bus services from
Greater Shepparton to the towns I have mentioned so that students can get to school safely.
TAFE FUNDING
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (17:53): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Training and Skills. The action I seek is for the minister to provide me with an update on how free
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TAFE continued to change people’s lives in 2020. Free TAFE has been a game changer for Victoria.
In its first year free TAFE had 118 per cent more women in free TAFE courses, double as many
learners with a disability, double the number of culturally and linguistically diverse students and a
75 per cent increase in enrolments in regional Victoria in courses such as nursing, cybersecurity,
horticulture, commercial cookery, civil construction and early childhood, just to name a few. Free
TAFE is building a pipeline of skilled workers for the jobs this government is creating. I am incredibly
proud to be part of a government that is delivering free TAFE. When we came to government TAFE
was in a terrible position. The previous government cut hundreds of millions of dollars out of TAFE
and left it to collapse. Our record on TAFE, on the other hand, is one of investment and making it
more accessible for Victorians.
Despite the COVID-19 pandemic TAFEs have continued to offer high-quality training across the state.
TAFEs rapidly adapted to online delivery and provided students who needed extra support with the
help they needed. Free TAFE has been an important part of our Andrews Labor government,
supporting Victorians to skill up for jobs. Minister, I would really value an update on how free TAFE
has changed people’s lives in its second year.
VICTIMS OF CRIME
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (17:54): My matter is for the Minister for Victim Support. It
relates to the processes currently being undertaken by the victims of crime commissioner, Fiona
McCormack, to develop a framework for compliance with the Victims of Crime Commissioner
Regulations 2020. In essence, these regulations govern the services provided by various organisations
to Victorian victims of crime, particularly those organisations’ obligations to comply with the
principles laid out in the state’s official victims charter. In theory, it is actually a really good idea to
strengthen that compliance. It is also desperately needed and is consistent with similar sentiment
elsewhere, including Canada, for example, where there has been considerable recent focus on
overhauling their victims bill of rights and thereby replicating best practice models in countries like
England and France.
However, I am puzzled by some of the aspects of how this process is occurring here in Victoria. Firstly,
it seems the commissioner was only asked to undertake this work either after or not long before the
regulations actually came into force. So she is not scheduled to complete this process at the earliest
until the regulations have already been in operation for around two years. Secondly, from reading a
discussion paper the commissioner released in March, it appears that it is purely the relevant
organisations and agencies themselves that are being invited to provide their perspectives and
feedback.
As happens far too often, it again seems there is not enough consideration or priority—maybe even
none in this case—being afforded to the needs and lived experiences of victims of crime themselves.
Anyone who has read the 2018 Victorian Law Reform Commission or the 2020 Centre for Innovative
Justice reports on victims of crime services and assistance in Victoria or indeed anyone who has talked
to even just a few victims of crime will know they almost all have very important stories to share about
how they have been let down by the current system. In a process such as this, I would therefore have
thought that those experiences and insights should have been regarded as incredibly instructive in
examining where and why the victims charter is being breached and how future breaches can best be
averted. So the action I seek from the minister is for her to provide a clear explanation of why victims
of crime have seemingly been excluded from consultation for the development of the compliance
framework and whether this apparent oversight will be rectified in the course of the remaining year of
the project.
VICTORIA POLICE PROCEDURES
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (17:57): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services. I recently visited 79-year-old Stuart Hart at his home in Gellibrand,
on 16 April. Mr Hart told me a harrowing story about his treatment at the hands of Victorian police
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officers, and I saw the photographs evidencing his injuries. On 17 March this year Stuart was in the
backyard of his Gellibrand home when he heard voices calling out from behind his fence. Stuart alleges
that two men in civilian clothes pushed open his gate with excessive force, knocking him off his
balance and then violently forced him to the ground. Stuart reports that he was told by the men that
they were police officers who were there to inspect his gun safe and that he was being recorded.
