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CONSUMER POLICY RESEARCH
CENTRE

The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 9.34 a.m. and read the prayer.

PETITIONS
Following petitions presented to house:

VicRoads Sunshine office
To the Legislative Council of Victoria:
The petition of certain citizens of the state of Victoria draws
to the attention of the Legislative Council the state
government of Victoria’s decision to discontinue licence
testing from the VicRoads Sunshine office.
The petitioners therefore request that the state government of
Victoria reverse its decision to discontinue the licence testing
centre/service of the north west metropolitan VicRoads office,
Ballarat Road, Sunshine, given the adverse impact on
Brimbank residents and businesses and relocate the centre
within Brimbank.

By Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan)
(1727 signatures).

Report 2017–18
For Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Trade and
Investment), Mr Jennings, by leave, presented
report.
Laid on table.

PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE
Matters relating to misuse of electorate office
staffing entitlements
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State),
pursuant to standing order 23.30, presented
government response.
Laid on table.

STANDING COMMITTEE ON LEGAL AND
SOCIAL ISSUES
Youth justice centres

Laid on table.
Ordered to be considered next day on motion of
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan).

Tower Hill

Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children), pursuant to standing order 23.30,
presented government response.
Laid on table.

Legislative Council electronic petition:
The petition of certain citizens of the state of Victoria draws
to the attention of the Legislative Council that Tower Hill is
Australia’s largest maar volcano and one of the largest on
earth. It was declared a national park in 1892, but after years
of degradation from clearing, overgrazing and quarrying it
was classified as a game reserve in 1961. This classification
remains in spite of years of planting to revegetate the grounds
plus construction of a visitor centre designed by Robyn Boyd
and run by the Worn Gundidj Aboriginal Cooperative.
Visitors to Tower Hill have increased to over 200 000
annually, with over 4000 participating in guided activities run
by Worn Gundidj rangers.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council
call on the government to upgrade the status of Tower Hill to
a national park in order to receive the funding and support it
deserves, to improve tourism and education of its geology and
provide an opportunity for greater appreciation of its flora and
fauna.

By Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria)
(1702 signatures).
Laid on table.

STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE
ECONOMY AND INFRASTRUCTURE
Infrastructure projects
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture), pursuant
to standing order 23.30, presented government
responses to third and fourth reports.
Laid on table.

Ride-sourcing services
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture), pursuant
to standing order 23.30, presented government
response.
Laid on table.
Mr Davis — On a point of order, President, late in
the day yesterday there were a number of documents
pursuant to documents orders that were tabled —
perhaps out of the normal sequence, but nonetheless —
and I particularly draw the chamber’s attention to two

PAPERS
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of those. One relates to sky rail and an order for
documents in the early part of 2016, and only some of
those documents were tabled. I seek from the
government an explanation for the delay and why only
some of the documents were tabled. In the other case
the documents relate to the AFL headquarters and a
documents motion in June this year, more than three
months ago, and the government has claimed that
documents are unavailable because it has not had time
to search for them. So what I seek, President, as a point
of order is for the minister to explain to the chamber
why those documents were so delayed. In the case of
the AFL headquarters how absurd is it that the
government claims it has not had time to find the
relevant documents in full?
The PRESIDENT — Essentially the point of order
is out of order in the sense that we do not have a
procedure for explanations on the tabling of documents.
What would normally happen is, if there is some
concern with it, a member would move a motion in
respect of that concern that might be dealt with by the
house. I do not know; does the Leader of the
Government wish to make any explanation or
comment? As I said, it is not a requirement.
Mr Jennings — On the point of order, President, as
a courtesy to the house and as a courtesy to
Mr Davis — right until the very end — in the first
instance I would have been happy, and in fact Mr Davis
might have been happy, if in fact documents that may
have been relevant to that motion in relation to the
Cranbourne-Pakenham line had been sifted and sorted
through and provided to the Parliament before this time.
But in fact, as the Attorney-General has indicated in his
covering correspondence on this matter, there was due
consideration given to the scope and the breadth of
documents that could have been covered and then an
assessment made of what should be released.

Thursday, 20 September 2018

committee reports or whether it be documents motions.
We have actually provided the Parliament today with
an update, as much as we can, on all of those matters,
including where the status of consideration of
documents may be. They may not be to Mr Davis’s
satisfaction, but as a matter of courtesy the government
has provided them to the Parliament.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Accident Compensation Conciliation Service — Report,
2017–18.
Adult, Community and Further Education Board — Report,
2017–18.
Agriculture Victoria Services Pty Ltd — Report, 2017–18.
Albury Wodonga Health — Report, 2017–18.
Alexandra District Health — Report, 2017–18.
Alfred Health — Report, 2017–18.
AMES Australia — Report, 2017–18.
Asset Confiscation Operations — Report, 2017–18.
Auditor-General’s Office — Report, 2017–18.
Auditor-General’s Reports on —
Contract Management Capability in DHHS: Service
Agreements, September 2018 (Ordered to be
published).
State Purchase Contracts, September 2018 (Ordered to
be published).
Austin Health — Report, 2017–18.
Australian Centre for the Moving Image — Report, 2017–18.
Australian Grand Prix Corporation — Report, 2017–18.
Ballarat General Cemeteries Trust — Report, 2017–18.

