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Tuesday, 22 June 2021
The PRESIDENT (Hon. N Elasmar) took the chair at 11.36 am and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (11:36): On behalf of the Victorian state Parliament I acknowledge the
Aboriginal peoples, the traditional custodians of this land which has served as a significant meeting
place of the First People of Victoria. I acknowledge and pay respect to the elders of the Aboriginal
nations in Victoria past, present and emerging and welcome any elders and members of the Aboriginal
communities who may visit or participate in the events or proceedings of the Parliament.
Bills
APPROPRIATION (2021–2022) BILL 2021
APPROPRIATION (PARLIAMENT 2021–2022) BILL 2021
GAMBLING REGULATION AMENDMENT (WAGERING AND BETTING TAX) BILL
2021
STATE TAXATION AND MENTAL HEALTH ACTS AMENDMENT BILL 2021
Royal assent
The PRESIDENT (11:37): I have a message from the Governor, dated 16 June:
The Governor informs the Legislative Council that she has, on this day, given the Royal Assent to the
undermentioned Act of the present Session presented to her by the Speaker:
19/2021

Appropriation (2021–2022) Act 2021

20/2021

Appropriation (Parliament 2021–2022) Act 2021

I have another message, dated 16 June:
The Governor informs the Legislative Council that she has, on this day, given the Royal Assent to the
undermentioned Act of the present Session presented to her by the Clerk of the Parliaments:
21/2021

Gambling Regulation Amendment (Wagering and Betting Tax) Act 2021

22/2021

State Taxation and Mental Health Acts Amendment Act 2021

Announcements
COVID-19
The PRESIDENT (11:38): I remind members that there are no changes to the special arrangements
for the operation of the chamber. It is according to what happened the last week in relation to COVID19. It is compulsory to wear a mask in the chamber unless you are speaking to a bill or whatever. The
two doors behind me are still the entry to the chamber, and that door there is the exit. The house will
break at approximately 4.00 pm for 15 minutes for cleaning of the chamber. Members may submit
their contributions to the second-reading debate of any bill considered in the house for incorporation
in Hansard, and members should email those contributions to the table office by the time the house
adjourns. Divisions will continue to operate under the temporary orders agreed to by the house on
23 April 2020. Therefore members will be asked to stand in their place during a division.
Questions without notice and ministers statements
SEVERE WEATHER EVENT
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (11:40): My question is for the
Leader of the Government. Minister, I refer to the terrible damage done in the Dandenongs by the
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extraordinary storm on 8 and 9 June. Minister, you are a member of the crisis committee of cabinet.
Did the committee meet to plan and coordinate the state’s response to this dire emergency? If so, on
what date? If not, why not?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (11:40): Mr Davis, the Coordinating Ministers Council does not deal with emergency
situations. That would be the Security and Emergency Management Committee, and SEMC has met
indeed numerous times in relation to this incident and brings together relevant ministers, including the
minister for energy, the acting minister for emergency services and others. Of course we meet regularly
with appropriate bureaucrats, such as Andrew Crisp and the State Control Centre, and receive briefings
and indeed discuss next steps.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (11:41): Thank you, Minister. In
the context of that committee meeting, will you give a commitment to the house that all power will be
back on in the Dandenongs by 10 July?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (11:41): I would acknowledge that loss of power for Victorians is indeed very disruptive,
very harmful, and the longer the duration the harder it is for those communities. It is important to
provide support and ongoing updates in relation to the hard work of those that are out there attempting
to reconnect power. First of all, I am not in a position to give a commitment following discussions of
a cabinet committee. As is my practice in this house, I am all too willing to try and answer questions
that members put, but it is not going to be my practice to take on the ministerial responsibilities of all
members of the committees that I happen to be a member of. So in terms of the specifics of your
question, they would be better directed to the minister for energy.
COMMERCIAL PASSENGER VEHICLE INDUSTRY
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (11:42): My question today is for the Attorney-General,
representing the Minister for Industrial Relations. Last week Fair Work Australia announced a 2.5 per
cent pay rise for the most underpaid workers in this country, which will equate to an additional 49 cents
an hour. This is on top of a 1.75 per cent increase last year. This is absolutely needed. However, this
minimum wage increase does not address the vulnerability of those who work in the gig economy or
those impacted by the gig economy. Taxidrivers are sometimes working at half the minimum wage—
no superannuation, no annual leave, no carers leave, no sick leave—so my question is: what is the
government doing to ensure that these vulnerable transport workers can receive a living wage?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (11:43): I thank for Mr Barton for his question, and indeed I will pass that on to Minister
Pallas, the Minister for Industrial Relations, for a detailed response. But I would like to thank
Mr Barton for his continued efforts in raising these important issues, of course acknowledging that a
minimum wage increase, which was advocated for by the Victorian government through a submission
that was put through to that process, was certainly something that we were committed to. But I do
acknowledge the points that you make. There are people that fall through the cracks, and gig economy
workers are certainly some of those. These are important matters that require a response from both
federal and state governments, and I will get you more details in relation to efforts from the Victorian
government in due course.
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (11:44): Thank you, Minister. Rideshare companies have
been allowed to determine their own ride fares. They have chosen to subsidise travel on some trips to
gain market share and undercut competitors and then surge prices at other times to exploit demand.
Taxis are not given the same luxury. Maximum fares for taxi services are determined by the Essential
Services Commission. The 2017 transport reforms were intended to create a level playing field, and I
can say with absolute certainty there is no level playing field. So my question is: why is the government
treating these transport workers differently to the other transport workers, such as the rideshare
operators?
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Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (11:44): I will certainly pass on Mr Barton’s second question to the minister.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: MELBOURNE GENOMICS HEALTH ALLIANCE
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (11:45): Genomic sequencing is at
the forefront of medical research. It can help save lives and improve quality of life for Victorians by
speeding up the diagnosis of a range of medical conditions. This morning it was my great pleasure to
join the Acting Premier, James Merlino, and the member for Ivanhoe, Anthony Carbines, at the Austin
to announce the controlling superbugs clinical project. We were very pleased to support this work
through $35 million of funding announced for the Melbourne Genomics Health Alliance in last year’s
budget. This was in addition to $25 million invested in the alliance in 2015, which is already resulting
in better patient care for Victorians.
The project will use genomic testing alongside more common methods to detect and stop potential
superbug outbreaks before they become a threat. This world-leading research also involves building a
library of genomic data on superbugs to inform the creation of new life-saving drugs and diagnostic
tests. This work is vital right now because superbugs are adapting to resist every antibiotic currently
on the market and are a global problem. We support this project because genomic testing is a new line
of defence in the global fight against superbugs, protecting hospital patients who are particularly
vulnerable to infection, including those in intensive care, those with cancer and transplant recipients.
Researchers have already detected more than 600 superbug infections that would not have been picked
up through standard testing alone, allowing hospitals to prevent further spread.
I would like to thank Dr Norelle Sherry, who leads the controlling superbugs project, and her
colleagues for their important work. I would also like to thank Eddy Sara for sharing his story today
and to thank the Austin Health and Melbourne Genomics teams for their incredible work on this
important project. Our medical research has produced results that change and save lives every day.
We have backed them, and we will continue to support their amazing efforts.
SEVERE WEATHER EVENT
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (11:47): My question is to the Leader of the Government
and minister representing the Acting Premier. Minister, it was clear to anyone who visited the
Dandenongs and Gippsland following the terrible, terrifying storm of 8 and 9 June that the level of
destruction required the support of the ADF, as it was and remains beyond the capacity of the
incredibly hardworking volunteers and other emergency services responders to deal with the volume
of destruction. Minister, why did it take the Acting Premier nine days for the request of 120 ADF
members to be made by the state of Victoria to the commonwealth to support this important recovery
effort?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (11:47): Mr O’Donohue, your question, I believe, was to the Acting Premier through me,
correct?
Mr O’Donohue: It is for you to answer the question—an important question.
Ms SYMES: Well, no. Your question was to me on behalf of the Acting Premier, but then your
question asked, ‘Why did the Acting Premier do something?’, so it was just a quite confusing direction
of your question. But considering your question is in relation to issues that you would like the Acting
Premier to address, I am certainly happy to pass that on to him. As many in this house would be aware,
he is a resident of the Dandenong Ranges and is all too familiar with the devastation that has impacted
that community. My understanding is that the ADF, the SES and a number of first responders were on
the ground immediately in the aftermath of the extreme weather events, dealing with those
consequences.
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I do thank the ADF for helping to support the Victorian government response. Indeed, the Department
of Jobs, Precincts and Regions secured generators through Bunnings and purchased others, and I know
that the ADF are doing a great job in helping the Victorian government disseminate those to those that
are still without power, and those efforts will continue. But as for the substantive question that has
been directed to the Acting Premier, I am more than happy for him to supplement my answer to
Mr O’Donohue.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (11:49): I am concerned the Leader of the Government may
have misled the house when she said that the ADF was on the ground immediately after the storm.
That is the whole purpose of the question. The ADF was not on the ground immediately after the storm
because your government failed to put a request—
Mr Leane interjected.
Mr O’DONOHUE: To pick up Mr Leane’s interjection, that is exactly what she said. Those were
her words—‘in the immediate aftermath’—and they were not. That left a huge burden on the local
community and the first responders, and we lost a week. We lost a week when the ADF could have
been on the ground doing the work they are doing now, supporting the local community and the local
responders, when there are thousands of people in the Dandenongs who are without power and who
are doing it tough in a very cold environment. Minister, does the government accept that its failure to
request ADF support has led to vulnerable elderly residents of the Dandenongs being stuck at home
for days and days, isolated and afraid, when if such support had been requested the necessary welfare
checks and other measures would have been undertaken?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (11:50): To clarify, Mr O’Donohue, ADF planners were on the ground making
assessments and working with the Victorian government in the aftermath of the event.
Members interjecting.
Ms SYMES: Straight after the event. So, no, I do not accept that I was misleading the house. In
relation to all of the efforts that have gone into responding to the vulnerable communities and the
impact of these extreme weather events, we know that this will be an ongoing effort. And I do thank
all of the agencies, whether they are federal or state, and indeed community organisations that are out
there doing their best to ensure that we get the most vulnerable supported and the power back on.
Those efforts will be continuing, and as you may have seen, we have had lots of representation and
people on the ground making sure that we are able to communicate with those that may have had
difficulty contacting the services they need. Hubs have been established, and those efforts will continue.
ROAD FUNDING
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (11:51): My question is for the Treasurer in the other
place. The Better Roads Victoria Trust Account receives money from the Consolidated Fund as well
as revenue raised from fines paid under the Road Safety Act 1986 for road safety camera or speed
detector offences and fines paid in respect of the prescribed offences determined from time to time by
the Treasurer. The money in this trust account is spent as the Treasurer determines for the repair and
upgrade of roads and level crossings throughout Victoria. A third of the total funds may be expended
by the Treasurer as the Treasurer sees fit. Will the Treasurer detail where those funds have been
expended in the last financial year?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (11:52): I thank Dr Cumming for her question in relation to road expenditure and in
particular the fund that she has identified. I will seek some further instructions and get an answer to
you as soon as possible.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (11:52): Thank you, Attorney. I look forward to the
Treasurer’s response. Almost all goods in Melbourne and more than 80 per cent of goods in country
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Victoria are transported by road. Much of the Victorian economy, including tourism, depends on the
effective management of the road network. Currently at least 33 per cent of the fund is to be spent in
outer suburban and interface communities and at least 33 per cent in rural and regional Victoria. Surely
regional Victoria needs more money for roads when they are vital for goods and tourism. Will the
Treasurer relinquish his discretion and allow for all funds to be spent on the repair and upgrade of
roads and level crossings and establish a more equitable split, with more funds allocated in regional
Victoria? It is a third, a third and a third at the moment.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (11:53): I thank Dr Cumming for her very specific question in relation to the allocation of
those fundings. I do—
Members interjecting.
Ms SYMES: Obviously there are ministers in the house that are a bit more familiar with transport
expenditure than me, but I am more than happy to add that to your first question and get you a detailed
response. I do understand that there is equitable distribution of those fundings, but in terms of how it
is allocated, I am sure I can get more details in relation to that.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: YALLOURN COALMINE
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (11:54): I would like to use this opportunity to thank and highlight the work and dedication
of departmental staff, government agencies, companies and indeed community members in the valley
who have been responding to extreme weather events and doing the work needed to protect the
obviously significant assets there that power our state. As the Minister for Resources, earth resources
regulation is playing an important supportive role in helping the Department of Environment, Land,
Water and Planning and the community come to terms with what has happened at the Yallourn mine
and the risks that are presented.
As we know, on 11 June a significant rainfall event caused cracking within the east bank of the
Morwell River diversion, and the cracking occurred in the vicinity of the Maryvale field at Energy
Australia’s Yallourn coalmine, which is the current coal extraction area. On 17 June the Governor in
Council, on the recommendation of the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, made
a proclamation under the Electricity Industry Act 2000 declaring a state of energy emergency.
The proclamation means that part 6 of the act applies, which enables the minister for energy to give
any directions that the minister thinks necessary to avoid or manage the severe risks of flooding at the
mine. The earth resources regulator is supporting this important work and the emergency response. It
is being led by DELWP, and we are providing specialist geotechnical advice on the incident at the
Yallourn mine. We have got people on the ground, and I know even today they are out there with their
continued inspection of this site.
The government is working on all options to divert the water to ensure remediation works can occur,
and we will certainly have more to say on those options in the coming days and weeks. Our immediate
focus is of course on understanding the nature of the cracking and to undertake immediate repairs. The
recent cracks do appear to be linked to a previously undetectable weakness in the ground between the
diversion channel and the active mine field. Once we ensure the stability of the site and mitigate the
risks, it will be important for us to look at how the event happened and what we can learn from it.
Detailed geotechnical and hydrotechnical investigations are underway to inform of course the
important remedial work as well as future preventative measures, all in order to keep that community
safe and the power on.
SEVERE WEATHER EVENT
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (11:56): My question is to the Leader of the Government. I
again refer to the enormous storm event that took place on the night of Wednesday the 8th and the
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morning of the 9th of June that caused of course so much damage to my electorate and other parts of
Victoria, including the Dandenongs and Gippsland. Minister, today is two weeks since the incident.
As at 11.15 this morning there are approximately 1919 Victorian AusNet customers who are without
power, and many may be off the grid until 10 July or indeed after, noting your failure to provide a
guarantee to Mr Davis. Minister, just a week ago, until Wednesday, 16 June, the Acting Premier and
his minister were assuring residents that the power would be returned within days. How did the
Andrews Labor government and the Acting Premier get it so wrong, which has caused so much angst
and stress and discomfort to so many of the Acting Premier’s own constituents?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (11:57): Mr O’Donohue, these are important matters, and obviously our thoughts and
efforts are with the communities that have been impacted by these extreme weather events. In relation
to the progressive works that energy companies are completing, we are continuing to provide in real
time information to those affected. Of course this is a weather event where trees came down on
powerlines, and trees continue to fall down because of the instability that was created throughout the
winds and rain of last week. So, Mr O’Donohue, my commitment to you on behalf of the government
is continued efforts and continued information being provided to all of those impacted and every
attention being paid to restoring that power as soon as possible. We will continue to work with those
responsible agencies, and as I indicated in my previous response, there are hundreds of generators that
are being distributed to those that are without power—
Members interjecting.
Ms SYMES: Bunnings have been great in responding to the government’s request to donate the
amount of generators that were purchased by the Victorian government. Regardless of how the
message gets out that the generators are available, I would welcome anybody to be talking about those
efforts, because we want the right support getting to the people that are most in need, and as I indicated,
these will be ongoing efforts because we know that storm damage and power outages do not just get
resolved quickly. Those efforts will continue.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (11:59): Minister, thank you for the answer. Your answer is
interesting, because you talk about hundreds of generators, noting there are thousands of Victorians
without power in the Dandenongs. You talk about the rollout of the generators, but the rollout of the
generators was delayed because your estimate about how long the power would be out for was wrong.
It was not wrong by a day or two days, it was wrong by weeks, and I can only imagine how difficult
it is for those residents who are in subzero temperatures without power and without knowledge of
what is going on. So my question to you by way of supplementary, Minister, is: what processes,
independent of the private energy provider, does government undertake to assure itself that the advice
it is receiving from the third-party energy provider is accurate?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:00): Mr O’Donohue, this is a collective effort. The energy providers, the relevant
ministers and the departments are all focused on ensuring that the communities are supported and
vulnerable members that are without power have access to the generators and support that they need,
or indeed alternative accommodation. There are hardship payments that are available, and I would
encourage all members, particularly those in the regions, to continue to publicise the availability of
those. And if there is anybody that is falling between the cracks, please let us know, because there is
support available.
URBAN VEGETATION
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:00): My question is to the minister representing the
Minister for Planning. In March 2020 Monash City Council raised serious concerns with the minister
about protecting tree canopy cover, as trees continue to be removed without a permit and there is no
ability to enforce a replacement. Developers continue clearing land and removing trees for
convenience rather than necessity. In July 2019 the City of Monash sought interim controls to adopt
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the Monash Urban Landscape and Canopy Vegetation Strategy. However, the minister refused such
controls. Council then proposed amendment C153 to introduce a landscape overlay, requiring a permit
to remove canopy trees. The minister has withheld authorisation, and after 18 months of discussion
with council there is no word from the minister as to the status of the authorisation. Can the minister
please advise when this can be approved so council can actually get on with the job of protecting
canopy trees?
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:01): I thank Mr Hayes for his question. I will refer it to the Minister for Planning and seek a written
response in accordance with the standing orders.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:02): Thank you, Minister. Canopy vegetation in urban
areas across the state continues to decline rapidly. Monash City Council has set targets to achieve
30 per cent canopy cover by 2040. Current estimates show tree canopy cover of 14.2 per cent, which
requires Monash to more than double its tree canopy over the next 20 years. Between 2014 and 2018
the City of Monash had an annual net loss of 74 hectares of canopy cover, which accounts for 11 per
cent of the total urban canopy loss across metropolitan Melbourne. It is not only Monash council who
have the issue; it is across the board. I understand that work is in progress on statewide tree controls
for urban areas, and I ask the minister if he can provide more information and time frames on this
project.
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:03): Again I will seek a written response from the Minister for Planning.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: KINDER TICK
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:03): I rise to update the house on the new support the Andrews Labor government is providing to
parents and caregivers to make it as easy as possible to enrol their children in three- and four-year-old
kindergarten. Last week we launched the new Find a Kinder website, which will enable parents and
carers to locate Kinder Tick approved programs close to home. With one simple click parents will see
all local kinder programs and their contact details. We have also ensured it is as accessible as possible,
with translations across 108 different languages. Parents and carers will also be able to contact a
dedicated Department of Education and Training inquiry line if they need support to navigate the
kinder enrolment process. Support in multiple languages is also available where required. These
resources for families are in addition to the Kinder Tick signage that the Labor government provided
to every kinder program across the state. No matter where you live in Victoria, when you see the
Kinder Tick you know your child will be receiving a government-approved, teacher-led, play-based
program.
As we continue to roll out our landmark reform of three-year-old kindergarten across Victoria next
year, we want to ensure every child has access to high-quality early learning. Whether that is a kinder
program in a standalone service or a long day care centre, we want all children to receive the benefits
and opportunities associated with kindergarten. These supports are just part of our investment in the
2021–22 Victorian budget of $167.1 million to continue the rollout of Australian-first funded threeyear-old kinder, a $5 billion investment over the decade.
COVID-19
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:04): My question is to the Minister for Small
Business. Minister, the ski industry was virtually wiped out last year due to Victoria’s long second
lockdown. Last week the government mandated that anyone from Melbourne requires a COVID-19
test 72 hours prior to visiting an alpine resort. This decision has already seen a major accommodation
provider have 70 per cent of bookings for last weekend cancelled in an afternoon, so I ask: what
consultation did you, as small business minister, have with alpine resorts regarding this decision made
by the government?

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE AND MINISTERS STATEMENTS
2308

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 22 June 2021

Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (12:05): I thank Ms Crozier for her
question and for her concern about operators in and around our alpine resorts. The restrictions,
including the recent requirement just this last week for people to have a test if from Melbourne and
going to the alpine resorts, have had a significant impact on attendance. I am not much of a ski bunny,
but I think it was the opening weekend and a very popular time for people to visit, and this is a sector
like some but perhaps more acutely impacted than many because of the consequences of last year’s
lockdown running through almost all of the season and only regional guests being able to attend.
We are certainly very conscious of the significant impact of both the current arrangements but also the
cumulative effect over two seasons, and we recognise that for a lot of industries and for a lot of
businesses there is a year-round opportunity to recover and rebuild stocks and rebuild finances but that
for some this is not the case at all. And of course the snow season is quite short in this part of the world,
so the impacts are known and understood. The government has, in recognition of this, provided support
to the alpine resorts. Grants of up to $15 000 are available, and operators have been working closely
with my department. Minister Pakula is the minister responsible for the administration of that program,
but I am acting in his portfolios this week, so it is certainly one that I am responsible for as we speak.
In terms of consultation, the decision was made based on the public health advice. The chief health
officer and the public health team provide advice to government. The chief health officer has answered
extensive questions, as I understand, on the particularly high risk nature of that environment and the
activity that occurs in the way that people congregate and has provided his reasoning for his advice
that has been the underpinning of those directions.
So we are certainly very conscious of the impact and are providing support to those affected, but it is
of the utmost importance for the entire Victorian community that there are no COVID-19 infections
on the mountain, in the alpine resorts, because of the nature of the risk associated with that. But, again,
all health advice is continually reviewed, and the government will be making further announcements
later in the week as the current period of restrictions comes to an end.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:08): Thank you, Minister, for your response. I note
that you did not actually answer the question in relation to the consultation that you had, as Minister
for Small Business, into this industry, so I do take that on board and understand that you did reference
the cumulative effect of these two seasons and the impact that the lockdowns have had on this very
important sector, especially for the Victorian economy. You also mentioned in your response to my
question the public health advice. The government has not provided an end date to this mandated
requirement, so I am just wondering whether you would explain to the house why there is no end date
to this advice, or will you release the health advice that you have been privy to so that the industry can
actually understand why the government has this ongoing requirement?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (12:09): Well, I think getting drawn
on the health advice that other states are using is about 3 miles wide of my responsibilities even in the
roles that I am acting in this week. But in response to the public health advice, somebody is available
to the media from the public health team, typically the chief health officer or the deputy chief health
officer or the health minister, to speak to the advice.
Ms Crozier: They just talk to it. They do not provide it.
Ms PULFORD: Well, they do, actually. The current arrangements and the current orders are in
place for a week. I am not the minister for health directions, but as the shadow minister for health
directions you should probably know that.
Mr Davis: On a point of order, President, the minister was asked a very specific question about the
health advice: can she provide it and will she provide it? She can. Why won’t she?
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The PRESIDENT: There is no point of order.
Ms PULFORD: On the point of order, President, we do this a lot. The pandemic has been going
for 15 months. I am not the Minister for Health. The Minister for Health is Martin Foley. The health
advice is provided. You all know the answer to this because this question is answered every day and
has been answered every day for 15 months. The chief health officer has answered these questions in
the public domain.
The PRESIDENT: If there is no further on the point of order, I rule it out.
SENTENCING AND BAIL REFORM
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:11): My question is to the Attorney-General, Ms Symes.
I understand that during this term of Parliament cabinet has been considering substantial changes to
Victoria’s sentencing and bail laws. I also understand that among the potential changes canvassed in
that process have been the abolition of all prison sentences of less than six months, the downgrading
of the seriousness of a number of offences to summary or minor offences and the reversal of other
outcomes of the Coghlan review of the bail system. Attorney, especially given the currently high levels
of criminal recidivism and considerable public dissatisfaction with sentencing practices, can you
guarantee to Victorians that the government will not be relaxing laws already widely seen as
prioritising the interests of offenders over community safety?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:12): I thank Ms Maxwell for her question. Ms Maxwell, whilst I am happy to answer
your question, I would correct some of the contentions that you make in relation to cabinet discussions.
Although it is not my practice to talk about what is discussed and what is not discussed at cabinet,
some of the points that you have made certainly have not been discussed at cabinet, so I am not quite
sure of the basis of your question. It sort of makes it a little bit difficult to answer in great detail when
the foundation of your question has faults in it.
However, in saying that, in relation to the Victorian government’s commitment to keeping the
community safe, we are always looking at and consulting on sentencing practices, bail reform and the
like, and I have made no secret of the fact that I like to have conversations with people about the justice
system and how it operates. In relation to sentencing outcomes, I am certainly committed that those
are transparent and consistent with community expectations and that serious offences are treated with
serious consequences, and that is certainly why we have made custodial sentences the only option for
over 30 serious offences and the like. When it comes to bail, as you have identified, there have been
experts that have provided advice to government in relation to how bail should operate, and we
continue to take advice from the experts and listen to victims and listen to those that are working in
the system.
Whilst I can give you a commitment that this government will focus on community safety and putting
victims at the forefront of our responses to justice systems, it is a little difficult to respond to the
specifics of your question. But I am more than happy, as always, to continue conversations, because I
know that these are matters that are very important to you and your party.
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:14): Thank you, Attorney. A lot of that question was
derived actually from an article in the Age on 15 May. In December 2016 Premier Daniel Andrews
said, and I quote:
… the judiciary need to hear the very clear message coming from the Victorian community …
The safety of the community has got to come first when you’re talking about sentencing and the
administration of the justice system in our state …

And:
… I’m concerned to make sure that we have a tough statute book.
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So in light of your answer to my first question, Attorney, I now ask if those comments from the Premier
are no longer an accurate reflection of the government’s position.
The PRESIDENT: Ms Maxwell, I know you referred to a quote from the Premier, but can you
advise the house where you got that quote from?
Ms MAXWELL: Where the quote has come from? I do not have it directly in front of me, but I
can guarantee that the quote was made.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:16): Ms Maxwell, the government through our efforts have always put community
safety and the rights of victims at the forefront of looking at changes to the judicial system, responding
to community attitudes. Our bail reforms require judges to prioritise community safety, for example,
so there is no diluting of those efforts. But coming back to the combination of your two questions, we
are always looking at reforms. I make no apologies for that. We want to respond to community
expectations. We want to make sure the system is working well. Hearing from the courts and hearing
from those that work in the legal profession and indeed those that have gone through the criminal
justice system is all part of my job, and that is what we are focused on in keeping the community safe
and keeping up with community expectations.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: RMIT UNIVERSITY
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:17): This morning it was my pleasure to announce the Andrews Labor government’s
$44.6 million investment in RMIT’s CBD north precinct activation project. Through our $350 million
Victorian Higher Education State Investment Fund we are helping universities to realise their
longstanding goals, establishing partnerships that drive innovation and growth and ultimately support
our social and economic recovery.
This project focuses on four complementary work streams, including $14.4 million for capital works
and research. This will include the establishment of a new multifaith and wellbeing centre and an
Asian trade and innovation hub. There is also $13.9 million for social innovation in health, justice and
community services. This will support collaborative research on issues such as gender equity, cultural
diversity and crime prevention. In addition, there is $6.6 million for the digital business transformation
project and $9.7 million for the future industry transformation project, which includes a space industry
hub to connect businesses with global space technology opportunities. These projects will see the
northern end of the CBD undergo a major transformation. A new master plan for the area will see the
creation of a public open space, including a green spine linking the CBD to Parkville, Carlton and the
Queen Victoria Market. The projects are expected to support the creation of around 130 jobs.
I would also like to take this opportunity to acknowledge the work of Martin Bean, who will soon be
stepping down as RMIT’s vice-chancellor. Under his stewardship RMIT has grown into a recognised
global leader in multisector tertiary education. I wish to thank him for his dedication and service to
tertiary education in Victoria, and I look forward to seeing his vision in the CBD for the north site
come to life.
Questions on notice
ANSWERS
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:19): I have 56 answers to questions today: 630, 2154, 2335, 2568–9, 2574, 2582, 2584,
2586, 2638, 2644, 2675, 2679–80, 2711, 2788, 2790–1, 2795, 2851, 2934–5, 2939–40, 3139, 3321,
3355, 3394, 3404, 3413–14, 3418, 3425, 3438–9, 3451, 3455–6, 3459–63, 3531–2, 3547, 3549,
3568–71, 3573–5, 3681–2.
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Questions without notice and ministers statements
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:19): Regarding questions and answers today: Mr Barton to industrial
relations, two days, question and supplementary; Mr O’Donohue, two days for the question to the
Acting Premier; Dr Cumming to the Treasurer, two days, question and supplementary; and Mr Hayes,
planning, two days, question and supplementary.
Mr O’Donohue: On a point of order, President, in addition to the order you just made for the
minister to respond, in relation to my second question, question 3 from the opposition, my substantive
question was very specific about why the advice provided to residents was wrong about how long it
would take for power to be reconnected. The minister did not actually address that point or provide an
answer. She talked around it but did not actually respond to the question I posed, I would submit.
The PRESIDENT: Mr O’Donohue, I believe the minister has answered your question. I do not
know if you were not comfortable, but I cannot direct the minister how to answer. I believe she did
answer.
Constituency questions
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:20): My constituency question is for the Minister for Child
Protection. I was recently contacted by a family in my electorate who are seeking to take on board a
vulnerable child through a permanent care process. Now, they have been informed by the minister’s
department that their application has been put on hold, and the reason that they have been given, I am
advised, is that further documentation is needed from a federal department. And yet upon seeking
some further information about this case, it appears to me that there may be steps that the minister and
his department can take to seek to expedite this process. Now, I do not want to provide identifiable
information in the house, obviously. With the minister’s indulgence, I will write to him personally and
provide the full details that I have. Once I have done that I would be keen for the minister to act, and
so my question to the Minister for Child Protection is this: will he intervene to seek to remove the
bureaucratic barriers in this particular case?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (12:22): My constituency question is directed to the
Minister for Crime Prevention, Minister for Corrections, Minister for Youth Justice and Minister for
Victim Support, the Honourable Natalie Hutchins. My question relates to the minister’s portfolio
responsibilities for crime prevention. The Victorian government has extended the support for
community safety in Brimbank to address the primary causes of crime. As part of the Victorian
government’s building safer communities program, the City of Brimbank will be the first local
government crime prevention partner to receive $700 000 in grants. The first forum was held in
Brimbank in November 2020 for hearing the challenges pertaining to personal safety of youth,
followed by Melton and Hume. The grants build on the issues explored at the forum that resulted in
funding for CCTV, lighting and other safety improvements, and programs for youth from diverse
backgrounds. This project is funded through the community crime prevention program and includes
more than $2.8 million for 38 crime prevention projects in the Brimbank local government area. Can
the minister provide me with an update on how this initiative will progress further to safeguard the
residents of the Western Metropolitan Region?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:23): My question is to the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change in the other place. Members from the Moorabool and Central
Highlands Power Alliance have been in constant contact with me regarding their concerns with the
Western Victoria Transmission Network Project. The community consultation by AusNet has been
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terrible, and this has led to frustration in the region, especially from farmers, who will be impacted
financially and socially. Further, I have had discussions with local councils, who have not been
consulted at all on the planned corridor route. This is disappointing, as there are apparently many issues
with the current project, such as approved housing development along the corridor, the impact it may
have in gaining UNESCO heritage over the goldfields, the hilly terrain and of course the impact on
farming operations. It is no secret that the community wants the government to cost underground
powerlines and use existing road easements. Why hasn’t this been done? It seems this project has been
slapped together to reach renewable energy targets without any thought of other implications. The
state government needs to take a leadership role on this project. Minister, how does this transmission
network project fit into the long-term plan for Victoria’s grid, and will the state government take
leadership on this project?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:24): My question is for the Minister for Public Transport,
and it concerns the need for a school bus service for St Anne’s College in Kialla. St Anne’s is a
fledgling Catholic P–12 college located in an identified growth corridor. The school has a current
enrolment of 330 students, and this will increase to a full enrolment of around 1400 students in 2025.
As St Anne’s College is not included in the school bus program, students using a bus to get to school
can only get as far as the McGuire exchange and are forced to rely on a town bus to complete their
journey each day. The use of the town bus service was only designed as a temporary solution, and
with an enrolment of 1400 students expected, it is not a sustainable option into the future. Will the
minister ensure that St Anne’s College is included in the local school bus program so that adequate
bus services are established to meet the transport needs of the students at the school?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:25): My question is to the Minister for Health in the
other place. One of my constituents, John Michael, regularly participates in community sport, playing
a socially distanced game that is non-contact. He asks why he could play in September, with a rolling
average of under five cases a day and over a period of 14 days, and not now. Have our capacities
gotten worse? Now, team sport participation promotes health and wellbeing, builds confidence and
can help maintain mental health. Being part of a sports team teaches the value of looking out for others,
developing trust and confidence and showing respect for authority and for other teammates. Nearly
80 per cent of men play sport at least once a week and over 60 per cent of men three times a week. My
constituent wants to know why he cannot play sport this week.
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:26): My constituency question is for the Acting Premier.
In doing so I want to thank the hundreds of community members from the southern Mornington
Peninsula that responded to my recent local community issues survey. The results are clear: the
overwhelming majority of southern peninsula residents want to be classified as regional, not
metropolitan. They want a plan to fix the Portsea front beach and the beach erosion at Point Nepean,
which is so central to both our environment and the local economy. And lastly but no less importantly,
they want a plan from the government for the peninsula’s economic recovery following the four hard
lockdowns that many other similar parts of Victoria did not experience. Enough is enough. The
peninsula has been devastated, and it is time for the community to move forward with a clear plan. So
the question I have is: will the Acting Premier listen to this feedback and act on these critical issues
for the southern Mornington Peninsula?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:27): My constituency question today is for the Minister
for Education. Now, whilst I was really pleased to see good funding for Lalor Primary, Lalor
Secondary and Peter Lalor College—in fact they are sharing tens of millions of dollars in funding—
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the Northern School for Autism in Lalor, however, has yet again been overlooked. Since the beginning
of this year the Northern School for Autism has had to bring in generators to provide their electricity
needs. It is extraordinary in this state that we would have a school, particularly a school for children
who have autism, that has to use generators. They are loud; they cause major distress for children with
sensory complications. My question is: what is the minister’s plan to address this urgent situation at
the Northern School for Autism and its ongoing funding requirements?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:28): My constituency question is to the Acting Premier.
Many of my constituents are very, very angry with the government. They feel that they have not been
listened to when they put forward their objections to the dumping of carcinogenic toxic soil in their
neighbourhoods. The people of Sunbury, Bulla, Ravenhall, Caroline Springs, Deer Park and surrounds
feel that they have been ignored by a government that puts profits of a multinational corporation ahead
of the health of locals in Melbourne’s west. Despite representations to the Premier, Acting Premier,
Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Minister for Health, Minister for Energy, Environment and
Climate Change and a bevy of so-called local MPs, they feel their pleas have been dismissed without
proper consideration at all. Acting Premier, what evidence can you provide to my constituents to
convince them that they are wrong?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:29): My constituency question is to the Treasurer, and it
relates to the devastating losses experienced by my constituents who work in the events sector.
Thousands of events were cancelled across northern Victoria in the past year and future planning is at
risk because people cannot get either public liability or COVID-19 cancellation insurance.
Constituents have contacted me because they are not eligible under the Victorian business events
program because they supply to tier 3 events or do not meet criteria for other streams. So my question
is: will the government expand the criteria for the Victorian events support package to include small
and medium enterprises and look at an interim solution for public liability and cancellation insurance?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (12:29): My
question is for the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, and it concerns Wollert in my
electorate of Northern Metropolitan Region. Wollert is a rapidly growing suburb, one of the fastest in
the nation, and it needs the support of the fantastic CFA volunteers more than ever. This station is
active all year round, and their response area is seeing a large number of urban-based incidents that
come with a growing population. It is no longer a country town. The Wollert CFA is a great example
of a strong community volunteer organisation. They are actively reaching out to their local community
to get involved, and I was very impressed by them reaching out to new Australian citizens of diverse
community backgrounds to join up their local community. What the brigade urgently needs is a new
and improved firefighting appliance, specifically a pumper. This appliance is more suited to fighting
urban fires and navigating the topography of the ever-expanding housing areas in Wollert. My
question to the minister is: will the minister commit to providing a pumper to the Wollert CFA to
support the fantastic CFA volunteers and the great job they do for their community?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:31): My constituency question is to the Minister for Health.
Minister, what are you doing to ensure northern Victorians in small regional communities have access
to COVID vaccinations if they want them? Demand has jumped for COVID vaccinations, spurred on
by the recent outbreaks in Melbourne, which have left the entire state suffering. Much of northern
Victoria consists of small towns separated by great distances. Many have a high percentage of older
residents who find it difficult to make long journeys. These two factors are leaving many older regional
Victorians struggling to access vaccines. Mobile vaccination facilities travelling to isolated smaller
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towns would help make this task more achievable. Mobile facilities have challenges, especially around
adverse reactions, but they can bring vaccines to many who are incapable of getting to their nearest
clinic. Everyone who wants a vaccine should have access to one. We are in a race to reopen our borders
and end the emergency, but regional Victorians and smaller isolated communities are being left
behind.
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:31): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Health. I have been contacted by a number of my constituents who are concerned about what is
happening in North Richmond around the injecting room, particularly around QR codes and the
tracking of some of the clients that use the facility, because as my constituents say, they are doing all
the right things. Their businesses are putting in and have been putting in so much to assist in stopping
the spread of COVID-19 throughout the community, and as we know, we have these ongoing
lockdowns that are causing devastation to our economy and to many of my constituents’ businesses.
They want to understand from the government the QR coding that is in place. A lot of these people
are very vulnerable. Yes, they do have mobile phones, but how are they tracked and how are they
followed up in terms of their addresses when many are homeless and many come from around other
parts of Melbourne? Constituents want to know how they are actually tracked in the injecting room.
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:33): My constituency question is for the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services. Michael and Alexandra Boka run Waterwheel Orchards in Boolarra. They
specialise in raspberries, blackberries and blueberries for restaurants and farmers markets. Their farm
was absolutely smashed and decimated during the storms and flood that swept through Gippsland—
four days without power and the frozen stock was spoiled. I went and visited them, and trees are
hanging dangerously over their in-roads, and certainly their vines and fencing infrastructure are
smashed. They have already a week ago applied for the emergency assistance grant through the state
government and have heard nothing back and have had no money delivered to them. They have called
state government agencies and have been offered no help on this. They have tried with Parks Victoria,
they have tried the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning, and there is the offer of
the ADF from the federal government. They need assistance. So my question to the minister is: what
tangible and demonstrated active action will you propose, including that funding grant and including
the tangible help, to help my constituents?
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:34): My constituency
question is for the attention of the Minister for Transport Infrastructure. I see in recent days the release
of the government’s plan for the Surrey Hills and Mont Albert level crossing removals, and it is
remarkably similar to the draft plan that was seen by the so-called consultative committee—a
consultative committee that leaked a copy of the draft plan. They look virtually the same. The
government has not listened to the community, and the same problems exist with the draft plan as
existed with the original: the loss of the open space at Lorne Parade Reserve and the fact the
government lied on the two-station solution before the election and now is tearing out a station and
only putting one station in there. I note the minister likely lied at the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee the other day when she said there is no such thing as a requirement for members of the
advisory committee to sign confidentiality agreements. I ask her to consult with the community, to
visit the community and to actually hear why people are concerned about the one-station solution.
The PRESIDENT: Mr Davis, my recollection is that you said that she lied. I ask you to withdraw.
Mr DAVIS: I withdraw. I should have said, President—
The PRESIDENT: Thank you.
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WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:35): It has been widely reported since it first came to
light last week during Public Accounts and Estimates Committee hearings that Victoria Police have
been ardently attempting to gain access to the Service Victoria app QR code check-in data. Members
may recall during the last lockdown in 2020 there were several cases in which Victoria Police used
minor COVID infringements as impetus to suspend or cancel firearm owners’ licences specifically on
the basis that putting your bins out after curfew or legitimately crossing the metropolitan-regional
divide to tend livestock on your farm immediately precluded you from being a fit and proper person
to possess firearms. Many of the victims of this significant police overreach were my law-abiding
constituents. Can the minister guarantee that my constituents, and indeed every Victorian, will not be
subjected to further invasions of their privacy by Victoria Police or any other agency, department or
authorised officer?
Petitions
Following petitions presented to house:
COVID-19
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council that
gyms, fitness centres and yoga and Pilates studios need to open immediately across Victoria.
The fitness industry in Victoria has again been treated unfairly by not being allowed to re-open in line with
other industries. Thousands of small business owners who operate these facilities and more than 40,000
Victorian fitness industry professionals have been greatly impacted by this decision. There is no health data
that proves fitness centres are any more unsafe than other indoor or outdoor settings.
The physical and mental health of Victorians have suffered drastically as a result of the on-again/off-again
COVID-19 lockdowns, with increased calls to Beyond Blue, Headspace and Kids Health Line. Fitness centres
offer Victorians a place to exercise, challenge themselves and seek mental stimulation. For many people, it is
their social network.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Government to reverse its decision
to keep the fitness industry closed and immediately re-open gyms, fitness centres and yoga and Pilates studios.

By Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (10 797 signatures).
Laid on table.
BREAST SCREENING
To the Legislative Council of Victoria,
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council that
the Andrews Government has failed to fully reinstate the funding for health protection services which will
see 29,000 fewer Victorians have the ability to access a breast screen service.
Victorians know that preventative measures such as breast screenings are vital and potentially lifesaving.
We therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Andrews Government and the Minister for
Health to reverse the cuts to women’s health and fully fund the program so all women, at all times, have
access to this essential program.

By Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (92 signatures).
Laid on table.
RECWEST FOOTSCRAY
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council the
need to build RecWest, also known as West Footscray YMCA, in West Footscray.
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The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Government to work with the City
of Maribyrnong to urgently provide funding to rebuild RecWest recreational facility in West Footscray for
the benefit of the whole community.

By Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (78 signatures).
Laid on table.
Dr CUMMING: I move:
That the petition be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

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

By Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (1529 signatures).
Laid on table.
Mr FINN: I move:
That the petition be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
COVID-19
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council that
the broad, sweeping powers granted under the current State of Emergency were intended and designed to be
used with specific built-in transparency and accountability measures.
Now with Victorians under the fourth harsh COVID-19 lockdown imposed upon the state in less than
12 months, it is of great concern that the Government has failed in its responsibility to transparently table in
Parliament documents that the Legislative Council called for on 2 September 2020, 16 September 2020 and
30 October 2020.
The Attorney-General’s response given in Parliament on 4 May 2021, stating that the tabling of such
documents would be contrary to the public interest is undemocratic and unacceptable to the wider public.
The Legislative Council has clearly called for more transparency around decisions made under the State of
Emergency and with the Government using unprecedented powers, the public deserves to know on what basis
these decisions are made.
The Legislative Council needs to acknowledge that it is in the public’s interest that supporting documentation
informing the proportionality and necessity of the COVID-19 lockdowns is made publicly available.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council acknowledge that the tabling of the COVID-19
public health advice and human rights assessments is in the public interest and call on the Government to
table the documents, in full, which informed the fourth COVID-19 lockdown restrictions imposed on
Victoria.

By Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (9848 signatures).
Laid on table.
Mr LIMBRICK: I move:
That the petition be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
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COSGROVE SOLAR FARM
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council that
application no. PA2000974 for a proposed 5MW solar farm at 290 Cosgrove-Caniambo Road in Cosgrove is
currently being assessed by the Minister for Planning.
This development is an unacceptable over-development of the site and should be refused due to its visual,
agricultural, noise and parking impacts.
Unlike other solar farms in the district, the Cosgrove site is adjacent to elevated terrain and will be visually
dominating. The use of the site diminishes the opportunities to effectively farm the land and is out of character
with the surrounding agricultural land use. Adding to this, the inverter and transformer of the solar farm is
located on the boundary of the Cosgrove site which will result in off-site noise impacts on neighbouring
agricultural properties.
The development has not included allowance for onsite parking, likely to result in unsafe and congested roads
due to vehicles having to park on Cosgrove-Caniambo Road.
Finally, the scale and footprint of the solar farm will cover over 90 per cent of the site. A development of this
scale should be accommodated in an existing industrial zoned area, not on farmland.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Government to refuse the use and
development of a 5MW solar farm at 290 Cosgrove-Caniambo Road in Cosgrove.

By Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (396 signatures).
Laid on table.
Ms LOVELL: I move:
That the petition be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
SURF COAST PLANNING
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council the
threat to the Spring Creek valley, one kilometre west of Duffields Road, Torquay, from urban development.
This threat has been ongoing since at least 2008 and puts at risk our tourism-based economy, the green break
between Torquay and Bellbrae and the long-established coastal lifestyle, culture and sense of place. Further,
it threatens critically endangered and threatened species such as the Bellarine Yellow Gum.
We call on the Premier of Victoria, the Hon Daniel Andrews and the Minister for Planning, the Hon Richard
Wynne to fulfil their promise during the 2018 election campaign that Spring Creek would not be developed
west of Duffields Road.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Government to follow through with
election promises and further protect Spring Creek valley in perpetuity through legislation that informs the
Surf Coast Distinctive Area and Landscape process by appropriate rezoning of the land and securing
Torquay’s western boundary at Duffields Road as a hard town boundary.

By Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (1240 signatures).
Laid on table.
HIGHWAY SPEED LIMITS
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council the
need to increase highway speed limits.
The cars we drive are much safer than 20 years ago. Roads such as the Hume Highway, Calder Freeway and
Western Freeway should have speed limits between 130 and 160 kilometres per hour, and a further possibility
of open speed limits during late night hours. The increase in speed limits would see less driver fatigue as
motorists would arrival at their destinations faster.
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The Government should evaluate how European countries, in particular Germany, manage their highways
with the strict ‘keep left unless overtaking’ policy and a ceiling speed limit for trucks.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Government to evaluate European
highway speed limits, in particularly in Germany, and consider increasing highway speed limits in Victoria.

By Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (411 signatures).
Laid on table.
Committees
SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 8
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (12:41): Pursuant to section 35 of the Parliamentary Committees
Act 2003, I lay on the table Alert Digest No. 8 of 2021 from the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee, including appendices. I move:
That the report be published.

Motion agreed to.
LEGAL AND SOCIAL ISSUES COMMITTEE
Inquiry into the Victorian Government’s COVID‐19 Contact Tracing System and Testing Regime
The Clerk: Pursuant to standing order 23.30(2)(b) and following the transmission of the report on
11 June 2021, I lay on the table a copy of the government response to the Legal and Social Issues
Committee’s report on the inquiry into the Victorian government’s COVID-19 contact-tracing system
and testing regime.
Papers
PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981—Report under section 96 by the Chief Commissioner
of Victoria Police for 2020.
Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission—Special report on corrections: IBAC Operations
Rous, Caparra, Nisidia and Molara (Ordered to be published).
Planning and Environment Act 1987—Notices of Approval of the following amendments to planning
schemes—
Ararat Planning Scheme—Amendment C39 (Part 1).
Banyule Planning Scheme—Amendment C117.
Bass Coast Planning Scheme—Amendment C150.
Bayside Planning Scheme—Amendment C180.
Buloke Planning Scheme—Amendment C43.
Cardinia Planning Scheme—Amendment C254.
French Island and Sandstone Island Planning Scheme—Amendment C11.
Glen Eira Planning Scheme—Amendments C193 and C197.
Hindmarsh Planning Scheme—Amendment C19.
Indigo Planning Scheme—Amendment C75.
Kingston Planning Scheme—Amendment C198.
Mitchell Planning Scheme—Amendment C149.
Moreland Planning Scheme—Amendment C192.
Northern Grampians Planning Scheme—Amendment C59.
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Port Phillip Planning Scheme—Amendment C196.
Pyrenees Planning Scheme—Amendment C46.
Southern Grampians Planning Scheme—Amendments C54 and C58.
Surf Coast Planning Scheme—Amendment C136.
Whitehorse Planning Scheme—Amendment C213.
Whittlesea Planning Scheme—Amendment C252.
Yarriambiack Planning Scheme—Amendment C29.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament—
Dangerous Goods Act 1985—No. 56.
Family Violence Protection Act 2008—Magistrates’ Court Act 1989—Personal Safety Intervention
Orders Act 2010—No. 52.
Professional Engineers Registration Act 2019—No. 55.
Victoria Police Act 2013—No. 53.
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal Act 1998—No. 54.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994—
Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule Nos. 45, 50, 52, 54 and 56.
Legislative instrument and related documents under section 16B in respect of the Minister’s
recommendation of 1 June 2021 in relation to the proclamation of diseases under the Workplace Injury
Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013 and the Accident Compensation Act 1985.
Victorian Inspectorate—
Annual Plan, 2021–22.
Report 1 July to 31 December 2020, under section 30Q(3) of the Surveillance Devices Act 1999 in
relation to agencies authorised to use surveillance devices.
Wildlife Act 1975—Wildlife (Prohibition of Game Hunting) Notice (Gazette No. S255, 28 May 2021).

Proclamations of the Governor in Council fixing operative dates in respect of the following acts:
Electricity Industry Act 2000—Part 6—17 June 2021 (Gazette No. S297, 17 June 2021).
Justice Legislation Amendment (Supporting Victims and Other Matters) Act 2020—Part 5—1 July 2021
(Gazette No. S292, 16 June 2021).
Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Amendment (Provisional Payments) Act 2021—Whole
Act (except section 7(2))—1 July 2021 (Gazette No. S293, 16 June 2021).

Business of the house
NOTICES
Notices of motion given.
Notices of intention to make a statement given.
GENERAL BUSINESS
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:52): I move, by leave:
That precedence be given to the following general business on Wednesday, 23 June 2021:
(1) notice of motion 563 standing in the name of Mr Davis revoking amendments VC194 and VC198 to the
Victoria planning provisions;
(2) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Grimley on reducing drug and alcohol recidivism;
(3) notice of motion 490 standing in the name of Mr Grimley on children in residential care;
(4) order of the day 1, resumption of debate on the Public Health and Wellbeing Amendment (Greater
Transparency and Accountability) Bill 2021; and
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(5) the notice of motion given this day by Ms Crozier on the reopening of the Legal and Social Issues
Committee’s inquiry into the closure of I Cook Foods Pty Ltd.

Motion agreed to.
Members statements
I COOK FOODS
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:53): In May 2019 I received an email from Ian Cook
from I Cook Foods. It outlined to me what had happened to his family business and why he thought
he was innocent. The business was shut down in February of 2019 by the acting chief health officer,
Dr Brett Sutton, after he claimed that an elderly woman at Knox Private Hospital had died following
eating a sandwich supplied by I Cook Foods, but a report emailed to the Department of Health prior
to I Cook being closed down contradicts the claims that I Cook was responsible for the death of this
poor woman. I have spoken to the council officer who wrote that report, and I also have a copy. The
Andrews government have had this report for over two years, yet they did nothing to correct what
Victorians have been told both in the media and at a parliamentary inquiry. By hiding this evidence
the Andrews government allowed Ian Cook, a decent and good man, to face a string of false criminal
charges which could have seen him jailed and cost him $14 million in fines. This government was
willing to destroy this business and this family and the lives of 41 workers just so it could cover up its
mistakes. That goes to the core of how this government operates, so the people of Victoria must ask
themselves two questions. Can any of us trust this government knowing it is willing to hide
information and break the law and send an innocent man to jail just to cover up its own mistakes? And
what about Brett Sutton: can any of us trust him—a man who wields so much power, enabling
Victorians to be locked up for months on end—if he is willing to allow an innocent man to face
criminal charges and be locked up for something he did not do?
SEVERE WEATHER EVENT
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (12:54): The days of 8 and 9 June were extraordinary and
devastating for so many people and communities across eastern Victoria. From Foster to Boolarra,
Traralgon to Kalorama, Gembrook to Healesville and Monbulk to Mooroolbark, we have seen
thousands of trees fall, inundation of floodwaters, roads closed, power off and a temporary ‘Do not
drink’ notice for three particular parts of the Yarra Ranges Shire Council.
I want to in my members statement today thank the very many first responders and agencies who were
on the scene immediately: from Emergency Management Victoria to Victoria Police; Ambulance
Victoria; the CFA; FRV; the SES, who responded to hundreds of call-outs in a matter of hours; Parks
Victoria; Forest Fire Management Victoria; the Department of Environment, Land, Water and
Planning; Agriculture Victoria; and chaplaincy services, amongst others. This effort has been the very
best of community in the very worst of circumstances. Additionally, businesses and contractors,
including forestry contractors, arborists, plumbers, electricians and linesmen, all worked so hard
around the clock to clear roads, to open up access and to partner with the state government through
AusNet and also with the commonwealth government. To those hospitality and care businesses who
opened up to enable locals to have hot showers and to charge their devices, thank you. Local councils
have also worked tirelessly, and the dozens of volunteer and community groups have provided support
and care where it has been needed most. This work will be hard. It will take a long time, but please
access supports, services and care as you need it.
FREEDOM OF SPEECH
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:56): The Victorian government has been using police as a
club against dissent from their state-of-emergency overreach for the last year, attacking protesters,
Facebook posters and independent media. Apparently the New South Wales government have been
looking on with envy and have now gone, ‘Hold my beer’. On 4 June Kristo Langker was arrested in
New South Wales by the New South Wales fixated persons investigations unit. The unit was created
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to tackle individuals who are obsessed with issues, ideals or individuals or who are plotting acts of
violence or terrorism. Kristo has been charged with stalking and faces a potential five years in jail for
approaching New South Wales Deputy Premier John Barilaro on two occasions.
Kristo is a producer for political comedy YouTube channel Friendlyjordies, and Mr Barilaro has
launched legal action claiming that Jordan Shanks has defamed him in earlier videos. Now they are
using the power of the state to attack the media. It is ridiculous to think the creators of political comedy
could be considered likely to commit a terrorist act because of their Chaser style, attending public
events and annoying the New South Wales Deputy Premier on film. Kristo is clearly not a terrorist.
Friendlyjordies might be silly, petty, insulting, rude and arrogant. There is no doubt they are politically
biased. But if that ruled him out of being a journalist, we would not have any media left in Australia.
Goodbye, ABC and Sky.
Laws will always be misused by the state. Politicians often have fragile egos and are eager to suppress
criticism. The same governments also write our laws and direct our police. Governments will misuse
any power they have, so we should never give our governments these powers in the first place. It is
important that the right of freedom of speech is protected against government sanction, especially in
cases involving media criticism, politicians and government policy.
WEST GATE TUNNEL SOIL
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:58): I have said this before and I will say it again now:
Melbourne’s west has had enough. Recent polling figures back up what I have known for quite some
time: my constituents have had a gutful of a government they know treats them as a second- or even
third-class citizens. They will no longer tolerate being taken for granted by the ALP. They will no
longer tolerate being used and abused by the Andrews Labor government. The people of Melbourne’s
western suburbs are incandescent with rage about what happened in this place last sitting week when
government members lined up to deliver condescending speeches basically telling my constituents
how fortunate they are and to shut up and do as they are told. They will never forget the actions of the
three Labor members of this house who betrayed their responsibilities to their own constituents in the
west by voting to dump carcinogenic toxic soil in their neighbourhoods. A revolution is growing, the
likes of which we have never seen before. It is coming. Those members of the ALP who have taken
their seats as a God-given right are in for one hell of a shock. They will receive their just deserts from
an electorate in November next year they have treated with such total and despicable contempt.
QUEEN’S BIRTHDAY HONOURS
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:59): On 12 June 2021 the Governor-General
recognised 1190 Australians for their contribution to the community, country and achievements
abroad. The Queen’s Birthday 2021 honours list represents Australia’s collective innovativeness,
diligence, tenacity, diversity and compassion. I would like to extend my appreciation to all recipients
for their outstanding work, commitment and contribution to their community and country. I am
particularly proud to congratulate recipients from South Eastern and also from the local Vietnamese
community, including Ms Viv Nguyen, Mr Phong Nguyen, Mrs Yen Bui and Ms Thanh-Kham TranDang. Together we celebrate and thank all awardees for their tireless work and outstanding pursuits.
CSIRO CLAYTON
Dr KIEU: On another matter, last week I received an opportunity to visit the CSIRO Clayton labs.
I was fascinated by CSIRO’s pioneering research into electric vehicle charging and battery testing,
hydrogen vehicles and refuelling and battery testing capabilities. I am truly delighted to see CSIRO
and the Victorian government at the forefront of renewable energy research, innovation and
investment, which will ensure we move towards a more sustainable, stable and safe future. Indeed the
Andrews government has committed to an increase in Victoria’s renewable energy target of zero net
emissions by 2050 through such initiatives as the zero emission bus network by 2025. I extend my
appreciation to CSIRO Clayton. (Time expired)
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SUSTAINABLE AUSTRALIA PARTY POLICY
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (13:01): I wish to raise objections to Dr Ratnam’s
contribution to my foreign ownership motion. Her use of the term ‘xenophobic’ implies racism. We
are not xenophobic. There is no racial preference in any of our policies. We are all one people:
Australians, proudly multicultural, regardless of country of origin. I would be just as concerned about
200 000-plus Americans, Norwegians or even Australians swelling our population for economic
purposes each year.
Our policy is based on concerns of us being increasingly dependent on rapid population growth. The
effect this has on our cities and the environment is undeniable. Since early 2000 we have tripled our
migrant intake. We would like to reduce it back to the long-term average pre the year 2000. It is easy
to slur me or my party with a racist tag. There is absolutely no proof of it. To describe my motion as
anti-foreigner is wrong, and the description itself raises xenophobic or racist fear. I ask: what is wrong
with putting Australian citizens first when it comes to housing and looking after our country’s
environment? Would the Greens have it any other way? To continue to dismiss Sustainable Australia
as a xenophobic party really paints the Greens into a small-minded position—one where it is
impossible for them to discuss population policy or review our foreign investment laws.
QUEEN’S BIRTHDAY HONOURS
Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (13:03): Today I want to congratulate and recognise the
recipients of Queen’s Birthday honours living in my electorate. Now, there were so many that I
certainly could not list them all, but I did just want to highlight the contribution of one or two.
Mr Graeme Sinclair of Ringwood, for example, served as the CEO of the Myer family group for many
years and has since served on the board of directors of Habitat for Humanity. As a schoolteacher I had
much to do with this organisation, so I certainly want to congratulate Graeme on becoming a Member
of the Order of Australia. In addition, I was thrilled to see that Ms Jan Rice of Mount Waverley was
made a Member of the Order of Australia, and I will quote from her citation:
For significant service to nursing, to wound care, and to education.

She served as an inaugural board member and president of the Victorian branch of Wounds Australia.
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION HOSPITAL SERVICES
Dr BACH: Now, on a related matter, while I am on health care, it was interesting to see key
members of the government in my electorate this morning at the Austin Hospital. There are numerous
wonderful hospitals in my electorate, like the Austin and also Box Hill. Yet despite the outstanding
work of so many healthcare professionals at these hospitals, because of the government’s
mismanagement in my electorate, as in so many other parts of the state, we are facing a healthcare
crisis—a healthcare crisis where huge numbers of my constituents regularly contact me about waiting
inordinate lengths of time to get really important surgery, oftentimes waiting in pain. We have seen
ramping on scales that we have never seen before in Victoria, with people dying. So it was interesting
that the government wanted to spruik health initiatives and yet did not talk about the elephant in the
room: the health issue that is most important to my constituents.
SPRINGDALE NEIGHBOURHOOD CENTRE
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (13:04): Today I would like to acknowledge the important role of community centres. They
are the hub of learning, creativity, friendships and so much more. In late April I spent some time at
SpringDale Neighbourhood Centre in Drysdale. Dianne Bennett, president, and Anne Brackley,
OAM, centre coordinator, took me on a tour of this historic site, which was a former Methodist Sunday
school built in 1912. Community-made quilts and artworks spanning many years hung from the walls
and told stories of friendships and the history of our region. I was impressed by what they do to support
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the community and the range of skills and courses they offer to assist people to transition to work and
also contribute to the culture and the social connections in our region.
In this warm setting people can study a range of courses, including digital literacy, languages, mental
health, first aid, creative arts and health and wellbeing. SpringDale supports 53 special interest groups,
from ballroom dancing to tai chi and the wonderful jigsaw club—the centre is home to more than
4000 puzzles. The centre was a hive of activity during my visit, when there was a men’s cooking
class—they were turning their hand to making veal schnitzel—and there was also an all-abilities art
class where participants were creating fantastic paintings, including portraits and landscapes.
Anne Brackley is a goldmine of information and sharing local history. She spoke of pioneers Anne
Drysdale and Caroline Newcomb and the plans for a monument that will acknowledge their important
legacy. It is great to see our community centres document our history and support our future.
COMMERCIAL PASSENGER VEHICLE INDUSTRY
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (13:06): Today I am pleased to speak on the reconvening of
the commercial passenger vehicle advisory panel. I have been speaking to the Minister for Public
Transport, Ben Carroll, who has recognised the significant role the panel previously played in shaping
the government’s $22 million COVID support package for the commercial passenger vehicle industry.
Given that the industry is still recovering from the pandemic, he has agreed to reconvene the panel. I
will be working with Steve Dimopoulos on this panel to provide more advice on how we best support
the industry in recovering from the pandemic and how we strengthen the industry moving forward. I
will be bringing a range of issues to the government to consider, including but not limited to
regulations, data collection and the multipurpose taxi program. The panel will also be advising on the
Legislative Council’s parliamentary inquiry of 2017 into the commercial passenger vehicle reforms,
and we will be focusing on the role the CPV sector plays in adopting zero- and low-emission vehicles.
This means the panel will be advising on the allocation of funding from the recently announced
$5 million commercial sector innovation fund. This advisory panel is so important. This ensures that
the CPV industry’s voice is being heard by government. This is how the CPV can shape its own future.
QUEEN’S BIRTHDAY HONOURS
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (13:07): I rise to recognise and congratulate three Greater
Shepparton residents who received awards in this year’s Queen’s Birthday honours. Mooroopna’s
Cath and Ken Birkett were both awarded an OAM for their service to the Goulburn Valley community
through their work in organisations such as the Mooroopna Rotary Club, the Victorian Girl Guides,
the Red Cross and the Mooroopna Men’s Shed. Ken and Cath were also founding members of the
Goulburn Valley branch of the Australian Bone Marrow Donor Registry. I want to congratulate Denis
Flett of Tatura on receiving the Public Service Medal for his many years of service to water
management, including his work in his role as the first CEO of Goulburn-Murray Water.
I would also like to recognise some personal friends who received awards. The Honourable Mark
Birrell, who led the Kennett government in this place for seven years, received an AM for his
significant service to the infrastructure sector and to business in Victoria. I congratulate my good friend
and former member for Caulfield Helen Shardey, who received an OAM for her dedicated service to
Victoria’s Jewish community. Helen is a wonderful advocate for her community and for Victoria. I
also specifically recognise Mary Chandler, who was posthumously awarded an OAM for her service
to the community of Red Cliffs. I got to know and work closely with Mary when a toxic waste dump
was planned to be established in Ouyen. Mary was a fierce opponent of the waste dump, and her
tireless work helped to ensure it was never built.
I sincerely congratulate the many recipients of Queen’s Birthday honours in my electorate of Northern
Victoria and thank them for their valuable contribution to our community.
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REFUGEE DETENTION
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (13:09): Sunday was World Refugee Day and the start of
Refugee Week. The theme this year is ‘Unity—the way forward’. We mark this year’s Refugee Week
in the grim context of Australia’s horrific treatment of people seeking asylum and refuge. Over the
last few weeks we have seen a four-year-old child punished to the point of hospitalisation because the
federal government wants to look tough on borders. This cruel bravado has been aided and abetted
through bipartisanship with the Labor Party. Put together they have made our treatment of people
seeking asylum a political football and an example held up by the global community as the pinnacle
of inhumanity. The federal government wants to make Priya, Nades, Kopika and Tharunicaa
Murugappan an example to others who may be fleeing persecution and war: ‘Don’t come here’, they
say, ‘or you too will be locked up on prison islands and punished for years on end’. But what both the
Liberal and Labor parties do not seem to get is that you cannot deter people trying to save their own
lives and the lives of their families; humans do not work that way.
While we watched with horror as Tharunicaa had to be evacuated for medical treatment there were
more tragedies unfolding. There are 14 people being detained in the Park Hotel in Melbourne for no
other reason than seeking a safe and peaceful life. Fourteen men also brought to the mainland for
medical treatment but now detained in the Melbourne Immigration Transit Accommodation centre
have begun a hunger strike, with two being hospitalised in the last 48 hours. All the while the beautiful
community of Biloela and refugee advocates provide a lifeline of hope with their daily protests and
unwavering efforts to set these people free, reminding us that some unity still remains amongst the
despair.
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT COMMISSIONER
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (13:10): This statement condemns the acting Andrews
Labor government and in particular the emergency management commissioner, Andrew Crisp, for
once again monumental failures in not calling in the Australian Defence Force to support Victorians
in a time of emergency. It beggars belief that the first request by the Andrews government for ADF
assistance happened seven days after the devastating storm and flood event hit Victoria, impacting so
heavily on the Dandenong Ranges and Gippsland in particular. Even worse, the first request was for
only five ADF members, for planning functions. A second request for 120 ADF members was only
made last Friday, some nine days after the event and following heavy community criticism.
Sadly we have seen all this before, last year during the government’s COVID hotel quarantine debacle.
Emergency management commissioner Crisp sat on his hands then about bringing in the ADF and
having boots on the ground and only belatedly made a request after community pressure, and lo and
behold he has done it again, this time waiting for a week or more before making a request of the
commonwealth. During last year’s parliamentary committee hearings into the COVID response
Andrew Crisp gave Victorians even less reason to have confidence in him when he backflipped on his
evidence.
Residents of the Dandenongs are doing it tough, as are residents in places such as Yinnar in Gippsland,
with massive damage, power outages, vehicle access and water supplies cut off. While visiting the
area last week we were advised that some elderly and vulnerable residents had not left their homes for
a week and no-one had come to check on them. It is simply not good enough. Andrew Crisp has failed
time and time again during times of crisis. The community has lost confidence in him, and he should
resign.
SEVERE WEATHER EVENT
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (13:12): In my members statement this morning I would like to
acknowledge the fantastic people of Eastern Victoria Region, who have certainly suffered as a result
of the violent storms and subsequent floods that ripped through Gippsland and the Dandenongs on 9
and 10 June. I would like to thank all the emergency service personnel across the region—our great
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volunteers, SES, CFA, Victoria Police and Ambulance Victoria—but also, and endearingly, the
forestry industry and arborists, who risked their lives to open up the roads when it was incredibly
dangerous to do so, but their skill and knowledge got them through. I also thank our sporting clubs
and community clubs and neighbours who came out to help neighbours with chainsaws, with hoses,
with mops and muscle and machinery. There is a mammoth task still to be undertaken. I acknowledge
the fact that the farmers had to pivot and milk their cows using generators, and the AusNet Services
and telecommunications services, who worked around the clock to get our power and our connections
back. I also want to acknowledge GERF, the Gippsland Emergency Relief Fund, for doing a
magnificent job; Givit for the work they do; and countless other volunteers who have come to aid.
What I want to make mention of is the disappointment I felt when I visited on Thursday last week—
it was at the height of the floods in Traralgon and then subsequently throughout Boolarra and Walhalla
and all throughout that Dumbalk-Yinnar South area—that the government had not released through
the VicEmergency app the first evacuation 4 hours after the floods came through.
REFUGEE WEEK
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (13:14): I also want to acknowledge Refugee Week and
congratulate and thank those people who support people who have come to Victoria as refugees—
people who have often fled conflict zones, who have experienced considerable trauma and very
difficult journeys in the way they have come to this country for sanctuary. Whilst I tend to believe that
we should not be talking in this house about international affairs, because they are invariably very
complex and they are part of the jurisdiction of the federal government, I do recognise as we recognise
Refugee Week this week that we have people in Myanmar who are now refugees, who have been
oppressed and who are suffering greatly as a result of a military coup in that country. We have people
in Afghanistan, who have suffered a continuing war over decades, who now face the prospect of some
very severe consequences as a result of the withdrawal of allied forces from their peacekeeping role
in Afghanistan. There are other countries around the world that also have people who are refugees
fleeing conflict areas such as the Middle East, and my heart goes out to all of them at this time.
MEN’S HEALTH WEEK
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (13:16): I rise today to speak about Men’s Health Week.
One in five Australian men will experience anxiety at some point in their lives, and one in eight
Australian men will experience depression at some time in their lives. Men make up seven out of nine
suicides every single day in Australia, and the number of men who die by suicide in Australia every
year is nearly double the national road toll, yet men are less likely to reach out to get the support that
they need if they are having problems such as anxiety, depression, loneliness or chronic stress.
Now, mental health is often not discussed at home, and men may feel that they need to be strong and
look after themselves and their loved ones without showing weakness. They may be less likely to have
conversations with their friends about how they are feeling because men may be more likely to bottle
up their emotions, and there is a higher likelihood that their mental health issues will become worse.
We need to recognise the importance of men’s mental health and ensure that we look after those
around us.
Bills
TRANSPORT LEGISLATION MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS BILL 2021
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Ms TIERNEY:
That the bill be now read a second time.
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Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (13:17): I am pleased to rise and
make a contribution to this bill. It is a sort of miscellaneous amendment, a sort of omnibus bill in the
colloquial language. It does quite a number of different things across the transport portfolio.
It amends the Bus Safety Act 2009 to require all operators of bus services to be accredited, and I will
come back and talk about that in a little while. It makes a range of amendments to the Commercial
Passenger Vehicle Industry Act 2017, which are claimed to improve the operation of the act. It amends
the Road Management Act 2004 to deal with matters around compulsory acquisition for the purposes
of a pathway being developed as part of the Alphington link project. It makes a number of amendments
to the Road Safety Act 1986 to improve the operation of that act and provide for the immediate
disqualification of non-Victorian licence and permit holders and unlicensed drivers from obtaining a
drivers licence or learners permit for a specified period after commission of certain offences. It amends
the Transport Integration Act 2010 to extend the circumstances in which the Treasurer can execute a
guarantee of contract. It makes amendments to the Victorian Fisheries Authority Act 2016 to expand
the Victorian Fisheries Authority’s functions to include functions relating to recreational boating. It
amends the Transport Legislation Amendment Act 2020 to make further provisions in relation to
Victorian Rail Track’s leasing powers, and there are other bits and pieces, if I can it put in that way.
What I want to draw attention to in particular, though, are a number of concerns that we have. We sat
down, and I thank the minister for the briefing on this and the briefing that was provided by the
department. As I say, the bill has a range of different provisions. The notes that were provided were
helpful.
It does introduce a new offence for owners of vehicles who knowingly permit a vehicle not registered
as a commercial passenger vehicle to be used as a commercial passenger vehicle service. Groups in
the sector—the taxi families and others—are supportive of this. But we do have some concerns about
aspects of this bill. With the part 2 Bus Safety Act 2009 changes, bus operators are currently required
to obtain a bus operator accreditation or registration, depending on the type of bus service provided or
the type of bus used. The bill will consolidate the bus operator accreditation registration scheme so
that all new bus operators are required to—I think the phrase is—demonstrate ‘competence and
capacity’ before being permitted to operate. Proposed sections 42 to 44 extend the scope of the rights
of interstate bus operators from what they currently have. We have some concerns about this. We think
it is unfair to Victorian operators. We do not think it has got the reciprocity that is required. There are
not the same opportunities in other states and territories. We have indicated that we will seek to move
amendments on this. The amendments will ensure that if bus operators from other states are wanting
to operate here there is a reciprocal agreement in place between the state and that other state and that
reciprocal agreement is tabled in the chamber.
So, what is good for the goose is good for the gander, as they say. You know, we are in favour of
competition, we are in favour of enhancing competition but we are not in favour of enhancing onesided competition, with Victorian operators with one hand tied behind their back and interstate
operators with open season. That, to me, is not the right way to go, and for that reason I am happy to
circulate those amendments now.
Opposition amendments circulated by Mr DAVIS pursuant to standing orders.
Mr DAVIS: Our other amendment relates to the time. All of the information that we have from
people in the sector is that the government’s time frame on this bill is overly ambitious. We think that
there are real issues with the time frame, and in that circumstance we will seek to delay it. That is my
other amendment.
Opposition amendment circulated by Mr DAVIS pursuant to standing orders.
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Mr DAVIS: The amendment reads:
Clause 2, after line 6 insert—
“(1A) Divisions 1 and 4 of Part 2 come into operation on 1 June 2023.”.

That will give, we think, more time to successfully implement any of the aspects of this, and I do think
there are a number of real concerns on this—as I said, these matters of reciprocal arrangements and
others, and I will come to those. But the reciprocal arrangements in our other amendment—I am not
going to read the whole amendment, but people can peruse that at their leisure, and I am happy to
answer any discussions. As I understand it the government is intending that the second reading of the
bill be completed today and the committee of the bill be on Thursday. So there is plenty of time if
people want to discuss these matters. A reciprocal agreement we define as:
… an agreement that provides for reciprocal rights for Victoria and another State or Territory of the
Commonwealth in relation to the accreditation or registration of operators of bus services …

We make the point that:
This section applies if—
(a) there is a reciprocal agreement in force between Victoria and another State or Territory …
(b) the Safety Director receives an application for accreditation under Division 2 from an operator that is
accredited or registered to operate bus services in that State or Territory under a corresponding law.

We require, as I said, if there is a reciprocal agreement, that the safety director receive an application
for accreditation or variation of the accreditation that indicates that the applicant is accredited or
registered or is seeking accreditation or registration in that state or territory under a corresponding law
to operate bus services of a similar kind to those that are the subject of the application under division 2
or division 4. We say too that the safety director must not accredit the operator of a bus service that is
accredited or registered to operate a bus service in another state or territory of the commonwealth
under the corresponding law unless (a) there is a reciprocal agreement in force and (b) the agreement
has been tabled in Parliament. We want to see that those protections are there so that this is evenhanded and fair, that the government does go to the effort, and we have not been prescriptive about
how that is done. We have said, ‘Look, we think the government can go about this in good faith and
sign a reciprocal agreement, and then that should be tabled in the Parliament so people can see what
has been done there’. We think that that is a fair and reasonable way to go forward.
I note there are a number of other amendments, and I am not going to have time to go through all of
them. We note that a number of them have come to the opposition relatively late in the piece, and we
will be making some decisions on those over the coming days. We have seen Mr Barton’s amendment,
and there is certainly some merit in his amendment. Dr Cumming has provided amendments too. As
I have told her, I have not yet sat down with those in detail. These things are a matter for the opposition
as a whole to work our way through, and I have certainly circulated her amendment to key colleagues
to discuss these matters in the coming 48 hours. I note Mr Meddick had an amendment, but I
understand that that is now withdrawn. I understand that there are amendments from Ms Maxwell,
two of them at least, and we will also be examining those in detail. I am just trying to think who I have
forgotten in this sort of fest of amendments, and the clerks I am sure will have a challenging period.
This might be the basis of a new paper on the number of amendments and the breadth of amendments.
I can indicate that Mr Quilty also has an amendment which we have some sympathy with which looks
at the issues around the Hume Highway, and we will have more to say about that in the coming
48 hours too because the truth is that road safety is such a critical issue. It is such a critical issue, and
the government has not covered itself in glory on these road safety matters. The extraordinary surge
in road deaths in recent years has I think concerned all Victorians. Parallel with that, and bizarrely, the
government abolished the longstanding and critical Road Safety Committee. Why on earth would you
abolish the Road Safety Committee, the joint house Road Safety Committee, at a time when you have
got rising road safety concerns? I am not sure how the government arrived at that, but I think it was a
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bad idea. It was a wacky idea. We have been quite clear that we would seek to reinsert that committee,
and we will certainly make further statements about that too.
Dr Cumming: When’s it coming back?
Mr DAVIS: Well, that is an important point. We have already sought to reinstate that committee,
but we will have further to say about that in the next 48 hours as well because that is a critical set of
steps that are needed. I will have further amendments. I will have further to say on this bill. I am
conscious the President wants me to break for lunch now. But I think I have about 18 minutes
remaining, and I will return after the lunch break to continue that.
Sitting suspended 1.29 pm until 2.03 pm.
Mr DAVIS: This is the Transport Legislation Miscellaneous Amendments Bill 2021, and I was
talking about some of the issues with the regulation of buses when the break occurred. We spoke to a
number of organisations that are concerned about the impact of parts of this bill. Now, I have laid out
our concern about the time line, I have laid out our concern about the reciprocity with bus
arrangements, but I now want to put on record our concern about the way the accreditation will be
changed, or the registration, whatever word you want to use here. I will be seeking further commentary
from the minister in committee on this, because we are frankly disturbed by how some of this may
apply.
I sought advice from a number of groups, including Leading Age Services Australia—the Victorian
branch of that organisation—and also the Residents of Retirement Villages Victoria association. I
sought their input on a number of these matters. I might just go first to the Residents of Retirement
Villages Victoria group. They say here, ‘Thank you for alerting us’. Mr Robertson, the president of
Residents of Retirement Villages Victoria, said:
I estimate around 100 retirement villages have busses for transporting their residents on shopping trips and
outings. In almost all cases, residents bear the cost of running the busses because operators run their villages
under cost plus margin contracts. Anything that increases the cost of running village busses will increase the
service fees residents must pay soon after.

He is concerned that the regulations that will be implemented as part of this will actually see greater
complexity, greater requirements, and whilst we can all see the need for the highest of high standards
when it comes to commercial operators who are running buses the whole time—the high standards
that are required for the drivers and the maintenance are all very clear—at the same time when you
move to smaller services that have got, you know, perhaps one bus and do a couple of trips a week,
where the driver is a staff member or local volunteer in that retirement group or retirement village,
there are real risks if the costs are increased, if the penalties are increased, if the regulatory
requirements are tightened and tightened and tightened and these organisations are treated effectively
like commercial operators.
I think there is real concern that there will actually be a fallout of a lot of these buses, and they play a
huge and important role, Mr Finn, in the support of older Victorians in particular but other groups in
the community too, whether it is disability groups or others. I think we have to be very, very careful
when we sharpen or tighten a lot of these regulatory components and begin treating these sorts of
community services as commercial operators in effect.
As I understand it, when I read the legislation and when others read the legislation to me, there will be
very little differentiation made under these new arrangements, and that will be very concerning,
because effectively a large commercial bus operator with scores of buses and with depots—a very
large and professional operation—is in a very different position than a small retirement village with a
single community bus. We have to be very, very careful here. A number of these smaller operators are
playing a very important community role enabling people to get out. And, you know, of course
COVID has had its impact in this last little while, but in general we have got to presume that things
will return to normal and that older people and those in those types of settings will want to get out and

BILLS
Tuesday, 22 June 2021

Legislative Council

2329

about, and those local community buses that whiz down to the cinema or whiz down to the bowls club
or the RSL or take them to the shops as a group are a very important social support for people. I am
troubled—I am really very troubled—about where we are heading with this bill and what will occur.
I am going to read some of the feedback from members of Leading Age Services Australia in Victoria.
One organisation:
… in the past operated as an accredited bus service with the cost to the organisation and regulatory
requirements making it difficult and onerous.

This is direct feedback to our request:
We now operate a registered service that only requires us to ensure drivers are competent (licenced) and for
the vehicle to be roadworthy and checked each year. (easy system to manage)
Please do not make it harder for Aged Care providers to operate a bus as this is the main means for our
residents to attend social outings.
We have too much regulation now, don’t add another layer.

Well, I think this bill does add another layer. I do not think this has been thought through properly. I
think it is going to cut a swathe through a lot of these organisations, and I am tremendously concerned
about what is occurring. Another operator said:
Simply put the compliance associated with the introduction of the Bus Safety measures was a reason we
decided to sell our buses. So anything that assists and removes compliance/red tape … would be a welcome
relief and more than likely assist us to purchase buses again for the benefit of our residents.

So they are asking for less regulation, not more regulation. Another operator said:
Stronger regulation around bus types, registrations, driver competencies would probably signal the end of our
transport service to our Social Support Groups …

Let that sink in. This is a very bad outcome if that is what happens. They continued:
Disability and Residential Care group outings by bus would be impacted also.
It would spell disaster for our over 65 Social support groups, many of whom are the very old, no longer
licensed, choose not to drive and park. They simply would not attend which would have an impact on their
connectedness to their community and increase the likelihood of social isolation.

So, you know, you might be thinking about this as a bus bill and it being about the technical aspect of
buses, about drivers, about maintenance, about checking and so forth, but we need to keep in mind
that these buses are a critical source of that support and social connectedness for many older and other
groups as well. It goes on to say:
•

Our Active Living Centre uses 9 seater Toyota (automatic) mini buses—which are driven by casually
employed support workers—who hold a current Vic driver’s license with no special licensing
requirements.

•

In our pool of drivers, some staff have prior experience of professional driving, but not all.

They went on to say:
•

We operate 2 buses each day—for Windsor and Caulfield groups.

•

Our government funding of ‘CHSP TRANSPORT’ allows us to deliver clients to and from the Social
Support Groups daily. This funding amount would not support the cost of wages for ‘professional
drivers’ and bus expenses over the whole year. The Govt provided capped transport funding …

to that group in 2020–21. They continued:
This would be impacted with increased regulation and would need to increase to cover added regulation.
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One of the questions I want to ask the minister in the committee is: has the government factored in the
increased regulatory cost and the increased financial support it is going to have to give a number of
these groups? Quote:
•

SSG clients must pay a co-payment for their CHSP TRANSPORT from their own pocket—we have set
this at $2.50 per trip.

•

SSG bus outings would be impacted. Clients already make a contribution to outings to cover all costs—
this would need to rise with increased regulation. Participants who are largely pensioners may not be
able to afford it.