Mr Hart’s firearms were subsequently confiscated by those police officers. No search warrant or
justification for the seizure was provided.
Mr Hart suffered injuries which he describes as ‘of great pain and suffering’ from the incident. Mr Hart
recalls that the police officers called an ambulance for him as a consequence of these injuries, but left
him alone and unattended for the 40 minutes until the ambulance arrived and transported him to the
Colac hospital, where he was admitted for several hours. This appears to be an appalling way to treat
anybody, let alone by our police force towards an elderly gentleman. I can attest to Mr Hart’s frail
stature, and I cannot envisage him presenting a physical threat to two able-bodied police officers.
Mr Hart’s account of events should be investigated, and the action I seek is for the minister to clearly
outline the proper protocols required to be complied with by police officers when confiscating firearms.
TAFE FUNDING
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:59): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Training and Skills, and the action I seek is for the minister to provide me with an update on how free
TAFE is supporting women in Eastern Metropolitan Region. I am proud to be part of a government
where, in 2020, women represented 52.7 per cent of all enrolments in government-funded vocational
education and training.
We recognise the coronavirus pandemic disproportionately impacted women, and we have targeted
specific responses to meet this need. Women’s participation in nearly 30 free TAFE courses showed
an increase in 2020, including in traditionally male-dominated courses such as the diploma of building
and construction (building), which showed a 7 per cent increase compared to 2018, pre free TAFE,
and the advanced diploma of building surveying, which showed a 6 per cent increase over the same
period.
Among the excellent skills and training opportunities available under free TAFE are the diploma of
nursing and certificates III and IV in dental assisting. The government is also supporting a range of
counselling and support courses, including responding to family violence. In 2020 these courses
attracted 4523 government-funded enrolments, of which 73.4 per cent were female enrolments. We
have supported more women into TAFE because TAFE is an important driver of equality. Minister, I
would really value an update on how free TAFE will continue to address the gender divide in skills
and training and jobs for women in the Eastern Metropolitan Region.
RESIDENTIAL CARE FACILITIES
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (18:01): My adjournment matter is to the Minister for
Child Protection, and the action I seek is a review of the residential care units now managed by the
Department of Families, Fairness and Housing to discover the causes of the current crisis for youth in
care and how it can be overcome. I am deeply disturbed by the figures released by the Commission
for Children and Young People for 2019–20. There were more than 2000 cases where teens ran away
from residential units. There were more than 700 vulnerable teenagers in state-run residential care who
suffered serious physical and sexual abuse. Of those, 236 cases were of sexual exploitation. And,
probably the most alarming figure of all, 65 children and teenagers known to child protection services
died. Of those, 18 children were in residential care; that is over a quarter. Incidents in residential care
accounted for approximately three-quarters of the year’s total incidents even though this group of
children only make up approximately a 12th of the out-of-home care population.
Teenagers are placed in residential care for their own safety. Instead, in state-run facilities we see them
being subjected to violence and sexual abuse, and this is at an alarming rate. The commission also
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stated that one of the major problems was the premature closure of cases by authorities. Eleven child
death inquiries in the past year noted premature case closure, but six of those cases did not have the
risk properly assessed as they did not share or gather the information properly. This is not good enough.
We need to protect our children. That is what in-home care is all about. There should not be abuse of
any kind, and there should not be any deaths. This does not need money being thrown at it; it deserves
a good, hard, serious look at the system, what is going wrong, where the money is being spent and
how we can protect our children.
WEST GATE TUNNEL SOIL
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (18:04): My adjournment matter this evening is addressed to the
Acting Premier, and I must tell the Acting Premier that many of my constituents are bewildered.
Absolutely gobsmacked, they are, that despite the fact that they have supported the Labor Party for, in
many cases, generations in the western suburbs, they are being treated as second-class citizens by the
current Labor government. They cannot understand why their loyalty has been repaid with a
government that clearly has no respect for them or their families. The issue revolves around the
dumping of highly toxic soil in the west of Melbourne. As I am sure the house will remember, the first
place that was suggested was Wyndham Vale, and the member for Werribee, the Treasurer, Mr Pallas,
was very keen, apparently, to have that soil dumped at Wyndham Vale.