The irony of Mr Davis’s question today is his
questioning of the documents that have been tabled. I
am grateful that in fact there have been some
documents tabled. I would have preferred, as Mr Davis
might have preferred, that they be tabled earlier, but I
am grateful that at least we tabled something in relation
to the consideration of what was appropriate to share
with the Parliament after receiving advice on the scope
of those documents.
In relation to the AFL matter, Mr Davis is using part of
the Legislative Council program today on the basis of
government responses to committee reports. The
government has tried not to have any outstanding
pieces of paper as much as it possibly can, whether that
be questions on notice, whether it be responses to

Ballarat Health Services — Report, 2017–18.
Barwon Region Water Corporation — Report, 2017–18.
Bass Coast Health — Report, 2017–18.
Benalla Health — Report, 2017–18.
Bendigo Cemeteries Trust — Report, 2017–18.
Bendigo Health Care Group — Report, 2017–18.
Casterton Memorial Hospital — Report, 2017–18.
CenITex — Report, 2017–18.
Central Gippsland Region Water Corporation — Report,
2017–18.
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Central Highlands Region Water Corporation — Report,
2017–18.
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Financial Management Act 1994 — 2017–18 Financial
Report for the State of Victoria (incorporating Quarterly
Financial Report No. 4) (Ordered to be published).

City West Water Corporation — Report, 2017–18.
Forensic Leave Panel — Report, 2017.
Cohuna District Hospital — Report, 2017–18.
Geelong Cemeteries Trust — Report, 2017–18.
Coliban Region Water Corporation — Report, 2017–18.
Geelong Performing Arts Centre Trust — Report, 2017–18.
Commission for Children and Young People — Report,
2017–18 (Ordered to be published).
Commissioner for Privacy and Data Protection — Report,
2017–18 (Ordered to be published).
Community Visitors — Report, 2017–18 (Ordered to be
published).
Confiscation Act 1997 — Report 2017–18 pursuant to section
139A by Victoria Police.
Consumer Affairs Victoria — Report, 2017–18 (Ordered to
be published).
Corangamite Catchment Management Authority — Report,
2017–18.
Coronial Council of Victoria — Report, 2017–18.
Council of Trustees of the National Gallery of Victoria —
Report, 2017–18.

Geoffrey Gardiner Dairy Foundation Limited — Report,
2017–18.
Gippsland and Southern Rural Water Corporation — Report,
2017–18.
Glenelg Hopkins Catchment Management Authority —
Report, 2017–18.
Goulburn Broken Catchment Management Authority —
Report, 2017–18.
Goulburn Murray Rural Water Corporation — Report,
2017–18.
Goulburn Valley Health — Report, 2017–18.
Goulburn Valley Region Water Corporation — Report,
2017–18.
Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water Corporation — Report,
2017–18.

Dairy Food Safety Victoria — Report, 2017–18.
Greater Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust — Report, 2017–18.
Dental Health Services Victoria — Report, 2017–18.
Harness Racing Victoria — Report, 2017–18.
Djerriwarrh Health Services — Report, 2017–18.
Health Complaints Commissioner — Report, 2017–18.
Docklands Studios Melbourne Pty Ltd — Report, 2017–18.
Health Purchasing Victoria — Report, 2017–18.
East Gippsland Catchment Management Authority — Report,
2017–18.
East Gippsland Region Water Corporation — Report,
2017–18.

Heathcote Health — Report, 2017–18.
Hesse Rural Health Service — Report, 2017–18.
Infrastructure Victoria — Report, 2017–18.

East Grampians Health Service — Report, 2017–18.
Eastern Health — Report, 2017–18.

Judicial Entitlements Act 2015 — Own Motion
Recommendations Report to the Attorney-General,
August 2018 pursuant to section 33 of the Act.

Echuca Regional Health — Report, 2017–18.
Justice and Regulation Department — Report, 2017–18.
Education and Training Department — Report, 2017–18.
Kardinia Park Stadium Trust — Report, 2017–18.
Emergency Services Superannuation Board — Report,
2017–18.

Kilmore and District Hospital — Report, 2017–18.

Environment, Land, Water and Planning Department —
Report, 2017–18.

Latrobe Valley Mine Rehabilitation Commissioner —
Report, 2017–18.

Essential Services Commission — Report, 2017–18.

Legal Practitioners’ Liability Committee — Report, 2017–18.

Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958 — Report
2017–18 pursuant to section 42BI by Victoria Police.

Library Board of Victoria — Report, 2017–18.

Film Victoria — Report, 2016–17 (in lieu of that tabled
21 September 2017).
Film Victoria — Report, 2017–18.

Local Jobs First — Victorian Industry Participation Policy —
Report, 2017–18.
Lower Murray Urban and Rural Water Corporation —
Report, 2017–18.
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Police Registration and Services Board — Report, 2017–18.
Port of Hastings Development Authority — Report, 2017–18.

Maryborough District Health Service — Report, 2017–18.
Melbourne and Olympic Parks Trust — Report, 2017–18.

Port Phillip and Westernport Catchment Management
Authority — Report, 2017–18.