Again, there is this impact the government has not thought through. I do not for a moment think that
the government intends this impact, but this risk is very real, and the reason I wanted to bring this to
the chamber’s attention today is that I am actually very concerned about what will happen with some
of this regulation that is being imposed here—this one-size-fits-all approach. Tougher regulation?
Sure, but what are the consequences of tougher regulation? Show us the advantages on one hand but
let us be honest and upfront about the costs and disadvantages on the other.
Another operator said there may be more responsibility or implications on their service and the
responsible person in relation to the registered bus operator:
There is an annual accreditation fee (page 17 of the amendment). LASA should find out how much it is for
buses that fall under ‘community and private bus service’.

Now, I want to know that figure too, and I put on notice that the minister needs to provide that. They
went on:
The Safety Director must develop policy to promote compliance with the act. This could impact on more
regulation and requirements (page 46–47 of proposed changes). There is no mention … as to what the ‘riskbased approach’ is and how that may impact small operators … All it states is that the Bus Safety Regulator
will be required to develop and publish a compliance monitoring and enforcement policy. This is the big
unknown.

And that is the big unknown I want to know about too. I am very concerned about this regulation
technique the government is increasingly using, where it just gets a head of power and it kicks the
details down the track, so that at the time of passage there is no regulatory document that we can point
to. We can ask a few questions of the minister, but we are left without that detailed information. It
goes on to say:
The statement at the bottom of page 3 of the ‘second reading speech’ contradicts what is written in the
amended bill. He states that ‘the bill will consolidate the bus operator accreditation and registration schemes
so that all bus operators are required to demonstrate competence and capacity to provide services safely,
regardless of the service provided or the types of buses used.

That is what it says. That is what the second-reading speech says. These are the government’s own
words. It is not me making them up; it is not the operator that I have consulted with making it up.
These are actually the government’s own words. It continues:
This is not the case as there are different rules for commercial operators/local bus service to community and
private bus service such as accredited drivers. We need to make sure that this will not change.

‘We need to make sure that this will not change’—well, all of the indications in the act, all of the
indications that I am hearing across the sector and elsewhere are that this will change, that the rules
will get tougher, that the rules for small operators will be made much more harsh, much more onerous
and much more costly. That will hit those that use those services, it will hit the operators that run them
and there will be less of these services provided. If you regulate or cost these things to a high level like
is being proposed in this bill, you will actually end up with greater problems and less services being
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delivered. Now, that is a huge problem given the significance for social connectedness of these points.
Another one goes on:
Registered bus operators … will be deemed an accredited bus operator under the new arrangement (see
page 4, proposed …
… will NOT be required to apply … again or demonstrate … competence …

So there is actually some crossover and some continuity there. I am happy to concede that that aspect
is helpful. They go on:
Also page 51 of the proposed Act indicates that the registration number will become the new accreditation
number (I think I read that correctly) …

says the operator who is responding to me. They continue:
As per page 7 of the Bus Safety Act 2009 … fall under ‘community and private bus service’. The additional
requirements such as, drivers must be accredited with a licence valid for 3 years, fall under the ‘commercial
bus service’ or ‘local bus service’—

which in this case services do not fall under—
… as per the definitions in the Bus Safety Act 2009. As stated in the Bus Safety Act 2009 on page 41, standard
drivers licence is acceptable for Community and private bus service. As per page 17 of the proposed
amendment this is not changing.

I hope that that is the case, and I will be seeking those assurances to understand that that is the case.
But as things stand and as I read them—I could go on, but I think the point has been made; people
have got the drift—there is considerable concern, considerable uncertainty. People in the sectors have
effectively concluded that these regulations will be harsher, that there will be a tougher regime, that it
will be more costly and that it will be more onerous on retirement groups, on aged-care services and
on disability care services, all of those groups. And there are probably other smaller operators out there
that I have not been able to canvass in the time that I have had with this, but I am sufficiently concerned,
and I will be seeking very strong reassurance from the minister.
One of the reasons for a longer period before this is all implemented—to 2023—is to make sure that
this is got right, that there is no harsh slam-dunk sort of application of these approaches, that
regulations are not sort of dropped from on high at the last minute on operators and do not lead to a
flight from the sector, a loss of capacity in the sector. I am very much determined in this to stand up
for not just the private bus sector—they are very important—but also these small operators out there
that have really no voice, have no power in this. I am worried that they have not been heard, that they
have not been listened to, and I welcome the minister actually providing a contrary view if she can in
the committee stage in a couple of days time. She has got a bit of time to work on that. If she can show
me that she has got formal statements from organisations that make it clear that these matters have
been taken into account, I will be more reassured than I am currently, but I am not currently
comfortable with where this sits.
I want to just return to a couple of broad points on this. I think that the community will want to see
good outcomes for the transport sector as a whole. This is obviously a miscellaneous amendment or
an omnibus-style bill. We will have more to say. I mean, the state government’s management of
transport more broadly is a shambles, whether it is trains or trams or buses, whether it is the
coordination of all those—there is just a total failure to properly coordinate all of our services in this
state—or whether it is the failure of the government to properly manage its major projects. Certainly
with the population growth we have had over the last 20-odd years, with Labor in power now for 17
of the last 21 years, you can see the consequences of the failure to keep pace with the enormous
population growth. With Labor in power for 17 of the last 21 years, the catch-up that is required is
enormous with the massive population growth that has occurred.
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Whilst we have got important transport projects—many of them strongly supported across the aisle
and across the community, and I am happy to concede that—many of them are being mismanaged.
We have got huge cost blowouts, an inability to keep the cost of these major projects under control,
and that is having a huge impact not just across the transport sector but across the whole budget sector.
It is starting to impact very severely on the Victorian community. It is an old story with Labor
governments: they are incompetent when it comes to managing money, when it comes to managing
major projects. They simply cannot bring them in on time. They simply cannot scope them properly
at the start. I have said a bit in the chamber before about the ways that we can reform some of that,
some of the sensible and practical suggestions from the Grattan Institute about better scoping and
tighter contracting to get more competition. All of these are important. But on this bill we will be
seeking further information from the minister on Thursday.
Ms WATT (Northern Metropolitan) (14:22): I rise to contribute in relation to the Transport
Legislation Miscellaneous Amendments Bill 2021. Just over six months ago I had the pleasure of
speaking on the Transport Legislation Amendment Bill 2020 in what was my first contribution to
legislative debate in this place, and at that time I spoke of the strength of the Andrews Labor
government’s commitment to building a connected, productive Victoria. I spoke on the value of
sustainable and safe transport infrastructure, including active transport options like bike paths, and the
need for public and community space, and of course I spoke about the benefits of the Metro Tunnel
for those in the northern suburbs. Once the tunnel opens, the Upfield line will see a massive 71 per
cent increase in capacity. Just last month the four huge tunnel-boring machines, Joan, Meg, Alice and
Millie, finished 20 months of digging under our city. The machines have removed 600 000 cubic
metres of rock and soil—that is more than enough to fill the MCG. It is a huge milestone for the
project, and I am keenly watching the progress of the tunnel going forward.
I am pleased to be back in the chamber today to contribute to another omnibus transport bill and what
this will mean for my constituents in Melbourne’s north. This bill supports the delivery of crucial
infrastructure investments and introduces a number of changes to transport regulatory schemes to
improve the safety, efficiency and effectiveness of our transport system. Broadly, this bill makes
changes to implement a risk-based approach to the regulation of bus safety, ensuring that authorised
fisheries officers are provided with legislative protections when enforcing numerous laws
concurrently, and makes improvements to road safety laws and other acts in the transport portfolio.
While the bill makes a number of incredibly important amendments, my contribution will focus on
the proposed bus safety reforms and the amendments required to the Road Management Act 2004 to
facilitate the Alphington link project in my electorate.
This bill will amend the Bus Safety Act 2009 to implement changes to how bus operators are regulated
in the future. Currently bus operators are required to be accredited or registered, depending on the type
of bus service they provide or the type of bus that they use. The bill proposes to consolidate the bus
operator accreditation and registration scheme so that only one scheme applies across the bus industry.
This new approach to accreditation will ensure that all bus operators are subject to the same rigorous
scrutiny before being permitted to operate in Victoria. Under the new scheme a person seeking a new
bus operator accreditation will need to apply to Transport Safety Victoria, the industry safety regulator.
As part of this application the bus operator will need to demonstrate that they are fit and proper to
operate a bus service and that they are competent and have a capacity to operate a bus service safely.
At the moment smaller minibus operators are not being subjected to the same level of scrutiny as large
bus operators, yet most of the growth in the industry is happening in this sector. The changes will level
the playing field across the different types of operators as well as providing opportunities for smaller
operators to expand their operations by using larger buses.
This bill further enables regulation to be made to regulate the use of buses in hazardous areas. This
allows the safety director at Transport Safety Victoria to declare areas such as alpine areas as hazardous
areas, to approve who can drive in hazardous areas and to approve what buses may be used in
hazardous areas. The change enables Transport Safety Victoria to be a more effective regulator and
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support a more risk-based approach to regulation. The first measure will be to update and make
amendments to the bus safety regulations to clarify the obligations of bus operators, particularly in
relation to key safety obligations, such as preparing and complying with management information
systems and maintenance management systems. Transport Safety Victoria will also undertake a
process of communication and education with currently registered operators to ensure they understand
what the changes mean for their businesses and what will be expected of them under the new
regulatory scheme.
This bill will also make some important changes to improve regulator accountability and transparency.
To complement the adoption of a more risk-based approach to permitting entry into the industry, the
bus safety regulator will be required to develop and publish a compliance monitoring and enforcement
policy. The policy will set expectations about how powers will be used and the types of activities the
regulators will undertake to support and enable compliance in the interests of safety. The bill does not
mandate that currently registered operators reapply to be accredited under the new scheme, reducing
the regulatory burden on existing bus operators as we move to the new scheme. The Andrews
government is serious about keeping the community safe, and these reforms are another example of
that commitment.
In the budget I was really delighted to see measures designed to make our buses safer and to increase
options for bus users in my electorate. This government has made a $3.1 million commitment for glass
safety screens on 450 Victorian buses and to replace handrails on trams, keeping both our drivers and
passengers safe on their journeys.
Another fantastic commitment for my community in this budget was our commitment to increase
services on the 505 bus route, a vital link for the inner north. This is part of the $74 million investment
in the state’s buses, supporting better services across the network. The route services workers, residents
and university students from Moonee Ponds to Parkville, connecting Melburnians with access to
world-class health services at both the Royal Park and Parkville campuses of the Royal Melbourne
Hospital, mental health services such as Orygen Youth Health and Mercy Health aged care. The route
also links students with the University of Melbourne and provides additional travel options for
accessing the Melbourne Zoo and a range of sporting facilities on offer in Royal Park and Princes
Park. The Parkville Gardens residential development continues to grow, and it is crucial that residents
have a range of choices when it comes to taking public transport in their day-to-day lives.
Of course it would be remiss of me not to mention some of the other fantastic projects included in the
budget that will benefit those across my region, from investments in our tram network, including
safety, amenity and accessibility upgrades to tram stops and improvements to the safety of CBD tram
lanes with permanent lane separation and non-mountable vertical kerbs, to investing in Victoria’s zeroemission vehicle future with the introduction of the first zero-emission vehicle purchase subsidy in
Australia, increasing our total investment in the uptake of zero-emission vehicles to $100 million. No
matter where you live or why you travel, the government is committed to building a safer transport
system that works for all Victorians.
Another important aspect of this bill is the acquisition of the land required for the Alphington link
project in the south of my electorate. This project will provide a link from Alphington to more than
600 kilometres of off-road trails used to commute to the city and other centres. The most direct route
for the link goes through a parcel of land currently owned by the Latrobe Golf Club and subject to the
Cultural and Recreational Lands Act 1963. This means the land can be acquired by agreement or by
an act that authorises compulsory acquisition for specified purposes. The bill before us authorises
compulsory acquisition of the land for the project by amendment to the Road Management Act 2004.
Currently Alphington residents have no safe and direct way to access the Darebin Creek trail even
though it goes right past their suburb.
Many have to travel along Heidelberg Road which, as I am sure many in this chamber are aware, can
get incredibly busy and is out of the way for many trying to access the trail, with increased travel times
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for those choosing active transport. The route for the new Alphington link is the safest, most accessible
and most functional route for cyclists and pedestrians and will greatly improve the cycling corridor for
those in the inner north. In 2018 the Darebin Yarra Trail link was opened thanks to an $18 million
investment by the Andrews Labor government, connecting the Darebin Creek Trail to the Main Yarra
Trail and providing a safe and more direct route for cyclists and pedestrians. I would like to take a
moment to recognise the tireless efforts of the member for Northcote in advocating for the Alphington
link and her involvement in the community while working through the complications of planning this
connection.
It is fantastic to see that the COVID-19 pandemic has not halted the growth in the use of active
transport in our state. In fact bike sales were up 200 per cent in the community in 2020. This is a unique
opportunity for cycling to take more of the daily trip burden as the state gradually returns to more
normal travel patterns. As well as our investment in the Alphington link, this government has been
rolling out over 100 kilometres of new and improved cycling routes across inner Melbourne. To make
it easy for people to cycle to the CBD in places where there is not a separated bike path, as of last
month our state has mandated minimum passing distances. Now motorists overtaking cyclists must
leave at least 1 metre’s clearance when overtaking on roads when speed limits are up to 60 kilometres
per hour and 1.5 metres on roads with speed limits over 60 kilometres per hour.
Cyclists are indeed our most vulnerable unprotected road users, and we all have a responsibility to
look out for each other and share the road safely. Last year there was a welcome drop in the number
of lives lost on the road across all user groups except cyclists, with 13 cyclists losing their lives. To
get Victorians to shift to active transport we need to address the real and perceived safety concerns
that many Victorians hold, and that is what this government is doing with the Alphington link project
and what it will achieve. Victoria has a longstanding commitment to road safety. From the introduction
of seatbelts and random breath testing in the 1970s to graduated provisional licences in the 2000s,
Victoria has often led the way when it comes to safety, but as long as people continue to die on our
roads because of drivers behaving badly we cannot rest on our laurels. Every death or serious injury
on our roads has a terrible impact on so many lives, not just the people involved in a crash but their
loved ones, first responders and long-term carers.
That is why this bill introduces a number of amendments to the Road Safety Act 1986. Although the
changes largely consist of minor or technical amendments, they improve consistency and clarity and
address anomalies in road safety legislation. This bill will close a number of loopholes that exist for
some people who do not have a Victorian drivers licence, including those from interstate or overseas,
and for unsupervised learner drivers, increasing the maximum penalty for driving unsupervised in line
with the current penalty for driving unlicensed. In recent years the penalties for high-risk behaviours,
including unlicensed driving, have risen. There are a number of instances where penalties have not
changed, and this bill corrects that.
Additionally this bill introduces a number of offences for owners of vehicles who knowingly permit a
vehicle not registered as a commercial passenger vehicle to be used to provide a CPV service. In
conjunction with other offence provisions already in the act this will help prevent social media
platforms from being used to solicit commercial passenger vehicle services when the person providing
booking services is not accredited. The costs of registering vehicles as commercial passenger vehicles
are so low since the government introduced and implemented its reforms in 2018 that there really is
no excuse for not complying.
I would like to take a moment to acknowledge the work of the Minister for Public Transport and
Minister for Roads and Road Safety in bringing this bill to the house and for his work in leading reform
and investment in our transport systems. This bill demonstrates this government’s commitment to
constant improvement in transport system regulation, safety and performance in the interests of the
Victorian community. All of these amendments are necessary to ensure that transport laws work as
intended and deliver what is needed. The transport system is already seeing significant increases in
demand and utilisation as we shift to COVID normal, and we need to make sure we take this
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opportunity to improve both safety and accountability on our transport system. I commend this bill to
the house.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (14:34): I rise today to speak to the Transport Legislation
Miscellaneous Amendments Bill 2021. A number of the proposed amendments relate to easing some
of the red tape and moving responsibilities to where they are better placed, and I certainly support this
as it will make the operations of the act more effective. My comments will be around the Road Safety
Act 1986.
Road safety is and should be a major concern for all Victorians. I acknowledge that a lot of work has
gone into reducing the road toll over the years, and the rolling average has gone down, but not
consistently. It still sits at well over 200 deaths a year. Last year was the lowest it has been, at 203, but
that was probably due more to COVID and there being less drivers on the road than anything else. A
figure that we do not often hear is the number of hospitalisations due to road accidents, and that sits at
over 6000 people a year. The financial cost to Victorians is billions of dollars each year, but that is
nothing compared to the tragedy of losing a life—even one life—to a road accident. The grief to a
family from the loss of a loved one is immeasurable. The horror a family goes through when sitting at
a hospital bedside is immeasurable. We need to do everything we can to ensure that the road toll is
reduced, and I am actually saddened to hear of the increase in cycling deaths last year.
We need to look at the act not as a revenue raiser but as a way to save lives. Most of the proposed
changes do this. They tighten up the legislation to ensure that interstate motorists are subject to
penalties, and they cut out some of the loopholes that are being used by corporations and companies.
But I think there is an additional way that we can reduce the road toll, and that is by changing the time
frame for demerit points. I would like to present my amendments to the house.
Independent amendments circulated by Dr CUMMING pursuant to standing orders.
Dr CUMMING: I will read my amendments, which are:
1.

Clause 2, line 2, omit “32, 38 and 39,” and insert “32, 32A, 38 and 39, 44A, 44B, 44C,”.

2.

Insert the following New Clause to follow clause 32—
‘32A Suspension or cancellation of vehicle tester authorisations
In section 15A(3) of the Road Safety Act 1986, for “3 year period” substitute “12 month
period”.’.

3.

Insert the following New Clauses to follow clause 44—
‘44A Demerit points option notice
In section 36(1)(a) of the Road Safety Act 1986, for “3 year period” substitute “12 month
period”.
44B

Persons whose driver licence or learner permit is suspended or cancelled
In section 41A(1)(b) of the Road Safety Act 1986, for “3 year period” substitute “12 month
period”.

44C

Driving disqualification notice
In section 46A(2)(a) of the Road Safety Act 1986, for “3 year period” substitute “12 month
period”.’.

My amendments propose to change the rules surrounding the accumulation of demerit points by full
licence holders, but not for learner permit holders or P-plate drivers. The effect of the amendments
would be to cut the statutory duration of demerit points applicable to full licence holders from a threeyear period to a one-year period—that is, each point would lapse one year after it had been accrued.
At present VicRoads must serve a full licence holder with a demerit point option notice when they
accrue 11 demerit points within a three-year period. Under the proposed amendment the necessary
11 demerit points would have to be accrued within 12 months before such notice could be issued.
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In November 1994 the Road Safety Committee of this Parliament issued a report on its inquiry into
the demerit points scheme. An aspect of considerable concern to the committee was the inability to
receive a satisfactory answer anywhere in Australia to the question: is the demerit points scheme
effective in influencing driver behaviour or attitude? The VicRoads submission to the committee states
that, and I will quote:
There is little scientific evidence as to whether the DPS actually has a deterrence effect …

It was also stated that:
… there was a lack of specific statistical evidence.

It is my belief that we operate mainly on short-term memory. Now, if we know that one’s demerit
points are accumulated over a shorter period of time, we are moving the awareness of our behaviour
forward. Rather than a three-year period we are actually having a 12-month think about our demerit
points, and it is something hanging over our heads rather than in the distant future. This becomes more
of an incentive for drivers to stick with the road rules.
For me I know that at times I have accrued demerit points over the years, and it does get under your
skin to think you might have gone through a red light three years ago and those three points are the
ones that are going to make you lose your licence three years later. I do believe that if the community’s
expectation within a shorter 12-month period is that they are going to lose those points then it gives
them the incentive to actually stop their behaviour immediately, because it is a 12-month period not a
three-year period. I actually believe it is going to be a bigger deterrent for the community if we accrue
the 11 points or 12 points within a 12-month period.
This demerit point system actually started in the 1970s, and there are other states around Australia that
actually do not use it. I believe it would be one way for the community to actually tighten their belts
in the way of the road rules, because it incentivises you to change your behaviour immediately within
a 12-month period.
As well, we all know that over these years there have been more cameras go up and there are more
fines from the demerit points and those demerit points can be accrued from a one-point demerit point
all the way to a four-point demerit point. I in no way believe that anyone should lose one demerit point
of course. That would be an ideal world, if nobody made one itty-bitty mistake on the road—the ittybitty mistake of just, you know, being in a particular area and you know it is normally 60 kilometres
an hour but for whatever reason they have got a 40-kilometre road sign up and you did not see it, and
there you are 20 kilometres over the speed limit. Bang, there are your points.
So for me I believe that this is what the community want. They want a 12-month period; they do not
want to see it over a three-year period. I would hope that the whole of the crossbench, the opposition
and the government will support this amendment, because it is what I believe is the community’s
expectations of an old demerit point system that needs to be renewed and revived to what they expect,
what they need.
What I understand the government is trying to achieve today is actually to reduce some of those
loopholes, because we know that the community finds the demerit point system to be clumsy, not to
be right. They feel that it is not reasonable and just. So therefore they have been over the years going
through a loophole, which this government is actually closing, around corporations and actually
registering your car under a company name. Now, you have acknowledged this loophole today, but
how about actually acknowledging the problem that we have with the demerit point system: that it
goes over three years?
I believe that the government will say when we get to the committee stage, ‘This demerit point system,
over three years, we’ve got the statistical data to prove that it’s been working’. Now, I will say to you,
government, all your statistical data is on the current system of the three years. You do not have any
statistical data on actually changing it to a 12-month period, and I believe that by changing it to a 12-
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month period, by shortening that time frame, you will actually get more compliance. You will have
less people actually driving on the roads with disqualified licences because they feel that this current
system is not fair, is not just. People need their licences to drive their kids to school. They want to keep
their jobs, and they will actually continue driving disqualified under a demerit point system that goes
over a three-year period.
So I actually hope that by having a fairer demerit point system over a 12-month period you will have
more compliance of people not driving once their licence has been disqualified, because they will
actually see a clear finish line, a clear reason why they should change their behaviour, not in a threeyear time frame in the long-distant future. That is my amendment.
I do understand there are a number of other amendments from the crossbench as well as many
amendments from the opposition. I actually look forward to hearing Ms Maxwell’s amendment as
well as Mr Barton’s and Mr Quilty’s amendments and any other crossbench amendments, seeing that
the government has put this legislation in our hands with a couple of little amendments that they want
to do for the transport legislation. But why not? Let us make it better today. Let us have all of these
amendments attached rather than what we see in this place: the government saying ‘No, what we want
to do is this, that’s it’. Let us hope that the government actually looks at all of our amendments, as they
should, with an open mind and takes up a lot of our amendments today.
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (14:48): I am very pleased to rise and make a contribution on
the Transport Legislation Miscellaneous Amendments Bill 2021. I note that there are a series of
amendments that will be coming forth, including Dr Cumming’s. Those issues will be addressed
throughout the committee stage, so I will be confining my comments to the legislation as it is before
the chamber. I would like to acknowledge both Minister Carroll and Minister Horne in the other place
for the work that has been done on this very large-scale piece of legislation.
We know how important it is to continue to adapt, improve and fine-tune the regulatory environment
of our public transport system. Public transport plays an absolutely critical role in the lifeblood of our
community, allowing people to get around our beautiful cities and towns—to work, to school, to
socialise and to fully embrace all that this state has to offer. So it is no surprise to anyone in this
chamber or indeed anywhere else that funding for our road and rail and tram systems and networks
has been a central focus of the Andrews Labor government. There has been some $80 billion spent on
transport infrastructure over the past six years, and the most recent budget of course continues this Big
Build with further record spending in the next round of projects to ensure that Victorians have the fast,
reliable and—critically—safe transport system that they deserve.
It is worth touching on some of those investments here: a $3.2 billion investment into public transport
services and infrastructure. It is always worth noting that it includes nearly a billion dollars to build
25 new trains right here in Victoria—in fact, in beautiful Ballarat—which will support close to
750 jobs: good, high-quality, secure jobs. There is also $630 million to support the reliability of V/Line
train services and maintain the regional rail network. Again, these are just some of the projects playing
a central role in our huge pipeline of infrastructure, which has created some 177 000 jobs since 2014.
The bill really goes to the heart of these huge investments and tries to make our transport system even
better. The primary purposes of this bill are numerous, including amending the Bus Safety Act 2009
to ensure that operators of bus services are accredited; making miscellaneous amendments to the
Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Act 2017 to improve operations; amending the Road
Management Act 2004 regarding compulsory acquisition of land around Alphington; making
amendments to the Road Safety Act 1986 to improve its functionality, including relating to licenceholding and the disqualification of people from holding those licences; and making further
amendments to the Transport Integration Act 2010 and the Transport Legislation Amendment
Act 2020 and a range of other miscellaneous amendments. This is a detailed bill that obviously has
sparked a lot of interest and discussion, and we look forward to that occurring over the coming hours.
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With respect to the Bus Safety Act, there is a requirement for accredited or registered bus operators to
ensure that there are safety inspections conducted annually and the demonstration of competence by
operators. These amendments are led by a deep commitment to the safety of drivers and passengers.
There are some very interesting amendments regarding the Road Management Act and the delivery
of the Alphington link project, and I know Ms Watt spoke about that passionately regarding congestion
around Heidelberg Road and the like. This will make a huge difference, allowing also for off-road rail
trails and other ways to commute to the city.
There are a range of amendments to the Road Safety Act consisting of minor changes that will improve
consistency and clarity and address anomalies in road safety legislation. It is worth noting and it is fair
to say that there has been on both sides of the house for many, many years a commitment to safety on
our roads. Really Victoria has consistently led the world in road safety initiatives, and this bill goes
further along that path of the safety-first approach by addressing several loopholes in the current
framework. For example, speeding offences requiring a Victorian to have their licence suspended will
now apply to individuals holding licences from interstate, and likewise interstate offenders who hold
interstate licences subject to alcohol conditions will be subject to the zero blood alcohol requirements
we have in Victoria.
Lastly this bill consolidates recreational boating and fishing functions by transferring some functions
performed by the Department of Transport to the Victorian Fisheries Authority. This is yet another
step in a really exciting focus on making sure that our boating and fishing community, which is just
enormous in Victoria, is given the policies and support it needs for these activities to flourish, as they
are, and that is a wonderful step forward. It is about also developing, upgrading and maintaining sites
that are used for fishing, aiming to establish a more mature and predictable project delivery pipeline.
There is a huge community in my area of Eastern Victoria but indeed right across Victoria of boaters
and fishers, and every step towards making their recreational and indeed commercial pastimes easier
and more enjoyable is a step worth taking.
I know there are a lot of people who wish to contribute to the debate, and I will allow that to occur,
but I did want to commend the bill to the house. I thank people for all their work and look forward to
the committee stage and the debate as they flow.
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (14:55): I rise today to speak to the Transport Legislation
Miscellaneous Amendments Bill 2021. I do not plan to speak for too long on this bill, largely because
most of the changes within it are straightforward and reasonably uncontroversial. As Minister Carroll
said in his second-reading speech, many of the provisions of the bill are aimed at reducing regulation.
Election commitments are also being honoured, and there are generally some good changes in the area
of road safety. From the point of Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party, we agree and are comfortable with
each of those aspects of the bill. I will now concentrate purely on those few aspects of the bill that are
the most problematic for us. I will also shortly circulate some amendments which in our view will
hopefully add or prompt some further really important changes in the area of road safety itself.
A section of the bill that we find troubling is the one on the bus accreditation. We are concerned about
three things there primarily. These are the inconsistency in interstate arrangements that disadvantage
Victorian bus operators, the concerns of key stakeholders that the nominated start date of March 2022
for the commencement of the changes is too early and the way in which various accreditation and
registration requirements are being extended well beyond the major bus operators to much smaller
concerns, including groups such as schools, aged-care services, Scouting organisations, veterans
groups and the like. I recognise that other members have expressed similar concerns on those fronts,
so Mr Grimley and I look forward to hearing further discussion on the various amendments that other
parties will be moving in order to try to enhance those specific parts of the bill.
Given that Mr Grimley and I are regional members, we also want to echo the concerns raised by
Ms Ryan in the Assembly in relation to VicTrack and the facilitation of the new 99-year Crown land
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leases for that organisation. That is a bad idea in our view, particularly in northern Victoria. There
have been a number of problems in relation to this VicTrack leasing in the past, especially in locking
land away and blocking the possibility of it being used for community projects. As Ms Ryan said, that
has been particularly true in and around places like Stanhope, Colbinabbin, Violet Town and Benalla
in my electorate. We do, however, remain concerned at the prospect that the relevant changes in the
bill could give rise to even more evidence of this kind of poor use of Crown land in the future.
In relation to road safety, I would like to put forward my amendments. This may actually be an
opportune moment to circulate them.
Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party amendments circulated by Ms MAXWELL pursuant to standing
orders.
Ms MAXWELL: Through these amendments I am seeking to expand the legislative changes that
we passed in the Parliament last year to give Victoria Police officers the power to immediately suspend
licences for hit-and-run incidents and other forms of dangerous driving. Those changes were made as
part of the Road Safety and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2019. My amendments today are
intended to achieve two central objectives: they would remove the need to prove intent in relation to
section 85I(2) of the Road Safety Act 1986; and they would also add a small set of other key offences
to section 85I(4)—namely, culpable driving, dangerous driving causing death or serious injury, failing
to stop and failing to render assistance.
Members will recall the very poignant debate in here on that previous bill in the very, very early hours
of one morning in March 2020. It was a highly moving occasion during which we especially honoured
the very brave advocacy of Chloe Dickman, after a horrific motor vehicle assault on her, and of
Jeynelle Dean-Hayes, following the death of her son Tyler Dean in a hit-and-run accident. Jeynelle
and her husband, Josh Hayes, were with us here in the Parliament throughout the entire consideration
of that bill from 9 in the evening until the wee, wee hours. After that debate I was contacted by
someone who works in a very senior capacity on these incidents and indeed is one of the state’s most
experienced and foremost experts in this field. They told me that there were flaws in the bill and there
were accordingly a few outstanding issues that needed to be tightened within the legislation. Jeynelle
and Josh also separately received the same advice. I subsequently contacted the office of the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services on numerous occasions and had a few conversations with her
advisors. But there has unfortunately still been no tangible progress of any kind, and I will have a bit
more to say about that in a moment.
The purpose of moving these amendments now is obviously to try to have the Council pass them in
order to make that progress and to strengthen the relevant laws. However, even if the amendments do
not have the numbers to pass, I raise them as a means of alerting all other MLCs to these problems
and indeed to require members of the government to consider and respond to them. Now, I perfectly
accept that there may be disagreement in the Council on whether the amendments are needed or not.
That is one thing. Frankly, though, I have quite a few other things to say about the government’s
approach to this particular matter.
I will preface these remarks by saying that I appreciate the access and the levels of consultation and
cooperation that our party enjoys with almost all ministers’ offices. In fact it has been a pleasure to
work with many of those offices. However, in this instance I have to say that I am extremely frustrated,
disappointed and even angry at the approach of the police minister’s office. Very regrettably, Jeynelle
and Josh and their family, who were among the inspirations behind the original bill after all, have been
left to wait for over a year even for some sort of advice or decision about these outstanding issues.
Since their last conversation with a ministerial adviser in I think the first half of 2020, they have been
hoping to hear something from the government about this, yet there has been nothing. They have been
left on tenterhooks, often sick with worry and concern, as if they have not endured enough already
with the loss of their beautiful son. To the best of my knowledge no-one from the police minister’s
office has bothered to pick up the phone, to send an email or even to communicate with them in any

BILLS
2340

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 22 June 2021

form at all—not even once in that entire time. Multiple phone calls and emails from my office,
including from me, have also repeatedly gone unanswered by that minister’s office on these issues.
None of this has been anywhere near good enough. In fact it has been appalling. I hope the relevant
people in that office who are listening at the moment urgently think about and reflect on that and try
to conceptualise and contemplate the serious impact it has had on Jeynelle and Josh in particular.
Otherwise for now I will largely leave my contribution there. As I said at the start of my speech,
Mr Grimley and I support the overwhelming majority of the bill. However, we do look forward to the
imminent more detailed discussion and consideration of the various amendments proposed to the bill,
including our own. In the meantime, I thank the house.
Mr ERDOGAN (Southern Metropolitan) (15:04): I am pleased to rise in support of the Transport
Legislation Miscellaneous Amendments Bill 2021. I notice that there are a range of amendments to
this bill put forward by Ms Maxwell, Dr Cumming and Mr Barton, and there may be many others as
well that I have not come across as yet, but I will be speaking to the substantive motion at hand. It is
important to state that this bill does amend several pieces of legislation within the transport portfolio
to support the government’s policy commitments. It refines many transport sector regulations to
improve safety, efficiency and effectiveness; implements technical changes to improve the operation
of transport laws; and supports the delivery of safer and accessible cycling infrastructure. These
purposes are achieved primarily by amending a number of acts, including the Bus Safety Act 2009,
the Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Act 2017, the Road Management Act 2004, the Road
Safety Act 1986, the Transport Integration Act 2010 and the Victorian Fisheries Authority Act 2016.
In addition, it makes consequential changes to other legislation affected by these. Due to the time
constraints I will not be addressing each aspect of this bill, but I will focus on the streamlining of the
boating and fishing oversight and also making our roads safer for all Victorians.
Streamlining boating and fishing oversight is a big feature of this bill and it is very important,
especially in my electorate, where recreational fishing is very popular. It is not just popular in my
electorate; about 400 000 Victorians hold a marine licence and about 70 per cent of recreational
boating activity is fishing related. This demonstrates the alignment of needs between the community
and boating and fishing. It highlights the importance of having close coordination between them,
which is among the key reasons why the Victorian government combined the fishing and boating
ministerial portfolios. This bill transfers the boating functions undertaken by the Department of
Transport to the Victorian Fishing Authority. In doing so it takes a further step towards the
administrative consolidation of recreational and fishing functions. This will result in improved
efficiency when delivering infrastructure projects and better service and domains, such as disruption
management. It will also maximise the alignment of coordination between fishing stock activities
undertaken by the VFA and the development, upgrade and maintenance of facilities that are needed to
access recreational opportunities. Combining these functions will give one government body oversight
from boat to bait.
These changes are part of the Victorian government’s ongoing development of a 10-year recreational
boating strategy. You would have heard about this strategy probably 12 months ago, because the initial
12-month action plan developed consisted of establishing a Better Boating Fund. I had the pleasure of
supporting that bill in this chamber. It was created in response to the demands of Victorian boating
stakeholders to guarantee every dollar of their marine licence and vessel registration fees was spent on
recreational boating facilities and safety. The organisational changes proposed by this bill are needed
to support more efficient utilisation of the marine licence and vessel registration fee revenue and
effective project delivery. The Victorian government’s aim over the following two years is to establish
a more mature and predictable project development and delivery pipeline for the development and
management of boating facilities. By introducing policies like the establishment of the Better Boating
Fund and streamlining administrative functions, the government is taking decisive steps towards
fulfilling this aim.
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As I said, there are a number of amendments in this bill, but I want to focus on amending the road
safety laws—laws for which I would expect not only bipartisan support but everyone in the chamber
to be quite concerned about and committed to improving This bill makes other amendments towards
delivering on this commitment. Every death or serious injury on our roads has a terrible impact on so
many lives. I saw this in my previous career as a personal injury lawyer with people that were injured
at work or in road accidents and the devastating impact that had on their loved ones and their work
colleagues. It impacted everybody. I had the honour of reflecting on the accounts of road safety
stakeholders, experts and representatives during our Economy and Infrastructure Committee’s recent
inquiry into the increase in Victoria’s road toll. Some of the statistics and the stories behind them can
be difficult to hear, but they serve as an important reminder that even one life saved on the road makes
a considerable impact on so many.
This is why the bill introduces a number of amendments to the Road Safety Act 1986. All of the
changes are primarily minor or technical. They will improve consistency and clarity and address
anomalies in road safety legislation. The bill addresses several loopholes that exist for some people
that do not have a Victorian drivers licence—typically those from other states or other countries.
Drivers without a Victorian drivers licence committing a speeding offence are currently not subject to
having their licence suspended, unlike drivers with Victorian licences. The bill will ensure the court
will now be required to disqualify the offender from driving in Victoria for the same period as if they
held a licence or permit issued in Victoria. Similarly, if an offence were to attract immediate
suspension by police for someone who holds a Victorian licence, drivers without a Victorian licence
who commit the same offence will be immediately disqualified from driving.
The bill will also amend the act to make interstate licence holders subject to the zero blood alcohol
concentration requirement in Victoria. It is important we recognise that learner drivers driving
unsupervised is bad behaviour and is just as serious as unlicensed driving, a commonality not
recognised in our existing legal framework. This bill addresses this anomaly by making the maximum
court penalty for learner drivers driving unsupervised equal to the maximum court penalty for
unlicensed driving.
There are many other aspects to this legislation, but I will keep it brief as I understand there are a
number of speakers waiting to make a contribution. This bill makes several amendments to transport
portfolio legislation aimed at making Victoria a safer place on the road and off the shores. It also
improves administrative efficiency by streamlining oversight and regulation within this portfolio. I
would like to commend Minister Carroll and his office but also previous ministers that have
contributed to the various bills in this space, because like I said, with this portfolio and the amendments
there is significant crossover.
My experience as chair of the Standing Committee on the Economy and Infrastructure gave me an
opportunity to reflect on the constant challenges of keeping people safe on our roads. This bill is
another step towards reducing the road toll and keeping Victorians safe. That is why I commend the
bill to the house.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (15:11): I will be brief. The Liberal Democrats will oppose this
bill. As a miscellaneous bill it does a bunch of unusual, unrelated things. Amongst other things the bill
makes it harder to drive a bus, expands the government’s power to forcibly take land, increases
penalties for minor driving offences to an obscene and draconian level, expands the Treasurer’s powers
and increases the power of the Victorian Fisheries Authority (VFA). We do not really support any of
those things.
Making it more difficult to be a bus driver is a bad thing. As we have seen a number of times in this
Parliament, the government wants to wrap additional red tape around a productive sector of the
economy without demonstrating that there is a problem that needs to be addressed. What they do is
create another point at which to extract fees and another funding source for accreditation authorities.
As we have heard today, there are fears that this will impact on small community organisations that
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have buses, potentially derailing just a little bit more of our civil society. Every minister and adviser
in this government should get ‘unintended consequences’ tattooed on their hands as a reminder that
they do bad every time they try to do good.
The government should not forcibly take land, not even from golf courses, and they are doing it via an
act to avoid having to negotiate an agreement to obtain it. That is gold standard transparency,
accountability and consultation right there! The government should not be locking learner drivers in
jail for half a year for driving without a supervisor; it is draconian. The Treasurer has more than enough
power, as do the bureaucrats at the VFA. Maybe we should leave the recreational boating public alone
instead of gearing up to fine more people for small technical breaches of rules. Leasing or selling
VicTrack land with less red tape might be a good thing, but I have no faith that this will be the result
of this bill.
Because it is an omnibus bill, it seems the opposition and most of the crossbench have proposed
amendments to it. The Liberal Democrats have also seized the opportunity. We are putting forward a
very modest amendment to raise the speed limit on the Hume Highway from 110 to 120 kilometres
an hour. This is something that could have happened years ago if our road safety bureaucracy was
focused on the science instead of the headlines. There will be massive economic benefits for regional
Victoria at very little cost. I will speak further on this when I move the amendment, but I ask that my
amendments be circulated now.
Liberal Democratic Party amendments circulated by Mr QUILTY pursuant to standing orders.
Mr QUILTY: The Liberal Democrats advocate for a smaller and more liberal government. That
means less regulation, not more. We cannot support this bill.
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:14): I rise to speak on the Transport Legislation
Miscellaneous Amendments Bill 2021. This bill looks to reform a wide range of transportation areas,
with a focus on road safety. I will concentrate on what is in my wheelhouse. Road safety is paramount,
but so are fairness, workers rights and reducing the risk of exploitation. The premise of recent
commercial passenger transportation reforms was to create a level playing field. Looking at the
industry today, this has not been achieved. Commercial Passenger Vehicles Victoria (CPVV), the
regulator, has failed miserably. We note that the CEO has now resigned, and we see this as a great
opportunity where the industry can reset their relationship with the regulator. There is still time to
protect the vulnerable, protect workers rights and allow taxidrivers to earn a living wage. I believe we
can fix this and we can make it fair.
This bill as it stands is a missed opportunity to make some serious reform. In discussions with Minister
Carroll I have moved some of these areas of much-needed reform to both the commercial passenger
vehicle advisory panel and the multipurpose taxi program. However, what still needs to be addressed
is the financial viability of providing essential taxi services to the community. That is why I propose
amendments today. I hope everyone will examine these amendments and understand the position I am
coming from. This is about repairing the past and settling a fair and sustainable pathway forward for
the future.
My amendments seek to change the way the Essential Services Commission determines the maximum
taxi fares. While rideshare companies have been given the flexibility to determine their own fares,
resulting in surge pricing, taxidrivers are not given this same luxury. Taxis can only determine a fare
below the maximum taxi fare determined by the Essential Services Commission. It has been a long
seven years since the last maximum taxi fare increase, which occurred in 2014. The last one before
that was in 2008. One fare increase in 13 years? We cannot be serious. These maximum taxi rates are
not increased each year in line with the CPI. Given that the industry has experienced only one fare
increase since 2008, their income in real terms has been consistently declining.
This amendment asks the Essential Services Commission to consider an accredited driver’s capacity
to earn a living wage, as well as the commercial viability of operating a taxi service. Living wage
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means remuneration that is sufficient for a reasonable standard of living with regard to the cost of
essential goods and services. These are some of Victoria’s most essential and vulnerable workers.
Many of them are working for half the minimum wage. Taxidrivers get no holiday pay, no sick pay,
no superannuation and no carers leave. This is a disgrace in this day and age. Do people think these
drivers’ rents do not rise, their cost of living does not increase and the tolls do not go up? The costs of
goods and services are increasing, yet these Victorian transport workers have had the same fares for
seven years.
Many of you have come to this place from the union movement with the intention of protecting those
vulnerable to exploitation. You have fought hard for workers rights and their ability to earn a living
wage, but I stand in front of you today and say some have fallen through the cracks. I am asking the
government to deliver a pay rise to these people, the first in seven years. The irony is we have recently
seen the commercial passenger vehicle service levy increase by 5 per cent in line with the CPI. This is
a levy that drivers and vehicle owners pay each time they make a trip. Of course when a fare is being
collected by the State Revenue Office they make sure it takes into account inflation. Why are these
essential transport workers considered less deserving of proper and fair compensation for their work?
Why does the government consider these workers less worthy? This is not fair. We are asking these
transport workers to work for a rate of pay and under a set of conditions that most Victorians would
not accept. This is a time to fix it.
These amendments propose that the Essential Services Commission should consider a driver’s ability
to earn a living wage. This is not controversial. In fact many are surprised this is not a required
consideration already. Of course if you are regulating an industry, you should aim to ensure that the
system is designed to protect workers, not subject them to ever-increasing expenses with the same
income.
My contribution to the road toll inquiry in this past year contributed significantly to my outlook on
this bill. Road safety is absolutely an issue. Reforms that seek to reduce the road toll on our roads and
reduce the risk of accidents are needed. We know that 10 000 infringements are issued every year for
driving unlicensed. We know that 5000 learner drivers are found driving unaccompanied every year.
These drivers pose a real and serious risk to all drivers, passengers, cyclists and pedestrians. I believe
we have to do more to support safe driving among our young people.
I also believe that we must hold individuals accountable for their actions. There are holes in this current
system. This bill will stop drivers using an interstate licence to escape driving penalties. This makes
sense. This bill will also mean that high-speed offenders will no longer be able to hide behind body
corporates and avoid licensing sanctions—another sensible reform. When it comes to increasing
penalties for wrongdoing, I tend to approach these policies with caution. There is a balance that is
required between penalties that are effective deterrents and penalties that can target or disadvantage
vulnerable or low socio-economic groups. Increasing penalties for individuals caught without an
active licence will hopefully deter adults who choose to risk the lives of others and break the law.
However, I do hold some reservations in regard to increasing court penalties for learner drivers caught
driving whilst unsupervised. This bill proposes that the penalty units for such a crime increase from
20 to 60 units with a maximum jail term of six months. I have always viewed jail sentences as a last
resort. I feel that, especially in regard to learner drivers who are young people, we should adopt a
compassionate, understanding approach with an emphasis on education and support where we can.
We know that young people who serve a jail sentence are often from a low socio-economic
background. Through our discussions on the Spent Convictions Bill 2020 I learned that 71 per cent of
children in custody have a history of trauma, abuse and neglect. These are structural issues. Increasing
jail terms on penalties for young people of that age is unlikely to have a deterrent effect. At such a
young age perceptions of risk vary greatly. This penalty increases the punishment for those kids who
make a mistake. Yes, this is dangerous, but are these penalties really going to address the issue at
hand? I hope the government and enforcement agencies consider this in their application of this bill.
Finding balance is the key. Prison should always be our last resort.
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I have long been pointing to the fact there still exist many cases of unregistered vehicles being used as
commercial passenger vehicles. This issue has gone hand in hand with touting. Back in 2020 laws
were changed that made online advertising of commercial passenger vehicles which are not registered
with the CPVV illegal. However, there has been little enforcement of this legislation, as reports of
individuals advertising the service on Airtasker and Gumtree after much lobbying are only just now
being enforced. This lack of enforcement for those clearly doing the wrong thing contrasts starkly with
those in the industry that are registered, pay the insurance, follow the guidelines and are still being
threatened with fines from the regulator. Allowing this to continue absolutely creates an uneven
playing field for operators in the industry and creates safety risks for passengers.
Due to a lack of enforcement, I am also aware of individuals using club plates to provide illegal
services. Club plates are given to vintage and classic vehicles over 25 years of age. These plates are
cheaper and allow the owner to avoid stamp duty. There are over 80 000 red club plated vehicles. To
be clear, club plates cannot be registered as a commercial passenger vehicle. For victims of this
electronic touting or those who are taken in by this illegal online advertising, they are unaware that
these vehicles they are getting into may not be registered and potentially not even insured. It is not a
stretch to imagine those who are willing to offer their services without proper registration may also try
to save a buck or two and fail to meet their statutory obligations. Introducing an offence for owners of
vehicles who knowingly permit an unregistered vehicle to be used to provide a commercial passenger
vehicle service is a step in the right direction. However, what will be crucial to the effectiveness of this
offence will be enforcement. It is all well and good having the offence there, but the regulator, the
CPVV, must be proactive in finding and charging these drivers for breaking the law. Unregistered
vehicles are a safety risk. Passengers who order a taxi, a rideshare or a hire car should have peace of
mind that the vehicle they are in is registered and is in a roadworthy condition. However, this cannot
currently be assured. Without this confidence the entire industry suffers.
I will be supporting this bill today. However, I do believe that this bill could do better. The future of
the transport industry depends on many things. In particular I believe it needs for the government and
the regulator to provide a clear direction for commercial passenger vehicle operators and drivers. The
industry needs leadership and more regulation that focuses on passenger safety, fairness and
sustainable business. We need to ensure that passengers feel safe, drivers and operators can earn a
living wage, rideshare drivers have basic workers rights and our most vulnerable are not exploited. I
commend this bill to the house, and I would like to circulate my amendments now, please.
Transport Matters Party amendments circulated by Mr BARTON pursuant to standing orders.
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan)
Incorporated pursuant to order of Council of 8 June:
1.