Mr Davis: On VicTrack land.
Mr FINN: Indeed. I understand that as a shareholder in Transurban he would have had a lot of
interest in ensuring that that soil went to Wyndham Vale. When it was pointed out to him that he had
a margin of about 3 or 4 per cent, he decided that perhaps it was not such a great idea after all.
Ms Crozier interjected.
Mr FINN: Well, do not get started on the youth justice. What a disaster. What a debacle. And then
it was decided the soil would go to Ravenhall and to Bulla and Sunbury. Now, the people living around
the Ravenhall tip, God almighty. I feel so sorry for them. They have had to put up with so much for
so long, and now they have to put up with PFAS. It is just a disgrace. It is despicable the way that they
have been treated. To have this highly toxic soil dumped near residential housing in Ravenhall is just
appalling, and it is just as appalling at Bulla. That of course is actually closer to Sunbury than it is to
Bulla. Indeed a new residential housing development is immediately across the road. Can you believe
the Minister for Planning, who gave the approval for the housing estate, is the same planning minister
who gave the approval for the toxic waste dump across the road? Can you believe that? It is quite
astonishing.
Mr Davis interjected.
Mr FINN: Well, Josh Bull has said bugger all to this point, I have got to tell you. Sorry, he has said
nothing to this point, I have to tell you. My constituents would like to know and would like an
explanation from the Acting Premier of why they are being treated as second-class citizens, and if they
are not, they would like him to show that they are not discriminated against by dropping these plans
for the toxic waste dumps.
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION ROAD MAINTENANCE
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (18:07): My adjournment matter is for Minister Carroll.
The action I seek from the Minister for Roads and Road Safety, Ben Carroll, is: can the minister please
provide an update on the Andrews Labor government’s $2.7 billion building works package, which
allocated $124 million to road maintenance programs to support shovel-ready projects, including more
than $192 million to enhance public transport maintenance to help with the economic recovery beyond
the COVID-19 pandemic? I look forward to updating my community on the progress of the program.

ADJOURNMENT
1612

Legislative Council

Wednesday, 5 May 2021

MEDICINAL CANNABIS
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (18:08): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Health.
In 2016 we saw photos of Daniel Andrews in a room full of cannabis in a secret facility in Victoria. It
has been five years and we have not seen any Victorian cannabis products on the market, or at least
no legal ones. The black market continues to thrive. A year ago we asked the government what it had
done with the cannabis that has been grown in Victoria over the last half a decade. We asked for a
kilogram figure of the amount of legal cannabis that has been brought to market. In the answer, the
government mentioned that some cannabis had been provided for research purposes, but it appears
that no cannabis grown in Victoria has made it to market. In Victoria cannabis takes about six months
to grow and, apparently, six years and counting to get through the red tape. This is why the Liberal
Democrats do not believe in a government monopoly scheme such as we see in Canada and as is the
Greens plan for cannabis legalisation.
The government’s idea of access to medicine is that 0.1 per cent of the population import a drug over
a five-year period. The minister explained that the development of pharmaceuticals is highly complex,
that it requires advanced, time-consuming scientific methods and extensive quality and safety
validation. This sounds like a reasonable excuse, except that similar products with equal requirements
for highly complex development which also require advanced scientific methods and which are also
subject to extensive quality and safety validation have been available for years in other countries. The
action I seek is for the minister to inform Victorians why more than six years of red tape is necessary
for a product that is legally available over the counter in many overseas jurisdictions, and when
Victorians will have access to Victorian-produced cannabis.