Melbourne Health — Report, 2017–18.

Portland District Health — Report, 2017–18.

Melbourne Port Lessor Pty Ltd — Report, 2017–18.

Premier and Cabinet Department — Report, 2017–18.

Melbourne Recital Centre — Report, 2017–18.

PrimeSafe — Report, 2017–18.

Melbourne Water Corporation — Report, 2017–18.

Public Interest Monitor — Report, 2017–18.

Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act 1978 —
Summary of Returns — June 2018 and Summary of
Variations notified between 10 July 2018 and 14 September
2018 (Ordered to be published).

Public Record Office Victoria — Report, 2017–18.

Mental Health Tribunal — Report, 2017–18.

Public Transport Development Authority (PTV) — Report,
2017–18.
Queen Victoria Women’s Centre — Minister’s report of
receipt of 2017–18 report.

Mercy Hospitals Victoria Ltd — Report, 2017–18.
Racing Integrity Commissioner — Report, 2017–18.
Mildura Cemeteries Trust — Report, 2017–18.
Radiation Advisory Committee — Report, 2017–18.
Monash Health — Report, 2017–18.
Residential Tenancies Bond Authority — Report, 2017–18.
Museums Board of Victoria — Report, 2017–18.
Road Safety Camera Commissioner — Report, 2017–18.
National Parks Act 1975 — Report on the working of the
Act, 2017–18.

Roads Corporation (VicRoads) — Report, 2017–18.

National Parks Advisory Council — Report, 2017–18.

Robinvale District Health Service — Report, 2017–18.

North Central Catchment Management Authority — Report,
2017–18.

Rolling Stock Holdings (Victoria) Pty Limited — Report,
2017–18.

North East Catchment Management Authority — Report,
2017–18.

Rolling Stock (Victoria-VL) Pty Limited — Report, 2017–18.

North East Region Water Corporation — Report, 2017–18.
Northeast Health Wangaratta — Report, 2017–18.
Northern Health — Report, 2017–18.
Numurkah District Health Service — Report, 2017–18.

Rolling Stock (VL-1) Pty Limited — Report, 2017–18.
Rolling Stock (VL-2) Pty Limited — Report, 2017–18.
Rolling Stock (VL-3) Pty Limited — Report, 2017–18.
Royal Botanic Gardens Board Victoria — Report, 2017–18.
Royal Victorian Eye and Ear Hospital — Report, 2017–18.

Office of the Victorian Information Commissioner — Report,
2017–18.

Royal Women’s Hospital — Report, 2017–18.

Orbost Regional Health — Report, 2017–18.

Seymour Health — Report, 2017–18.

Otway Health — Report, 2017–18.

Shrine of Remembrance Trustees — Report, 2017–18.

Parliamentary Committees Act 2003 — Government
response to the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee’s
Report on the 2016–17 Financial and Performance Outcomes.

South East Water Corporation — Report, 2017–18.

Peninsula Health — Report, 2017–18.
Peter MacCallum Cancer Centre — Report, 2017–18.
Phillip Island Nature Parks — Report, 2017–18.
Phytogene Pty Ltd — Minister’s report of receipt of 2017–18
report.

South Gippsland Region Water Corporation — Report,
2017–18.
South West Healthcare — Report, 2017–18.
Southern Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust — Report, 2017–18.
St Vincent’s Hospital (Melbourne) Limited — Report,
2017–18.
State Electricity Commission of Victoria — Report, 2017–18.
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Victorian Commission for Gambling and Liquor
Regulation — Report, 2017–18.

County Court Act 1958 — No. 134.
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 — No. 122.

Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority — Report,
2017–18.

Forests Act 1958 — Nos. 123 and 124.

Victorian Electoral Commission — Report, 2017–18.

National Parks Act 1975 — Nos. 125 and 126.

Victorian Environmental Water Holder — Report, 2017–18.

Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — No. 121.

Victorian Funds Management Corporation — Report,
2017–18.

Supreme Court Act 1986 — Nos. 131, 132, 133.
Transport Superannuation Act 1988 — No. 130.

Victorian Government Purchasing Board — Report,
2017–18.

Water Industry Act 1994 — No. 127.

Victorian Inspectorate — Report, 2017–18.

Wildlife Act 1975 — Nos. 128 and 129.

Victorian Institute of Forensic Mental Health — Report,
2017–18.

Stawell Regional Health — Report, 2017–18.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — Documents under
section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule Nos. 130 and 137.
Surveillance Devices Act 1999 — Reports 2017–18 pursuant
to section 30L by the —

Victorian Institute of Teaching — Report, 2017–18.
Victorian Legal Services Board and Commissioner —
Report, 2017–18 (Ordered to be published).
Victorian Managed Insurance Authority — Report, 2017–18.

Australian Criminal Intelligence Commission.

Victorian Pharmacy Authority — Report, 2017–18.

Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning.

Victorian Planning Authority — Report, 2017–18.

Game Management Authority.

Victorian Ports Corporation — Report, 2017–18.

Swan Hill District Health — Report, 2017–18.

Victorian Public Sector Commission — Report, 2017–18.

Terrorism (Community Protection) Act 2003 — Report
2017–18 under section 13ZR by Victoria Police.