I am pleased to be contributing in support of the Transport Legislation Miscellaneous Amendments
Bill 2021.

2.

This bill has some crucial aspects to it, which will bring substantial advancements to Victorian public
transport networks.

3.

It will improve the safety and optimise the operations of this state’s transportation networks.

4.

I will give a quick summary of the crucial areas where this will improve the public transport networks.

5.

This bill will support the delivery of infrastructure investments.

6.

It refines transport regulatory schemes to improve safety, efficiency and effectiveness.

7.

It implements technical changes that are needed to improve the operation of transport laws.

8.

It will also implement election commitments and other policy commitments made by the Andrews
government to improve transport laws.

9.

Millions of Victorians use public transport across the state to get to places where they need to be.

10. I am one of those millions, as I use public transport regularly to get around.
11. People of the Western Metropolitan Region are passionate users of the public transportation system.
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12. They love using buses, trains and trams.
13. Our public transport networks are important for schoolkids, daily commuters, shoppers and many more.
There is something for everyone when it comes to public transport.
14. It is part of everyday life. It is vital for everyday life.
Bus safety reforms
15.

This bill implements some vital bus safety reforms.

16. The Transport Legislation Miscellaneous Amendment Bill will amend the Bus Safety Act 2009 to
implement changes to how bus operators are regulated in the future.
17. Bus operators are currently required to obtain a bus operator accreditation or registration depending on
the type of bus service provided or the type of buses used.
18. The bill will consolidate the bus operator accreditation and registration schemes.
19. This new approach will require all new bus operators to demonstrate competence and capacity before
being permitted to operate.
20. All bus operators should be subject to the same rigorous scrutiny before being permitted to operate in
Victoria.
21. Smaller minibus operators are not being subjected to the same level of scrutiny as the larger bus
operators, yet most of the growth in the industry is happening in the minibus area.
22. Minibuses are playing an important role in fulfilling the gaps that big bus operators are not able to.
23. As we transition to more demand responsive bus and commercial passenger vehicle services, we have
to address that this is the area where we need more assurance of safety.
24. Under the new accreditation scheme, all operators will need to demonstrate they have the competence
and capacity to provide bus services safely and be subject to a fit and proper person test before being
accredited.
25. It is very important to make sure that the bus users feel safe when they are using the buses.
26. This an important safety reform.
27. This new consolidated scheme will be implemented by applying a risk-based approach to the assessment
of competence and capacity that is less rigid and more effective than the current two-tiered system of
regulation.
28. The risk-based approach is also expected to reduce red tape and associated administrative delays.
29. This is a more efficient way to manage this regulation. It will be great for the bus industry.
30. The west is growing rapidly. The Big Build has a lot of projects going on in the west.
31. As we get more infrastructure, we will have more people using the buses.
32. It is an absolute priority to make sure that we address their safety.
33. Our Victorian bus drivers are doing a fantastic job, and through this bill they will be able connect bus
users more safely to their destinations.
34. This bill will help Transport Safety Victoria, which is the industry safety regulator, to become more
effective.
35. Transport Safety Victoria supports the implementation of a more risk-based approach to regulation.
36. The bill provides for a default commencement date of 1 March 2022 for the new accreditation scheme
unless an earlier date is proclaimed.
37. It is intended to commence the scheme on the default commencement date.
38. This will provide the maximum amount of time to undertake any implementation tasks.
39. The industry has already discussed an implementation of this new scheme.
40. Currently registered operators are not mandated to reapply to Transport Safety Victoria to be accredited
under the new scheme.
41. Instead, they are deemed to be accredited once the new scheme commences.
42. This way of adoption will reduce regulatory burden on existing bus operators.
43. Additionally, there will be detailed implementation work to ensure that there is no diminution of safety
when the new scheme commences.
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44. The first measure will be to update and make amendments to the Bus Safety Regulations to clarify the
obligations of bus operators, particularly in relation to key regulatory obligations such as preparing and
complying with management information systems and maintenance management systems.
45. Transport Safety Victoria will undertake a risk assessment of bus operators to ensure that they have a
better understanding of the market for bus services in the context of the new regulatory scheme.
46. It is expected that Transport Safety Victoria would direct their effort on bus operators that are currently
subject to registration.
47. We need to make sure that the business owners understand the new regulations.
48. Therefore, Transport Safety Victoria will also undertake a process of communication and education with
currently registered operators to ensure they understand what the changes mean for their business and
what will be expected of them under the new regulatory scheme.
49. The Department of Transport and Transport Safety Victoria will consult and engage with the bus
industry on the implementation of the new scheme before it commences.
50. The adoption of a more risk-based approach to permitting entry into the industry would improve
regulator accountability and transparency.
51. The policy will set expectations about how powers will be used.
52. There are types of activities the regulator will undertake to support and enable compliance in the interests
of safety.
Road safety
53. This bill also brings road safety reforms.
54. According to the TAC, tragically 101 lives have been lost as of midnight, 20 June 2021.
55. 101 lives too many. Their families are affected forever.
56. Every death on Victorian roads has an awful impact on too many lives.
57. First responders, long-term carers, loved ones and people involved in a crash all feel the pain.
58. I am proud of the Victorian government for their commitment towards zero road-related lives lost.
59. Victoria have a strong history of road safety achievements. Some of them are as follows:
a.

seatbelts and random breath testing in the 1970s

b.

bicycle helmets and TAC ads in the 1990s

c.

random drug testing, reduced speed limits and P1, P2 graduated licensing in the 2000s

d.

mandatory disqualification, behaviour change programs and zero BAC for all drink and drug
drivers in 2018

e.

police powers to immediately remove more dangerous drivers from our roads—which are due to
take effect in November this year.

60. We have paved the path when it comes to road safety.
61. However, as long as people die on our roads, our work doesn’t stop.
62. It is an absolute imperative for us to address this.
63. We all should feel safe on our roads.
64. This bill introduces a number of amendments to the Road Safety Act.
65. Although the changes largely consist of minor or technical amendments, they improve consistency,
clarity and address anomalies in road safety legislation.
Offenders who don’t have Victorian licence
66. The bill addresses a number of loopholes that exist for some people who do not have a Victorian driver
licence.
67. People can be from interstate or overseas.
68. If a driver commits a speeding offence that would require a Victorian to have their licence suspended,
this could not apply to someone who does not hold a Victorian licence.
69. The bill ensures that a court will now be required to disqualify the offender from driving in Victoria for
the same period as the person would have had a Victorian licence or permit suspended for that offence.
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70. Similarly, if an offence would attract immediate suspension by police for someone who holds a Victorian
licence, those who commit the same offence who do not hold a Victorian licence will be immediately
disqualified from driving.
71. Interstate offenders who hold an interstate licence subject to an interstate alcohol condition will be
subject to the zero BAC requirement in Victoria.
72. Administrators of alcohol interlock conditions will be required to treat a visiting interstate driver who
breaches a condition the same way as if they had breached a Victorian alcohol interlock condition.
Unsupervised learner drivers
73. Another loophole we want to close through this bill is in relation to unsupervised learner drivers.
74. Leaner drivers who drive unsupervised are equivalent to driving unlicensed.
75. However, learner drivers driving unsupervised attract a maximum court penalty of 20 penalty units,
approximately $3300, whereas the maximum court penalty for unlicensed driving is 60 penalty units,
approximately $9900.
76. The bill addresses this anomaly noting that this is a maximum penalty that is at the discretion of the court
to give.
Body corporate failing to give an effective statement
77. It is currently an offence for a body corporate to fail to give an effective statement in relation to three or
more relevant infringement notices served on the body corporate within a 12-month period.
78. The bill ensures this will apply not only to the failure to give an effective statement for an infringement
notice served with respect to an offence that attracts demerit points but also with respect to offences for
which:
a.

a driver licence or learner permit must be suspended or cancelled; or

b.

a person who was driving must be disqualified from obtaining a driver licence or learner permit for
any period.

Transfer of approvals of suppliers and providers
79. There are a limited number of approved alcohol interlock suppliers, providers of behaviour change
programs and safe-driving programs in Victoria.
80. These suppliers and providers may be subject to future mergers or changes to their names, and prior to
the bill there was no mechanism by which their approval can be transferred.
81. The bill ensures that the providers would not need to reapply to become approved suppliers in this
circumstance.
Conclusion
82. The Andrews government is serious about keeping the community safe and these reforms are another
example of our commitment.
83. The bill makes a number of other important amendments to transport legislation.
84. This bill also closes several loopholes that have been exploited by some.
85. We will always work towards keeping Victorians safe on our roads.
86. I commend the bill to the house.

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Instruction to committee
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem) (15:27): Now we have to deal with two sets of
amendments. I will deal with the first one first, which is Mr Quilty’s amendments. I have considered
the amendments circulated by Mr Quilty, and in my view the amendments are not within the scope of
the bill. Therefore an instruction motion pursuant to standing order 15.07 is required. I remind the
house that an instruction to the committee is a procedural debate, and I call on Mr Quilty to move his
instruction motion.
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Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (15:28): I move:
That it be an instruction to the committee that they have the power to consider an amendment and a new
clause to amend the Road Safety Act 1986 to require the minister to direct the head, Transport for Victoria to
replace speed limit signs along the length of road known as the Hume Freeway or the Hume Highway.

Motion agreed to.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem) (15:28): Can I move to the second amendment, which
is moved by Mr Barton. I have considered the amendments circulated by Mr Barton, and in my view
the amendments are not within the scope of the bill. Therefore an instruction motion pursuant to
standing order 15.07 is required. I remind the house that an instruction to the committee is a procedural
debate, and I call on Mr Barton to move his instruction motion.
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:29): I move:
That it be an instruction to the committee that they have the power to consider an amendment and a new
clause to amend the Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Act 2017 that make further provision for the
manner in which the Essential Services Commission may regulate prescribed prices for the commercial
passenger vehicle industry.

Motion agreed to.
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (15:29): I move:
That the bill be committed to a committee of the whole later this day.

Motion agreed to.
EDUCATION AND TRAINING REFORM AMENDMENT (PROTECTION OF SCHOOL
COMMUNITIES) BILL 2021
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Mr LEANE:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:30): I am pleased to rise to make a contribution on the
Education and Training Reform Amendment (Protection of School Communities) Bill 2021. Now, the
key purpose of the bill now before the house is to amend the Education and Training Reform Act 2006
to provide for orders that prohibit or regulate a range of different conduct on school premises or schoolrelated places—for example, sports grounds—in order, so the government tells us, to protect members
of school communities from harmful, threatening or abusive behaviour.
At the outset of the debate it is worth noting that it is a strange time to be debating a bill such as this.
It is an odd time, an unusual time, to be doing so, because of course we have just come out of our
fourth lockdown here in Victoria, our fourth statewide lockdown, where schools across the state were
once again shut down. They were shut down against all the very best public health advice. It was the
World Health Organization that said that school closures should only ever be a last resort, and by that
it meant in areas with ‘intense local transmission’—that is the exact language of the World Health
Organization. And so it is odd to be debating a bill about conduct on school grounds, because of course
Victorian children, Victorian parents and Victorian carers have been locked out of schools for so long.
The main purposes of the bill, as I have said, are to amend the Education and Training Reform
Act 2006 to provide for these orders, to put in place civil penalties for the enforcement of these orders
and to make a series of miscellaneous amendments. Now, I will not speak at length on this bill this
afternoon, because we on this side of the house do not oppose it. We support this bill for a range of
reasons that I will seek to articulate in my brief comments, and as I start, it is worthy to note some
background to this bill that I think is instructive. It was back in February of 2018 that the Minister for
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Education, now the Acting Premier, announced that the government would establish what he called a
Protective Schools Ministerial Taskforce, and this was part of the protective schools initiative. The
initiative was established, so said the Minister for Education:
… to support schools to better respond to incidents as they occur and address underlying issues to prevent
future violence and aggression …

in schools. Now, we are talking about real issues. They are rare issues but real issues. During my years
as a school leader, during my years as head of a large secondary school in my electorate, I was privy
to some behaviour that was absolutely out of order, and it is the type of behaviour that all school
leaders experience and a small number of schoolteachers experience that is the type of behaviour that
the minister tells us he is seeking to target through this bill. So we are speaking about real issues.
My view and I know the view of the Shadow Minister for Education, Mr Hodgett—the view of the
coalition—is that the vast majority of Victorian parents and the vast majority of Victorian carers
behave entirely appropriately in their interactions with teachers and with other staff at our schools, and
yet a small minority do not. The task force that I was speaking of a moment ago was established to
provide expert advice to the minister, to Minister Merlino, about the prevention and the reduction of
these types of behaviours—‘violence and aggression’ is the expression that the minister continues to
use—in schools by undertaking, again what he called, an exploration into the causal factors of violence
and aggression in our schools but also then to think about what best practice tells us regarding the
prevention of these types of behaviours. Through this process that was established it was
acknowledged—as I have just acknowledged and as the member for Croydon in the other place
acknowledged fulsomely in his remarks during the last sitting week on this bill—that most parents,
carers and other adults in our broader school communities behave in a respectful way. I would go
further than that: in my personal experience leading a large secondary school the overwhelming
majority of parents and carers and other adults behave appropriately.
As I say, we on this side of the house support the bill, but I will express some views about some
concerns that ultimately have been allayed through the consultation process that we have run under
the leadership of Mr Hodgett and also through interactions with the minister’s office. However, just
to foreshadow one of those key concerns, we were keen to ensure that we had from the government a
commitment that the sorts of behaviours that would be covered by this bill were really serious sorts of
behaviours. Again, in my own personal experience it is entirely appropriate and proper for parents to
engage in a robust and fulsome way with school leaders, with teachers. I think it was Oscar Wilde who
may or may not have once said, ‘I may disagree with what you have to say, and yet I defend to the
death your right to make an arse of yourself’. Parents in our schools must continue to have the right to
make arses of themselves. We are told by the minister’s office that that sort of behaviour is not the
behaviour that this bill is seeking to deal with.
That is some of the background, and that process, which has been explained at length to the member
for Croydon, does seem to us to be a proper process. There was much consultation at that time, for
example, and the stakeholders that were consulted with overwhelmingly support the bill. That should
be noted.
Coming to the main provisions of this bill, it seeks to confer powers upon authorised officers to issue
two types of safety orders in schools. A school community safety order would stop an adult who is
neither a staff member nor a student at the school from doing a range of things. These include entering,
remaining on or being within the range of up to 25 metres of a school property, or, importantly, being
in any place where there is a school activity taking place; this could be a camp site, this could be a
sporting ground or this could be a pool. This type of order would also prohibit the adult in this scenario
from doing a range of other things: telephoning, sending a message to, approaching or contacting
either a particular staff member or staff members of that school or causing another person, a third
person, to do the same. This order would also prohibit the use of communication on a particular
communication platform that is owned or controlled by the school. It would stop this person continuing
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to engage in the behaviour which resulted in the order being issued. Now, the powers are broad here.
The bill goes on to note that any other prescribed conduct could be covered by this sort of order. The
bill provides for immediate school safety orders also.
Let me just briefly step through in a little more detail some of the key elements of the bill before I
briefly discuss some concerns that we initially had with the bill that ultimately have been allayed but
nonetheless we want to keep a watching brief upon, given that our expectation is that this bill will pass
through the house today.
Division 2 of the bill seeks to put in place what will be called immediate school community safety
orders. I have spoken just now about ongoing school orders. The provisions for an immediate school
community safety order would allow schools to take, perhaps obviously, immediate action that would
remove an individual from the grounds of a school or the particular place where a school activity was
occurring. We sought examples from the government about what sorts of behaviour it is envisaged
that these orders could cover, and here is an example that we have been given: if a person is threatening
harm towards a teacher—and this does occur, albeit in very rare circumstances—and where there
might not be adequate time for the school to undertake the procedural fairness provisions and the show
cause provisions required for a school community safety order. That is the order that I was talking
about previously. Now, there are safeguards built into the bill regarding the use of these types of orders.
They can only be in place for a maximum of 14 days, and at that time the authorised person who has
made the order needs to decide whether or not grounds exist to then issue the ongoing school
community safety order.
As I say, in these cases the bill does seek to deal with issues that are real. Like most school leaders,
certainly I have engaged in conversations where I felt threatened. I have never been threatened with
violence, and the vast majority of teachers and school leaders would not have been threatened with
serious interpersonal violence, but nonetheless the types of conversations that our school leaders and
our teachers do have to have from time to time could be covered, it is the view of the vast majority of
respondents to the government’s consultation process, in a more robust way than we have done
hitherto. For those reasons, like I say, my view is that this bill should have our support, and that is the
view of Mr Hodgett as well.
I want to highlight just a few instances where upon an initial reading I, and I know Mr Hodgett also,
had some concerns that we then sought to allay and ultimately have been able to allay. We wanted to
come to understand the extent to which it was deemed that the provisions in this bill meet community
expectations. Certainly I have a view, and I know David Hodgett has a view, that it is entirely
appropriate for parents to have a great deal of access to their children’s teachers and to school leaders
at their school of choice. I know Mr Hodgett wanted to ask of the government and indeed did ask of
the government whether or not a strong process had been stepped through to seek to ensure that
community values and community expectations were being upheld. Mr Hodgett was directed to the
report of the Protective Schools Ministerial Taskforce, and ultimately Mr Hodgett walked away
impressed with the scope of the consultation that had occurred through that process, so we were
pleased about that.
We also wanted to seek to interrogate the extent to which strong processes regarding procedure and
natural justice were in place when it came to this bill. We believe that schools should be safe places.
We also believe that parental rights, wherever possible, should be upheld. So we asked questions about
existing laws, about existing measures and whether or not they could be adequate to deal with many
of the troubling examples that the government has put forward in order to justify the legislation that is
now lying upon the table of the house. Some examples of exactly why it is the government feels that
this new legislation is necessary were provided, helpfully, to Mr Hodgett. For instance, if a person
came onto school grounds with a knife or some other implement that could clearly do harm to another
person, it is common sense that the principal would not go out and start trying to issue an oral or written
immediate order to try to deal with that risky situation through a process that currently exists. That was
an example that was provided to us, and Mr Hodgett ultimately felt that that made sense. We wanted
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to interrogate, as I have said, the current provisions through which principals and school leaders can
seek to manage and deal with poor behaviour.
Of course there are far more levers to pull for school leaders at independent schools than at state
schools. In my very first speech in this place I stood up and said that it would be no bad thing if some
of the really fantastic things that are done in our independent system were adopted by our Department
of Education and Training, and indeed in my very first speech in this place I spoke about the need for
school principals to have greater power and authority. At independent schools it is relatively easy—
indeed, it is very easy—to say to parents who behave very badly that, ‘You shan’t come onto the
school grounds, and if you do, we’ll end your son or daughter’s enrolment’. I have had that
conversation on a small number of occasions. Independent schools can do that right now for that
reason.
Also, because of our concerns about procedural issues and issues more broadly of justice, we did want
to gain through this process a really thorough understanding of the state of play as it stands. Under the
current arrangements schools do have access to both verbal and written warnings or to trespass
warning notices or trespass orders. Even intervention orders can be sought. And a person’s only avenue
for review or recourse—and this is particularly the case, I am informed, when it comes to trespass
orders—is through the Supreme Court. Well, that is a very high bar. So again, upon interrogating these
matters further—notwithstanding our very strong view that parental rights wherever it is possible
should be upheld—this legislation is necessary legislation.
We received several other examples from the government about the manner in which this legislation
may be used, because, as I said when I quoted Oscar Wilde, certainly initially I had a concern that we
may see behaviour being acted upon under this legislation that really would not meet a reasonable
threshold. However, the government provided some examples, including some examples of the
manner in which parents could still be engaged with even if some of the mechanisms enshrined in this
bill had in fact been enacted. One example was regarding a parent-teacher interview. It is immensely
important for schools to seek to engage with parents in a three-way partnership with the individual
learner. So I would be concerned, and I know the Shadow Minister for Education would be concerned,
if what we do here today could set up a system and a process whereby it is more difficult for parents
to have those really important learning conversations with teachers. Yet we were told that the
conditions here are tight and can be used, for example, to seek to facilitate parent-teacher interviews
even when that parent has behaved so badly that the provisions in this bill may have been enacted. Let
us say that an individual parent has engaged in some behaviour that has led to an order—one of the
14-day orders—being put in place. Nonetheless we were reassured that through this bill it could be
possible for that parent to still engage in learning discussions with teachers. I know that Mr Hodgett
felt that that reassurance was really important.
So again we debate an education bill here in this house that we on the opposition benches will support.
That is been the case on a number of occasions since I came into this place just a little over a year ago.
There are many matters that are of import in our education system and in our schools. Teacher safety
is most certainly one of them. Ensuring that our schools are safe is certainly one of them. There are
many matters of import when it comes to our school system and our education system. Only one matter
of course is pre-eminent, and that is student learning, so I do look forward to the day—and I have said
this before when debating education bills in this place—when we can really see clearly that this
government’s focus is strongly enough upon the educational outcomes and the learning of Victorian
students.
Here on this side of the house we do not oppose this bill. We think that in many ways it will do things
that are useful. I will make the point that Mr Hodgett has made before: that last year, according to the
Productivity Commission, before COVID struck, Victorian students received their worst ever learning
outcomes—that is after 17 years of Labor government in the last 21. Safety on our school grounds is
an important thing. The pre-eminent matter for the government to be focusing on in education is
student learning. It is high time they did that.
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Mr TARLAMIS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (15:49): I also rise to make a contribution on the
Education and Training Reform Amendment (Protection of School Communities) Bill 2021. I
acknowledge Dr Bach’s contribution, the detailed contribution he made, and I will endeavour not to
traverse the ground that he covered in his contribution. But I would like to begin my contribution, and
I am sure that many in this chamber would agree, by saying that I am disappointed that there is even
a need for this legislation at all. Overwhelmingly parents, carers and other members of our school
communities value and respect their children’s educators and school staff. Unfortunately, as we are all
aware, there is a small minority who engage in inappropriate behaviour, which is why the Andrews
Labor government is having to introduce these new measures to protect school staff and other
members of our school community from parents, carers and other adults who engage in harmful,
abusive, threatening or disruptive behaviour on school grounds or other places where school activities
occur.
This bill establishes a new school community safety order scheme which all schools in Victoria,
including non-government schools, will have an option to use. This will give school principals, the
Secretary of the Department of Education and Training, registered proprietors of non-government
schools or any other class of person that the secretary of the department authorises the ability to issue
orders under the scheme to make decisions to keep our valued and skilled teachers and staff safe at
work.
Before delving deeper into the bill, I just wanted to take this opportunity to thank our amazing,
dedicated and passionate teachers, principals and support staff across my electorate of South Eastern
Metropolitan Region and of course right across Victoria for the incredible and valuable work that they
do, particularly given the additional challenges that they have all been faced with during the current
pandemic. It is important that they know they are valued, and the Andrews Labor government is
committed and determined to ensure that they not only feel protected while performing the important
role they play in our community but in fact are protected and empowered by law. By supporting and
protecting our principals, teachers and support staff in their roles and protecting them from
inappropriate behaviour, we not only create a safe environment for them, we are also ensuring we have
safer schools and better outcomes for students. High morale has a positive effect on performance
outcomes and helps build a more resilient community.
Returning to the detail of the bill, the Education and Training Reform Amendment (Protection of
School Communities) Bill 2021 will introduce a new part 2.1A into the Education and Training
Reform Act 2006 to enable authorised persons to make school community safety orders to prohibit an
adult who is not a staff member or a student at the school from engaging in or continuing to engage in
specified unacceptable behaviours, including prohibiting them from entering the school grounds or
other locations where school events are occurring if reasonably necessary or engaging in the behaviour
which resulted in the order being issued in the first place. Unacceptable behaviour includes harmful,
threatening or abusive behaviour, including that which is communicated through social media or other
channels. This is important because non-physical behaviour such as verbal and online abuse through
emails, phone calls, text messages and on social media may seem of a lower level, but they are
nonetheless harmful and over time cause psychological harm to our school staff.
The ministerial guidelines will provide clear guidance, distinguishing complaints or disputes from
parents and carers that have a reasonable basis and are communicated in a reasonable manner from
those that are not, which can trigger the issuing of a school community safety order. The ministerial
guidelines will also provide guidance on what types of behaviour constitute disorderly, offensive,
intimidating or threatening behaviours. The stakeholders who were consulted in the preparation of this
bill will be contacted for further input into these guidelines, which is why the bill will come into
operation on 4 May 2022, unless proclaimed earlier, to allow this consultative work to occur. The
guidelines will be published on the department’s website for public viewing and scrutiny.
Before issuing a school community-based order, an authorised person will be required to consider the
impact of the order on the subject, such as any disability or vulnerability that may be caused or is
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contributing to the behaviour and whether issuing an order is the least restrictive means available to
reduce the likelihood of harm occurring. Any person or people who are proposed to be the subject of
an order will have the right to make a submission as to why an order should not be issued, which must
be considered by the authorised person before a final decision is made to issue the order. If an order is
issued, the school will be required to put in place access and communication protocols to ensure
ongoing access of students to school and ongoing involvement of parents with the child’s education.
This bill has been introduced at the recommendation of the Protective Schools Ministerial Taskforce,
which was established in 2018 by the Minister for Education. The task force recommended that the
minister consider the benefits and risks of legislative change to address threatening and aggressive
conduct towards staff, along with other strategies to meet occupational health and safety obligations
in schools. The bill is only one part of a broader strategy targeting the small minority of parents, carers
and other members of school communities who engage in inappropriate behaviour and will include an
ongoing school-based communications campaign promoting positive engagement between parents,
carers and school staff to address aggression. If a person fails to comply with an order, the secretary
for a government school or the school’s proprietor for non-government schools may apply to the
Magistrates Court for an order requiring compliance with the order, the imposition of a civil penalty
or any other order that the court considers appropriate.
The Andrews Labor government has undertaken consultation with a range of stakeholders during the
formulation of this bill, including WorkSafe, teachers unions, school associations, Parents Victoria,
Victoria Legal Aid, the Victorian Aboriginal Legal Service, VCAT, the Magistrates Court, the
Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission, the Victorian Multicultural
Commission and organisations which may represent people who may be subjects of orders, and they
were all supportive of the bill.
To date existing legal avenues for dealing with violence and aggression from parents, carers and other
adults have been limited in their effectiveness as they do not cover a range of behaviours that constitute
violence and aggression in schools and do not contain adequate protections that are appropriate for the
school environment. Work-related violence is by far the greatest occupational health and safety hazard
for Victorian school staff. It is a problem confronted by all educators irrespective of age, gender and
years of experience. This bill will ensure that all Victorian schools have appropriate and proportionate
powers to meet their occupational health and safety obligations by strengthening legal protections for
school staff, who work hard in the best interests of their students and families and deserve to work
without fear for their personal safety.
Protecting school staff and preventing and deterring violence and aggressive behaviour from adult
members of our school community is essential to maintain schools as positive, safe and inclusive
places of work and learning for everybody. While it is true some will argue that this issue of
occupational violence and aggression is a societal issue and that schools are not the only places where
issues arise, schools are unique places and environments with unique features that do not apply to
other service industries like retail and hospital settings. In most other service industries incidents
experienced by service staff that have a damaging and harmful impact are usually once-off
interactions. In contrast, relationships between parents and carers of students and school staff are
enduring, with frequent and emotional interactions that are sometimes prone to differing views but
always with the best interests of the student at the centre of their relationship. These relationships may
last up to 12 years or even longer depending on how many children from the same family attend a
school. Enacting laws to impose criminal penalties on parents and carers will have a lasting damaging
impact on the parent-child relationship and the child’s educational opportunities.
This is why this bill has been specifically designed to take into account these unique school
environmental factors, including ensuring there are adequate protections for parents that do not exist
in existing legislative schemes used by school staff in these circumstances. This bill complements a
range of initiatives that aim to prevent parent and carer aggression from occurring in the first place
through setting clear expectations about acceptable and unacceptable behaviour, some of which I
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raised earlier in my contribution. We are aware that this bill is just one part of a range of initiatives
that will be needed if we are to achieve our goal of shifting community-wide attitudes to prevent
violence and aggression in schools.
In addition to this bill, a statewide communication strategy is being developed that will promote
schools as a safer place for learning and work. This includes the importance of a positive school
climate that acknowledges the right of everyone to be safe as well as a shared responsibility to behave
respectfully. The Department of Education and Training will develop a public-facing policy that
clearly articulates expected behaviours of parents, carers and other adult members of the community
that will be promoted through school communication channels. There are also initiatives that
strengthen positive climates in schools such as school-wide positive behaviour support and Respectful
Relationships.
I will conclude my contribution by simply stating that no-one should be threatened or intimidated at
work, at school or anywhere. The Andrews Labor government is committed to protecting our school
staff and school communities from inappropriate behaviour in any form and will always ensure that
our school communities have the ability and the powers they need to maintain our schools as positive,
safe and inclusive places of work and learning for everybody. That is what this bill does, and that is
why I commend it to the house and wish it a speedy passage.
Sitting suspended 4.01 pm until 4.16 pm.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (16:16): I rise today to speak about the Education and Training
Reform Amendment (Protection of School Communities) Bill 2021. Once upon a time I was a
schoolteacher. In fact my very first job was in Blackstone, a remote Aboriginal community in the
Central Desert of Western Australia, and to say it was an eye-opener is a massive understatement. My
accommodation at the time was a small caravan out the back of the school. I had to run a power
extension and a phone extension from the school—under the school, actually—to my caravan, as there
was absolutely nothing. A small gas stove allowed me to cook, but as a young 20-odd-year-old, well,
I took my life in my own hands and tended to stick to the reliable staples of toasties and baked beans.
The communities were alcohol free, and you may be surprised but this was a challenge for me. The
closest pub was around 6 hours away in Uluru, and yes, there were times—many times—on a Friday
afternoon after a hard week of teaching that the drive was well worth it.
My teaching also took me to other remote communities in Warburton and finally Tjirrkarli, where I
was fortunate enough to be principal of that school. I often look back on those times and still cannot
believe it. It was a different world, and one that I had absolutely no idea about. I have often said of my
time in the desert that the students, the parents and the elders taught me more about life, in particular
the Indigenous way of life, than I ever taught them in the classroom. It was a privilege and something
that I am forever grateful for. I loved that job. In fact it was more than just a job. Teaching is one of
the most underrated professions going around. The importance of a teacher upon a child’s life cannot
be underestimated.
Now to the bill before us in this place. In Victoria we have had decades of surveys that tell us that
principals and teachers are disproportionately being abused, threatened and intimidated by parents. In
my time as a teacher I too was subjected to the threats and assaults from parents. Fortunately with my
gift of the gab back then I was able to defuse those situations quite early on in the piece and escape
without any injury. Other educators have not been so lucky. It is quite sad, really, because teachers
have an incredible responsibility and for the most part they do everything in their power to make sure
that each and every child gets a well-rounded education. They do not get paid enough, and they often
do hours of overtime that is not recognised in their pay packet. In fact information has just come out
on this exact issue actually, saying that our state school teachers work about 15 hours of unpaid
overtime every week. This is simply astounding. I can confirm that even my wife, Mandy, in the early
stages of her teaching career, currently at Northern Bay College in Corio, works incredibly long hours
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well past the school bell and quite often into weekends. She has already seen her fair share of volatile
situations involving parents in schools. It is a thankless job.
In relation to this bill, it stems from a recommendation by the Protective Schools Ministerial Taskforce
commissioned by the Minister for Education that consulted over 500 people, including parents,
teachers, support staff and students. Its purpose was to provide advice to the minister on how to prevent
and reduce violence and aggression in schools. I think this was a great initiative, and I commend the
government for allowing the task force to consult widely. I have heard though that after this report was
handed down the consultation on what these recommendations might look like in legislation did not
happen, and this is a bit disappointing.
I will raise some concerns in a moment regarding the limited scope of this bill to deal with aggressive
behaviour. Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party supports the two types of school safety orders that will be in
place following the bill’s passage. Whilst we very much hope that regulations mandate mediation and
non-punitive actions before these orders are taken out where possible, we know that in some instances
they are necessary. Our teachers deserve to be safe at work.
I would also like to state on the record that should acts of serious verbal or physical violence occur,
including threats to kill or similar, Victoria Police should continue to be the default organisation
contacted.
There may now be a duplicated process with an order being taken out, but we do need to take these
acts of violence very seriously. I do not think serious acts of violence should be dealt with by an
education department bureaucrat, and I would think that the government would very much agree. Our
concern also relates to disadvantage to the child as a result of one of these orders. The child’s safety
and any disadvantage they may experience from an immediate or ongoing school community safety
order should be absolutely considered.
I have two main queries in relation to this bill, and I hope the government might address them either
in the committee stage or in their summing up in response. Firstly, I would like to know what the
threshold to activate a community safety order is. How many Facebook comments or messages might
constitute an action, for instance? What sort of verbal misconduct might constitute an action? We had
a situation raised with us where culture played a part in the parent not realising that their loud speaking
was being taken as abusive.
Secondly, I would also like to know what sort of mediations or conversations need to take place before
one of these orders is taken out. Obviously an immediate school community safety order would be
needed in the immediacy of a situation, but does the school need to prove that it has tried to repair the
relationship with the parent through dispute resolution or similar? I feel that this is integral to ensuring
the ongoing relationship between the parent and the school.
I would like to thank Parents Victoria for meeting with our staff to share their concerns. Now, whilst
we will be supporting the bill, we would like to reiterate our message to the government that if we are
trying to fix problems of aggression, bullying or harassment between parents and teachers, we need to
also look at the reasons for this behaviour to fix the problem. Banning parents from school grounds
may be necessary to keep teachers safe from harm, but we need to explore these options of mediation
to fix the actual problem. I hope the government keeps this in mind when developing regulations for
this bill when it is passed. The Greens amendments in this space go some way in addressing this issue,
and they are something which we are looking at supporting.
One last thing I would like to mention before concluding my contribution is in relation to eduSafe
forms, which I have been alerted to. This bill talks to the issue of parent-to-school violence but ignores
the very real problem of child-to-school violence. The problems are very much interrelated. The apple
does not fall far from the tree. A child’s behaviour is often learned through the environment in which
they are raised. Parents and other adults act as role models and children replicate the behaviour that
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they are immersed in, and that is a well-known fact. According to the Department of Education and
Training website, eduSafe forms allow, and I quote:
… all Department employees to report incidents, injuries and hazards themselves, or on behalf of other
employees, if they are not able to.