The problem is not that cannabis is difficult to grow; the problem is that government makes cannabis
difficult to access. This government wants to attract the decriminalisation vote while continuing the
war on drugs. In contrast, the Liberal Democrats just want to end the war on drugs. We want to allow
every person who needs an effective way to manage symptoms of Parkinson’s disease or epilepsy easy
access to the treatment. We want the people suffering from nausea, especially from the severe side
effects of chemotherapy, to be able to enjoy food. For many of those people, cannabis is what works.
We want all Victorians to have access to easy and cheap cannabis as a safe tool for dealing with pain.
The Liberal Democrats are proud to stand up for access to medicine. Why can’t this government do
the same?
ANZAC DAY
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (18:10): My matter for the
adjournment is for the attention of the Minister for Veterans in his own portfolio, and it relates to
Anzac Day, in particular the decisions that were made on the number of marchers that were allowed
at the march and the 1400-person limit at the dawn service. As I understand it, a decision was made
that 85 000 people could go to the MCG and 8000 could go to the march but just 1400 could go to the
dawn service at the Shrine of Remembrance. There was also a decision made that a wire fence—a
disgraceful wire fence, in my view—was to be erected. To see veterans and veterans’ families standing
there with their noses on that wire left in my mind a shocking image, an image that still agitates me
and many others.
As the minister responsible for veterans affairs your job is to look after the interests of veterans and to
work with other parts of government. So what I seek from you tonight is the release of the health
advice that said only a certain number could go to the shrine, only a certain number could march and
that there would be wire caging put in place. Why has that health advice not been released? It should
be in the public domain. My request for you today is that you, as minister for veterans affairs, release
that health advice on the wire cage, the numbers for the march and the numbers for the dawn service.
Can we see the health advice? Can we see the advice on which you relied in this particular case?
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MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH SERVICES
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (18:12): My adjournment matter tonight is for Minister
Foley. Recently I spoke to a constituent of mine, Michael Ray, who brought a very relevant issue to
my attention. Michael is a single father who has been raising his six-year-old daughter alone. He has
faced many barriers as a single father and is seeking fairness and equality for all families.
Today outdated gender and societal roles that are no longer applicable remain entrenched in our society
despite the negative consequences this has on families, children and the community. Gender inequity
is both structural and systematic, and it affects both women and men. I believe we need to support
fathers playing a bigger role in their children’s lives, and there are changes we can make now to help
this transition. In particular, the maternal and child health service is a vital resource that works with
families caring for babies and young children until they start school. This is a service that caters for all
families, whether they be parents working full time or whether the father is the primary caregiver.
However, this fact is not reflected in its name. I believe that changing the maternal and child health
service to the ‘parental and child health service’ would be a step in the right direction. It is so important
that we support men in their desire to be more connected and more respected for what they contribute
to our children’s lives. Making these changes not only supports men but also supports women.
Michael has shared with me the many struggles of being a single father. Even an activity as simple as
visiting a local park presents challenges. There are often no change tables in men’s bathrooms, forcing
Michael to make do by setting up under the shelter of a tree. Simple changes, such as introducing
change tables in men’s bathrooms where parents rooms are not available, can make a big difference.
Therefore the action I am asking the minister to take is: will this government recognise parents who
play an active role in their children’s lives by changing the name of the maternal and child health
service to the parental and child health service?
BILLS STREET, HAWTHORN, REDEVELOPMENT
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (18:14): My adjournment matter this evening is to the
Minister for Roads and Road Safety, and it relates to a number of roads around the Bills Street
redevelopment in Hawthorn. I have been raising this issue in various formats with various ministers
because this redevelopment does impact a number of ministers in the decision-making around how
the government has arrived at the scale and size and density, and the impacts to the local community.