Victorian Rail Track — Report, 2017–18.

Timboon and District Healthcare Service — Report,
2017–18.
Transport Accident Commission — Report, 2017–18.
Treasury and Finance Department — Report, 2017–18.
Treasury Corporation of Victoria — Report, 2017–18.
Veterinary Practitioners Registration Board of Victoria —
Minister’s report of receipt of 2017–18 report.
Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal — Report, 2017–18.

Victorian Regional Channels Authority — Report, 2017–18.
Victorian Registration and Qualifications Authority —
Report, 2017–18.
Victorian Renewable Energy Target — Progress Report,
2017–18.
Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation — Report,
2017–18.
Victorian Small Business Commissioner — Report, 2017–18
(Ordered to be published).

Victims of Crime Commissioner — Report, 2017–18.

Victorian Strawberry Industry Development Committee —
Minister’s report of receipt of 2017–18 report.

Victoria Grants Commission — Report, 2017–18.

Victorian Veterans Council — Report, 2017–18.

Victoria Police — Report, 2017–18.

Victorian WorkCover Authority — Report, 2017–18.

Victorian Arts Centre Trust — Report, 2017–18.

Wannon Region Water Corporation — Report, 2017–18.

Victorian Assisted Reproductive Treatment Authority —
Report, 2017–18.

West Gippsland Catchment Management Authority —
Report, 2017–18.

Victorian Broiler Negotiation Committee — Report,
2017–18.

West Wimmera Health Service — Report, 2017–18.

Victorian Catchment Management Council — Report,
2017–18.
Victorian Coastal Council — Report, 2017–18.

Western Health — Report, 2017–18.
Western Region Water Corporation — Report, 2017–18.
Westernport Region Water Corporation — Report, 2017–18.
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Wimmera Catchment Management Authority — Report,
2017–18.
Wimmera Health Care Group — Report, 2017–18.
Yarra Valley Water Corporation — Report, 2017–18.
Youth Parole Board — Report, 2017–18.

PARLIAMENTARY PRIVILEGE
Right of reply: Greg Barber
The PRESIDENT (09:46) — Members, I have had
a request for a right of reply from Mr Greg Barber. I
have assessed that request and decided that it meets the
criteria to allow a right of reply by Mr Barber. Pursuant
to standing order 21.03, I present a right of reply from
Mr Greg Barber relating to comments made by
Mr Simon Ramsay, MLC, during the adjournment
debate on 8 August 2018.
During my consideration of the application for the right
of reply, I gave notice of the submission in writing to
Mr Ramsay and also consulted with him prior to the
right of reply being presented to the Council. Having
considered the application and determined that the right
of reply should be incorporated into the parliamentary
record, I remind the house that the standing orders
require me when considering a submission under the
order to not consider or judge the truth of any
statements made in the Council or the submission.
In accordance with standing orders the right of reply is
hereby ordered to be published and incorporated in
Hansard.
Reply as follows:
I formally request a right of reply and the opportunity to
incorporate the following statement in Hansard.
On adjournment on the 8th August 2018: Mr Simon Ramsay
stated:
Mr Barber has since gone under dubious
circumstances …
This unnecessary and ill-informed statement is likely to
adversely affect my reputation with members of the
Legislative Council and readers of Hansard. Mr Ramsay
appears to have relied upon an Age newspaper article. To
correct Mr Ramsay’s misapprehension, let me state as
follows:
In early 2017 one of my staff members made a complaint
against me and the Parliament of Victoria.
Neither I nor Parliament have ever conceded the basis of the
complaint. Therefore, in the settling of the matter, Parliament
determined to pay to the complainant only their accrued
leave, a standard redundancy package and some legal costs
associated with the negotiating of the settlement.
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I had been considering for some years the appropriate time to
‘pass the baton’ and retire from Parliament. With party
preselections for the 2018 election about to start, it was
necessary for me to make a decision at that time.
I am proud of my record of work on maintaining government
integrity, including: being the first to move a motion for an
anti-corruption commission, moving for and sitting on
numerous inquiries, and serving the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee. I have even launched actions via the
courts to defend transparency of government. I’m equally
proud of how this work is being carried on by my Green MP
successors.
I look forward to your response.

Laid on table.
Ordered to be published.

NOTICES OF MOTION
Notices of motion given.

MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Youth Space Latrobe
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Youth Affairs)
(10:03) — I rise today to update the house on the
significant progress the Andrews Labor government
has made in the development of the $4.3 million Youth
Space Latrobe and how we are actively involving
young people from the valley in its development. The
Youth Space Latrobe project has involved an extensive
co-design process that has actively and strategically
involved all relevant stakeholders and most importantly
the young people of the valley themselves. The process
has sought to empower local young people to take pride
in their community and has helped to develop their
leadership skills.
In July I was pleased to announce that the YMCA will
run the centre in partnership with another nine
organisations. These agencies will work with young
people to help them learn and develop, as well as
providing social enterprise and internship activities to
boost their employment opportunities. The Youth
Space Latrobe consortia, led by the YMCA, consists of
Berry Street, Baw Baw Latrobe Local Learning and
Employment Network, Scouts Victoria, Quantum
Support Services, Latrobe Youth Voices, Victorian
Aboriginal Child Care Agency, the Gathering Place,
AGL Loy Yang and GippSport.
A new youth governance committee is also being
established to help ensure young people are engaged in
the governance of the space and to shape the types of
programs and services to be delivered. Fourteen driven
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and passionate young people will form the first youth
governance committee, helping to set an agenda, drive
change and give voice to priority issues for young
people in Morwell and surrounding communities. They
will be supported by mentors and a part-time Youth
Space staff member when needed, and training will also
be provided in areas like how a committee operates,
budgeting and finance, communication and advocacy,
presentation techniques and social media.
Our government is amplifying the voices of young
people, ensuring their involvement in decisions that
impact on them, which is a key commitment of the
Youth Policy: Building Stronger Youth Engagement in
Victoria, and our government’s investment in youth
affairs has almost doubled since November 2014 to
support this. Our government recognises that young
people are the future of our state and deserve a voice on
matters important to them.
I want to take this opportunity to thank Ms Shing, as the
local member, for her great advocacy for this project
and also for supporting and encouraging the young
people involved in the co-design process and giving
young people in her electorate a real opportunity to be
involved. We know that young people in the valley
deserve every opportunity to be supported, and our
government is backing them.

Governor of Victoria Export Awards
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Trade and
Investment) (10:06) — I rise as the Minister for Trade
and Investment to update the house on the Governor of
Victoria Export Awards (GOVEA). Last Friday I
joined the Governor of Victoria, Her Excellency Linda
Dessau, to announce 14 successful recipients whose
expertise ranges from biotechnology to manufacturing.
Now in its 39th year, GOVEA 2018 attracted entries
from 49 exporters across the state, including many local
businesses from regional Victoria. Victoria’s booming
medtech and pharma sector again took the spotlight,
with Leica Microsystems, a leading Melbourne-based
cancer diagnostic company, named Victorian Exporter
of the Year. Congratulations also to Dr Ewa Douroux,
business service manager at Leica Microsystems, who
received the Victorian Women in International
Business Award. The annual Victorian Export Award
for Innovation Excellence deservingly went to
Somerville-based Sealite Pty Ltd, the world’s largest
privately owned designer and manufacturer of marine
and aviation navigation aids.
The future is indeed bright for Victorian exporters. Our
companies are diverse, innovative and leading the way.
Ensuring that Victorian companies, regardless of size or
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location, can tap into new export markets is a firm
priority for the Andrews Labor government. Our
recently launched trade strategies for China, India,
Latin America and South-East Asia will help us to drive
two-way trade and further promote Victoria’s goods
and services globally.
Congratulations to all our GOVEA winners:
Hussey & Co, OMC International, FanHub Media,
Catapult Group International, DPP Pharmaceuticals,
IDP Education, FitMyCar, Geofabrics Australasia,
Bosch, Business for Development, Envirostream
Australia and Cornerstone Solutions. Victorian
companies have taken out the National Exporter of the
Year award for five years in a row. We wish the 2018
crop very well as they go on to the national awards.
You have done Victoria proud and you have done
yourselves proud. You continue to be great exporters,
you continue to be great employers, and we support you
and salute you.

Aboriginal Children’s Forum
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) (10:08) — I rise to update the house on how
the Andrews Labor government is connecting culture
and care for Aboriginal children. Last week I had the
privilege of attending the 11th Aboriginal Children’s
Forum (ACF) in Port Fairy. The Andrews Labor
government is proud to have established the Aboriginal
Children’s Forum so that we can work together to deliver
better outcomes for all Aboriginal children and families.
At the ACF I announced $2 million to establish a new
specialised statewide Aboriginal kinship finding
service. The Victorian Aboriginal Child Care Agency
will work in partnership with the First Nations Legal
Research Services, with support from the Koorie
Heritage Trust, to help identify the kinship networks of
vulnerable Aboriginal children and support their
reconnection with extended family.
I also announced $13.3 million to support the transition
of an extra 304 children in kinship care to Aboriginal
community-controlled organisations (ACCOs). This
additional investment will see half of Aboriginal
children in care be case managed by ACCOs by the end
of the year. A further $3.33 million is being provided to
ACCOs to help build their capacity to take on these
additional cases.
At the ACF I also announced that expressions of
interest are now being sought from our ACCOs to
deliver a preauthorisation phase of the Australian-first
Aboriginal Children in Aboriginal Care program, which
was funded as part of a $13.7 million initiative in this
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year’s budget. This will assist ACCOs to prepare for
full authorisation in the future. The Aboriginal Children
in Aboriginal Care program enables the head of an
Aboriginal organisation to assume full legal
responsibility for an Aboriginal child on a protection
order under section 18 of the Children, Youth and
Families Act 2005.

will soon be announcing the successful recipients of
this year’s funding round. We are also supporting
children in the growing community of the City of
Casey with a new kindergarten that will be built at
Botanic Ridge Primary School. This was part of a
$9 million investment in this year’s budget for
co-located kinders at government school sites.