When lodged the reports go to the person’s direct supervisor for action. But it is interesting, because I
have spoken to some teachers who only just found out that eduSafe exists. I have heard of incidents
such as students approaching support staff with knives in home economics, but no eduSafe forms were
completed, because the staff were not aware of the threshold for which they should report. On that
note, it sounds to me like each school sets its own thresholds, so you could have some schools that
report each time a teacher is verbally abused and other schools that virtually never report at all.
Lastly, these forms take quite a long time to fill out, so some teachers and support staff are discouraged
from lodging a report even if the behaviour is undoubtedly reportable. Some teachers have told me
that it can take up to 45 minutes to fill out a form. Given that statistic I mentioned earlier about teachers
working 12 hours unpaid overtime a week on average, it is no wonder that they do not have time to
fill out these forms.
Raising the issue of children emulating adult behaviour is so important to this bill. It raises a very
possible unintended consequence of the bill, and that is that when you ban a parent from the school it
may become an excuse for the child to disengage or, worse, to not show up. I wonder about the
practical implications, such as: if a parent has an order taken out against them and their child does not
turn up, is the parent notified, and if so, how? These are the things we need to think about. The children
most at risk of not showing up at school are the ones that need to be there the most. As you will catch
me saying quite a bit this week, no doubt, we regularly ask ourselves who is looking after the children.
I feel that this is a consideration that potentially got a little bit lost in the drafting of the bill.
In summary, Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party will support this bill. We have some concerns that
mediation and dispute resolution have not been mentioned as part of the formal process, and so I
recommend that this be explored in the implementation of the bill. Further, I seek answers to my two
queries mentioned previously from the government, if possible. Otherwise, we commend this bill to
the house.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (16:24): I am really pleased this afternoon to make a brief
contribution on the Education and Training Reform Amendment (Protection of School Communities)
Bill 2021. In doing so I will say that my colleague and shadow minister in this place, Dr Bach, has
canvassed quite comprehensively the Liberal and Nationals position, but I just wanted to raise a couple
of points and put my comments around the importance of a great education system and really good
teachers. The Nationals will be supporting this bill.
Now, in a former life, 6½ years ago, I was a teacher at a fantastic school—a country school, a regional
state school—called Mirboo North Secondary College, and I had the great pleasure of working with
approximately 30 fantastic staff members and educational support. What I want to say is that we need
to continue to have such dedicated staff, such great teachers in our rural and regional schools, and it is
another whole ball game as to how we direct, encourage, stimulate and attract people into regional
schools. But one other really important matter is when young people are making a decision—‘Will I
go and become an accountant and earn lots of money and be highly successful but maybe a little bit
more sedentary, or will I go and throw myself into the system and become a teacher, become an
educator, become a communicator and hopefully become an inspiration to my students, at the very
best, and at a reasonable standard provide a good education?’—what we do not want people to think,
what we do not want our young people or our people returning to a new field to say, is, ‘I don’t want
to be in that environment, because I know that it’s actually an unsafe environment for me to operate
in. I know that there are unfortunately parents, guardians and the like that are creating an unsafe
workplace for me’. This bill to my mind is part of the element of this. Hopefully when people are
making that decision about, ‘Will I go into an education career?’ they can say, ‘Well, this bill helps to

BILLS
Tuesday, 22 June 2021

Legislative Council

2357

ensure a greater level of safety of recalcitrant and dangerous parents or guardians or school associates
related to children’.
Now, as we have heard before, all of these groups are in the minority. The vast majority of our
thousands and thousands of parents, siblings and guardians do the right thing. Not only do they do the
right thing but they absolutely support children through the educational system. But we need to fortify
and protect our staff and our hardworking teachers on all levels in both the public and the private
sectors.
Now, it seems to me also that in many ways we—Australia and Australians—in 2021 have become
more casual. Once upon a time the role of the teacher was far more respected in society as a whole.
Now, in many ways I think the ability to be informal in our school system, a bit more relaxed than it
once was, is a good thing because it can really stimulate great relationships, positive and still
professional relationships, between staff and staff, and staff and students. But what we still do not want
is for that to drop too far so that our staff are not being given the level of respect that they absolutely
deserve for the work that they do in our school communities.
It is a busy life, the day of a teacher. It often starts the night before or the weekend before, in order to
get ready for that day. It is a busy life. There is bus duty—if you work in a regional school you often
have to do bus duty or yard duty. You have got lesson preparation, you have got home room, as we
used to call it. You have got a busy day actually conducting your lessons and jumping between
classes—if you are in secondary college, certainly—and really being comprehensive around
producing a really fulsome curriculum in the primary and junior schools, without a doubt. It is busy,
and many staff see their students at lunchtime. Many staff even stay after work if that can be adapted,
depending on the school situation, to do that additional homework and support. They are the pillars of
society, hardworking and conscientious, and a big shout-out to the members of staff who still might
recall my name at Mirboo North Secondary College. I value them very much for the work they do,
and all teachers also in society.
We have seen that students are potentially struggling more than they ever have before. They struggled
last year due to COVID, without a doubt. They struggled through that process of learning online, and
despite the good efforts of the schools and the teachers, there are, I think, on the whole, certain students
who are slipping through the cracks because they are disengaging with the educational process.
There is nothing like being in a classroom and having that classroom vibe, that learning, that nuance,
that understanding, that asking of the question on an instantaneous basis. These are really important
things. But a student has to be ready to learn when they come to school, and we have seen
unfortunately, certainly in society, that there are students that get to school that do not have a good
meal in their stomach, that have come from a fractured home environment for whatever reason. Their
head is not in the game, it is not in that school and it is not in that classroom, and that is a great
disappointment, and it is a challenge for teachers. We also know that in terms of parents there are
fantastic parents who will come into the classroom; if they cannot do that, they are on the end of the
phone. They are great communicators with their respective teachers and with their schools,
encouraging and supporting. They are the ones that as a teacher you smile at and you say, ‘I know
why this student is such a great student’, because you see that whole and comprehensive home life.
But unfortunately there are those, there is that minority, who do not do that, who cannot do that for
whatever reason, who live a fractured and potentially mentally unstable life and who have behaviours
that are outside the accepted and the norm, and that is what this bill seeks to fortify the teaching
fraternity and the wider school community against. It is needed, so we will be supporting this bill. It
has come from the Protective Schools Ministerial Taskforce, which was established back in 2018, and
there are a number of recommendations from that. I note that there has been wide consultation, and I
hope—it seems to be the flavour, seems to be accepted—that it was good consultation. And through
that there are those 12 recommendations about how to put the hand up in terms of legislation about
threatening or aggressive conduct towards staff.
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We have ‘authorised persons’. The word of the season and the word of the last few years is ‘authorised
persons’. We know that we have them in relation to COVID. There are authorised persons that can
come into a small business and check whether you have been QR coding correctly or whether you are
stepping over one line correctly or not—we hear this ‘authorised persons’. We hear of them in terms
also of other bills that I will not go down the rabbit hole into. But we hear that the authorised persons
will be able to issue a school community safety order to prevent an adult person from entering that
school or remaining in it or within a certain range of it for school safety.
Also, in terms of aggressive behaviour on other platforms, it is very important in terms of social media.
We see that it is a great medium of communication, and we use it in our parliamentary life, but it is a
diabolical level of communication if there is intimidation and aggression shown on social media. In
these instances an authorised person would be empowered to ban an offending parent or caregiver.
There are ramifications in the bill in terms of what happens if these orders are overstepped and taken
down the wrong way. There are time frames in there. They certainly are ramped up and failure to
comply can end up in the Magistrates Court with a civil penalty of 60 units.
I will conclude my remarks there. I do want to finally say that in all of these cases, whatever the
situation, paramount to schools, to education and to government should be the safety of children as
well. We want our staff safe without a doubt, but we also expect that when a child walks into a school
environment they are nurtured from an educational point of view but also safe from any danger, and I
think that should always be paramount for this government when making decisions and rules and
indeed any investigations that occur in relation to children. With that, I hope after some questions in
committee of the whole, I wish this bill a speedy passage.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (16:35): I rise today to speak to the Education and
Training Reform Amendment (Protection of School Communities) Bill 2021. Now, I am a mother of
five children and nothing is more important to me, as with other parents, than the safety and the welfare
of my children and their children. I certainly agree that threatening or inappropriate behaviour needs
to be addressed and that this bill goes towards that in protecting our children. This bill does not apply
to teachers, to staff or to students.
A couple of years ago there were extensive headlines about violence in schools. Over 1600 incidents
of minor assaults or aggressive behaviour were reported in schools across Victoria in a year. In the
same year there were over 230 major incidents. These included a case where someone drove a car
aggressively towards a teacher, another where a principal was threatened with a stick with nails
attached and other incidents where staff members and students were assaulted and threatened with
knives, tasers, rocks and hammers. Only earlier this year we heard of incidents in Shepparton. That
school was forced into lockdown after a student had been seen waving an imitation firearm. Teachers
have been threatened, and there have been fights in the schoolgrounds and physical and verbal attacks
on teachers. Now, this happens across private schools as well as government schools. A number of
schools in my electorate have a high number of incidents and police have been called on numerous
occasions. Nearly all of these attacks were by students. So how many incidents at school are performed
by people outside the school?
I certainly support the intent of this bill, but does it go far enough? It certainly takes action against
parents, but is this enough? No parent should be worried about sending their child to school because
of violence. No teacher or staff member should go to work expecting to experience any kind of
violence. Teachers and students should feel safe. Every day schools, like the whole community, have
to deal with challenging issues. This includes such things as mental health, kids being traumatised by
family violence and obviously learning difficulties. And all of these issues have been made worse over
the last year after a year of lockdowns—of remote learning, of increased family violence, of financial
problems, of loss, of social isolation—
Dr Bach: Of child sex abuse.
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Dr CUMMING: and yes, as you rightly say, sexual abuse at home. Disgusting. I also have to
comment on the irony of the government putting forward this bill when they have placed a supervised
injecting room right next to a primary school. Within 25 metres of the boundaries around that school,
as contained in this bill, students see people injecting drugs, shouting abuse, threatening them, bringing
weapons onto the grounds and overdosing. That is exactly true, as well as the school being locked
down. Now, this bill places—
Ms Patten interjected.
Dr CUMMING: Well, maybe I should just go by the police reports and the 000 calls. Now, this
bill places a lot of responsibility on principals. It may be a good start, but more is needed. Schools
need more resources. They need more support to be able to deal with these issues than the government
has created in the last 12 months.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (16:40): I rise today to speak to this Education and Training
Reform Amendment (Protection of School Communities) Bill 2021. From the outset I am greatly
troubled by this bill. I think the objectives of the bill are obviously commendable. The process in 2019
where there was a task force that reviewed the issues around violence in schools seemed to be an
excellent process, the recommendations that came out of that task force were excellent, but this does
not reflect that. It has been interesting to hear so many teachers speak today. I do not think I had quite
fully recognised the number of teachers that are in our chamber, and it is very pleasing to hear their
experience in this.
According to an independent wellbeing report conducted by the Australian Catholic University and
Deakin University, more than 40 per cent of principals reported being a victim of physical violence in
2019. Threats of violence towards principals have increased dramatically. In a survey that was
undertaken by the Victorian Principals Association they found that parents were the main offenders in
threats, bullying, sexual harassment, conflicts and gossip. However, students were responsible for
most cases of actual incidents of violence. This included, as we have heard in some of the
contributions, punching principals, throwing broken glass at principals, holding them up with a knife.
Yes, all workers should be safe at work, without doubt, and the data shows us that workplace violence
is on the rise across the board. The number of nurses that are now being assaulted in health settings
has increased by a shocking 60 per cent, and that is just in the last three years. We know that we have
seen rises in family and community violence as well. Now, I know that in 2016 the education union
pleaded for greater protection of teachers, pointing to the link between the rising number of students
with a disability entering schools and a spike in violence against teachers. This certainly does go to the
nub of the advocacy and the letters that I have received during our investigation and review of this bill.
Does this bill address the rise in violence in our school communities? Does this bill address the rise in
violence against staff from students? No. As I mentioned, that task force in 2019 made
12 recommendations on preventing and reducing violence and aggression in schools. The
recommendations went towards preventing violence and said that it required a sustained, four-tiered,
multifaceted approach. Building positive school climates and upskilling the education workforce,
strengthening schools as safe workplaces, strengthening early intervention and information sharing
and enhancing support for students with highly complex needs—all very sensible recommendations
and very sensible broad objectives. They then went deeper into that with their recommendations, and
these included maintaining the Safe Schools program, addressing violence and building cultural
safety—the resilience that we want to see schools provide or help our students achieve.
It also talked about educating support staff and building skills in trauma-informed education strategies.
I certainly heard Dr Bach, Mr Grimley and Ms Bath all speaking about the challenges that teachers
had and the skills that they had to have to deal with those, which are really commendable. But the
recommendations from this task force was that there needed to be more. It did say to consider ‘the
benefits and risks of legislative change that enables harsher penalties for threatening or aggressive

BILLS
2360

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 22 June 2021

conduct towards school staff’. That is the only part of the task force recommendations that goes
towards this bill—the only part. My team would say that maybe the benefits had been considered but
certainly not the risks of this legislation for the families, the community and, ultimately and most
importantly, the children.
Serious cases of violence and the threat of violence can and should be dealt with through existing legal
mechanisms, notably personal safety intervention orders issued by a magistrate and obviously—
obviously—when urgent assistance is required, the police. Now, the government has not explained to
me or to the stakeholders that I spoke to why the police and personal safety intervention orders are not
adequate, why we need more. I note that this is effectively creating a parallel system, but it is a parallel
system where an official without legal training, without any I would say procedural fairness, can
basically issue an intervention order, can actually even order a parent to participate in a program. If
this is about addressing an imminent risk with a temporary measure, is that the time that you pull out
your notebook and write in an interim order—when there is an imminent risk? I would say that is
actually the time that you would ring the police.
I have got a number of questions that have been raised with me. I spoke to a number of stakeholders.
I have heard from the members of the government that they had great consultation with Parents
Victoria. Parents Victoria do not agree that this was good consultation. In fact I have two pages of
questions from Parents Victoria about this. Probably the most important one is: what does harmful,
threatening or abusive mean? I note that Mr Grimley also has raised a number of questions from
Parents Victoria.
Also concerning was that the Victorian Aboriginal Legal Service are listed as a supporter of this bill.
It has been said that they support this bill, that they have been consulted on this bill. Well, I do not
know if anyone else got today’s media release. They do not support this bill. They have huge concerns
about this bill. They have said that the Parliament may have been misled by statements that they
support this bill, because they do not. They think that this bill will create unfair outcomes for
Aboriginal children and parents—and they are right.
I have not heard any evidence either today in the contributions, which I have listened to carefully, or
in the briefings that we need this. Now, we know that education is a key protective factor that reduces
the chances that marginalised children and particularly Aboriginal children will come into contact with
the criminal justice system. We know keeping them in school is one of the most important ways of
keeping children out of the justice system. Keeping kids engaged in school is so important.
I am sure that many of us have had an opportunity to read the landmark report Our Youth, Our Way,
which was published this month by the Commission for Children and Young People. It found that
leaving school early or experiencing chronic difficulties engaging in education while at school can
push some children and young people towards the youth justice system. Now, I know that we all know
that. Excluding parents from engaging with their children’s education risks those students themselves
becoming disengaged. I think Mr Grimley also said if there is a parent that obviously has some issues
I suspect that the best thing we need to do is keep that child engaged with the school. So disengaging
from the parent runs the real risk of disengaging that child. In 2016, 10.6 per cent of 15- to 24-yearolds in regional Victoria were disengaged with education compared to 8.4 per cent in the greater
capital cities. Over 1 million kids are enrolled in school in Victoria, and that means that over 100 000
of them are disengaged. Now, I do not believe that this bill will service those families, and instead it
will probably drive more children to disengagement.
The powers in this bill are highly intrusive and would ordinarily only be exercised by a court. Again,
I say you are asking a principal to make some extraordinary considerations and decisions about a
parent, including an order that could exclude them from school life for 12 months, and this does raise
a lot of questions about how that parent can still remain engaged with their child’s education. Now,
we also spoke to Amaze. They also have considerable concerns, and I know and I have no doubt that
many of you have had meetings with parents of children who are on the spectrum, parents of children
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with disabilities and with special needs, and the fights and the battles that they go through to ensure
that their child gets the education that they need and deserve—they are constantly battling at it. Today
I raised as a constituent question that the Northern School for Autism does not have enough electricity
at their school. They are running on generators because they have received no funding, because they
have been overlooked time and time again for funding.
So yes, I think you are going to get some parents who are frustrated, but you know what? Disengaging
them from the education system, telling them they cannot come near the school, that they cannot
comment, that they cannot drop their kids off at school, is not the answer, and this is why I am really
concerned about this bill. We also do not know what it means, and I think Mr Grimley raised this in
his contribution—we do not know how many times, what harmful gossip is or what it means to make
a threatening remark on social media, and I know from personal experience that threatening remarks
on social media are viewed and read in very different ways by lots of different people. I think that the
rights of families and children may be limited by the proposed bill. It interferes with the ability of
parents, carers or family members who are subject to an order to attend school events, accompany
children on excursions and school camps, volunteer at the school, communicate with school staff or
otherwise engage with a child’s education at school.
What our community needs and what was recommended by the Protective Schools Ministerial
Taskforce are safe and effective circuit-breakers to prevent violence and more clearly define
mechanisms for addressing underlying causes of anger and frustration and for setting relations right in
the interests of all children who have a right to be educated in our school system. That is what the task
force recommended. This bill does not do that. I will not go on, but South Australia and Queensland
have taken a very different approach. South Australia included a statewide bullying prevention
strategy. That was engaging with students, teachers, principals, parents and carers, and that appears to
have great support from all different groups of people. The Queensland state government also
recognised the need to increase support funding for children with disabilities and behavioural
difficulties. They focused on student engagement and identified an engaged student as one who
participates in all areas of school, feels included in the school, has feelings of belonging and is
personally invested in and takes ownership of their learning. This bill does not do this. This bill does
not even attempt to do this, so I am greatly concerned about it.
I am greatly concerned that the Victorian Aboriginal Legal Service has not supported this bill. They
are feeling very frustrated that the Parliament may have been led to believe that they did support this
bill. They are very concerned about the impact that this bill will have on the families most in need of
support and the most marginalised children in Victoria.
Really, if there are problems like this, we should be dealing with them. We should be de-escalating
this. We should not be kicking these parents out of the school family. We should be embracing them.
We should be looking at early intervention to do this. That is what I want to see. That is what the task
force recommended. That is not what is in this bill. I have got a few questions which I will leave to the
committee process, but in its current form the Reason Party cannot support this bill.
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (16:56): I rise to speak on the Education and Training Reform
Amendment (Protection of School Communities) Bill 2021. The purpose of this bill, as we well know,
is to amend the Education and Training Reform Act 2006 to provide for orders prohibiting or
regulating certain conduct on school premises or school-related places in order to protect members of
the school community from harmful, threatening or abusive behaviour. Of course we all want our
schools to be a safe workplace and a safe learning environment for the staff and for students. We
believe that everyone is entitled to a safe workplace but students are equally entitled to a safe learning
environment.
The vast majority of parents have positive, constructive and respectful relationships with our schools
in the state. Family involvement in schools includes being on the school council, a member of a parents
and friends club, volunteering at working bees and also at school canteens. Parent involvement in
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schools is a positive thing for the school community, but it is also a positive thing for the students.
Parents and families are a really significant part of the success and wellbeing of their child’s education
and the child’s attachment to and respect for their school, and family involvement should be
encouraged. However, we all realise that there is a small minority of people who behave in a way that
is unacceptable, aggressive or violent, and in these cases it is reasonable to give schools the power to
ban aggressive and violent people from entering the school grounds to protect students and staff. It is
reasonable to support the school principals in issuing school community safety orders to parents and
carers and other people who engage in harmful, threatening or abusive behaviour. Fortunately the bill
does provide that the schools must ensure that people issued with the new orders are still able to
communicate with the school and be informed about their child’s education and it must make
arrangements to ensure the child’s attendance at the school and at school activities. The bill does
include an internal merits review and also an external review at VCAT if the person does not agree
with the outcome.
We should support principals and school staff who have the best interests of their students in mind and
support positive and safe places of work and learning for everyone, but we should also support parents
and families to be actively involved and informed about their child’s education and experience in the
school, and we do hope that this bill does not go too far. I strongly believe that the child and the child’s
welfare should be our central focus here, not anything else, and I stress the importance of
communication and access arrangements and measures which must be taken to ensure that parents
may continue to communicate with the school and be informed about their child’s education. I hope
that these measures that are being introduced by this bill will not be used to prevent parents from being
involved in their child’s education just because the school does not want them there. We need to make
sure that if these measures are used they are used for sound reasons and not just to prevent a parent
who the school does not want to be in the environment.
Dr Cumming mentioned the super-school in Shepparton and the negative publicity that has been used
around that school, and I would have to say that respect needs to go both ways. There needs to be
respect from the parents for the principals and the teachers and the school, but there also needs to be
respect from the department and the principals and the educators for the parents. In setting up this
school in 2019 they employed an executive principal for 12 months before that, and there was a
committee—I am not sure exactly what it was called; some consultative committee or steering
committee or something—that had a lot of people from the department. The executive principal was
part of it, and some community members were part of it. As I said, respect needs to go both ways.
There was a Facebook page that was started by parents who were against this school, and I am told
that at those meetings, which were held in the department’s office in Shepparton, the department
people and the education representatives on that committee used to sit around and pick apart the
Facebook page. They would pick apart the parents’ spelling and grammar on that page. The person
who told me this said they used to just sit there and think that it was appalling, and the reason they
thought it was appalling was that the things that they were criticising were of their own making. It was
the department’s fault if these parents did not spell or if their grammar was not correct, because these
parents were the product of our schools, and it was just immature on the department’s side to have
people who were sitting there picking those parents apart.
The super-school has created a lot of controversy in Shepparton, and it has created a lot of opposition
to it. Now, in the lower house in the debate the member for Shepparton, Suzanna Sheed, made a lot of
references to the school, and in fact she particularly made reference to the fact that it is called the
‘super-school’ and seemed to blame the parents for nicknaming it the ‘super-school’. In fact she said
that unfortunately parents had set up a Facebook page called ‘Stop the super-school’ and the school
got labelled the super-school when it is actually Greater Shepparton Secondary College.
Mr Davis: It’s not super at all.
Ms LOVELL: No, and in fact, Mr Davis, if she really wants to know what the parents who were
against this school call it, they call it the stupid school, not the super-school. But the parents who set
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up the Facebook page set that up on 28 May 2019. Now, let us just have a look at when that school
was first called the super-school. Well, the first reference I can find to it is in September of 2017, when
it appeared on the front page of the Shepparton News as a headline—‘Super-school’. We then had
Ms Sheed in Parliament in February 2018 saying:
The proposal to merge our four secondary schools into a state-of-the-art super-school is really exciting.

That is Ms Sheed calling it that before the parents even formed their page. In April 2018 again
Ms Sheed put out a press release saying:
The current Shepparton High School site was also announced as the location for the new super school.

And then again, on 1 May 2018 in Parliament she said:
It will provide a very welcome start to our new combined super secondary school on the Shepparton High
School site …

Again on 3 May 2018—
Ms Taylor: On a point of order, President, she might want to gently come back to the core elements
of the bill. I am just thinking she might be wandering a little away.
Ms LOVELL: Okay, I will just finish this. Her press release said that there had been money
allocated for a new super secondary school. All of those references to ‘super-school’ by Ms Sheed and
the Shepparton News happened before that Facebook page was even formed, so it is not the parents
who should be blamed for nicknaming it the super-school.
Again, in her contribution in the lower house Ms Sheed referred to the number of times that the police
have attended the school. She said that prior to the school being formed, in 2018–19 there were
33 police attendances at the schools, trying to play down the number of times that the police have
attended recently.
Ms Pulford: On a point of order, Acting President—
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem): I do not need a point of order. Ms Lovell, there are
matters you can talk about on the state budget, but can I ask you to get back on to the bill, please.
Ms Pulford: Acting President, you just pre-empted my attempted point of order on the question of
relevance.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem): Thank you, Minister. Ms Lovell, if you can get back
to the actual content of the bill, it would be good.
Ms LOVELL: It is interesting that these things were relevant in the lower house in this debate but
they are not relevant in this house, which indicates that the government, like Ms Sheed, is very, very
sensitive about the school. But as I was saying, 33 attendances over two years across four schools
divided by four terms—that is one attendance per school per term. So not a great—
Ms Pulford: On a point of order, Acting President, Ms Lovell is completely ignoring your ruling.
Inferring that the relationship between the contents of the bill and her comments is somehow subjective
and there was a different interpretation of relevance in the lower house debate is I think very cheeky
indeed, and I would encourage you to bring Ms Lovell back to the matter at hand.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem): Ms Lovell, again, if you do not mind going back to
the bill. In relation to the reference to the lower house, we have got no regard towards the lower house
debate and vice versa, so can I ask you to get back to that.
Ms LOVELL: Acting President, I was not flouting your ruling. I was just summarising so that I
could move on. But certainly I will speak tonight in the adjournment debate about a young girl who
was getting horrendously bullied at the school in Shepparton. There are a lot of faults on the side of
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the Department of Education and Training and the government when it comes to the reasons why
parents are getting quite frustrated and perhaps getting a little bit hot under the collar in dealing with
this school in Shepparton. As Dr Cumming said when she referred to this school, there has been a lot
of negative publicity. It is not publicity that we are proud of for our town. In fact we are very concerned
that this government policy has led to this negative publicity in this town.
But one of the things that concerns me most is children getting access to education, and what we have
seen with the school in Shepparton is a sharp decline in the number of students who are actually
attending that school. I would want to see more schools—
Ms Pulford: On a point of order, Acting President, just because the bill has got the word ‘education’
in the title does not make the scope of the bill whatever Ms Lovell wants to talk about that also has the
word ‘education’ perhaps in the general vibe. We have had a change of the chair of the proceedings,
and I can see the clerks helping our new Acting President to catch up on our points of order in the last
few minutes. I have not been in the chamber terribly long, but at no point has Ms Lovell spoken to the
contents of the bill at all.
Ms LOVELL: Well, I did, probably before you came in here.
Ms Pulford: Not since I have been here. And further to the point of order, the Acting President
purposely indicated on more than a couple of occasions that Ms Lovell was to refrain from her current
content and get back to the subject at hand. Indeed, the other Acting President, Mr Melhem, made the
point that Ms Lovell could pursue her interest in the Shepparton schools projects in other parts of the
Parliament’s proceedings.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): Thank you, Minister. Perhaps in the last couple of
minutes left, Ms Lovell could come back to the bill in the remaining time.
Ms LOVELL: If the member had been in the house at the beginning, she would have heard me
speak about the need for respect in our schools, but respect has to go both ways. Respect is not just
from parents and their attitude towards the school. It is also respect from the government and from the
school towards parents, respect for parents to be actively involved in their children’s education, and
respect means actually listening to parents and hearing their concerns. That is certainly not what we
see from this government. The parent that I will speak about in the adjournment tonight has emailed
and emailed and emailed the minister’s office and has failed to be listened to, and she is getting quite
frustrated. So I do understand why some parents become frustrated, particularly if parents feel
disempowered. They want the best for their children. We all want the best for their children. We want
schools to be safe environments for the children where they are educated in a happy environment. We
want schools to be safe environments for teachers where they can work in a safe and appropriate
environment too. The government needs to support our schools so that these things can be achieved.
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (17:10): I am actually going to speak on this bill. I think
that is what we are here to do today, so I will just bring us back to the subject matter in front of us. I
do not pretend to be able to acquit all of the questions that were raised in the chamber. I believe that
can be suitably undertaken during the committee stage. However, I will just touch on some of the
points raised, and I do concur that overwhelmingly engagement between schools and parents on the
whole is very, very positive. I know when I visit many schools—and I love visiting schools—I see a
lot of the school councils, which are made up of parents, and they are incredible assets to the schools.
They are very, very supportive and very much helping the overall school experience for students.
However, what we are talking about here is expanding the protections afforded to school staff, students
and other members of the school community from harmful, threatening or abusive behaviour. I think
that is absolutely the rationale behind inhibiting and curbing that very negative and counterproductive
behaviour. It is not good for the parents themselves to undertake that behaviour. It is obviously
damaging for the teachers and the school staff but also for those children as well to be witness to such
behaviour. It is not good all round. But I will emphasise that we are talking about a small but not

BILLS
Tuesday, 22 June 2021

Legislative Council

2365

insignificant minority of parents, carers and other adult members of the community who engage in
behaviour that creates a risk of harm to the school community. That is what we are talking about, so it
is pretty serious stuff. We are not talking about just a robust discussion between parents and the
teaching staff.
I have taught myself. I did undertake teaching many, many moons ago. I did a postgrad dip. ed., and
my teacher prac was very intensive. I did enjoy it very much, but I did not stay in the profession more
than a year and a half. I just decided there were other things I would do. But overwhelmingly it was a
positive experience, so I can say that I am not scarred from that. Having said that—
A member interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: No, it was good, and it taught me a lot in return. You get a lot back from that
experience with students. Having said that, I have seen some teachers who have been truly harmed,
and the scars can endure many, many years and be very, very hard to overcome. So obviously
undertaking measured mechanisms to prevent, deter and offset that kind of behaviour is highly
recommended, because it is very hard. I am not even talking about physical scars; emotional scars can
be terribly, terribly hard to heal.
I will just try to acquit a couple of the questions raised, because we are talking about de-escalation,
relativity and I suppose being proportionate to the situation at hand. Before issuing an order an
authorised person will be required to consider the impact of the order on the subject, such as any
disability or vulnerability that may be causing or contributing to their behaviour, and whether issuing
an order is the least restrictive means available to reduce the likelihood of harm occurring. So we are
already there; we can see the ambit and the boundaries that are firmly embedded within this bill which
cannot be discounted. I can hear the concerns, and I hope that that starts in some way to allay some of
the concerns flagged.
Moreover, why not the status quo? Why aren’t the mechanisms that we have, per se, enough? The
current laws have limited measures to afford procedural fairness to persons impacted—so we are
talking about the rights of parents and carers—and do not include requirements for decision-makers
to consider protections for vulnerable cohorts. So further to some of the concerns raised by some of
the most vulnerable people in our community, this is actually strengthening those mechanisms, which
should in fact help with regard to some of the problems flagged as well. Moreover, none of the existing
laws are tailored specifically to school settings so they fail to capture the full spectrum of harmful
behaviours experienced by school staff, students and other adult members of the school community.
We are really talking about very specific situations and the, if you like, unique environment to some
extent. It is still a workplace and we still expect reasonable standards of behaviour in all workplaces,
but it is nuanced, such that we understand the nature of a school environment.
The only other couple of points that I am going to make are that nobody is suggesting that this is a
silver bullet—that it is going to correct all bad behaviour into the future. We are also not suggesting
that strengthening this arm, so to speak, with regard to the management of parents who are exhibiting
behaviour that is truly inappropriate means that students are off the hook and that bad behaviour
exhibited by students is somehow excused, because there are other mechanisms already in place to
address that. But what I will say is the government acknowledges that the scheme in isolation will not
achieve the desired objectives of preventing violence and aggression towards school staff—granted.
The range of other behaviour change strategies that will be used include a communications approach—
so there is a positive marker from which we are working here, not the negative, even though the bill is
addressing some specific and significant issues—that will promote positive interactions and model
positive examples of parent-school staff engagement, as well as raising awareness of the impact of
parent-carer behaviours, so really in a way enhancing the understanding of the community of what the
expectations of reasonable behaviour are. I do not think that is too much to ask. I think that is actually
pretty fair and reasonable of itself.
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There has also been discussion about the consultation that has been undertaken to date. And one more
point that I did want to address is with regard to the task force, because I know that there were a couple
of issues with regard to what we have implemented with regard to the task force. The Department of
Education and Training has implemented and progressed many of the recommendations of the task
force in relation to building a positive school climate and upskilling the workforce. So that cannot be
discounted; that is very much at the heart of what we are doing here. Only a small number of the
recommendations specifically address parent behaviour. The other recommendations are part of a
broader strategy to build a positive school climate and upskill the teacher workforce. I hope that this
is not seen in a negative and harsh light. I think, based on some of the feedback, they are focusing on
perhaps the most serious end of this, which is very, very important, but underpinning it is that
overwhelmingly parents understand reasonable behaviour and to enhance and make positive the
interaction, which overwhelmingly it is, between parents and teachers and schools into the future.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (17:18): I rise to speak on the Education and Training
Reform Amendment (Protection of School Communities) Bill 2021. This is a bill about protecting our
teachers, principals, school support staff and the wider school community from threatening and
abusive behaviour, an intention that the Greens wholeheartedly support. We know how hard our
teachers work, acting not just as educators but also careers counsellors, psychologists, carers and
mentors, putting in enormous amounts of time and effort to look after our children and young people,
ensuring all students are able to get a safe and quality education and last year changing the very way
they did their jobs. To the many teachers, principals and the broader school community, the Greens
extend our admiration and thanks for everything you do.
We also know that in some instances teachers are subject to unacceptable and appalling behaviour
from members of the broader school community. We have heard stories of a minority of parents or
other community members who engage in threatening and harassing behaviour, be it in person or over
social media. Everyone should feel safe at work, regardless of where they work, and nobody should
be harassed, abused or threatened for carrying out their jobs. So we are supportive of efforts to improve
the safety of teachers, principals and school support staff, which is what this bill is attempting to do
through the new school community safety orders, but we do have some concerns about how the
provisions of this bill will work in practice.
We are concerned that significant details about how the scheme will work have been left to ministerial
guidelines. We have had raised with us concerns that the scheme may end up disproportionately
affecting already marginalised communities or those who already have difficulty engaging with the
school, like students and families from low socio-economic backgrounds, families from a non-English
speaking background or the many parents and guardians who have high levels of contact with the
school administration by the nature of the needs of their child—parents whose child may have a
disability, for example, or who might be struggling to secure the necessary accommodation for their
child or to ensure that their child is being properly supported in their education, or families who have
children with complex needs or who are at risk of disengaging from the education system altogether.
We know this government loves a law-and-order approach to solving some problems, and while we
support measures to keep teachers safe at school, the Greens are concerned that in practice these
reforms potentially create significant police-style powers for teaching staff. The bill will allow an
authorised person, expected to be a school principal, to issue a school community safety order. This
order will limit how parents, carers or other adult members in the school community interact with the
school or school community, including stopping them from entering school grounds or contacting
certain staff members. There are a number of grounds for when an order can be issued, including that
the person has been abusive, threatening, intimidating or offensive towards members of the school
community. Orders can be either immediate for up to 14 days or ongoing, which means that parents
can be prevented from going to school grounds or contacting teachers for up to 12 months.
For the small minority of cases where parents are repeatedly harassing and abusing teachers we are
hopeful that these reforms will help improve the safety and wellbeing of teachers and school staff, but
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we are still concerned that in practice this bill risks being used disproportionately against First Nations
families, multicultural families and families of students with complex needs. One of the grounds for
making a school safety order is that the relevant person has engaged or is likely to engage in vexatious
communications with a member of the school staff. While I understand the intent is to capture parents
who are harassing teachers verbally or online, it is concerning that this broad definition could also
capture a parent who is persistently trying to advocate for their child but is being fobbed off or
dismissed by the school or the department. We would not want to see a principal able to unilaterally
decide a parent is being difficult and cut them off from being able to advocate for their child.
We also have some concerns about the procedural fairness of the system set up in this bill. The bill
provides that orders can be made orally first and then subsequently in writing. What happens if a
principal issues an oral order, effective immediately, to a parent whose English may be limited or if a
parent is given a technical written order which they might struggle to understand? When the fines for
breaching an order are significant, as much as $10 000, it is concerning that parents may end up
incurring thousands in fines for breaching an order they have not been given the opportunity to
understand, and when ongoing orders can be in place for up to 12 months we would prefer to see
stricter review provisions in place as a proper check on the authorised person’s new powers under this
bill.
I would also like to comment that we have heard concerns that this bill is likely to contribute to the
further alienation of disadvantaged students and their families from the school system. Once parents
are disconnected from the school system it is likely that their children and communities will also
disengage and potentially end up dropping out altogether. It is particularly worrying for First Nations
families. We know that First Nations students are frequently disengaged from the education system,
that in Victoria we have repeatedly failed to meet our targets to improve attendance and educational
outcomes and that alienation from the education system leads to poorer outcomes later in life,
including higher rates of contact with the justice system. The Commission for Children and Young
People’ s report Our Youth, Our Way, published earlier this month, found that, I quote:
Leaving school early or experiencing chronic difficulties engaging in education while at school can push some
children and young people towards the youth justice system …

When this government should be doing all it can to reduce the over-representation of First Nations
people in our justice system, it is disappointing to see these new measures in this bill that may
exacerbate it.
We understand that the government intends these orders to be a last resort, and the true success of
these orders will be in how infrequently they are used. But to ensure these really are only ever used in
the most serious of cases we need an effective dispute resolution system for schools and more
resourcing for the Independent Office for School Dispute Resolution, and we need to ensure the
scheme is implemented alongside significant training for teachers and principals and that schools are
given appropriate resources to handle conflict and to work with families with all kinds of needs.
Creating supportive, welcoming, positive school communities is a huge part of improving student
outcomes, and we would like to see a stronger focus on giving schools the support and resources they
need to do this rather than pitting principals and parents against each other. The Greens will be moving
amendments to introduce additional safeguards into this bill, including reporting measures and
stronger internal review provisions, and I am happy to circulate those amendments now.
Greens amendments circulated by Dr RATNAM pursuant to standing orders.
Dr RATNAM: I also understand that a number of groups have been vocal in their opposition to
this bill, including Parents Victoria and the Victorian Aboriginal Legal Service. VALS in particular
have been highly critical of the scheme set out in this bill and noted today that while they were
consulted, none of their concerns were addressed in the bill we have before us today. It is really
disappointing to see the government fail to engage with legitimate criticism of the bill, especially when
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these criticisms relate to better protecting already vulnerable and marginalised students and their
families. Given that the bill leaves much up to ministerial guidelines and a provision for a two-year
review of the scheme, there is an opportunity for VALS, Parents Victoria and other involved groups
to be brought into the continued development and review of the scheme. We expect the government
to do much better in its engagement with school communities and key stakeholder groups going
forward.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (17:27): I will be brief. School safety is an issue that concerns
families, students and staff right across the state. The 2020 Australian Principal Occupational Health,
Safety and Wellbeing Survey highlighted that violence, bullying and threats of violence are significant
issues for schoolteachers and principals. Violence and threats of violence are unacceptable, and I am
sure that we would all agree that teachers deserve to have a safe work space. The problem, as usual, is
that this legislation goes too far. Violence and threats of violence are crimes. These crimes are clearly
outlined, along with their penalties, in the Crimes Act 1958. If there is a reluctance to prosecute parents
of students under their care, which may well be understandable, there is already the option to apply
for an intervention order. It is not clear why these existing systems are not considered adequate.
Perhaps there is a good reason, but it is not clear why allowing principals to ban a person from a school
or requiring them to attend some kind of program are better solutions for dealing with serious crimes,
such as assault or threats of violence or even threats to kill someone, than the existing justice system.
The Department of Education and Training obviously recognises the difficulties in managing this
problem, as a ministerial taskforce was established a couple of years back to look at it. They were a
pretty good panel, informing the work, and they made some very good and pragmatic
recommendations. Unfortunately there was not a parent representative on the panel that might have
helped balance some of the recommendations. Among the recommendations was one for the minister
to consider ‘the benefits and risks of legislative change that enables harsher penalties for threatening
or aggressive conduct towards school staff’. It did not exactly say, ‘Go ahead and draft the legislation’.
Perhaps the committee stage of the debate might clarify what risks were identified when drafting this
legislation. Is there a risk that banning parents from attending a school could escalate rather than reduce
violence and aggression? What might be the impact on children? How does it ensure this behaviour,
as Dr Bach stated, is actually seriously behaviour? There are many situations where a parent might
communicate with another parent or other members of the community about a teacher or a staff
member at a school. This could be uncomfortable for teachers. It could be stressful. But there are
circumstances where a teacher might be a terrible teacher and it is perfectly right for them to be
criticised.
Parents Victoria have raised a number of very reasonable concerns with this legislation, including
some criticism of inadequate consultation. It is not hard to think up a situation where the legislation
would be able to be used against parents. Imagine groups of parents begin to talk to each other about
concerns about what is happening about a school, its principal or its performance, which are often
linked. The bill states:
has engaged in and is likely to engage in vexatious communications with, or regarding, a staff member at the
relevant school.