Now, I have spoken about the impacts to the local community and the way that they have had no true
consultation. It has been a faux consultation from Homes Victoria. They have not bothered to turn up
to the community meetings, and the local member, Mr Kennedy, is completely out of his depth. He
had to get a staffer to get up and answer some questions from the residents the other day, and this just
is not good enough. One of the concerns is that with the 206 units that are going to be redeveloped on
this parcel of land there will be 165 spaces allocated to cars. But the question for the residents is that
the local streets are already congested, and importantly Auburn Road is a very busy road, and they
have got safety concerns around how that will be managed and the dangers to commuters and
pedestrians. They are requesting that a traffic light be looked at in this area so that ease of traffic could
occur. When this was raised at the council community meeting, the local member fobbed it off and
said it was a matter for council, but with this redevelopment the council does not have any say. The
legislation has precluded them from having any input into this project.
So it is all over the place. Whilst I understand that some local road management is undertaken by
council, this is a very large project being undertaken by the state government with Homes Victoria,
and the residents want answers to this. So the action I seek is for the minister to release any road
congestion studies that have been undertaken for the area on what impact the redevelopment will have
on local roads and on the general road congestion within the Bills Street vicinity.
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NED KELLY ARTEFACTS
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (18:17): I wish to raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Creative Industries, formerly the Minister for the Arts, related to the Ned
Kelly armour. I have been contacted by the Ned Kelly Sympathisers, which is a group of passionate
Victorians interested in the Ned Kelly story and its associated artefacts, regarding the display of the
Ned Kelly armour. As many members will be aware, traditionally the Ned Kelly armour was
displayed, I think from the 1960s, in the State Library Victoria until the library underwent
redevelopment. With the opening of the Victoria Gallery the armour has returned to public display.
However, it is not complete, and I am advised that it is not complete insofar as a shoulder plate is
missing because it is in the custody of Museum Victoria pending a loan agreement being worked out
between the State Library, which is responsible to the Minister for Creative Industries, and Museum
Victoria, which is also responsible to the Minister for Creative Industries.
Now, whether you have the view that in the Kelly story Ned Kelly is a villain, a hero or something in
between, it is widely accepted that that story and that era was a significant part of Victoria’s colonial
history and the artefacts are a significant part of Victoria’s history, and they deserve to be on public
display as they have traditionally been. The Premier, in announcing the launch of the Victoria Gallery
development five or six years ago, said that for too long library treasures had had to stay hidden
because of the lack of display space at the library. Given that, it is particularly galling that now that
the new display space has opened, the armour is being displayed in an incomplete state because of a
squabble, apparently, between two agencies responsible to the Minister for Creative Industries. The
two ends of his department cannot agree on displaying the shoulder plate and therefore the complete
suit of armour.
In a similar vein, I am advised that the Jerilderie letter, which set out Ned Kelly’s argument for what
occurred in that period, is also no longer on public display, with it being replaced by facsimile display
plates rather than the original letter. Now, there are numerous historic documents around the world,
including the Magna Carta, which are on public display, so it beggars belief that we cannot display the
original Jerilderie letter in the State Library Victoria. These are important public artefacts. They are
not playthings for the different agencies within the minister’s portfolio. So I call on the Minister for
Creative Industries to end the squabble between his two agencies, to ensure that the full suit of armour
is restored to display and to ensure that the Jerilderie letter in its original form is also put on display at
the State Library of Victoria.
RESPONSES
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (18:20): There were 13 adjournment matters from 13 different
MLCs tonight. They were directed to 10 different ministers. I will make sure that, other than the one
that Mr Davis has directed to me, they are directed to those ministers for responses appropriate to the
standing orders. I also have three written responses to previous debate matters from three different
MLCs.
Mr Davis raised an adjournment matter with me around the health advice about activities on Anzac
Day. It is easy for me to direct Mr Davis to the COVID-safe events website which is published by the
Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions. The process is that there are three different tiers of
COVID-safe public activities. There is a tier 1 event, where, if there are to be more than 5000 people
at a public event, it goes through a process with a number of panels. The person or the organisation
that wants to run that event puts a plan to those panels under tier 1, and their plan eventually gets ticked
off by the chief health officer—it was not the chief health officer’s plan, it was actually the RSL’s plan
for the march—and then it is ticked off by a committee of ministers.