These initiatives form part of a record $47.3 million in
this year’s budget to support implementation of the
Wungurilwil Gapgapduir: Aboriginal Children and
Families Agreement, a groundbreaking tripartite
partnership between Aboriginal communities,
government and community service organisations. I
also announced that the Labor government is expanding
the maternal and child health development supports for
Aboriginal families, with an extension of its Aboriginal
maternal and child health initiative until June 2019,
supported by a $3.65 million investment in the budget.

Our government has invested $123.6 million into
kindergarten infrastructure in this state over the past
four years, more than triple what those opposite
managed to appropriate. We have funded an additional
8250 three and four-year-old kindergarten places, and
there is more to come. So when the shadow minister
comes in here and defends her federal Liberal mates for
ripping millions out of Victoria’s kindergartens, I can
assure the community that our government will
continue to stand by our early childhood sector with
this unprecedented investment that speaks for itself.

The Andrews Labor government has invested an
unprecedented $858.6 million through this year’s state
budget to continue the transformation of Victoria’s
children and family services system through Roadmap
for Reform and the move from crisis response to
prevention and early intervention. Our government has
increased funding to the child and family services
system by 69 per cent compared to 2014–15. Our
government continues to deliver on the services that
families need, including Aboriginal children and
families, to ensure that they remain in touch with their
cultural identity and are able to be culturally supported.
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Early childhood infrastructure
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Early Childhood
Education) (10:10) — I rise to update the house on how
the Andrews Labor government is supporting Victorian
families and children in the City of Casey but also
across Victoria. Recently I was pleased to join my
retiring colleague in the other place, the member for
Cranbourne, Mr Jude Perera, and the Labor candidate
for Cranbourne, Pauline Richards, to officially open the
Livingston Family and Community Centre in
Cranbourne East, and I take this opportunity to
congratulate Mr Perera on his strong advocacy for this
project. Our government contributed $1.6 million to
build this key intergenerational hub for the local
community, bringing together three kindergarten
rooms, two maternal and child health consulting rooms,
spaces for playgroups and other child and family
services, as well as community spaces.
This is one of more than 100 new major grants to date
delivered by our government through the children’s
facilities capital program over the last four years, and I

Women in politics
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (10:12) — I
am so proud to have led our team of Greens MPs in this
final year of the 58th Parliament. Each one of our team of
eight has come to this job with deep life experience and a
passion for change. We come from all walks of life and
are turning the stereotypes of who politicians are on their
head. We know the difference we bring to this place.
I am perhaps most proud that seven out of eight of our
team are women. That is 87 per cent, the highest female
representation of any group of MPs in this state.
Women change this place; they change it for the better.
Women in our parliaments have been the reason we
have had reform of so many outdated laws about our
bodies and our rights. But we have not only represented
the issues faced by women; we have proved that we can
run a council, a community or a country.
There is a moment that we are part of globally. Our
sisters of past moments of feminism won us the rights
that allow us to occupy these seats here. Our sisters
now across the world are speaking up, tired of the
discrimination, intimidation and exclusion that
confronts so many women. We stand united with them
saying, ‘Time is up’. We are united in our vision for a
world free of discrimination and oppression, a world
where all women are treated equally and respectfully,
and are safe. Our party and my team are committed to
standing with women around Victoria, and we look
forward to more women from all walks of life and from
diverse backgrounds occupying more seats in the
59th Parliament of Victoria.
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Health funding
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan)
(10:14) — Only the Liberal-Nationals have a plan for
the future of a sustainable, effective and high-quality
healthcare system for the years to come. We have
already announced a number of policies which will
reinforce the need to plan not just for the next term but
for the next couple of decades ahead.
We will have a massive expansion of home and
community-based care so that we can take some of the
pressure off our hospitals while enhancing the treatment
and the care of patients who can safely be treated in
their home or the community. It is incredible that this
state does not even have a health workforce plan, and
we have committed to do one immediately if we have
the opportunity of coming to government. We have a
significant plan for palliative care, a $140 million plan
that genuinely gives people the choice to spend their
last days and weeks at home with their families and
friends. We have also made very significant
commitments around capital builds at Warrnambool
and West Gippsland, with a new West Gippsland
Hospital, as well as public bed funding at Euroa Health
and a rebuild of parts of Yarrawonga Health.
We have also made a very significant commitment for
surgical robots in our hospitals. Currently there are
11 surgical robots in private hospitals but only two at
the Peter MacCallum Cancer Centre and the Royal
Melbourne Hospital, both in Parkville, denying
Victorians access to this leading-edge technology and
the difference it can make to their treatment and
recovery.
As I have said, only the Liberals and Nationals have a
long-term plan for the future of health care in this state.

Felicitations
Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western Metropolitan)
(10:15) — I rise today for perhaps the last time in this
house with a thankful, if somewhat overwhelmed,
heart. It has been a privilege to serve the constituents of
Western Metropolitan Region and indeed the people of
Victoria these past four years. I have endeavoured to
take on the role of championing our society’s most
vulnerable during my time here — people with
disabilities, people with terminal illness, preborn viable
babies, women trapped in prostitution and victims of
crime. I have also advocated strongly for the protection
of children who are victims of child exploitation
material and premature sexualisation, including through
Safe Schools and similar programs. As my hero,
William Wilberforce, once proclaimed:

5139

Let it not be said that I was silent when they needed me.