They will far too easily be considered to be breaching these rules, and any number of bad teachers or
principals with an agenda could leap on the opportunity to shut them up. You need look no further
than the upheaval over the Shepparton school amalgamation to see a situation where these powers
would have been seized upon to shut up the opposition, probably with the full connivance of the
department and the minister. I have no faith these powers will not be abused to shut up the opposition.
It will probably happen on a regular basis. This will be used to silence disruptive members of school
communities. This will sweep concerned school parents and community members under the carpet,
where they will lie along with all the other poor performance indicators that are gathering dust down
there. At some point somebody is going to notice the bulge.
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Dr Bach commented that he has received reassurances from the government that they absolutely, cross
their hearts, would not abuse these powers. It could be worth mentioning that over the last year or so
my colleague David received assurances from the Premier that all our freedoms would be returned;
we are still waiting. I am not sure I trust all the government’s reassurances. We received reassurances
the open courts bill would provide better access for survivors of sexual assault to be able to speak out,
and it achieved the opposite. Ms Maxwell was assured by the government that transport legislation
that passed last year would enable licence cancellation for hit-and-run offences, but she is here today
proposing amendments to resolve that because it did not.
The Department of Education Annual Report 2019–20 highlights the activities of the Independent
Office for School Dispute Resolution. Presumably this independent body would deal with these kinds
of matters, but the report highlights that they are only dealing with a handful of complaints. Is it
possible that the current systems are being under-utilised?
When we talk about appropriate and proportionate powers for dealing with a problem, it is worth
considering the dystopia that health bureaucrats have forced on us for the last 15 months. There is a
requirement in this bill that orders must be the least restrictive means available. I think we have all
heard those words before. Apparently the least restrictive restrictions to manage a small coronavirus
outbreak in Melbourne require shutting down businesses in Mildura and require people in
communities that have had no COVID cases during the whole pandemic to remain within 5 kilometres
of their homes. Will principals and department secretaries manage this balance better than our health
bureaucrats? Perhaps. That would not be hard. But the words themselves provide very little comfort.
This bill is counterintuitive to the Child Wellbeing and Safety (Child Safe Standards Compliance and
Enforcement) Amendment Bill 2021. You want to keep disengaged parents and children at arm’s
length, still connected to the school. Do not give untrained educators the responsibility of the courts to
impose these orders on parents and school community members. It seems that this is another example
of making things doubly illegal and going beyond what is necessary and useful to resolve the problem.
As I stated earlier today, perhaps government members could tattoo ‘unintended consequences’ on
their hands as a reminder. I think this legislation has significant risk of unintended consequences. The
Liberal Democrats will not support this bill.
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (17:34): I thank members for their contributions in this debate so far, and I take this
opportunity to address some of the issues raised by members here and of course in the other place.
A number of members have spoken about concerns that have been raised by their constituents
regarding adequate protections for parents and students at the school who may be affected by a school
community safety order. As noted by many members, the bill expressly provides protections to parents
that are not currently included in the existing schemes used by schools, including that parents have the
opportunity to make submissions as to why an order should not be issued to them, and the decisionmaker will need to take those submissions into account. Also the decision-maker will need to consider
any known vulnerabilities, including disabilities or cultural diversities, of the parent and also whether
the order is the least restrictive means to deal with the relevant conduct.
The schools will need to put in place access and communication protocols to ensure that the order does
not impact on the parent’s ability to participate in the child’s education and access to school and school
events. Parents will have the right to internal review and, if not satisfied with that outcome, external
review to VCAT.
A number of members also spoke about the need to ensure that the bill is not inappropriately used to
silence reasonable and fair criticism of schools and government policies, and I can confirm that it is
not intended that this bill will be used to limit or prohibit members of the community from raising
genuine and reasonable objections to school-related issues that affect the community as a whole or
individual members of the community—for example, development of school land or the preferred
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strategic vision and direction of the school. However, where a member of the school community raises
objections with or about the school in a manner that would satisfy one of the grounds of issuing an
immediate or ongoing school community safety order, it would be open to an authorised person to
issue an order in respect of that person. Ministerial guidelines will be created to assist decision-makers
on matters to be considered in determining whether or not to make a school community safety order
and circumstances in which the imposition of an ongoing school community order may be considered
reasonably necessary. The guidelines will be clear about the school community safety order scheme
not being used by authorised persons as a mechanism to silence or limit any legitimate concerns a
member of the community has about government policy so long as those concerns are raised and
discussed in a respectful and an appropriate way.
There have been some concerns raised that the bill will add to the principal’s and the school staff’s
already high workloads. This is not the case, we believe; in fact it will do the opposite. It is important
to note that this bill complements existing and new initiatives in the government school system that
aim to prevent parent and carer aggression from occurring in the first place through a communication
strategy that will promote positive interactions and model positive examples of parent and staff
engagement, as well as raising awareness of the impact of parent and carer aggression on staff, and of
course a public-facing policy that clearly articulates expected behaviours that will be promoted
through school communication channels. These broader strategies are expected to be effective in
reducing the overall number of incidents of inappropriate conduct towards school staff, which will
result in a significant reduction in the number of incidents that principals and school leaders currently
have to deal with.
For the small number of parents and carers who do not take on board the positive messages and
continue to be violent and aggressive, the bill will give schools and the school systems the flexibility
to allow persons other than the principal—for example, in government schools, a senior member of
the Department of Education and Training—to issue a school community safety order, thereby
reducing the workload of principals but also allowing the principal to maintain their existing
relationship with the parent or the carer who is the subject of the order.
I understand that Dr Ratnam has circulated amendments that will be dealt with in committee. The first
is to clarify that a person who is subject to an order can request that their matter be referred to
mediation. There is another one that requires the secretary to approve any ongoing order issued on the
grounds of vexatious communication. There is also another one to require a review of an ongoing
order at its halfway mark and another one that requires schools to inform the secretary whenever an
immediate or ongoing order is made and to provide annual reports to the secretary on orders they have
issued. The secretary in turn would report to the minister and then table that report in the Parliament.
Just for the record, the government opposes the amendments moved by Dr Ratnam, but we of course
will go into this further.
In relation to the issue of mediation, while the government agrees that mediation and alternative
dispute resolution are a fundamental and effective strategy for resolving conflicts and disputes in
schools, the amendments moved by the member are unnecessary, as the bill already contemplates that
decision-makers will first consider whether mediation can be appropriately used to resolve the relevant
dispute and, as other previous speakers have said, before issuing an order an authorised person will be
required to consider the impact of the order on the subject, such as any disability or vulnerability that
may be causing or contributing to their behaviour and whether issuing an order is the least restrictive
means available to reduce the likelihood of the harm occurring.
Further, persons who are proposed to be the subject of an order will have the right to make submissions
as to why an order should not be issued, which must be considered by the authorised person before a
final decision is made to issue the order. The ministerial guidelines are broad enough to include
guidance and further requirements around what is considered ‘the least restrictive means’ and will
include commentary on mediation when mediation would be more appropriate. Furthermore, it is
intended that the ministerial guidelines will include guidance on the circumstances in which a school
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community safety order should be revoked, including where a person who is the subject of the order
and the school have agreed to undertake mediation and resolve the issue prior to the order ceasing to
have effect.
There is nothing stopping the person who is subject to the order or the relevant school from proposing
mediation at any time before or after an order is issued, and this does not need to be included in the
bill. Including these provisions in relation to immediate school community safety orders is
unnecessary, the government believes, and in fact would unintentionally affect the operation of the
provisions in the bill regarding the automatic review of the immediate order as these orders are only
intended to be short term and must be either revoked or replaced by ongoing orders within 14 days.
As noted above, mediation for an ongoing order can occur at any time before or after the order has
been issued.
There are very limited circumstances in which an immediate school community safety order can be
issued as the risk of harm must be imminent—for example, an immediate order may be issued where
there is real risk that a staff member would be physically assaulted if a parent was permitted to attend
a school event or where a parent interrogates a staff member when they are teaching a class, impacting
the education opportunities of students in the class. In these situations mediation would not be
appropriate or helpful in mitigating the immediate risk of harm that would occur if an immediate order
was not issued.
The department already provides early conflict resolution mechanisms and supports government
schools through community liaison officers and funding provisions for mediation and dispute
resolution services to schools, and the Independent Office of School Dispute Resolution, which is
independent of the department, exists. The independent office assists with resolving escalated
complaints through alternative dispute resolution measures and responds to requests from schools for
consultation and coaching and on responding to challenging situations that have not yet escalated into
formal complaints. The department regularly engages with the independent office and intends to
explore opportunities for integration of mediation and alternative dispute resolution measures into the
school safety order scheme as planning commences for its implementation.
Finally, it is important to note that the bill also contemplates and encourages mediation to be engaged
in to the extent possible after an order has been issued. In particular the bill allows for authorised
persons to revoke an order at any time where the person subject to the order has undertaken certain
actions specified in the order, such as engaging in mediation.
On vexatious communication, the bill already has a clear definition of ‘vexatious communication’.
Further to this, the ministerial guidelines will provide more operational and practical advice on what
would be considered unreasonable for the purposes of the definition of ‘vexatious communication’.
Training will also be provided to authorised persons to enable them to clearly distinguish between the
acceptable ways in which parents and carers can communicate with school staff and unacceptable
forms of communicating which may be considered vexatious under the bill.
It is also important to recognise that the proposed scheme will apply to both government schools and
non-government schools. It would be inappropriate for the secretary to have the power of approval for
non-government schools, as they are not generally subject to the control and direction of the secretary.
Further, the government has not consulted on the proposed amendments with the non-government
school sector. For government schools, the secretary already has the ability to monitor the use of these
powers and ensure that they are not being used inappropriately. If authorised persons in government
schools are abusing their powers, the secretary has the ability to respond through the employment
relationship that exists, such as by issuing lawful and reasonable directions to that person for
disciplinary action if necessary.
That having been said, for government schools the government is exploring whether an authorised
person should be required to first seek advice from the department prior to a decision to issue an
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ongoing school community safety order for the first 12 months of the operation of the scheme. This
would apply to orders issued on the grounds of vexatious communications as well and will be imposed
by way of departmental policy or in guidelines.
In relation to mandatory reviews, these amendments are unnecessary, we believe, as the bill allows for
authorised persons to review, vary or revoke an order at any time where there are appropriate reasons
to do so, including where the person subject to the order has undertaken certain actions such as
undertaking a respectful relationships course or mediation or any other formal reasons. As soon as
practical after an immediate school community safety order is issued the authorised person must
review the order and either make a decision to issue an ongoing school safety order or revoke an
immediate school safety order. Ongoing school community safety orders can be varied at any time on
the authorised person’s own motion or on application by the subject of the order. A variation can vary
or revoke existing conditions or exceptions to provide new exceptions. An ongoing order may be
revoked at any time while the order is in place if the subject undertakes the actions specified in the
order or for any other reason that is acceptable to the authorised person. For example, if a parent’s
behaviour improves while the order is in place, an authorised person can revoke the order. The
ministerial guidelines will provide further guidance about the circumstances in which an order can be
revoked, which will be determined in consultation with stakeholders who were consulted on the bill.
This may include where the person has complied with the order and no further incident or
inappropriate conduct has occurred.
Further, the proposed amendments put by Dr Ratnam seem to assume that most orders will be in place
for 12 months. It is important to note that this is the maximum period, but it is anticipated that the
majority of ongoing orders will be in place for a shorter period of time. This is supported by the
principle that the school community safety orders can only be issued if they are the least restrictive
means available to address the grounds on which the order proposed is made, which means that the
duration of the order should be for the minimum amount of time possible. Imposing a review
requirement at the halfway mark, including for orders that are in place for, for instance, one month, in
all cases adds significant administrative burden to the principals.
The government agrees that reporting mechanisms to monitor how often and in what circumstances
school community safety orders are used are very important. The government acknowledges that data
collected through the reporting will be important in evaluating the scheme’s effectiveness and
identifying the system’s improvements. However, reporting requirements are better detailed in the
ministerial guidelines rather than the bill, as further consultation will need to occur with schools and
the non-government sector to agree on what those reporting obligations will be and to ensure that they
do not impose additional administrative burden on schools unnecessarily. For instance, in government
schools there are already incident report systems in place that would capture utilisation of data. (Time
expired)
House divided on motion:
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Noes, 2
Patten, Ms

Quilty, Mr

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1 (17:56)
Dr BACH: I just have a few brief questions that should not unduly detain either the minister or the
house. I thank the minister, as I am sure other members do, for her very useful additional explanation
and additional information following the second-reading debate. In that further explanation the
minister talked about the orders that will be put in place. I confess I did not really speak about the need
for additional training or additional support for principals in my contribution, but various other
members across the house did. So I wanted to ask the minister if the expectation was that there will be
a focus in the orders on any additional training for principals given the nature of the powers that
principals will be handed through this bill, and if so, what that training will look like.
Ms TIERNEY: Yes, there will be training. It will not just be for principals; it will be for the senior
leadership team. And that will be done prior to the implementation of the bill.
Dr BACH: I certainly thank the minister. Thank you. Other members in the second-reading debate
talked about an issue that I think is a live issue, and that is how it is that you square the circle, so to
speak, by dealing with potentially really bad behaviour from parents or carers whilst at the same time
seeking to ensure that the children of those parents, who oftentimes may be vulnerable themselves, are
still able, to the greatest possible extent, to engage in schools. In particular where my mind went when
Mr Grimley was speaking about this issue was to the really serious issue of school refusal. We know—
and this is an issue that existed certainly pre lockdown and pre the ongoing commentary and evidence
about what some of the COVID measures have done to the mental health of students—that we have
seen a really significant increase in the number of our students across different school sectors
experiencing anxiety disorders and then ultimately school refusal. In those cases the best evidence says
that parents have to be the ones, sometimes quite literally, to drag large adolescent children out of bed,
to push them over the threshold of the school and to then say, ‘You’re the ones, you’re the experts, to
deal with this student’.
I am sure other members will have questions about this, but I would ask what provisions the
government will put in place—noting the commentary of the minister, which I thank the minister for,
regarding the fact that it is certainly not the government’s intention for 12 months to be used often or
for these powers to be used in a way that is heavy-handed or undue—what the government will seek
to do to ensure that vulnerable children, as Dr Ratnam spoke about, or other students who experience
school refusal, as so many do, are still able to be catered for if their parents or guardians are taken out
of the picture by being unable to directly engage with the school community.
Ms TIERNEY: So there was a fair bit in that, Dr Bach. But the key to it, as you would know, is
getting that school culture organised and implemented, and that requires a lot of effort, energy and
training. And the key to all of this is not just describing what bad behaviour is, it is about positive
behaviour and positive engagement, and that I think underpins the need for respectful relationships.
So hopefully this will also trigger people being able to shift into a more cooperative way of dealing
with each other, whether they are a student, whether they are a staff member or whether they are a
parent or a carer. Does that answer your question?
Dr BACH: It certainly goes to my question, and that is my fervent hope as well. I suppose I would
simply urge the government, as I am sure will be the case, Minister, to continue to look at these issues
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that have been raised by other members to seek to ensure that when parents or guardians or carers are
taken out of the picture—hopefully only ever for very short periods of time—nonetheless there are
strong processes in place to allow those kids to engage in school communities to the most significant
possible extent. But to your question back to me, the answer is certainly yes, and thank you.
On a separate question, I was interested by some of the comments that Mr Tarlamis made in the
second-reading debate. I thought he made some excellent points about what he hoped this bill would
do to seek to ensure that—not wanting to verbal Mr Tarlamis—potentially in a small way would lead
to better learning outcomes for students. Now, I spoke at greater length in my initial contribution about
the need to focus on learning outcomes for students. Mr Tarlamis’s position was that the measures in
this bill, seeking to deal with really bad behaviour and ultimately enable more of our teachers to feel
really safe, could lead to better learning outcomes. Is that the position of the government—that even
potentially in a small way this bill will help lead to better learning outcomes?
Ms TIERNEY: I hope that that would be the case, because it is a reset in terms of relationships. It
is also about the parties, whether they be parents or carers or staff or principals, understanding what
behaviours might translate into another set of consequences, and I think that is important in terms of
knowing where the goalposts are, essentially. But the overall key to this is ensuring that you have a
safe environment, a safe learning environment and a safe workplace, and that is the key objective of
this bill. And of course layered upon that is knowing, as you would know, your own school
community, knowing who the vulnerable kids are, knowing the kids that have got disabilities and a
whole range of other things; knowing that and knowing their parents is absolutely key to the health of
any good, healthy, safe, school environment.
Dr BACH: I thank the minister for that. Implied in my previous question was my fulsome
agreement with Mr Tarlamis and numerous other members of the house that everything possible
should be done, as you said, Minister, to seek to ensure that teachers have a safe workplace and that
the extraordinary contributions that our teachers make are honoured. The minister spoke in her very
useful further explanation of some elements of the bill just before the committee stage about the 12month period, thinking about the duration of orders, or the potential duration of orders, and I noted
very carefully what she said, and I was pleased that she noted that certainly the government’s hope
was that that full period would be used sparingly. I wonder: could the minister provide some examples,
or even just one example, to the house of the circumstances that could see a parent removed from a
school community in a way that is in keeping with the provisions of the bill for that full 12-month
period?
Ms TIERNEY: This is, I think, a really good question, and it is a question I asked also when I was
being briefed. I am actually happy to share this with you. It provides a flowchart essentially about what
the current legal framework is and what the steps are that occur currently with threatening and abusive
emails, for example. The school responds reminding the parent of school behavioural expectations.
Then further abusive phone calls continue, and then you have the school issuing a communication
protocol. Then there are further abusive phone calls, and then the principal essentially reports to police,
but often—because this case in particular does not necessarily have any physical threat—the police do
not necessarily respond. So then the school issues a trespass warning notice preventing attendance on
school grounds. Then aggressive phone calls and emails may continue, and if they do, police apply for
a personal safety intervention order (PSIO) protecting the principal from the parent.
So with this proposed scheme, where a parent is sending threatening and abusive emails, the school
responds reminding the parent of school behavioural expectations. Abusive phone calls and emails
continue. The authorised person considers any known vulnerabilities of the parent and whether issuing
a school community safety order is the least restrictive means available to address the risk of harm.
The authorised person gives notice of the intention to issue an ongoing community safety order and
considers any submissions from the parent, then an ongoing school community safety order is issued,
requiring the parent to cease direct communications with the school until they have agreed to undertake
a respectful relationships course or participate in alternative dispute resolution. Aggressive phone calls
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and emails continue in breach of the school community safety order, and then there are two things that
essentially happen: the authorised person seeks to enforce the order by applying to the Magistrates
Court for a civil penalty or other order, or the police can prosecute the person for a criminal offence
and/or apply for a PSIO if applicable. I hope that clarifies the situation.
Dr BACH: Deputy President, through you, I would say absolutely. I would thank the minister for
her incredibly thorough response. As I said in my contribution to the broader debate, our initial
concerns, the initial concerns of the coalition, were in particular around issues of natural justice and
procedural fairness, and so despite the fact that we had already received some very useful information
from the minister’s office, to have that further very detailed information from the minister is very
useful, so I thank her.
I know other members are keen to ask questions of the minister, and so just one final question from
me if that is all right: regarding the period of 28 days specified in clause 2.1A.30(5), I suppose I simply
seek some assurance from the minister—noting the significant nature of these powers, which those of
us on this side of the house do not oppose being given—that every effort will be made to ensure that
that 28-day time period will be met, again thinking about issues of procedural fairness and natural
justice.
Ms TIERNEY: If the 28 days are not met, then the order is revoked.
Dr RATNAM: Minister, I have got a range of questions. They are in two sections, so on clause 1
and then on the new clause which has been inserted, which is technically clause 6. Just on clause 1,
can I ask: what consultations were undertaken—and as much detail as possible would be great—and
with whom and when, and what concerns were raised during these consultations and how were they
addressed?
Ms TIERNEY: The government has consulted a number of stakeholders, including teacher unions,
government and non-government school associations, parents associations and organisations
representing vulnerable communities. The teacher unions were the Australian Education Union and
the Independent Education Union, and government school principal organisations included the
Australian Principals Federation, the Victorian Association of State Secondary Principals, the
Victorian Principals Association and the Principals Association of Specialist Schools. Nongovernment school associations included the Catholic Education Commission of Victoria and
Independent Schools Victoria. Also included were Parents Victoria and the Victorian Parents Council.
We also had Victoria Legal Aid, the Victorian Multicultural Commission, the Victorian Aboriginal
Legal Service (VALS), the Victorian Council of Social Service, Foundation House and the Victorian
Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission. There was also Victoria Police, the Magistrates
Court, VCAT, WorkSafe and the Independent Office for School Dispute Resolution.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you very much, Minister. I appreciate the detail that you provided there. I
note it has been raised in the debate before that there are some groups that have raised some particular
concerns with you like, while they might have been consulted, their concerns were not addressed in
the response by government, and some feel that they were not really consulted at all. So I was going
to ask specifically about the concerns raised by Parents Victoria and VALS, who have been
understandably quite concerned about the outcome of what they had perceived was a consultation, but
now they feel like their feedback has not been taken into consideration. Would you be able to speak
about how you have responded to the concerns they raised?
Ms TIERNEY: In relation to consultation, as you would well know, that does not necessarily mean
that you reach agreement, but there is consultation. In the beginning of my summing up I talked about
a range of things that have been modified, and they were directly in relation to the feedback that we
got back from Parents Victoria.
Parents will have the opportunity to make a submission as to why an order should not be issued to
them, and a decision-maker will need to take those submissions into account. The decision-maker will
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need to consider any known vulnerabilities, including disabilities or the cultural diversity of the parent,
and also whether the order is the least restrictive means to deal with the relevant conduct. The schools
will need to put in place access and communication protocols to ensure that the order does not impact
on a parent’s ability to participate in their child’s education and access school and school events and
that parents will have the right to an internal review and, if not satisfied with that outcome, external
review to VCAT. I just give that as an example of changes that were made as a result of those sorts of
consultations. In terms of VALS, I am advised that there was a round table that was held and then as
a result of that there was drafting of the bill, that VALS was provided a copy of the drafted bill and
that there was not a response back.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. I appreciate the response there. I understand that VALS have
said, and I quote:
None of our concerns have been addressed in the Bill put forward by the government.

Given that there are concerns like this and quite strong critique of the process that has been used around
the consultation, you also mentioned in your summation that some of the things were going to be put
into ministerial guidelines because there is yet to be more consultation and discussion—which, while
welcome, could indicate that the bill is not quite ready yet. There are lots of stakeholders who are eager
to be part of the process going forward when they are a bit worried about the process that has been
undertaken to date. So going forward, what assurances can you provide about how they will be
involved in the development of ministerial guidelines and that it will be, you know, a genuine, open
process of consultation going forward?
Ms TIERNEY: It is my understanding that stakeholders will absolutely be invited to come forward
and have further discussions. We want this to work, and it does mean that everyone’s—and in
particular those that represent the most disadvantaged our community—voices are heard.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister, for your response. Can I ask: would the list of stakeholders
that you mentioned have been consulted in the first round be the list of stakeholders that you go with
for the second round, for the details? Also, will there be others that you will consult? What if there are
people who you did not consult in the first round but who want to be consulted in the second round?
How do they participate in the process going forward?
Ms TIERNEY: It will be this list and others that might request to be involved in the deliberations.
Dr RATNAM: Minister, the bill is based on one of 12 recommendations from a ministerial task
force, specifically that the minister give consideration to:
… the benefits and risks of legislative change that enables harsher penalties for threatening or aggressive
conduct towards school staff …

Can you indicate what risks were considered in developing this legislation and how you all approached
the risks and mitigated them in the legislation you have brought before us?
Ms TIERNEY: One of the motivations was to construct a set of arrangements that avoided as
much as possible criminal implications in the system but at the same time deal with a very slender
cohort of parents and carers that are often aggressive and violent.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. And you are satisfied that that risk of criminalisation aspect
of it has been mitigated in the current bill?
Ms TIERNEY: I gave a fairly detailed response to Dr Bach in terms of an example. That I think
steps out how you really do reach an objective of the least-worst outcome.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. Our understanding is that the task force presented their
recommendations as a suite of reforms. Could you inform the Council as to the status of the other
recommendations set out by the task force, especially those relating to the second set of
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recommendations, which were building the capabilities of our workforce to prevent and de-escalate
violent and aggressive behaviours?
Ms TIERNEY: The department has implemented and progressed many of the recommendations
of the task force in relation to building a positive school climate and upskilling the workforce. Only a
small number of recommendations specifically addressed parent behaviour. The other
recommendations are part of a broader strategy to build a positive school climate and upskill the
teacher workforce. In response to recommendation 1.1, to:
support schools to develop student engagement policies in alignment with the Australian Student Wellbeing
Framework, and promote exemplar school based policies and approaches across the state …

I could keep on going and put on record what all that is, or I could send it to you.
Dr RATNAM: Whatever is easier. I would be happy for you to do that.
Ms TIERNEY: Okay.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister; I would appreciate that information. The next question is in
relation to understanding the nature of the problem that this bill is trying to address. It has been
canvassed in this debate by a number of members—being a bit concerned that the nature of the
problem has not been articulated well enough by government to justify some aspects of this bill. Can
I ask how many trespass orders, PSIOs or police call-outs to schools occurred in 2018–19, the school
year?
Ms TIERNEY: There has not been centralisation of the data, so there is not that data available. But
this is one of the benefits of this scheme as well.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. Without that centralised data how are you confident that this
type of intervention or scheme is necessary? What are you basing the assessment of the nature of the
problem on?
Ms TIERNEY: I think in a number of contributions members spoke of a number of reports that
have been issued; I think La Trobe did one as well. But it is also the fact that teachers and principals
have been raising these issues about feeling hamstrung in dealing with very difficult behaviour in their
workplace.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. Given that there are no reporting requirements in the
legislation on the use of the orders, is the government intending to require reporting and, if so, what
type of reporting?
Ms TIERNEY: The government agrees that reporting mechanisms to monitor how often and in
what circumstances school community safety orders are used are important. The government
acknowledges that data collected through the reporting will be important in evaluating the scheme’s
effectiveness and identifying system improvements. However, reporting requirements are better
detailed in the ministerial guidelines rather than the bill as further consultation will need to occur with
schools and the non-government sector to agree on what those reporting obligations will be and to
ensure that they do not impose an additional administrative burden on schools unnecessarily.
For instance, in government schools there are already incident reporting systems in place that would
capture utilisation data, and imposing other obligations to do so would duplicate this work and increase
the workload of school staff. So we just need to get that sorted. There are also different reporting
systems for schools which vary from different sectors that need to be considered before inserting
mandatory reporting requirements in the bill. Including any reporting requirements in the ministerial
guidelines will allow greater flexibility than the bill as they can be amended as needed without
undertaking a legislative amendment process. This means that if reporting requirements evolve and
change over time, the guidelines can be amended in a timely manner.
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Dr RATNAM: I do not have any further questions on clause 1. The rest of my questions are on
clause 6 and so are my amendments, so I am happy to be guided by you on the process there. I am not
sure if there are other members that have other questions on the other clauses.
Ms TIERNEY: I think that was a request for direction. If you are asking me, I would put clause 1
and ask whether there are other questions to any other clauses.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. Just to reiterate, that is it for my questions on clause 1. The
remainder of my questions are on clause 6. I have quite a few, and all my amendments are on clause 6
as well. I am not sure if other members have questions on other clauses.
Mr QUILTY: I have a handful of questions. Minister, it is lucky David is not here or you would
be here all night. It is just me tonight. How will the least restrictive means be determined, and how
exactly will that be documented?
Ms TIERNEY: It will be spelt out in the ministerial guidelines, and of course it will effectively be
spelt out during the training process as well.
Mr QUILTY: Thank you, Minister. What will be the recourse if people believe that an order is not
the least restrictive? What is their comeback from that?
Ms TIERNEY: They can put in a submission.
Mr QUILTY: That does not sound particularly effective. What happens if an order has been issued
and it is found the means are not the least restrictive?
Ms TIERNEY: Sorry, what was that?
Mr QUILTY: If an order is issued and then it is later found to not have been the least restrictive
option.
Ms TIERNEY: It can be varied or revoked.
Mr QUILTY: There are no other consequences for doing so?
Ms TIERNEY: No.
Mr QUILTY: Nearly done, I think. This will impact vulnerable families, obviously, mostly. Who
is going to assist these families in having their difficult conversations with the schools?
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Ms TAYLOR: I move:
That the meal break scheduled for this day, pursuant to sessional order 1, be suspended.

Motion agreed to.
Ms TIERNEY: The scheme allows for advocates to be used. The other thing is that within the
department of education there is an independent disputes office that people can access.
Mr QUILTY: Thank you, Minister. How will children from disadvantaged families be supported
or protected from the risk of family violence if an order against their parents is issued?
Ms TIERNEY: I am advised that that is absolutely a relevant consideration for the person who is
making the order as to what the possible impacts or the effects might be on that vulnerable child.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 5 agreed to.
Clause 6 (18:33)
Dr RATNAM: I would like to ask my questions first and then move my amendments towards the
end. I will refer to the new sections as opposed to the numbering, because it is quite lengthy, the
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numbering, so hopefully we can follow along. My first question is in relation to new section
definitions. Who will determine what is vexatious communication and what is not?
Ms TIERNEY: We believe that the bill already has a fairly clear definition of what ‘vexatious
communication’ means. Further to this, the ministerial guidelines will provide more operational and
practical advice on what would be considered unreasonable for the purpose of the definition of
‘vexatious communication’.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. And specifically who will determine what is vexatious
communication?
Ms TIERNEY: Well, the minister, in terms of the guidelines.
Dr RATNAM: In particular, what does the minister expect will be covered by paragraph (d), ‘any
prescribed communication’?
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem): Dr Ratnam, can you please repeat the question?
Dr RATNAM: Certainly. What does the minister expect will be covered by paragraph (d)—and I
quote from the legislation—‘any prescribed communication’?
Ms TIERNEY: It is a catch-all phrase for social media channels—sorry, my voice is going—and
any new devices that are developed.
Dr RATNAM: Great. Just coming back to my previous questions about who will determine what
vexatious communication is—and I understand you mentioned that would be the minister in terms of
what is specified in the guidelines—it would seem that that would be quite subjective. An authorised
person, for example, might be considering each interaction and making their own decision. How will
you guard against this kind of subjectivity and get a more consistent definition or application of what
the minister wants it to mean?
Ms TIERNEY: This goes to the importance of it being in guidelines, because you can describe
things in a more fulsome way and it will be more operational and it will provide practical advice.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. Is there any check and balance? If, for example, the scheme
starts running for a few months and the authorised person is making a determination of vexatious
communication and it differs from what the minister has specified in the guidelines, what is the check
and balance to make sure that guidance is provided to that authorised person so it is interpreted more
closely to what the minister actually intended it to be?
Ms TIERNEY: This is part of the consultation. We want people to actually seek advice before
they go ahead.
Dr RATNAM: My next set of questions is on new section 2.1A.8, ‘Conditions and other matters
for immediate orders’. Who will bear the responsibility for the costs of the appropriate actions that
may be included in an order?
Ms TIERNEY: It will be the department and existing arrangements that are funded, like the
independent disputes unit.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. What specialist services—for example, nominated alternative
dispute resolution processes et cetera—organised by the department will the authorised person be able
to draw on to support the appropriate actions?
Ms TIERNEY: The independent office of disputes would be the key support.
Dr RATNAM: My next set of questions is regarding subsections (2) and (3), ‘Grounds and other
requirements for making ongoing orders’. New section 2.1A.17 says at (2)(a) that when making an
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ongoing order the authorised person has to consider any vulnerability of the person that they know
about. How will consideration of a person’s vulnerability be recorded and ensured?
Ms TIERNEY: In terms of the determination there are a number of things that come into play.
Obviously it is about knowing your school community and who they are and who is vulnerable, and
it is about seeking advice obviously in terms of the process. But there is the ability for people to make
submissions as well, and they would be recorded.
Dr RATNAM: How will support be provided to adults with a mental health issue known to the
school or otherwise who find themselves subject to these orders?
Ms TIERNEY: Again, they can access advocates if they wish to.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. Will this be primarily by the school? Will the school be the
port of call to link them with that advocacy support?
Ms TIERNEY: It can be, but it does not have to be.
Dr RATNAM: Minister, will this be the subject of a bit more consultation or guidance in the
ministerial guidelines? I assume that there are many avenues of support that could be found for
someone. I am just wondering whether that is going to be specified somewhere in more detail.
Ms TIERNEY: It will be; further consultations will occur on this.
Dr RATNAM: Minister, new section 2.1A.17 also says at (2)(b) that the authorised person needs
to consider whether the order is the least restrictive means available. How will we be assured that the
issuance of an order actually is the least restrictive action?
Ms TIERNEY: Again, I think through the consultation process, where you have got key people
feeding information into government about the very practical operational mechanisms. That will be
essentially the basis on which those decisions are made.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. Just to respond to that, I know there are some concerns about
the authorised person who is issuing the order deciding whether it is the least restrictive; that kind of
dual responsibility could be problematic. The feedback that we have got is that it needs to be
considered carefully in that next consultation process.
Ms TIERNEY: That is why it is not just the principal; there can be someone from the regional
office, someone from the department that can be making the order. It does not have to be the principal
if the principal thinks it will affect his or her relationship with the parent or the student.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. My next set of questions is on the process for giving ongoing
orders. Given the significance of the orders, shouldn’t this provision specify that notice of an order
should be sent by registered post, not just by post as it refers to at the moment?
Ms TIERNEY: That is the standard approach, I am told, in terms of orders and important
documents generally. But having said that, it is a legitimate issue to raise in the consultations.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. I would really welcome that being canvassed during the
consultations, because the proposed section at the moment says that an order is given by hand, by post
or by email. As we have spoken about particularly vulnerable communities, who for example might
be moving around due to their circumstances, we just want to make sure that there is enough protection
for them that they are able to actually receive the information of which they are the subject because
there could be really severe consequences if they do not adhere to an order, for example. So I really
welcome that being taken up in the consultation.
My next set of questions is regarding procedures before making an ongoing order. Why must a person
to whom an order applies receive permission from the authorised person if they want to nominate
another person to make a submission or appeal on their behalf?
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Ms TIERNEY: It is there purely for the purpose of, if I was in that situation, knowing that you had
the adequate authorisation so that you could act on behalf of them. It is a legitimate authorisation that
is being delegated.
Dr RATNAM: Clearly these orders will apply in situations where the relationship between a parent
and a principal has broken down, but these provisions are putting a lot of power in the hands of the
authorised person and asking the two parties to keep talking to each other. Why is there no independent
person involved that we can see from the reading of the bill at this stage?
Ms TIERNEY: Again, someone senior in the department can be the person, not the principal, and
of course mediation and dispute-settling are always the preferred option in the way of coming to a
proper resolution of ingrained issues.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. So can I ask: is it the government’s intention ideally that there
would be some sort of independent person or body that does help and support a process, for example,
where the relationship is in such a tense state that it has broken down? Is that the kind of intention of
the legislation?
Ms TIERNEY: There already is an independent office for disputes, and we would continue to
direct people to that office for assistance.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. My next question is in regard to communication and access
arrangements for ongoing orders. What additional support and resources will be provided to authorised
persons and schools to develop and operate communications and access protocols?
Ms TIERNEY: The department will be developing a template on support services.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. How will the department ensure the protocols are appropriate
and effective? Will there be regular review mechanisms? Where is the accountability for that?
Ms TIERNEY: The bill does require that the order is reviewed.
Dr RATNAM: My next set of questions is regarding revocation of ongoing orders. Why is there
no reference to what happens after an order expires or is revoked—that is, outlining the process for
reintegration into the school community of the person that was subject to an order?
Ms TIERNEY: Again, that will be something that is set out in the guidelines and will be subject
to that further round of consultations.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. I welcome that being part of that ongoing process.
Furthermore, what support will be provided to rebuild relationships and support positive reengagement once the order has expired or is revoked? This is in relation to a number of the concerns
that I raised in my second-reading contribution about potential for a permanent disconnection of
parents and children from the school community. So what support will be provided to assist the
rebuilding of those relationships?
Ms TIERNEY: Again it is the independent office for disputes, and part of it is not just the making
of the order but consultation about the health of the school and the health of the relationship as well.
There is no point just having an order that comes off and you are no better off; we need to be working
in a more consistent way to make sure that those relationships are engaging and are beneficial to the
school and to the students in particular.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. Regarding another section, internal review, given the quasijudicial nature of the authorised persons, why are we reliant on the school to refer the request for
internal review to a reviewer? Surely the person who is the subject of the order should be able to
request internal review directly from the department or other appropriate entity.
Ms TIERNEY: I am led to believe that part is to do with non-government schools and it is about
procedural fairness—making sure that there is procedural fairness there.

BILLS
2382

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 22 June 2021

Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. My next set of questions is regarding ministerial guidelines.
Why does non-compliance with the ministerial guidelines not invalidate an order?
Ms TIERNEY: Because there are other elements in the bill that ensure that the order can be
properly maintained.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. You might have gone to this in an answer previously to, I
believe, Dr Bach in regard to training, but furthermore, what resources will be provided to school
councils, parent advisory groups and other school community stakeholders in relation to education
awareness raising to help them understand and navigate this new process?
Ms TIERNEY: Again, that will be part of the consultation process so that we can have input, then
make an assessment of exactly what is needed and then match that up with the resources that will be
required.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. Who will assist vulnerable and disadvantaged families
engaging in advocacy on behalf of their children to have the difficult conversations with schools and
avoid being captured by this new process? So essentially how do we prevent people having to use this
last resort or be captured by this last resort? Has any consideration been given to extra work to prevent
these types of tensions from escalating?
Ms TIERNEY: Again, there is a lot of work that is being done and has been done in the whole
preventative space, which is not just about creating an understanding of what this scheme of
arrangements is and what is compliance and what all the mechanisms are; it is about fostering a more
positive set of behaviours at a school so that people can actually see what good behaviour, what
positive behaviour is, and that is embedded in the school so that we can reduce the number of incidents
that might arise that would give rise to people utilising this avenue. So it is very much about mediation
and dispute settling, but it is about positive behaviour change in the school system.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister, and I really welcome that preventative work being done.
What safeguards are in place to ensure the process will be impartial, and in what circumstance might
a person other than the school principal be required to issue an order?
Ms TIERNEY: I have mentioned that other senior members of the department can issue an order.
Someone from a regional office could, and again there is the assistance of the independent office for
disputes, which provides advice as well.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. The Independent Office for School Dispute Resolution has
been mentioned several times during this debate as having an important role in this new scheme. Can
I ask about whether you feel that the office is adequately staffed to potentially meet an increased
demand that this scheme might result in?
Ms TIERNEY: It works well at the moment. If there is extra work associated with the
implementation of this, we will look at that, and that will be part of the implementation phase of the
change.
Dr RATNAM: This is my final set of questions. Just referring back to what we started talking
about during the questions part of this committee, regarding some of the feedback that has been
received about people not feeling like they were consulted meaningfully because their feedback was
not reflected in some of the later drafts of the legislation, it seems like some trust has been lost during
the process with certain stakeholders. Is there anything you can say about what efforts will be made to
rebuild the trust with some of those stakeholders to make sure that as many can be on board with the
process going forward should this pass?
Ms TIERNEY: Well, I am not in a position to confirm what you have just asserted, Dr Ratnam.
But what I can say is that the government is very serious about consulting people, getting this right
and having a very effective ministerial guideline so that people understand exactly what is required,
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we can have a system where it is effective and people can have a safe work environment and students
can learn in a safe environment.
Dr RATNAM: I move:
1.

Clause 6, page 13, after line 26 insert—
“(3) If the Secretary refers a matter to mediation under section 2.1A.12A, any time from that referral to
the conclusion of the mediation is not counted towards the period referred to in subsection (1)(a)
or (b).”.

2.

Clause 6, page 15, after line 26 insert—
“2.1A.12A

Request for mediation

(1) A person to whom an immediate school community safety order applies may request the
Secretary to refer the matter to mediation.
(2) The Secretary may refer a matter to mediation by a mediator within the meaning of
section 21K of the Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958—
(a) on the Secretary’s own motion; or
(b) on receiving a request under subsection (1).”.

Just by way of background, these regard mediation. While we understand the orders in the bill are
intended to be a last resort and that the government’s intention is that schools and parents should have
attempted to resolve their disputes prior to issuing an order, this is not specified in the bill. For the
scheme to operate as intended, a strong dispute resolution system for schools and parents must be
funded and implemented parallel to the scheme. Parents should have the opportunity to try and resolve
the issue with their school before being summarily banned from the school. Our amendments will
clarify that a person who is subject to an order can request that their matter be referred for mediation—
or on being given notice of an ongoing order or after being given an intermediate order. The purpose
is to provide every opportunity for the issue to be resolved if all parties are willing to participate in the
mediation process in good faith.
Ms TIERNEY: I will say this once and will not repeat it in terms of responding to further
amendments. I gave a fairly comprehensive position of the government in my summation that dealt
with the amendments before the house, so I do not intend to go through that again. Of course during
the course of this committee stage, dealing with questions from a whole variety of members, I have
also dealt with issues that are mostly involved in some of these amendments. So I do not intend to put
the government’s case again—just to say that we will be opposing all of the amendments, including
this one.
Amendments negatived.
Dr RATNAM: I would like to move my amendment 3 regarding vexatious communication. I
move:
3.