The RSL applied for 5500 people to march. There was no cap from the government whatsoever. That
is what they applied for, and to their credit the amount of people who turned up was under that amount.
So there was no cap by the government. It was actually an application put through the COVID-safe
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public events process. I congratulate the RSL on coming from a position where they were concerned
whether they should have a march at all to actually putting on a march. I think they should be
acknowledged for that.
As far as the dawn service goes, that was a tier 2 event, where the organisation—this time it was the
Shrine of Remembrance trust—putting on an event for the dawn service only had to put in a
declaration about their COVID-safe plan. Their plan—there was no cap from the government—was
for that event to be attended by 1400 people. It was their plan for themselves, it was not the state
government’s plan. It was the trust’s plan for how they would actually maintain that number at the
event.
Now, this was not unique. Among other jurisdictions, in Adelaide there was a similar number if not
less at a dawn service and they actually had a fenced-off area to maintain their COVID-safe plan. If I
am not wrong, that is a Liberal government. In Canberra there was a similar plan as well. They actually
did have a fenced-off event with limited numbers where the Prime Minister was under their COVIDsafe plan. New South Wales actually had a very small number at their dawn service—they limited it
to a very few people—and my understanding is that there were similar processes there as well.
I have got to say I wish there was no global pandemic, like everyone else—like the RSL, like the
shrine. People compare these events to the football. Well, for Port Adelaide versus St Kilda there was
nearly a full house at that stadium. The NRL in Sydney had about 55 000 people that night as well.
These are ticketed events. The issue that proponents had in putting in their plans was that it is very
hard to control walk-up events.
Members interjecting.
Mr LEANE: The opposition can yell as much as they want, but these are the facts. I seriously, like
everyone else, wish there was not a global pandemic. I wish the COVIDSafe app that the federal
government announced a year ago, which was supposed to give us all freedom and solve all these
walk-up events, worked. It did not work. I wish that more people were vaccinated. You know, the PM
was out there telling us we were all going to be vaccinated. I wish more people were vaccinated. The
opposition can bleat and carry on—I know you do not like the facts and they hurt you. You can bleat
and carry on as much as you like, but they are the facts of the matter. That was the process, a clear
process. I mean, if you want to carry on about the event at the—
Mr Davis: On a point of order, President, it was a very clear question about the health advice and
the release of it. Now, what is on the website is not the health advice. What is on the website is a set
of guidelines and rules. He must have seen this advice. He must have seen what the chief health officer
or the relevant committee put forward. He either saw it or he did not. If he did not see it, he is culpable.
If he did see it, he should release it.
The PRESIDENT: Mr Davis, I understand your point of order. I know it is an adjournment matter,
but your comments during the adjournment related to the football game as well. Minister, please, this
is the response to the adjournment.
Mr LEANE: I have given that, and there is no point of order. I have given the facts of the matter.
I mean, the outrage about the fence around the shrine—as I said, I wish there was not a global
pandemic. And if the opposition was so outraged, maybe the opposition leader should not have gone
through the fence and gone to that event in the morning, but those are the facts of the matter. As far as
I am concerned, this issue has been dispatched.
The PRESIDENT: The house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 6.27 pm.
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Written adjournment responses
Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.

Wednesday, 5 May 2021
NILLUMBIK PLANNING SCHEME
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (1 September 2020)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing):
The Victorian Government is acting on its election commitment to permanently tighten planning controls to
better protect Melbourne’s Green Wedges and is progressing a review to update planning controls to ensure
Green Wedge areas are used appropriately.
Nillumbik Planning Scheme Amendments C130 and C131 seek to amend the schedules to the Green Wedge
and Rural Conservation Zones to implement an additional planning permit requirement for earthworks.