I want to thank all of my supporters, who are too
numerous to mention by name, but I do want to say that
I have appreciated your prayers and your backing more
than you will ever know. Thank you to all the members
of this place. We have not necessarily shared
ideologies, but together we have respected the
democratic process which brought us all here together.
Thanks to the clerks for their guidance, the attendants
for their assistance and parliamentary security, who
have protected me through various security incidents
including serious death threats.
A very special thanks to my staff, who have helped me
through some of the most difficult times personally and
professionally. You have been on the front line with
me, and I appreciate you all enormously.
Finally I wish to thank my son, Terrence. He is an
outstanding young man with a bright future and a very
proud mother. He has been my biggest defender and an
insightful adviser along the way. These past four years
have been a difficult journey, particularly on a personal
level, but I leave this place with no regrets. Thank you.

Felicitations
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) (10:18) —
As this is our last parliamentary sitting, not only for the
year but also for the life of the 58th Parliament, I would
like to take this opportunity to express my deep
appreciation to all the staff of Parliament House for
their generous and professional assistance during the
year. To all my retiring colleagues, I wish you all the
very best for your future endeavours, and I say to you
all, on all sides of both houses, enjoy your lives. Your
contributions will be sorely missed.

Felicitations
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) (10:18) — I rise to reflect on the
challenges and achievements of the 58th Parliament. I
have had the privilege of being a member of five
Parliaments, all of which have been uniquely different
from one another. The differing membership, political
balance, government, presidents and party leaderships
have all bestowed a distinct culture and character on
each Parliament.
This Parliament has stood out for its diverse political
mix and in breaking new ground — some positive,
some not so positive — and exploring the boundaries of
our standing orders and our parliamentary conventions.
Some of the most satisfying work for me has been
chairing the select committee inquiries into the port of
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Melbourne lease and the fire services restructure. Both
select committees were able to deliver positive policy
outcomes, and I thank the members of both of those
committees for their support and their participation in
those inquiries.
Members do not work in a vacuum or unsupported, and
I would like to thank my parliamentary colleagues, in
particular: the Leader of the Opposition; the President;
the Clerk, the Deputy Clerk and the other table officers;
the Council and broader parliamentary staff; my
personal staff, Courtney and Sophie; and, above all, all
the people of the South Eastern Metropolitan Region.
The members of this chamber range from those who are
completing their first term to those who have been here
for a quarter of a century. I have always kept in my
mind that no matter how long we are members, at some
stage it will come to an end, and we need to ensure that
we use our opportunity in this place to deliver on our
respective visions for a better Victoria.
As this Parliament closes, our focus turns to who can
best deliver government for Victoria over the next four
years. I share the ambitions of my colleagues to return
for the 59th Parliament as part of a new
Liberal-Nationals government.

Parkhill Primary School
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Trade and
Investment) (10:20) — Last Friday I was pleased to
visit Parkhill Primary School in Ashwood, a wonderful
state school, along with Labor’s exceptional candidate
for the lower house district of Burwood, Will Fowles.
Acting principal Elaine Brady took us on a tour of the
almost-completed new facility, which the Andrews
Labor government funded in the 2016–17 budget to the
tune of $5.3 million.
It was great to tour the two new learning communities
that are now in use, with 11 new classrooms and
associated support facilities, a new gallery space and
refurbished student toilets. Parkhill is a brilliant local
primary school that was, like so many others in the
southern metropolitan area and across Victoria,
neglected under the previous Liberal-Nationals
government.
When the Andrews Labor government gave initial
planning funding to the school in 2015–16, it was the
first state government funding it had received since
2008–09. The story of Parkhill Primary School is,
unfortunately, all too common: a great school with
dedicated teachers trying to deliver a quality education
for our kids in facilities that were in desperate need of

Thursday, 20 September 2018

rebuilding and were neglected, again, under the
previous government.

Southern Metropolitan Region schools
Mr DALIDAKIS — Can I say that it has been an
immense privilege to be a first-term local MP in
Southern Metropolitan Region, visiting so many
schools, existing and brand-new ones, which have been
funded, rebuilt and created from scratch, thanks to the
Andrews Labor government. We have put education
back into the Education State, and each Labor member
in this house can be proud. Thanks to our government,
children right across Victoria will receive a world-class
education — an education that they deserve.
Ordered that statement be considered next day on
motion of Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan).

Need for Feed
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (10:22) — On
Saturday I went to the Need for Feed event at the port
of Sale. Need for Feed is a project of the Lions Club.
They aim to provide as much feed as they can to
farmers in need. It started in 2006, and it has been going
strong ever since, as it is not just drought that can create
the need for feed; it can be flood, fire or other disasters.
The event ended up mostly indoors, with the arrival of
some rain, which may sound ironic, but the rain was not
a drought breaker; it was an isolated event. We still
need more rain. I commend the Need for Feed group
for a job well done, and I urge everyone to support
them if they can.

International Pregnancy and Infant Loss
Remembrance Day
Mr BOURMAN — On another note, I also note we
are getting closer to 15 October and I have not heard
the government make an announcement about
International Pregnancy and Infant Loss Remembrance
Day. I am still waiting.