Clause 6, page 21, after line 34 insert—
“(1A) Before making an ongoing school community safety order on the ground set out in
section 2.1A.17(1)(e), an authorised person (other than the Secretary) must obtain the approval of
the Secretary.”.

Our amendment specifies that the secretary must approve any ongoing order issued on the grounds of
vexatious communication. This is an additional safeguard as, given vexatious communication is very
broadly defined, it is likely to be the order most open to abuse. Vexatious communication is defined
as unreasonable communication, whether by contacting a school staff member in person, telephoning
them or sending messages, or by publishing material about the staff member on the internet. It is a
broad definition which has been left up to the discretion of the school principal. It is not difficult to see
how this could be exploited by a principal attempting to shut down legitimate criticism of school policy
or deciding that a parent who is trying to get the necessary accommodations for their child with a
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disability is being vexatious. We feel that any order issued on these grounds requires an extra check
to ensure it is appropriate for the situation.
Amendment negatived.
Dr RATNAM: I move:
4.

Clause 6, page 22, after line 26 insert—
“2.1A.21A

Request for mediation before making of ongoing school community safety order

(1) Before an ongoing school community safety order is made, a person to whom the order is
proposed to apply may request the Secretary to refer the matter to mediation if the matter has
not already been referred to mediation under section 2.1A.12A.
(2) Before making an ongoing school community safety order, the Secretary may refer a matter
to mediation by a mediator within the meaning of section 21K of the Evidence
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958—
(a) on the Secretary’s own motion; or
(b) on receiving a request under subsection (1).”.
5.

Clause 6, page 27, after line 33 insert—
“(2A) An authorised person must refer an ongoing school community safety order for internal review
after half of the duration period specified in the order has elapsed.”.

6.

Clause 6, page 28, line 2, after “application” insert “or referral”.

7.

Clause 6, page 29, line 3, after “applies” insert “or the authorised person”.

8.

Clause 6, page 29, line 11, after “application” insert “or referral”.

9.

Clause 6, page 29, line 15, omit “to whom the order applies”.

These regard a new safeguard for ongoing orders, including mediation, and introducing a mandatory
review of ongoing orders at the halfway mark. While in the bill there are provisions for a review of
ongoing orders, this depends on the affected person either asking the school to conduct a review or
applying to VCAT for an external review.
We are not convinced that asking a parent under an order to contact the school itself is an appropriate
mechanism for review, given that the relationship between the parent and the school is likely to be
tense at best and completely broken down at worst. Nor is requiring a parent to apply to VCAT for a
subsequent review. The tribunal system can be quite difficult to navigate and intimidating, especially
if you have little familiarity with the process or understanding of the law. Putting the onus on the
person subject to an order to initiate the review only makes it less likely that reviews will actually
happen.
Our amendments will make a review of ongoing orders mandatory. This will ensure that everyone
who is subject to an ongoing order will have the order reviewed by the secretary halfway through.
When orders can be as long as 12 months, it is vital that orders are reviewed to make sure they are still
appropriate.
Amendments negatived.
Dr RATNAM: I would like to move amendments 10 and 11, regarding legislative reporting
requirements. I move:
10. Clause 6, page 35, line 9, omit ‘operation.”.’ and insert ‘operation.’
11. Clause 6, page 35, after line 9 insert—
‘Division 8—Reporting
2.1A.45 Reports on orders made
(1) An authorised person (other than the Secretary) must notify the Secretary as soon as possible
after making an immediate school community safety order or an ongoing school community
safety order.
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(2) An authorised person (other than the Secretary) must provide a report to the Secretary within
28 days after the end of each financial year setting out—
(a) the number of immediate school community safety orders made by the authorised
person in that financial year; and
(b) the number of ongoing school community safety orders made by the authorised person
in that financial year.
(3) The Secretary must provide a report to the Minister that sets out the following information for
each financial year—
(a) the information received by the Secretary under subsection (2);
(b) the number of immediate school community safety orders and ongoing school
community safety orders made by the Secretary in that financial year.
(4) The Minister must cause a report under subsection (3) to be laid before each House of the
Parliament within 7 sitting days after receiving the report.”.’

There are no reporting requirements in the bill, but the government has indicated they will set these
out in the ministerial guidelines. Our amendments will introduce a reporting requirement into the
legislation as an extra safeguard. We understand that one of the issues with the existing legal
mechanisms, such as a personal safety intervention order, is that the department has little oversight or
information on how frequently these measures are used, which means that while this bill has been
pitched as a reform to solve a problem, it is hard to know exactly how widespread or common this
problem actually is.
When really significant new powers are being given to principals and much of the scheme is being left
to ministerial guidelines, we need statutory reporting requirements in the legislation so that we actually
have an understanding of how the new powers are being used. These amendments require that the
school informs the secretary whenever an immediate or ongoing order is made and that the school
provides yearly reports to the secretary on the orders that are issued. The secretary in turn will have to
report to the minister.
Committee divided on amendments:

Ayes, 8
Barton, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Grimley, Mr

Hayes, Mr
Maxwell, Ms
Patten, Ms

Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr

Noes, 29
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms

Gepp, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Amendments negatived.
Clause agreed to; clause 7 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.

Shing, Ms
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tarlamis, Mr
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
Watt, Ms
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Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (19:12): I move:
That the report be now adopted.

Motion agreed to.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (19:12): I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

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

House divided on question:

Ayes, 35
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms

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

Ratnam, Dr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tarlamis, Mr
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
Watt, Ms

Noes, 2
Patten, Ms

Quilty, Mr

Question agreed to.
Read third time.
The PRESIDENT: Pursuant to standing order 14.27, the bill will be returned to the Assembly with
a message informing them that the Council have agreed to the bill without amendment.
MUTUAL RECOGNITION (VICTORIA) AMENDMENT BILL 2021
Introduction and first reading
The PRESIDENT (19:19): I have a message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act to amend
the Mutual Recognition (Victoria) Act 1998 to adopt the amendments made to the Mutual Recognition
Act 1992 of the Commonwealth by the Mutual Recognition Amendment Act 2021 of the Commonwealth
and to make related amendments’.

Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (19:20): I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

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

Motion agreed to.
Statement of compatibility
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (19:20): I lay on the table a statement of compatibility with the
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006, (Charter), I
make this Statement of Compatibility with respect to the Mutual Recognition (Victoria) Amendment
Bill 2021 (Victorian Bill).
In my opinion, the Victorian Bill, as introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible with human rights
as set out in the Charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview
The Victorian Bill will adopt into Victorian law amendments to the Mutual Recognition Act 1992 of the
Commonwealth being proposed by the Mutual Recognition Amendment Bill 2021 (Commonwealth Bill) to
introduce a scheme of automatic mutual recognition of occupational registrations. While the Victorian Bill
itself does not contain any provisions which affect human rights, the Commonwealth Bill, as adopted into
Victorian law by the Victorian Bill, does contain some such provisions.
Human Rights Issues
Equality
Section 8(3) of the Charter provides that every person is entitled to equal protection of the law without
discrimination and has the right to equal and effective protection against discrimination. Discrimination
includes direct and indirect discrimination, against persons with certain protected attributes (as listed in s 6 of
the Equal Opportunity Act 2010).
New section 42D(4) of the Commonwealth Bill provides for exceptions to a person benefitting from
automatic deemed recognition in certain circumstances. These exceptions include persons who are the subject
of criminal, civil or disciplinary proceedings in any State (who have been informed or are otherwise aware of
those proceedings).
In my view, these exception criteria do not limit the right to equality because they are unlikely to affect persons
with any particular protected attribute. The exceptions cover persons who are currently the subject of criminal
proceedings and, as such, will not involve consideration of spent convictions (a protected attribute as at
1 December 2021). To the extent that the exceptions may interfere with privacy rights (discussed further
below) because they involve consideration of a person’s ongoing criminal, civil or disciplinary proceedings,
I do not consider those rights to be limited as any interference will be lawful and non‐arbitrary. This is because
the exceptions are authorised under law and closely aligned with the purposes of the legislative regime,
including to provide regulation and oversight of persons working in certain occupations so that vulnerable
persons, consumers and the public at large are protected.
Privacy
Section 13 of the Charter provides that a person has the right not to have his or her privacy unlawfully or
arbitrarily interfered with. An interference with privacy will not be unlawful if it is permitted by law that is
accessible and precise. An interference with privacy will not be arbitrary if the restrictions it imposes are
reasonable, just and proportionate to the end sought.
Clause 68 and new sections 42M, 42N, 42P, 42U and 42V of the Commonwealth Bill require certain
information about registered person to be shared between regulators. This may involve the disclosure, receipt
and/or storage of ‘personal information’ (as defined under the Privacy and Data Protection Act 2014).
In my view, all of these provisions are appropriately circumscribed so as not to authorise any unlawful or
arbitrary interferences with the right to privacy through the disclosure, collection and storage of personal
information. The information to which an information sharing arrangement may relate is limited to specified
purposes in the Commonwealth Bill, including information concerning the status of registrations,
investigations and discipline, and vulnerable person character tests. It concerns information that has been
voluntarily provided by a person choosing to be registered in a relevant occupation, and who has consented
to disclosure as part of the application process for registration in their home state, or information provided or
gathered as a consequence of the person’s participation in the industry.
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The information sharing allows relevant agencies to better carry out their functions, including to improve
regulation of registered persons by being able to consider all necessary information to monitor and assess a
registered person’s conduct in the absence of formal licensing requirements.
Clauses such as clause 77 and proposed sections 42M(5), 42N(8), 42P(5), 42V(6) of the Commonwealth Bill
provide safeguards on the improper use of information to ensure existing Victorian restrictions relating to
secrecy, privacy and confidentiality of information apply to information received by Victorian regulators
under this legislative regime. Further, pursuant to new sections 39(3) and 42W(3), local registration
authorities are also obliged to publish information about how personal information may be used by the
authority, thereby providing transparency about the use of personal information.
For these reasons, I consider that these new sections will not limit the right to privacy.
JACLYN SYMES MLC
Attorney-General and Minister for Resources

Second reading
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (19:20): I move:
That the second-reading speech be incorporated into Hansard.

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

Incorporated speech as follows:
This Bill is small in size but big in importance. It proposes to adopt into Victorian law amendments proposed
to be made to the Mutual Recognition Act 1992 of the Commonwealth that establish a scheme of automatic
mutual recognition of occupational registrations and licences.
The Mutual Recognition Amendment Bill 2021 that is currently before the Commonwealth Parliament is the
product of several months of negotiations between the Commonwealth and the States to deliver reforms that
enhance labour mobility by removing the need for workers to obtain separate licences when working interstate
while ensuring protections for vulnerable people, consumers and the public are maintained.
It is an important reform. Economic analysis commissioned by the Commonwealth Government suggests
that automatic mutual recognition could generate an increase in GDP as big as $2.38 billion over 10 years.
Further, over 124,000 people in registered occupations could benefit from reduced administration costs and a
further 44,000 people may benefit from increased labour mobility across sectors and states. The report also
notes that in Victoria, nearly 20 per cent of workers (or around 600,000 workers) hold an occupational licence
and could benefit from automatic mutual recognition.
Occupational mobility is currently supported by the Mutual Recognition Act 1992 of the Commonwealth,
which is applied in Victoria by the Mutual Recognition (Victoria) Act 1998. These arrangements entitle a
person holding a licence in one state to work in a second state under a ‘deemed’ registration until either the
local regulator issues a local registration or 30 days elapses (whichever is sooner). The person must notify the
local regulator of their intention to work within the state and pay licence fees required by the local regulator.
The practice across Victorian regulators has been to issue workers relying on mutual recognition with a local
registration. When issuing a local registration, Victorian regulators will seek to match the scope of activities the
worker is licensed to undertake in the home state. Licences are often not equivalent across jurisdictions because
there are variations in the scope of activities that licences in different states permit. For example, a Victorian
real estate licence allows an agent to conduct auctions while a New South Wales real estate licence does not.
Under the agreed model of automatic mutual recognition, the local regulator will no longer issue a Victorian
registration to an interstate worker operating in Victoria. Instead, interstate workers licensed in their home
state would be automatically deemed to hold a licence in Victoria.
Under the scheme, interstate workers can only undertake the activities for which they are licensed in their
home state, removing risks that they could do work in the second jurisdiction for which they are not qualified
or experienced. To take the estate agent example I cited previously, a New South Wales estate agent would
not be able to carry out auctions in Victoria as their New South Wales licence does not entitle them to do so.
Conversely, a Victorian estate agent would be able to carry out both estate agency work and auctions in New
South Wales.
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A local regulator can undertake enforcement proceedings if the local regulator finds a person to be operating
outside the bounds of their home licence.
Local regulators will not be able to charge registration fees to workers under automatic mutual recognition.
This addresses one of the key issues of existing mutual recognition arrangements: the imposition of extra
costs on people who want to work in more than one state.
The Commonwealth Bill provides for regulators to share information across jurisdictions to support
compliance monitoring, enabling regulators to understand what an interstate licence entitles a person to do.
Work is being undertaken to ensure information sharing arrangements are fit for purpose prior to automatic
mutual recognition’s commencement.
I also note that the Commonwealth Bill provides a range of protections that can be utilised to minimise any
risks arising from automatic mutual recognition to vulnerable people, consumers and the public at large.
First, there are pre‐conditions to a worker having entitlement to automatic mutual recognition. They include
requiring workers to demonstrate their compliance with Victorian public protection requirements such as real
estate trust accounts or required building insurance, and Victorian vulnerable person character tests such as
Victoria’s working with children checks.
In addition, a person seeking to rely on automatic mutual recognition cannot be subject to criminal, civil or
disciplinary proceedings or prohibited from carrying on an activity or occupation due to past enforcement action.
Finally, workers under automatic mutual recognition must also comply with any relevant Victorian law and
regulation including manner of conduct law which may prescribe performance standards. For example, a
worker will need to comply with local laws such as the Domestic Buildings Contracts Act 1995 or the Estate
Agents Act 1980 and any subordinate regulations made under these.
The Commonwealth Bill provides a Minister of a State with scope to delay the entry of schemes into
automatic mutual recognition for a period of 12 months after the Commonwealth Bill commences. This will
provide time for any legislative amendments that are needed to individual licensing schemes before automatic
mutual recognition commences.
In addition to this, the automatic mutual recognition scheme also provides a capacity for a Minister of a State
to declare by legislative instrument that a licensing scheme is exempt from automatic mutual recognition for
up to 5 years. In making this declaration, the Minister must be satisfied that the declaration is necessary
because of a significant risk to consumer protection, the environment, animal welfare or the health and safety
of workers or the public arising from circumstances or conditions in the state. The declaration must include a
statement explaining this risk.
Automatic mutual recognition is a worthy successor to the economic reforms that were spearheaded by the
Hawke and Keating government in the early 1990s that gave rise to mutual recognition. This Bill will ensure
that Victoria reaps its benefits.
I commend the Bill to the house.

Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (19:21): I move, on behalf of my colleague Mr RichPhillips:
That debate on this matter be adjourned until the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned until next day of meeting.
Business of the house
ORDERS OF THE DAY
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (19:21): I move:
That the consideration of order of the day, government business, 3, be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
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Bills
OFFSHORE PETROLEUM AND GREENHOUSE GAS STORAGE (CROSS-BOUNDARY
GREENHOUSE GAS TITLES AND OTHER MATTERS) AMENDMENT BILL 2021
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Mr LEANE:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (19:22): I am pleased to rise and
make a contribution to the Offshore Petroleum and Greenhouse Gas Storage (Cross-boundary
Greenhouse Gas Titles and Other Matters) Amendment Bill 2021. I will make a brief contribution in
light of the lengthy committee we have all just endured. The purpose of the bill is to amend the
Offshore Petroleum and Greenhouse Gas Storage Act 2010 to support the framework for crossboundary greenhouse gas storage in the Offshore Petroleum and Greenhouse Gas Storage Act 2006
of the commonwealth and to make a number of technical and consequential amendments.
The act that it amends, the 2010 act, is one that was passed by the Parliament at that time in an
understanding that greenhouse gas storage could become a very important feature of activities in our
state as we sought to develop new energy options and alternatives. But this bill, the 2021 bill, is in
sync with the commonwealth act of 2020, which permits the creation or regulation of cross-boundary
gas titles which straddle the boundaries between states or Northern Territory coastal waters and
commonwealth waters. Prior to the commencement of these amendments neither the Victorian law
nor the commonwealth act permitted the creation of greenhouse gas titles in formations which overlap
jurisdictional boundaries. So this deals with a challenge: that the boundaries of these storages clearly
do not stop at the formal lines of states. The cross-boundary title regime will be primarily established
under the commonwealth act, and the bill will amend the Victorian act to allow this regime to operate.
Decisions regarding the granting, reviewing and imposition of conditions on cross-boundary titles will
be made by a cross-boundary authority consisting of commonwealth and Victorian ministers. The bill
will enable a Victorian minister to make the required decisions under the commonwealth act,
supported by information-sharing, delegation and administrative provisions. The lease
arrangements—the cross-boundary greenhouse gas holding lease or cross-boundary greenhouse gas
injection licence, for example—could well, as I say, be cross boundary and would permit the
exploration for greenhouse gas storage formation. All the titles will be granted under the
commonwealth act. The Victorian coastal waters that form part of the relevant title will be taken to be
commonwealth waters for the duration of that title. Those areas will be managed under the
commonwealth act for the duration of the title, although as I say, some of the functional aspects will
default to the state minister.
The Australian government has approved a suite of measures aimed at enhancing and strengthening
Australia’s offshore oil and gas decommissioning framework. These all make sense. The measures
were developed as part of consultation on the offshore oil and gas decommissioning review of 2020
and January 2021, and key elements will see the strengthening of existing trailing liability provisions
to enable government to call back a former titleholder in a broad range of circumstances, increased
oversight of changes in company control, increased requirements for financial assistance,
modernisation of field development plans, enhancement of decommissioning planning, earlier and
proactive use of remedial directions, and greater transparency and public engagement in the
decommissioning process. The bill makes a series of other minor amendments. The Victorian bill, as
I say, mirrors the commonwealth bill—tags with it in a very clear way. There is support at a federal, a
national level indeed, for this reform.
I do want to make just a few short comments about this. The opposition will support the bill because
we support the objectives and the way this is being achieved. There is broad national support for the
position that is being put forward. But we are in a position where these storages could become
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increasingly important. I note the need for a stronger focus on hydrogen. The national government has
a significant focus on the use of hydrogen and the creation of green hydrogen options. That is
something our government should be doing more of. I do not think there has been enough focus here.
I think a number of steps can be taken to ensure that trucks and buses and others are very good options
for use of green hydrogen, and a green hydrogen economy can be created where energy from
environmentally sound sources can be used to split water, with storage as appropriate, and there is use
via burning that will leave a clean outcome.
These are important steps that can be taken and have not been explored sufficiently, I might add, in
Victoria under this government. I think the commonwealth has turned its focus here, and I note the
situation internationally. Even the Prime Minister overseas in recent days has talked about the
importance of the hydrogen economy and green hydrogen more generally, and national money has
been committed. I think that there are very significant options for us, and we need to embrace these
options and technologies.
Now, I do note that the challenge is there for all Victorians and all Australians to develop new
economies in ways that do not impact negatively in that process. We obviously need to transition in
ways that are constructive and do that in a way that does not damage living standards in the interim
period. With those comments, I will indicate again that the opposition supports the bill.
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (19:28): I rise to speak on the Offshore Petroleum and
Greenhouse Gas Storage (Cross-boundary Greenhouse Gas Titles and Other Matters) Amendment
Bill 2021. Just last week I was invited to visit the CSIRO in Clayton to witness firsthand their
technological developments in renewable and clean energy—namely, battery technology and testing
for battery performance under various conditions. And also I have seen the work they are doing on
green hydrogen and also on hydrogen vehicles and the refuelling of hydrogen cells in vehicles. I am
very pleased and indeed very proud to see that Australia and Victoria are at the forefront in the
development of clean and renewable energy and its utilisation.
At the moment we have electric cars. Electric vehicles still have limited range, and when one refuels
the car it normally takes a relatively long time, in terms of hours, so it is perhaps more suitable for
metropolitan use. Hydrogen cars, on the other hand, have more range and the refuel time is much
faster, in terms of 4 minutes, comparable to the technology that we have at the moment in refuelling
petrol cars. So just like petrol and diesel, hydrogen-enabled cars could be used for long distances, in
trucks and in buses, and the other ones, electric cars, might be more suitable for metropolitan trips.
So hydrogen is an important form of fuel for our future, and in order to have hydrogen we need the
generation, the capture of any greenhouse gases, the transportation of those greenhouse gases and then
the storage of them—hence this bill. This bill is a fairly straightforward one that removes the legislative
barriers to greenhouse gas storage in offshore geological formations. In this case it straddles the
Victorian and commonwealth maritime boundary, and the bill benefits the CarbonNet and Hydrogen
Energy Supply Chain projects. This bill delivers the rare double act of both reducing carbon emissions
from the atmosphere and at the same time also facilitating significant economic activity and jobs,
particularly in our regional areas and particularly in this COVID recovery time.
The commonwealth and Victorian governments have each invested $50 million, totalling
$100 million, into a project called Hydrogen Energy Supply Chain, worth $500 million. This is done
in partnership with the Japanese government and also a consortium of various Japanese companies.
The Japanese investors have put in the other $400 million to see if it is commercially viable to extract
hydrogen from brown coal from the valley in Gippsland, liquefy it and ship it off to Japan for both
commercial and domestic consumption. If the pilot is successful, this will create hundreds of jobs, turn
the Latrobe Valley to a global hydrogen export hub and open up access to another energy source for
domestic use, with the associated flow-on economic opportunities across a range of sectors.
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To create hydrogen there are many methods. Some of them are chemical, some of them use heat, some
of them are called blue hydrogen and others are called green hydrogen. The one that is being
investigated in the Latrobe Valley is called blue hydrogen. In that process of generating hydrogen there
will be greenhouse gas released as well, so we need to capture it and transport it, mostly by pipes, to a
storage area and then inject those greenhouse gases into the storage area. At the moment greenhouse
gases—namely, carbon dioxide—are currently injected and stored in Norway, Canada and the USA.
In Victoria we also have the CO2CRC Otway project, which has been in operation since 2008 and has
safely stored 80 00 tonnes of carbon dioxide. According to some scientific research which is peer
reviewed and accepted widely, 98 per cent of the carbon dioxide, if injected into well-selected and
regulated carbon capture storage, will remain underground for at least 10 000 years.
This bill makes the cross-boundary title framework and enables Victoria’s participation in a new crossboundary authority. The authority can deem an area of Victorian waters to be regulated under
commonwealth legislation for the purposes of greenhouse gas title and storage operations. The area
will remain under Victorian jurisdiction for all other purposes, and Victorian environmental legislation
continues to apply. Our legislation complements the commonwealth act and allows Victorian waters
to be part of the commonwealth waters for the purposes of this bill. We are only ceding title of the
coastal waters insofar as it affects the operation of the CarbonNet carbon capture project.
Both the Hydrogen Energy Supply Chain and the CarbonNet project will provide significant economic
development opportunities for Victoria, safeguard existing jobs and provide for new employment
opportunities during Victoria’s COVID-19 recovery. The measures in this bill represent positive steps
towards our goal to reach zero carbon emissions by 2050 and to support our state’s economic future
through the support of the CarbonNet project and the Hydrogen Energy Supply Chain project.
The Victorian government have been national leaders in setting and meeting ambitious climate change
targets, and our record speaks for itself. Carbon capture and storage will further facilitate a reduction
in carbon emissions while simultaneously facilitating economic activity and investment in our state. I
commend the bill to the house.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (19:37): While I am a big supporter of our push to develop
options in green hydrogen energy and I commend this government’s aspirations in that area, the option
of using brown coal to produce hydrogen energy and burying the pollution in the sea is an option I
have big reservations about. The use of coal for anything that adds more CO2 to the atmosphere needs
to be ended as soon as possible. I believe we need to break our coal addiction as soon as possible,
because the damage done by centuries of burning coal is already being experienced and will be for a
long time to come.
I note that this bill is not ultimately about green hydrogen, and what concerns me is that this bill is
about brown hydrogen. While it is proposed that the carbon pollution from the associated Hydrogen
Energy Supply Chain project be stored underground off the coast of Victoria, my concern is that it is
really about enabling hydrogen energy created by using coal. Nobody said weaning an economy off
cheap fossil fuel energy is easy; however, breaking our addiction to coal needs to be achieved as soon
as possible.
I have reservations about carbon capture as a possible way of dealing with carbon pollution in the
future. If this does prove to be the way to deal with CO2 on a large scale in the future, then well and
good, but it appears that the current bill is not about storing existing or avoidable carbon pollution, it
is connected to creating carbon pollution and then storing that pollution. I have reservations about this
bill because I am concerned it could be a Trojan horse for the fossil fuel industry. I am concerned that
the aim of this bill is to unnecessarily prolong the brown coal industry in Victoria, and there is a
massive amount of brown coal here.
By any measure—and no disrespect to the hardworking people who are part of this industry, because
it has contributed great amounts of electricity to our economy—we know that the brown coal industry
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has done immense damage to our environment for many years, and even if we stop now the carbon in
our atmosphere into the future will continue doing damage. I am well aware of the concerns in the
Latrobe Valley about future jobs as we transition away from the brown coal industry, but I do not
believe that the answer is the continued use of coal in any way. The answer is to create jobs to repair
our damaged environment and ecosystems. I have heard expert after expert come before the
Environment and Planning Committee inquiry into ecosystem decline and tell us that there are many
jobs to be created in repairing the environment: habitat restoration, forest and landscape management,
tree planting and feral animal control. This is where many jobs could be created if the government had
the necessary will and real concern for repairing our vastly damaged environment and ecosystems.
I note at Geelong there are good prospects of a green hydrogen project going forward. That is the idea.
That is what the government needs to be focused on much more. Jobs in the Latrobe Valley need to
be based on green renewable energy. This project is a distraction from that and gives hope to a fossil
fuel industry that needs to be minimised as soon as possible. It does not need to have its life prolonged
by the project, the brown coal fuelled Hydrogen Energy Supply Chain, that this bill is directly
connected to.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (19:41): I am really pleased to speak on this bill this evening and
indeed show my support and The Nationals’ support for this bill. It really does enable some projects
that are very important to my region to be facilitated, and that really is the harmonisation into federal
government waters with respect to state boundaries and enabling the CarbonNet project to go ahead
for the carbon capture and storage—the sequestration—of carbon dioxide to be pumped into
geological structures that are perfectly suited to capture carbon dioxide and for it to be stored safely
and innately away there, which, and indeed also, enables the production of what we call blue hydrogen,
so there could be hydrogen from coal.
That study is already underway in terms of a pilot project called the HESC project, which is again
happening in the Latrobe Valley in my electorate—the Hydrogen Energy Supply Chain. We know
that the Japanese government is very committed to a hydrogen economy so there are zero emissions.
In the production of blue hydrogen there will be carbon dioxide produced, but naturally what needs to
happen is for that to be captured and stored, and it can be facilitated through the CarbonNet process.
In relation to this HESC program, I was actually at the opening where they launched it, and I was very
pleased to be able to speak on behalf of the Parliament and also my colleague and friend Darren
Chester. One of the key factors here is the opportunities for our region. It has to be proved to be
commercially viable, but there are great opportunities for the Latrobe Valley and for Gippsland as a
whole.
The other point I would like to raise is in terms of hydrogen as an economy. Eventually I see the
opportunity for there to be blue hydrogen—hydrogen coming from coal—but it also then integrating
with a hydrogen cluster so that there can be green hydrogen, as it is called, coming from renewables.
That can really pick up and run with the great opportunity for hydrogen as a fuel source in our
transportation, so in our cars, potentially our buses et cetera. I think there is an amazing opportunity
here, and we need this part of this legislation to facilitate that. HESC has actually had significant input
from the federal government, $50 million; the state government, $50 million; and the Japanese
government and the consortium of J-Power, Kawasaki and the like, again showing a real commitment.
I would like to just endorse this.
I would also like finally to make mention of an intern program that we have in Parliament. It is a
fantastic program, and I was very lucky to get one of the best interns I think there is around. His name
is Harrison Carter, and he is from the Melbourne University relationship with the parliamentary
internship program. He has investigated on my behalf a new era of energy, hydrogen in Gippsland,
H2, and I recommend it. It will be available to members of Parliament, and it really discusses in a
fulsome nature green energy, blue hydrogen and the opportunities, the strengths, the weaknesses and
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the threats in this area. With those few words, I endorse this bill and hope it has a speedy passage
through the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(19:46): I move, by leave:
That the bill be now read a third time.

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

House divided on question:

Ayes, 34
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms

Gepp, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Melhem, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Patten, Ms

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

Noes, 3
Meddick, Mr

Hayes, Mr

Ratnam, Dr

Question agreed to.
Read third time.
The PRESIDENT: Pursuant to standing order 14.27, the bill will be returned to the Assembly with
a message informing them that the Council have agreed to the same without amendment
Adjournment
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(19:55): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

GREATER SHEPPARTON SECONDARY COLLEGE
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (19:55): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Education, and again it concerns the continued harassment and bullying of a student at Greater
Shepparton Secondary College. I previously raised the circumstances of this matter with the minister
on 4 March and urged him to intervene in the matter and personally meet with the child’s parents to
discuss the educational options available to manage the situation. Unfortunately the same child
continues to be the victim of horrific abuse and harassment, and the action that I again seek from the
minister is for him to intervene and reverse the current unsuccessful management strategies put in
place by the Greater Shepparton Secondary College to deal with this particular case and for the
minister to provide an undertaking to meet the parents of the child to fully comprehend and put an end
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to the absolute trauma experienced by the child and their family from this bullying and the school’s
response to it. The first sentence of the minister’s response to my contribution on 4 March was:
Bullying is unacceptable and will not be tolerated at Greater Shepparton Secondary College or any school in
Victoria.

This statement should be the acceptable standard at Greater Shepparton Secondary College and in
every school, but it is not the lived experience of this poor student, who lives each school day in fear
and loneliness. I was recently contacted again by the mother of the student, who provided details of
the latest incidents of bullying experienced by her child and the effects of this and the school’s response
on the child’s mental health. Despite the assurances from the minister and Greater Shepparton
Secondary College leaders, the bullying has continued to the point where the mother has attended
court and obtained a personal protection order for her child against one of the bullying perpetrators.
In response to the bullying, rather than taking action against the bullying students, leadership at the
Greater Shepparton Secondary College has implemented a new timetable for the victim where the
victim can only attend school between 9 and 11 four days a week and then must go home. On the other
day the victim can stay at school from 9.00 am to 1.00 pm and is confined to a classroom alone during
that time. Despite this, the harassment continues unabated, with the offending children entering the
victim’s safe space unchallenged and verbally abusing both the victim and the victim’s mother with
vile language and taunts. Sadly, the mother states that the victim continuously asks why they are being
punished for the actions of these disgusting bullies. Every school has a fundamental obligation to
provide an education for every child, yet the decision by Greater Shepparton Secondary College to
limit the victim’s time at school means the victim is far behind in their learning.
In her correspondence, which she has also shared with the minister himself, the parents point out that
Greater Shepparton Secondary College has established a campus at Invergordon for disengaged
students with behavioural problems and rightly ask why the offending students have not been placed
there, away from the victim. Every day the victim’s parents live in fear that their child will be seriously
hurt or even lose their life, and I urge the minister to intervene immediately to help put a stop to this
terrible situation. Yesterday the mother forwarded me a recording of another student telling her child
to go and kill themselves, and today the mother has been asked to pick up her child at recess and
lunchtime to ensure the child’s safety. This is not good enough.
METROPOLITAN PARTNERSHIPS
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (19:58): My adjournment matter is directed to the
Minister for Local Government and Minister for Suburban Development, the Honourable Shaun
Leane. This adjournment matter relates to the portfolio of suburban development. The metropolitan
partnerships engage with their communities to better understand their challenges and opportunities
and advise state government on important local priorities. Just recently the Andrews Labor
government committed $10.967 million over two years, allocated in the 2021–22 budget, to the
metropolitan partnerships program, which includes $5.12 million over two years for the Metropolitan
Partnerships Development Fund, MPDF. This builds on the 2020–21 state budget, which provided in
the metropolitan partnerships program output revenue of $3.075 million in 2020–21. My question for
the minister is: why is it important to continue this program, and how will this support my metropolitan
region in the electorate of Western Metropolitan Region?
SEX OFFENDERS
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (20:00): My matter is for the Attorney-General, and it is on
the subject of child pornography. Sadly this awful topic is one that I find myself needing to raise
frequently in this place. That is because of the growing proliferation of this truly repulsive and
despicable crime. It is also because of what I regard as the utterly inadequate sentences very often
received by those found guilty of it, two further examples of which emerged from court cases in early
June and early May. The first, heard in Shepparton, was a case in which a perpetrator received just a
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$700 fine and no jail time at all. This was notwithstanding that he was caught in possession of
numerous vile child abuse images and tried to hide his possession of these images from police in direct
contravention of his obligations as a registered sex offender. The second case, in Melbourne, involved
a man who not only groomed a 13-year-old girl in the Philippines for sex but, again, also failed to
disclose to police considerable evidence in relation to his activities. In court he was found guilty, made
a registered sex offender for 15 years and jailed for a maximum two years and nine months. However,
following him spending only 34 days in custody, he was then released on a 33-month good behaviour
bond, and it was also decided he should be allowed to continue working at the Melbourne City Baths
and a Ballarat school. Most of that is disconcerting enough in itself, but it is the last point to which I
want to turn most specifically.
I know I am far from alone in Victoria in saying that I find it extremely disturbing whenever I hear, as
is increasingly the case, that a registered sex offender is working near to or on the grounds of a school.
Whilst I recognise such work is qualified in the act by the definition that it inherently involves or
includes contact with a child, one of the most fundamental purposes of Victoria’s Sex Offenders
Registration Act 2004 is very specifically to prevent registered sex offenders from working in childrelated employment. So the action I would seek from the Attorney is an indication of what specific
forms of data collection and auditing are performed by Victorian government agencies in order to
monitor how many sex offenders are working in or on school grounds and the number of occasions
on which this has led to breaches in any of their conditions. Alternatively, if no such data collection is
available or auditing is undertaken, then I would simply ask: why not?
COVID-19
Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (20:03): The matter I raise on the adjournment debate tonight is
for the Minister for Health, and the action I seek is for him to significantly reconsider the restrictions
on class sizes for Victorian dance schools during Victoria’s inevitable future lockdowns. As we are all
aware, many local businesses have had to sacrifice a huge amount throughout this pandemic. While
some have slowly recovered in between each lockdown, others have been clinging on like grim death
simply to make it through the seemingly inevitable succession of harsh lockdowns.
Last week I was contacted by a constituent of mine called Vassie. Now, she runs Studio V, which is a
dance school in Heidelberg. Her dance school operates overwhelmingly for young people. In fact
90 per cent of her students are under the age of 18. It serves locals in the Heidelberg area, with most
classes consisting of young people from school groups who attend nearby primary schools and also
secondary schools. Studio V, like so many other dance schools across our state, has had an awful year,
not just because of the long lockdowns last year but also because of ongoing restrictions that have
placed such a burden on her business. Like so many entrepreneurial, creative types in our dance
schools, she has sought to shift to online classes, but nonetheless she has experienced a really
significant loss of custom at her business. Under the latest round of restrictions she simply was not
able to make up the revenue that she had lost not only last year but earlier this year, and with a cap of
10 students in classes that would ordinarily hold 20, she wasted hours in administrative work,
retimetabling and rescheduling for students.
The frustrating part of this for Vassie and, I know, for many other dance schools across Victoria is that
dance schools are safe. There has not been a single transmission of COVID at a dance school in
Australia, I am advised, and yet of course they have laboured under the harshest of restrictions. All
that is being asked of the government is that after the current restrictions completely ease and certainly
before the inevitable next round of restrictions dance schools are enabled to bounce back and to bounce
back quicker than the government has before enabled. We already know that the mental health of so
many young Victorians has been impacted so negatively over this last period. Engaging in physical
recreation of this kind is so important, so I am asking the Minister for Health in the other place to lift
the arbitrary class size restrictions on dance studios that are otherwise compliant with density
guidelines and other COVID-safe measures.
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LIBRARY FUNDING
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (20:06): My adjournment matter is directed to the Minister for Local
Government, the Honourable Shaun Leane, MP, and the adjournment matter relates to public libraries.
The COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted the importance of public libraries in connecting people to
their community, and that has nowhere been more evident than in my electorate of Northern Victoria.
They have been constantly amazing, the steps that local libraries throughout Northern Victoria have
taken to transition their services in a variety of ways—to online, for example—to enable people to
continue to borrow books using new facilities such as click and collect, which we know have become
very, very fashionable throughout the pandemic. Libraries have adapted to the environment that they
have confronted during the pandemic and tried their very, very best to continue to provide services to
their local communities. Local libraries in my electorate play such an important role, particularly for
young families, and it has been so important that they have still been able to access important
educational programs such as story time with library staff. They have been doing incredible work to
reach out to those also in our communities that may need additional support.
The Victorian 2021–22 budget committed an additional $9.3 million to public libraries. The action I
seek from the Minister for Local Government is for the minister to provide me with detail on how this
budget announcement builds on the funding provided to public libraries through his portfolio and what
the funding outcomes will be for public libraries in 2021–22 in my electorate of Northern Victoria.
BAIL REFORM
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (20:08): My adjournment matter is for the attention of the
Attorney-General, and it relates to what I would term a loophole in our bail laws. There is a problem
regarding extraterritorial laws—that is, when you commit an offence on one side of the border and
then commit another offence on the other side. For cross-border communities this is not uncommon.
In places like Bordertown near my electorate, or more so for the many border communities in
Ms Maxwell’s electorate such as Echuca-Moama and Albury-Wodonga, travelling to and fro is a daily
occurrence. This loophole has been in effect since we reformed our bail laws. In Victoria when
someone commits a schedule 2 offence, including manslaughter, home invasion and arson causing
death, whilst on bail for a less serious non-schedule 2 crime—for example, shop theft or assault—they
must satisfy a show compelling reason test to be granted bail. If they commit a schedule 2 offence
whilst on bail for a schedule 2 offence, the higher exceptional circumstances test must be proven. If
someone is currently on bail in New South Wales, though, for an offence that is equivalent to a
Victorian schedule 2 offence and they then cross the border to Victoria and commit a schedule 2
offence, Victorian courts cannot take into account their current bail in New South Wales during a bail
hearing, as they would be placed into the show compelling reason test only.
More worryingly, if you are bailed in New South Wales for a non-schedule 2 offence and then commit
an offence of the same level in Victoria, neither test needs to be satisfied and you will be given bail
unless you are a risk to the community, as Victoria does not recognise New South Wales bail. If either
a show compelling reason test or an exceptional circumstances test is required, there is a reverse onus
where the offender must show reason why they should be granted bail, but again this is only under
Victorian law. In both circumstances the court will then consider the unacceptable risk test, but the bar
is clearly lower for the accused than if both sets of offending were to be committed in Victoria. So
based on where you commit the offence and in which order you commit them, your release on bail or
remand in custody becomes the luck of the draw.
This mistake was made when our bail laws did not recognise New South Wales bail through our bail
reform some years ago. This has become a problem when it comes to prosecution too, because there
is no precedent between the two states. This means that the bail laws can be applied inconsistently for
alike cases when state borders are involved. In 2008 an act passed in Western Australia that dealt with
a similar problem, and whilst it was mainly aimed at family violence cases, it dealt with a number of
crimes, including drink and drug driving. The Cross-border Justice Act 2008, between the Northern
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Territory, Western Australia and South Australia, means that the law can be dealt with consistently in
border areas. Whilst I do not purport to have the answers here, I think the cross-border commissioner
should explore a similar scheme to address the inconsistency in the law. I would like to acknowledge
my colleague Tania Maxwell, who has led many conversations with the commissioner about
improving a number of issues across these communities. The action that we seek from the Attorney is
for her to meet with the cross-border commissioner and the police prosecutors in border communities
to talk about how this issue is affecting the community, offenders and the application of the law.
COVID-19 VACCINATION
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (20:11): My adjournment matter this evening is to the
Minister for Health, and it is in relation to the online booking system that has been an absolute debacle
here in this state in relation to the state government run vaccination hubs, which is quite a contrast, I
might add, to the commonwealth system that has an online booking system. It was very
straightforward. I know that I had my AstraZeneca jab 11 weeks ago; I am due for my second dose
next week, and it was seamless. I booked online, went in and had the jab, and I got the follow-up
appointment there and then.
What we saw here just a few weeks ago during the fourth lockdown was an absolute shambles. I have
been rather amused at the Acting Premier’s language around his calling the vaccine rollout a shambles
because, true to form, the government are trying to deflect from their mismanagement and ongoing
incompetence in relation to this. The federal government have been very clear about the vaccines that
they have provided, and there has been a severe lack of communication from the Andrews government
about getting people vaccinated—we know that. We saw a rush when the fourth lockdown occurred.
Of course people are going to run and get vaccinated. If ever there was a time to get vaccinated, it was
when we were in lockdown, and yet the state government was playing this ongoing blame game with
the federal government.
I have got the figures actually from the federal government in relation to the Pfizer vaccinations that
are being provided to the aged-care and disability workforce and how many have been given out over
the last few months. It has been steadily increasing, but today we hear the chief health officer pleading
with Victorians to get their second Pfizer dose. So this is not the fault of the federal government. This
is the fault of the state government.
A member interjected.
Ms CROZIER: It is a shambles. It is a shambles under the Andrews Labor government, who have
had an absolute debacle, as I said, around the online booking system. It was only just on 15 June that
actually the system went live. That was two weeks ago. It is the middle of winter, the middle of the
year, and the online booking system for the vaccination program in the state system went live just a
few weeks ago. That is a shambles, Acting Premier. Your management of the vaccine rollout and
everything to do with the COVID response has been a shambles. So the question I have for the minister
is: there have been billions of dollars spent on the COVID response and there were billions in this
latest budget; I would like to understand the exact breakdown of how much the online booking system
has cost over the last few months as it has been rolled out if he could provide the details of that
breakdown of costs and why the implementation was so poorly done and why it took so long.
GEELONG ROAD, BROOKLYN
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (20:14): My adjournment matter is to the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure. The action that I seek is for mitigation measures to be made available for
residents on Geelong Road. I received an email from a resident off Geelong Road in Brooklyn. While
there is a service road on Geelong Road, this does nothing to protect the residents from the noise and
the pollution of the many extremely large and loud trucks that pass their homes all hours of the day
and night. Now, residents of Millers Road were offered mitigation measures. My constituent has lived
on Geelong Road for more than six years. When they moved in, the original noise levels were not
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ideal but livable. The trucks were mainly in business hours. They did not use horns, change gears or
accelerate very often, because generally the traffic flowed well.
The number of vehicles has increased significantly in the last two to three years, as has the size of the
trucks. According to the West Gate Tunnel Project’s own data, Geelong Road alone is to see an
increase of approximately 60 000 vehicles per day. They already have a large number of extremely
large trucks, including road trains, travelling past their homes at all hours of the day and night. Their
engines alone are exceptionally loud. They use engine brakes and horns, and they speed over islands
and bumps in the road—even when the lights turn red. Within their own homes the windows and walls
rattle, and they are often woken at night. They cannot hear their TVs. Working and learning from
home is very difficult because of the noise levels outside, and it is even worse now.
Residents have explained the terrible prospect of more trucks and traffic at multiple pop-up feedback
sessions with many local councillors and MPs. All the residents of Brooklyn are being significantly
impacted by the many negative impacts of the West Gate Tunnel, but none more so than those on
Millers Road and Geelong Road. Acknowledgment has been made of the negative impacts on Millers
Road, but not on Geelong Road. Residents desperately need air filtration, double glazing, insulation
and fencing to try to combat the extreme impacts, because they deserve homes that are actually livable.
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT VICTORIA
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (20:16): I raise a matter for the attention of the acting
Minister for Police and Emergency Services, and it goes to the role of Emergency Management
Victoria (EMV). The role of Emergency Management Victoria, and I quote from its website, is that it:
… leads emergency management in Victoria by maximising the ability of the emergency management sector
to work together and to strengthen the capacity of communities to plan for, withstand, respond to and recover
from emergencies.