Amendment C130 seeks my intervention to prepare and approve the amendment to put an interim control in
place while the council undertakes a full amendment for a permanent control under Amendment C131. I have
authorised the council to prepare Amendment C131 to enable it to publicly exhibit the amendment and seek
submissions.
In regard to the request for an interim control, I have determined that Amendment C130 does not meet the
tests to warrant my intervention. The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) has
commenced the Planning for Melbourne’s Green Wedges and Agricultural Land project. It is appropriate that
the overarching issue of soil importation, large-scale earthworks and associated land uses are properly
considered through this project. It would be premature for me to intervene at this time.
In early 2020, DELWP commenced consultation with councils and relevant authorities, however, due to
coronavirus (COVID-19) restrictions, it was determined that it was in the best interest of public health to delay
any additional consultation and the public review process. On 26 November 2020, consultation with the
public and stakeholder organisations opened for 10 weeks, with comments being sought by 5 February 2021.
Approximately 880 submissions have been received to the Planning for Melbourne’s Green Wedges and
Agricultural Land Discussion Paper. The submissions are currently being reviewed and a report on the issues
within the submissions and next steps will be finalised by DELWP by mid-2021. A decision on this important
issue will then be able to be made after this.
I am advised that Nillumbik Shire Council has investigated compliance and commenced enforcement
proceedings for soil-related activities on multiple properties within its municipal area. Enforcement of the
Nillumbik Planning Scheme is the responsibility of the council. It would be inappropriate for me to meet with
the council at this time.

ANGLESEA MINE REHABILITATION
In reply to Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (10 December 2020)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources):
As Minister for Resources, I assure you that the Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions is working closely
with Alcoa and co-regulators to ensure that the rehabilitation of the former Anglesea Coal Mine results in a
safe, stable and sustainable landform, regardless of the final end use of the site. This has included regular
meetings to discuss the progress of the project and advise on the approval pathways.
That said, there are complex matters that need to be thoroughly investigated to properly inform the final
approval for the rehabilitation of the site. I have been advised that the 12-month pumping test will provide
crucial data to help answer the question regarding the suitability of groundwater for Alcoa’s rehabilitation
planning.
I welcome the partnership between Alcoa and the Eden Project in their pursuit to develop the site as an ecotourism project should this be compatible with the rehabilitation objectives of the site. If successful, I agree
with Mr Meddick that this would present a great opportunity for Anglesea, the greater Surf Coast region and
Victoria as a whole.
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LAKE NAGAMBIE DEVELOPMENT
In reply to Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (4 March 2021)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing):
The proposal at 50 Elloura Drive, Nagambie is for the removal of native vegetation, comprising 51 large trees,
to facilitate the construction of an approved residential village. The development would contain 245 dwellings
for individuals over the age of 50.
I have decided to intervene in this matter, but no decision has been made about whether a planning permit
should be issued for the proposal.
I became aware of the proposal after the proponent, Elloura Nagambie Pty Ltd, applied to the Building
Victoria’s Recovery Taskforce to expedite its planning approval. The taskforce recommended that I intervene
as the proposal is shovel ready; generally aligns with state and local planning policy; and because the proposal
has been significantly delayed by a proceeding at the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT).
The proposal has a total investment value of $150 million and would create or safeguard 200 construction
jobs and 10 ongoing jobs.
On 7 February 2021, I called in the VCAT proceeding that relates to the proposal and referred the matter to
the Priority Projects Standing Advisory Committee for independent review as well as for advice and
recommendations on the proposal. The advisory committee is required to consider any submissions and
objections from members of the community that have been referred to it. I have asked it to consider the
proposal’s consistency with relevant state and local policy on the removal of native vegetation.
The advisory committee has already convened to review the matter. It will shortly provide me with a report
containing advice and recommendations about whether a planning permit should be issued and, if not,
whether a reduction in the number of trees to be removed would result in a more acceptable planning outcome.
Following receipt of the advisory committee’s report, I will make a recommendation to the Governor in
Council about a determination on the proposal.