It goes on to say that Emergency Management Victoria:
… supports the Emergency Management Commissioner—

Mr Crisp—
to lead and coordinate emergency preparedness, response and recovery across Victoria’s emergency
management sector in conjunction with communities, government, agencies and business.

So EMV’s role is to help prepare, respond and build for the future. Now, regrettably—and I say this
with much regret—the feedback I have got from the Dandenongs and the feedback I have got from
places like Yinnar and other parts of Gippsland is that EMV failed—absolutely failed. The CFA
brigades and the SES were sending requests down to the incident control centres and getting no
response. There were requests for radios—no response. They followed up—no response. They
followed up the next day, then three days later—no response. There were requests for chainsaws—no
response. These were simple requests for basic infrastructure to do the job these volunteers and others
wanted to do.
We have spoken in the chamber today about the failure of the government, via Mr Crisp, to request
Australian Defence Force support, for boots on the ground or, as Minister Chester referred to it, not
people with clipboards but people with chainsaws, and I agree with him 100 per cent. It took nine
days—nine days—to make that request when the need was obvious to anyone who went to the
Dandenong Ranges particularly but also to Gippsland. I want to thank Cr Melissa Ferguson; the mayor
of the Latrobe City Council, Cr Sharon Gibson; and also Jay and Sam McGowan of Yinnar for
showing us some of the devastation at their property. Hundreds of trees are down—hundreds of trees.
They are everywhere. It is clear to anyone that the ADF was needed. It took nine days for the
government and Mr Crisp to make that request.
What is the role of EMV? To me, they failed in the response. They failed in the coordination role. And
now, with the recovery, the Acting Premier, James Merlino, has appointed Bushfire Recovery Victoria
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to lead the response. Well, what is EMV’s role? The preparation was bad, the response was bad and
now the rebuild is going to be outsourced to Bushfire Recovery Victoria. The action I seek from the
acting minister—who is simply not up to the job, I might say—is to explain: what is EMV’s role when
they have failed and it has now been outsourced to Bushfire Recovery Victoria?
MARIBYRNONG RIVER BOAT RAMP
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (20:20): My adjournment matter is for Minister Horne, the
Minister for Fishing and Boating in the other place. Maribyrnong boat ramp was an election
commitment from the government and was confirmed a couple of times, and there were a lot of people
that were very, very happy with this because they actually need one. We fast-forward a little further
along, and it appears that somewhere along the line the government has lost its appetite for the boat
ramp on the Maribyrnong River and has now publicly decided to cancel it. So my action for the
minister is to fulfil the election commitment made and build the ramp so that people in what is
generally a Labor area can go and do their fishing.
EPPING ROAD DUPLICATION
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (20:21): My adjournment matter this evening is for
the Minister for Transport Infrastructure in the other place. Epping residents do not like the raised
intersection speed humps or congestion on Epping Road. My office has recently conducted a
community survey into Epping. I am very grateful for all those residents who responded to that survey.
The majority of residents reported to me their frustration with Epping Road. Every morning and night
many Epping residents experience choked roads and frustration as the traffic is banked up from Cooper
Street all the way to Bridge Inn Road. It is a nightmare out there.
In 2018 this Labor government committed to the duplication of Epping Road, and according to the
government’s own website it now will not be completed until 2025. That is two elections away, so it
is no wonder that Epping residents are calling for Epping Road to be duplicated right now.
Disappointingly, according to the latest community update bulletin of November 2019 from the
minister’s own department’s website, construction on the Epping Road duplication was to begin mid2020. But according to the member for Thomastown’s roads update newsletter, work will now begin
in the second half of 2022. That is a two-year delay, Minister.
So, Minister, the action I have for you today is to respond to my residents’ concerns and advise: is the
completion date for the duplication of Epping Road still 2025, and if so, will the government commit
to bringing forward the upgrade so my residents can spend less time on the roads and more time with
their families?
WILLIAMS LANDING SHORT-STAY ACCOMMODATION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (20:22): My adjournment this evening is to the Minister for
Local Government, and it concerns correspondence that I have received today from Brad of Williams
Landing. Now, Williams Landing is a relatively new suburb in the west of Melbourne, and it is largely
populated by young families—couples buying their first home, having their families and building their
lives together. It is very exciting to see so many young couples building something that they can look
back on when they are as old as I am and say, ‘We did this together’. It really is a wonderful thing.
What concerns me enormously is what Brad told me today. I will not give the address, because I do
not think that would be appropriate, but I am certainly happy to pass it on to the minister. There is an
Airbnb in this particular suburb, Williams Landing, that has been frequented, let us say, by people
seeking pastimes that might not be necessarily conducive to happy family life. It seems that this Airbnb
is being used as an illegal brothel, and it is in the middle of a residential area, in the middle of a
residential street. The house next door has two young girls who live there. There is a nine-year-old
boy across the road; there is another little girl next to them, another six-year-old girl. I mean, it is
absolutely appalling that we have the situation where somebody would set up a brothel in a residential
area, and I just cannot begin to imagine what these people would have to face every day. You know,
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they tell stories of parties at 3.30 in the morning—during lockdown, I might add—where people ran
amok after the party, ringing doorbells and screaming and carrying on like yahoos down the street.
It is something that really cannot be tolerated. It cannot be tolerated. The trouble is that, when these
people went to the Wyndham council to get this thing closed down, the Wyndham council was not
interested. That does not surprise me greatly, I have got to say. What I am asking the minister to do is
to get on the phone—he probably needs a hotline to the Wyndham council—get onto the Wyndham
council and if he can, if he has to, direct the Wyndham council to close this illegal brothel down.
LATROBE RIVER BRIDGE
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (20:25): My adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety, and it relates to the reconstruction of the Latrobe River bridge. This bridge
was built in 1936 and crosses, naturally, between the two towns of Tyers and Traralgon and connects
them. Tyers is a gorgeous little town just north of Traralgon, and Traralgon therefore is its major centre
for education, shopping, medical appointments, infrastructure and employment. It is a very important
bridge. Between 2012 and 2018 six people were injured in car accidents on the curves to both the north
and the south of the bridge, and sadly there was one fatality where a family lost a loved one.
When I first came into this place in 2015 the Andrews government had abolished a very popular
initiative of The Nationals and the Liberals called the country roads and bridges program. It replaced
it with a stronger country bridges program. What happened with that was there were 48 bridges
designated, apparently, one would think, in country areas. But there was only one in Gippsland, and
there are about 700 bridges in Gippsland that could be replaced. The one happened to be in this
position between Traralgon and Tyers. This one bridge was announced in 2015 and it went to tender
in 2017. Not only that but, on the importance of upgrading this, it is used by the mining industry and
the forestry sectors. It needs to be upgraded to increase that load-bearing capacity. In 2017 it was
designated and tendered. We are still waiting for it today.
With recent floods in the valley, we knew that the old bridge was under threat through the floods, so
they closed that bridge. It remains closed now. If you want to go between Tyers and Traralgon, you
actually have to go either by Morwell or by Glengarry—some considerable time out of your way. A
CFA volunteer from the Tyers brigade the other day said that they actually had had to do that, and it
could have caused some considerable concern when they were attending a fire. This government needs
to provide this bridge. It is very simple. It has been budgeted for, supposedly. It has been tendered as
well—2015, 2017, we are up to 2021. Minister, I want you to tell the constituents of the Latrobe Valley
when that bridge infrastructure will be built, and I want a time line for them for the completion date.
WESTERN VICTORIA TRANSMISSION NETWORK PROJECT
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (20:28): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change. For the last few weeks we have heard terrible stories of
suffering out of Gippsland and the ranges east of Melbourne—thousands of homes damaged and many
people displaced. A constant feature of the reporting on this calamitous storm is that many residents
were without power for extended periods of time, and many of them are still awaiting reconnection.
The Andrews government appears to be learning nothing from such experiences. They remain
committed to rolling out overhead powerlines along the Western Victoria Transmission Network
Project. This is despite overhead powerlines clearly being a massive liability; just ask the poor
residents of the Dandenong and Yarra ranges.
This government desperately needs to connect the burgeoning renewable energy industry in Western
Victoria. However, rather than doing it properly and listening to key stakeholders—the community
and landholders—they appear committed to forcing overhead lines on the citizens of Western Victoria.
The proposed route cuts a swathe through productive and arable farmland. It severs a critically
important biolink as well as spanning the Merrimu Reservoir, essentially closing the critical water
source for use by firefighting aircraft.

ADJOURNMENT
2402

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 22 June 2021

Recently the Moorabool Shire Council released a report that underlined just how much of a no-brainer
this decision should be and how much obfuscation and misdirection the Labor government and energy
providers are engaging in. The report, compiled by well-respected power transmission and distribution
consultancy Amplitude, firmly recommends that the lines be placed underground. The report clearly
outlines that the underground option has the lowest social and environmental impact and would deliver
a significantly more reliable and robust asset. Specifically the report outlines that there would be little
to no risk of the line inadvertently starting a bushfire if it is buried underground, there would be little
to no risk of power supply interruption during said fires or severe weather, there would be minimal
impact on private land or current land use and there would be little to no electromagnetic field impacts.
The government and proponents have been touting that an underground option for this project would
be prohibitively expensive, amounting to over 10 times the cost of an overhead line. This report has
succinctly smacked this notion down, stating that the overall cost would be closer to five times the
cost, which would be very easily recouped over the life of the asset. So I ask the minister: considering
recent weather events in eastern Victoria and the release of this report by the Moorabool shire, will
she guarantee that serious investigations will be made into placing these lines underground?
MONTMORENCY TRAIN STATION
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (20:31): I raise an issue tonight with the minister
responsible for the level crossings project and the major Big Build, Jacinta Allan. The residents of a
range of suburbs, even in my electorate but certainly across metropolitan Melbourne and specifically
tonight in the area around Montmorency, are very concerned about the lack of consultation. We have
heard it a number of times. Mr Davis has referred to a number, Dr Bach has referred to a number of
instances and certainly I have also had issues raised with me about the lack of consultation—farcical
consultation processes. In regard to Montmorency, there has been an opportunity for residents to ask
questions through a website called Engage Victoria, where they have been able to post questions with
the expectation of reasonable answers to their concerns and their issues and the points that they make
about the expectations of their local community in regard to its amenity and in regard to how the
community functions. The Engage Victoria website, as far as the Montmorency community goes, has
been shut down.
I have one very specific question that I put to the minister tonight, regrettably, because the minister
has refused to meet with the local community and in fact in response to a previous item that I raised
in this place indicated that the local member, Ms Vicki Ward, was doing a wonderful job and she
therefore did not need to meet. Now, the question that I specifically put is: will the design of the
duplicated section between Greensborough station, which extends beyond the Montmorency station
and then terminates just before Sherbourne Road, achieve the appropriate safety standards to allow
trains to bypass the Montmorency station either on their way to Eltham or coming from Eltham?
Obviously safety standards are a key concern, apart from amenity issues, with the redevelopment of
the Montmorency station. Minister, please, a prompt response to this request, and can I suggest that
you re-engage the Engage Victoria website so that residents have an opportunity to put their questions
and receive reasonable answers.
RESPONSES
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(20:34): There were 15 adjournment matters tonight regarding a range of issues, and they will be
forwarded to the relevant ministers for a response. I have 19 written responses to adjournment debate
matters.
The PRESIDENT: The house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 8.35 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.

Tuesday, 22 June 2021
MURRAY BASIN RAIL PROJECT
In reply to Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (18 February 2021)
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie—Minister for Public Transport, Minister for Roads and Road Safety):
This matter does not fall within my portfolio responsibilities. You may wish to address your question to the
Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Hon Jacinta Allan MP.

SURF VIEW ESTATE
In reply to Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (3 March 2021)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing):
I thank you for your question, unfortunately I am unable to provide a response as the matter raised is outside
my area of responsibility.
As Minister for Planning, among other things, I am responsible for the administration of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 and the Transfer of Land Act 1958, in so far as it relates to the functions of the Registrar
of Titles and the management of the Office of Titles. The provisions of those Acts do not seem to be relevant
in this case.
As the issues raised all appear to relate to contractual sale of land matters between the developer and
purchasers of blocks in the proposed Surf View Estate, this question should be referred to the Minister for
Consumer Affairs who administers the Sale of Land Act 1962.

NEPEAN HIGHWAY, CHELTENHAM, PEDESTRIAN CROSSING
In reply to Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (16 March 2021)
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie—Minister for Public Transport, Minister for Roads and Road Safety):
The intersection in question is Nepean Hwy/ Chesterville Road and Charman Road. The Department of
Transport (DoT) has advised that this is a particularly complex intersection with over 65,000 vehicles per day
operating through the intersection, and ten lanes of traffic to cross over the north-western side of the
intersection. The Department acknowledges the difficulties that pedestrians face in crossing Nepean
Highway.
In 2019, the green light crossing time (“walk time”) across Nepean Hwy has been modified to increase from
15 seconds to 20 seconds from Monday to Friday from 8:00 to 19:00 and Saturday and Sunday from 8:00 to
18:00.
The flashing red crossing times (“clearance times”) correspond to 17 seconds and 19 seconds respectively on
the different sides of the intersection. Increasing clearance times on a permanent basis could generate
significant congestion impacts during morning and afternoon peak times.
As a result of the green light time increase, the combined green light and flashing red crossing times are
estimated to be generally suitable for the south-east approach of the intersection, however it is noted that this
may not suit every pedestrian that uses the crossing.
The Department is currently investigating the operation of the intersection and the opportunity for new
technologies installation (with specific attention on the north-west approach).
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WIRE ROPE BARRIERS
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (16 March 2021)
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie—Minister for Public Transport, Minister for Roads and Road Safety):
Flexible Safety Barriers are highly effective at reducing or eliminating harm for vehicle occupants, put simply
they save lives.
This was demonstrated in 2019, where for the first time in a decade, no lives were lost on the Hume Freeway,
even though the flexible barriers were hit more than 230 times. Each of these occasions represents a potential
life saved or serious injury avoided. Furthermore, TAC’s analysis of the first 4 completed projects at sections
of Princes Freeway West, Princes Freeway from Traralgon to Sale, Goulburn Valley Highway and Bass
Highway revealed significant reductions in the severity of injuries and length of hospitalisation after the
barriers were installed. The hospital’s occupied bed days (OBD) in corresponding locations dropped from
approximately 219 days per year to an average of 3 to 4 days per year.
Run-off-road crashes remain the single biggest cause of death on Victoria’s country roads. Flexible Safety
Barriers are being installed on 2000 km of Victorian roads, helping to reduce severe trauma resulting from
run-off-road crashes and head-on crashes at these locations. The Parliamentary Inquiry into the 2019 Road
Toll (released 25 March 2021) asserted that flexible wire rope barriers improved the road safety for all road
users. Many regional barrier projects will include road widening, additional pullover bays and significant
vegetation removal as part of the project scope.
The Department of Transport will continue its plans to deploy flexible safety barriers for our community as
part of its goal to achieve a fatal inquiry reduction of 50 per cent by 2030, and the ultimate goal of zero lives
lost by 2050.

EPPING AND LALOR ROAD INFRASTRUCTURE
In reply to Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (17 March 2021)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Minister for
the Suburban Rail Loop):
This matter does not fall within my portfolio responsibilities. You may wish to address your question to the
Minister for Public Transport, the Hon Ben Carroll MP.

SHEPPARTON ELECTORATE FUNDING
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (4 May 2021)
Mr PALLAS (Werribee—Treasurer, Minister for Economic Development, Minister for Industrial
Relations):
Thank you for taking the time to raise investment priorities in the Shepparton Electorate.
The 2021–22 Budget announces direct funding for Shepparton. This includes $11 million for the GOTAFE
Archer Street Shepparton Campus Redevelopment mentioned in your priorities. Other direct investments in
the Shepparton Electorate include:
•

$5.9 million to support new fish hatchery operations in Shepparton to produce up to 1.6 million in
additional fish stock every year, supporting recreational fishing and creating local jobs;

•

$1.0 million for planning for a future upgrade of Verney Road School and specialist provision across
the Shepparton region;

Shepparton will also specifically benefit from broader initiatives such as:
•

Funding to support Social cohesion through education;

•

Funding for new Greater Shepparton High School Bus Services;

•

The establishment of the Victorian Academy of Teaching and Leadership, with a regional learning
centre ensuring teachers in the Shepparton area are able to access professional development
opportunities; and

•

Funding to continue to support parents to reduce their alcohol and drug dependence and regain custody
of their children from out-of-home care through the Shepparton Family Drug Treatment Court.

WRITTEN ADJOURNMENT RESPONSES
Tuesday, 22 June 2021

Legislative Council

2405

This builds on a significant investment in Shepparton announced as part of the 2020–21 Budget including
upgrades for Greater Shepparton College, Shepparton Arts Museum external works and $400 million for
stage 3 of the Shepparton Rail Line upgrade.
Regional Victoria will continue to play a key role in Victoria’s economic recovery. That is why this
Government is committed to boosting long term economic activity across the state and building vibrant rural
and regional communities.

BIG HOUSING BUILD
In reply to Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (4 May 2021)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing):
I thank Mr Grimley, Member for Western Victoria, for his question and acknowledge the Member’s interest
in the Big Housing Build—the state’s largest investment in social and affordable housing.
The 2020–21 Budget committed $5.3 billion towards the Big Housing Build, which will deliver 12,000 new
homes across the state. It will also help Victoria’s building and construction industry recover from the impact
of the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic.
Out of the 12,000 new homes built, around 9,300 will be social housing prioritised for people in urgent need.
People on the priority register for social housing are people on low incomes, women and children escaping
family violence, people with a disability, mental illness, or people experiencing homelessness for many
different reasons. Up to 1,000 homes will also provide a safe home for survivors of family violence across
Victoria .
This investment comes on top of the $500 million Building Works package, which includes a $10 million
investment to increase support options for women and children escaping family violence. Over two years, an
additional $40.2 million has been committed for crisis accommodation and specialist support for people
experiencing family violence. This additional funding will increase capacity for Victorian family violence
and sexual assault services and short-term accommodation for victim survivors.
The Big Housing Build will invest $1.25 billion across regional Victoria. This includes targeted development
and acquisitions in significant regional cities. Building social and affordable housing in regional Victoria
responds to the increasing population in Victoria’s growth areas and creates more rental housing to support
employment growth in regional towns and cities.
As you know, the Big Housing Build provides a Minimum Investment Commitment to regional local
government areas that have a significant town, city, or have high population growth. Eighteen local
government areas have been identified for the Minimum Investment Guarantee, with $765 million committed
across these local government areas. Seven of the 18 local government areas that have been allocated a
Minimum Investment Guarantee are located in the Western Region:
•

Ballarat: $80 million

•

Horsham: $15 million

•

Golden Plains: $15 million

•

Greater Geelong: $180 million

•

Moorabool: $20 million

•

Surf Coast: $20 million

•

Warrnambool: $ 25 million

Homes Victoria will work to identify projects in regional Victoria for the allocation of the $485 million not
yet committed to regional local government areas through the Minimum Investment Guarantee. Local
governments that identify opportunities, such as on underutilised council land, are encouraged to work with
community housing providers to develop partnership proposals. Community housing providers are key
partners that can work with local governments to develop projects and seek funding through Big Housing
Build funding streams. I encourage the councils within your electorate to consider partnering with community
housing providers to identify and develop project proposals for these funds.
I also know that local governments are looking for more opportunities to partner with the state government
to deliver social and affordable housing that meets the needs of their communities. As part of the Big Housing
Build, the Victorian Government announced that Homes Victoria will work closely with local governments
to develop a Social and Affordable Housing Compact. This will include a role for local government in
identifying priorities for social and affordable housing growth in their municipality. Homes Victoria will work
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with local governments to discuss their priorities for social and affordable housing and to ensure projects
contribute positively to local neighbourhoods.

MICKLEHAM AND SOMERTON ROADS, GREENVALE
In reply to Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (4 May 2021)
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie—Minister for Public Transport, Minister for Roads and Road Safety):
Melbourne’s northern outer suburbs are some of the fastest growing areas in Australia. This growth is placing
increasing pressure on the road network, with higher traffic volumes leading to increased travel times along
roads like Mickleham Road and Somerton Road. Therefore, several road projects to reduce congestion and
improve safety in the northern and north-western suburbs have been announced.
In the 2021–2022 State Budget, the Andrews Labor Government invested in upgrades for Somerton Road
(between Mickleham Road to Roxburgh Drive). Extensive planning work already undertaken for Mickleham
Road, Somerton Road and Donnybrook Road corridors has defined their ultimate layout and reserved land
for future acquisition.
Furthermore, the Department of Transport is progressing strategic planning work and analysis of the northern
suburbs including identifying other improvements to the road network. For example, the 2020–2021 budget
included funding of $6.5 million to further progress planning for the Bulla Bypass, which will relieve pressure
on Sunbury Road and Bulla Road and improve transport connections in Melbourne’s growing north.

JOBS VICTORIA
In reply to Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (4 May 2021)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business):
Thank you to the Member for South Eastern Metropolitan Region for their question.
The $619.4 million investment in Jobs Victoria made by our government in the last budget includes
$250 million to create around 10,000 new jobs through wage subsidies of up to $20,000 for eligible employers
and jobseekers. Businesses in the South Eastern Metropolitan Region can visit the Jobs Victoria site to learn
more about how to access wage subsidies at: https://jobs.vic.gov.au/about-jobs-victoria/our-programs/jobsvictoria-fund.
Jobs Victoria Employment Services will also provide individualised support to high-needs jobseekers through
expert Jobs Victoria Mentors. These mentors will provide tailored and personalised assistance to Victorians
looking for work who are either long-term unemployed (over six months) or at risk of long-term
unemployment.
A new Jobs Victoria Career Counsellors service will also offer personalised career guidance to Victorians
who are looking for work or a career change.
In addition, by mid-2021, more than 100 Jobs Victoria Advocates will be out in local communities,
connecting people looking for work with the information, advice and support that is right for them.
Advocates are hosted in local councils and community organisations and are supporting jobseekers in
community settings such as local libraries, sports clubs, and shopping centres. Advocates connect Victorians
to the right local services and training opportunities in their local area.
A total of seventeen Jobs Victoria Advocates have been allocated to the South Eastern metropolitan region.
These Advocates will be hosted by Brotherhood of St Laurence (3), City of Casey (4), Frankston City
Council (3), Concern Australia (2), Settlement Services International (2), The Bridge (2) and a yet-to-beidentified Aboriginal organisation (1).
The Advocates program has been allocated $41.4 million over three years. Indicative funding for Advocates
in the South Eastern and Eastern Metropolitan regions is approximately $12.4 million.

RURAL AND REGIONAL HOUSING
In reply to Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (6 May 2021)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing):
I thank Ms Maxwell, Member for Northern Victoria, for her question and acknowledge the Member’s interest
in the Big Housing Build, which is the state’s largest investment in social and affordable housing.
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The 2020–21 Budget committed $5.3 billion towards the Big Housing Build, which will deliver 12,000 new
homes across the state. It will also help Victoria’s building and construction industry recover from the impact
of the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic.
Out of the 12,000 new homes built, around 9,300 of these homes will be for social housing prioritised for
people in urgent need. People on the priority register for social housing are people on low incomes, women
and children escaping family violence, people with a disability, mental health challenges, or people
experiencing homelessness for many different reasons. Locations for homes delivered through the Big
Housing Build will be determined through a range of competitive processes over the coming years.
The Victorian Government recognises a significant need for additional social and affordable housing in
regional and rural areas. It is for this reason that the Victorian Government has committed 25 per cent—or
$1.25 billion—of the total Big Housing Build funding to regional areas. This will include targeted
development and acquisitions in significant regional cities. Building social and affordable housing in regional
Victoria responds to the increasing population in Victoria’s growth areas, creating more rental housing to
support employment growth in regional towns and cities.
The Big Housing Build provides a Minimum Investment Guarantee to regional local government areas with
a significant town, city, or high population growth. Eighteen local government areas have been identified for
the Minimum Investment Guarantee, with $765 million committed across these local government areas. Nine
of the 18 local government areas that have been allocated a Minimum Investment Guarantee are fully or partly
located in Northern Region:
•

Greater Bendigo: $85 million

•

Greater Shepparton: $45 million

•

Macedon Ranges: $30 million

•

Mildura: $40 million

•

Mitchell: $25 million

•

Moorabool: $20 million

•

Swan Hill: $15 million

•

Wangaratta: $20 million

•

Wodonga: $30 million

Homes Victoria will work to identify projects in regional Victoria for the allocation of the $485 million not
yet committed to regional local government areas through the Minimum Investment Guarantee. Local
governments that identify opportunities, such as on underutilised council land, are encouraged to work with
community housing providers to develop partnership proposals. Community housing providers are key
partners that can work with local governments to develop projects and seek funding through Big Housing
Build funding streams. I encourage the councils within your electorate to consider partnering with community
housing providers to identify and develop project proposals for these funds.
I also know that local governments are looking for more opportunities to partner with the state government
to deliver social and affordable housing that meets the needs of their communities. As part of the Big Housing
Build, the Victorian Government announced that Homes Victoria will work closely with local governments
to develop a Social and Affordable Housing Compact. This will include a role for local government in
identifying priorities for social and affordable housing growth in their municipality. Homes Victoria will work
with local governments to discuss their priorities for social and affordable housing and to ensure projects
contribute positively to local neighbourhoods.
Last year the Victorian Government established the COVID-19 Rent Relief Grants scheme to provide rent
relief payments of up to $3,000 to Victorians experiencing rental hardship due to the coronavirus (COVID19) pandemic. A one-off grant of $3,000 was made available to renters living in their primary residence to
help them maintain safe, secure, and stable accommodation. More than 25,200 applications have been
approved across Victoria, delivering almost $79 million in grants to renters in need.
The Victorian Government also offers interest-free bond loans to those in the private rental market who need
assistance with paying their bond, as well as concessions to Victorians on low incomes who are having
difficulty paying their water, gas, and electricity bills.
More broadly, financial support for rental affordability is the responsibility of the Australian Government
through Commonwealth Rental Assistance payments.
I trust this information is of assistance, and I once again thank the Member for Northern Victoria for their
interest in the Big Housing Build.
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EVENTS INDUSTRY
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (25 May 2021)
Mr PALLAS (Werribee—Treasurer, Minister for Economic Development, Minister for Industrial
Relations):
The 2021–22 State Budget has committed almost $43 million over four years to support the Melbourne
Convention Bureau (MCB) and Business Events Victoria to acquire business events, which aims to sustain
and grow the events industry.
A $250.7 million Circuit Breaker Business Support Package was also announced on 30 May 2021 to support
Victorian businesses that have been affected by the recent restrictions. This includes the $190.01 million
second round of the Business Costs Assistance Program, which offers grants of $2,500 for eligible businesses
directly affected by the circuit-breaker industry restrictions. An additional $20 million will be dedicated to
supporting operators in the events industry who have incurred losses due to these restrictions.
A new allocation of up to $209.3 million was announced on 2 June 2021 for small and medium-sized
businesses, increasing the support package to $460 million. For eligible businesses located in metropolitan
Melbourne, the Business Costs Assistance Program Round Two grants will be doubled from $2,500 to
$5,000.
This builds on more than $6 billion in direct economic support from the Labor Government to help businesses
get through the pandemic, including three rounds of the Business Support Fund.

MENTAL HEALTH SUPPORT
In reply to Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (25 May 2021)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education, Minister for Mental Health):
I thank the Member for Western Metropolitan Region for her question and acknowledge her commitment to
ensuring her constituents, especially young Victorians, have access to appropriate and timely mental health
and wellbeing supports.
Orygen’s MOST (Moderated Online Social Therapy) is a world-first digital therapy platform designed by
and for young people that integrates online therapy and peer support with face-to-face clinical care. MOST
connects young people 24 hours a day seven days a week to mental health support. Young people can access
MOST from their mobile phone, tablet or computer and instantly connect with tailored therapeutic resources
and tools to address stress, anxiety and depression. They can also connect with MOST clinicians, peer workers
and career counsellors through the moderated content.
The Andrews Labor Government fast-tracked implementation of MOST as part of the coronavirus (COVID19) pandemic mental health package announced in April 2020. We provided $6 million to Orygen to
implement MOST across state-funded child and adolescent youth mental health services and all Victorian
headspace centres.
The 2021–22 Victorian State Budget invests a record $3.8 billion investment to transform the way mental
health and wellbeing support is offered in our state. This investment includes $842 million in mental health
and wellbeing support for children and young people and includes funding to continue implementation and
expansion of MOST, ensuring that more young Victorians can access the platform when and where they need
it.
MOST is currently available in 26 services for young people 15–25 years old, with new tailored content for
young people aged 12–14 being piloted. MOST is available in 18 headspace centres and five satellite centres,
and eight specialist mental health services.
In the Western Metropolitan Region MOST is available in:
•

Sunshine headspace centre

•

Werribee headspace centre

•

Orygen Specialist Program (Melbourne Health) at Sunshine

By the end of the state-wide rollout in July 2021, 42 mental health services including both headspace and
Victorian specialist mental health services will be offered the opportunity to use MOST, including additional
sites in the Western Metropolitan Region.
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This is an exciting innovation that supports the Royal Commission into Victoria’s Mental Health System
reforms including building a new youth mental health and wellbeing system and improving access to digital
technologies.
The MOST platform has the potential to reach thousands of young people each year and the Andrews Labor
Government is proud to support this innovation.

VICROADS LICENCE TESTING
In reply to Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (25 May 2021)
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie—Minister for Public Transport, Minister for Roads and Road Safety):
Since launching the Learner Permit Test Online (LPTO) earlier than anticipated on 7 June 2021 in response
to circuit breaker restrictions, we have already had close to 2,000 Victorians complete LPTO, with a further
3,000 currently progressing through the course education modules. Feedback received, including from parents
of applicants with additional support needs, has been overwhelmingly positive that this new online test
reduces test pressure and allows test takers to proceed at their own pace through the test, with assistance from
family/friends/carers if required.
The LPTO is a 4–6-hour interactive course and assessment that teaches new drivers about the road rules to
follow when driving in Victoria and important ways to develop safe driving behaviours. Applicants can selfenrol and complete the course online using any compatible device. The educational modules are competencybased, focusing on road safety (including safe systems, vehicles, speed, routes, drink and drug driving,
seatbelts, fatigue and distractions) and road rules (including parking, hazardous situations, giving way, road
signs, road markings, licence sanctions and sharing the road with others). The new test includes a mix of
theory, interactive videos, and visual graphics to reinforce road safety messages.
Applicants move through ‘gated’ topics by reading road safety information and answering mini quizzes to
check their understanding of the topic before they progress through to the final assessment. The course has
been designed for a reading age of 12 years, and uses a combination of visual tools (videos, animations and
graphics) to teach complicated road rules, and provides short text segments and reinforced learning approach
to support applicants with different learning styles. The online course educational modules have been
designed to meet WGAC 2.0 AA requirements.
The LPTO interactive course is likely to be a better option for applicants with learning difficulties, disabilities
or English as a second language (ESL) requirements, as it is a visual learning tool and can be completed in
the applicant’s own environment, at their own pace and at a time that suits them.
Applicants with learning difficulties, disabilities or ESL requirements will still be able to undertake the
Learner Permit Test at a VicRoads Customer Service Centre; and obtain assistance and/or access an
interpreter to complete the test.
Please note that it is a legal requirement that anyone with a serious, permanent or long-term illness, disability,
medical condition or injury that may impair their ability to drive safely, must declare this on their learner
permit/driver licence application. They will be required to undertake a medical fitness to drive review, to
ensure they meet the national medical standards for licensing (Assessing Fitness to Drive Guidelines 2016).
While the LPTO is only currently available in English and does not have supporting audio recordings,
investigation is underway for potential future enhancements to the online test.

BARMAH NATIONAL PARK JOINT MANAGEMENT PLAN
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (25 May 2021)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The Yorta Yorta Traditional Owner Land Management Board developed the joint management plan for
Barmah National Park which included proposed changes to recreational horse riding and licensed horse riding
operations in the national park.
The Yorta Yorta Board conducted community engagement on the exhibited draft plan, considered the
feedback received and defined the strategic direction in the final plan which was released in April 2020.
The owner of Murray River Horse Trails was consulted during the development of the joint management plan
and notice was provided that the licence is due to expire on 30 June 2021.
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Parks Victoria have advised that their staff hand delivered a draft copy of the joint management plan to Murray
River Horse Trials on 7 August 2019 as part of the engagement process.
Horse riding tours can continue to take place on public land adjacent to the park on Barmah Island and other
parts of the Murray River Reserve between Barmah and Tocumwal.

DUCK HUNTING
In reply to Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (25 May 2021)
Ms THOMAS (Macedon—Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Regional Development):
I thank the Member for his question and interest in safe hunting.
The offence for an unauthorised person to approach within 10 metres a person who is hunting in a specified
hunting area is contained in the Wildlife Act 1975 not the Wildlife (Game) Regulations 2012. This provision
is intended to stop physical exchanges between hunters and protestors and is not with regard to the lethal
range of a shotgun.
An independent review of the Wildlife Act 1975 is currently being undertaken by an expert advisory panel. I
would encourage the Member to raise this matter with the expert advisory panel as part of that review.

WERRIBEE EAST EMPLOYMENT PRECINCT
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (26 May 2021)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing):
The East Werribee Employment Precinct represents an exciting opportunity to shape growth in the west of
Melbourne. As part of the broader Werribee National Employment and Innovation Cluster (NEIC), the
precinct presents a long-term opportunity to create jobs, generate housing growth and improve local amenities
and quality of life in Melbourne’s outer west.
A Precinct Structure Plan is in place to guide renewal of the precinct. It outlines plans to develop the land to
host a new town centre, four employment hubs—commercial, health and learning and business orientated—
as well as providing a substantial number of new homes to support this employment.
The Victorian Government, through the Department of Jobs Precincts and Regions (DJPR) is undertaking
further work to plan for the investment and infrastructure needs of the precinct. This work is being led by the
Hon Martin Pakula, Minister for Business Precincts.
DJPR is working with key precinct stakeholders to progress planning and delivery of this important and
exciting precinct. There are no plans to sell any of the land at this time.

WEST GATE TUNNEL SOIL
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (26 May 2021)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Minister for
the Suburban Rail Loop):
I thank the Member for Western Metropolitan Region for her question.
I want to be clear that removing and storing contaminated soil is a routine part of civil construction projects,
particularly those being built in former industrial areas. Victoria has a strong regulatory regime to ensure this
material is handled safely and disposed of at licensed landfills.
On the West Gate Tunnel Project (WGTP), it is expected that the tunnel boring machines will excavate soil
with very low levels of PFAS—between undetectable limits and the threshold for water you can swim in.
Our project partner Transurban and its contractor CPB John Holland Joint Venture (CPBJH) are responsible
for managing this soil.
Transurban and CPBJH have considered a wide range of sites and treatment solutions across Victoria and
Australia that could meet the WGTP’s needs.
Given the specific needs of managing material from tunnel boring machines, we have introduced specific
regulations that must be met by the licensed landfills receiving this material. These regulations set clear
requirements that the sites must meet to protect the community and the environment, including ongoing
testing beyond the life of the facility.
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Three sites have submitted proposals to build a bespoke facility to store soil excavated by the WGTP’s tunnel
boring machines—Hi-Quality Group in Sunbury, Maddingley Brown Coal in Bacchus Marsh and Cleanaway
in Ravenhall. These proposals have been issued environmental and planning approvals following rigorous
assessment processes.
Community feedback about the proposals has been sought by the site operators as part of their engagement
activities with local councils, residents, and businesses.
We are now looking to Transurban and CPBJH to finish their tender process, select a site and get the site
ready so that tunnelling can start on the WGTP.
We will continue to keep the community informed of progress on the WGTP.

CAULFIELD TRAIN STATION
In reply to Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (8 June 2021)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Minister for
the Suburban Rail Loop):
I thank the Member for Northern Metropolitan Region for her question.
Caulfield Station will be a major winner from a range of major rail projects being undertaken by the Andrews
Labor Government.
Passengers from Caulfield will have a train every two minutes during the peak, heading into the city via both
the City Loop and the Metro Tunnel.
Using the Metro Tunnel for Melbourne Airport Rail will mean that Caulfield commuters can travel direct to
the airport, with a train leaving every 10 minutes.
Caulfield will also be a major interchange station for commuters on the Cranbourne, Pakenham, and
Frankston lines, heading into the city via either the City Loop or Metro Tunnel.
The Victorian Government has recognised that Caulfield station will need to be upgraded and $2 million has
been allocated as part of the 2021–22 State Budget to begin the planning work for this upgrade.
Fortunately, the Metro Tunnel project, and all the benefits it brings, will be delivered a year ahead of schedule.

MELBOURNE AIRPORT RAIL LINK
In reply to Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (8 June 2021)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Minister for
the Suburban Rail Loop):
I thank the Member for Southern Metropolitan Region for his question.
The Victorian and Commonwealth governments have jointly committed $10 billion to the Melbourne Airport
Rail project.
I was delighted to join the Federal Minister for Urban Infrastructure, Hon Paul Fletcher MP, to release early
designs for community consultation. Most recently, I was also pleased to announce with Minister Fletcher,
the release to the market of the first works package for the project, with contractors invited to submit their
proposals.
Moreover, the Government has been delighted with the overwhelmingly positive support from the community
towards the project.
One of the main priorities of the community is to deliver the project as quickly as possible.
I acknowledge that the Victorian Liberal Opposition have requested the project be delayed.
Neither the Victorian nor Commonwealth Government have supported this suggestion.
The Victorian Liberal Opposition commitment to delay the project is consistent with their previous approach
to this project when last in Government. They broke their election commitment to build the project.
In contrast, the Victorian Government will continue to work with the Commonwealth Government and the
local community to deliver this much needed project.