Walsh Street shootings anniversary
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (10:23) —
Friday, 12 October, will mark the 30th anniversary of
the Walsh Street shootings of constables Steven Tynan
and Damian Eyre, who were murdered in the line of
duty. These two young men grew up in my
electorate — Steven in Bendigo and Damian, who was
a personal friend, in Shepparton.
I am sure all members present will clearly recall where
they were when they heard the news of the ambush and
brutal murder of two young Victorian police officers,
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killed while doing their job. It was a circumstance none
of us had seen before in modern society: two innocent
police members lured to their death by a group of
murderous cowards in an act of pure bastardry.
The 12th October will be a particularly sad day for the
families of constables Tynan and Eyre and the entire
Victoria Police family, particularly the serving
members at the Prahran police station, where Steven
and Damian were stationed when they died. My
thoughts are with them all.
On 29 September each year we commemorate Blue
Ribbon Day, which coincides with National Police
Remembrance Day. It is a chance for the community to
remember the 159 members of our police force who
have died while serving and protecting our community.
In Shepparton we particularly remember Damian Eyre
and First Constable Ray Denman, who was killed in an
incident at Numurkah in 1964. I pay tribute to all of our
Victorian police officers who have lost their lives in the
line of duty. May they never be forgotten for the
ultimate sacrifice they made in the line of duty.
This year Blue Ribbon Day will also coincide with the
AFL Grand Final. Damian was a devoted Richmond
supporter, as are the Eyre family, so I hope the Tiges
will be in the grand final and I hope they win, for
Damian.

Portland Bay School and Portland Lighthouse
Home
Ms TIERNEY (Minister for Training and Skills)
(10:24) — I rise today to draw the house’s attention to
two fantastic projects in Portland. Recently I had the
privilege to officially open Portland Bay School, a
school providing great opportunities for Portland
students aged between five and 18 with special needs.
This school on a brand-new site has been a long time
coming. Parents, staff and the broader Portland
community have worked tirelessly to build an amazing
facility that has transformed Portland Bay from the
worst conditions to educating students for the
21st century, and it is only our Labor government that
has made this happen. The 2016 $7 million funding of
the new school was a fitting outcome for a determined
local effort, and I note especially the work of school
council president Debra Robinson and principal
Stephen Crossley.
The second project, Portland Lighthouse Home Inc.,
was also officially opened on the same day. Portland
Lighthouse provides a home for local people with a
disability that five people will enjoy, a supported
accommodation dream that has taken a long time to be

5141

realised in the form of a unique modern housing
property. I congratulate Jill and Peter Edwards, whose
drive and inspiration have been instrumental in working
with state and federal governments for funding. Jill has
galvanised the community to contribute to raising over
$1 million through constant fundraising and
philanthropic donations, notably from the estate of
Andrew Jack, plus funding from the national disability
insurance scheme. GenU Ability partnered with
Portland Lighthouse Home for the project. The end
result is outstanding for residents and families alike.
Portland Bay School and the Portland Lighthouse both
reflect the passion of the Portland community for these
projects, and I have been so pleased to assist in
advocating for both projects over many years.

Australia India Business Organisation
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan)
(10:26) — Last Sunday it was my privilege to launch
the Victorian chapter of the Australia India Business
Organisation (AIBO). Can I congratulate the executive
of AIBO on the work that they are doing to bring
forward business ideas and exchange, to foster
friendships and to develop some healthy relationships
between Australian business and Indian business. Their
mission is to bridge the gap between Australia and
India through culture, education, sports, real estate,
property investment, agribusiness and food, the digital
economy and ICT, major infrastructure, materials
science and technology, medical science and
technology, resources and energy, hair and beauty, and
tourism infrastructure.
In particular can I congratulate the national president,
Ravichandran Ragupathy. I congratulate the new
president of AIBO in Victoria, Neelam Rai, who is a
marvellous businesswoman, and she will represent
Victoria well as she is a candidate for the upper house
for Northern Metropolitan Region for the Liberal Party.
We wish Neelam all the best in the upcoming election. I
congratulate Manish Dhingra and Amarjot Arora for
their support for the Australia India Business
Organisation.

Sri Lanka trade delegation
Mr ONDARCHIE — I was pleased to welcome the
coconut product exporters of Sri Lanka to Victoria last
week as they looked to do trade and investment with
Victoria. Can I particularly congratulate the chairman,
Udaya Rupasinghe, and the marketing director,
Sampath Samarawickrama, for their work here in
Victoria. We welcome the Sri Lankans to Melbourne,
as we do each year.
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Crime statistics
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (10:28) — I rise to
welcome the latest statistics from the independent
Crime Statistics Agency (CSA) for Mildura and
Shepparton today. I am pleased to report to the house
that in Mildura crime rates have fallen by 2.4 per cent
in the year to 30 June 2018. Break and enter offences
are down by 6.6 per cent. Theft offences are down by
9.9 per cent. Both of these offence rates are the lowest
in a decade. In relation to Shepparton, the crime rate
fell by 0.9 per cent to 30 June 2018, the lowest crime
rate, I might add, in five years. Assaults were down by
8.2 per cent.
This is because of the funding of the Andrews Labor
government, with the provision of 41 new family
violence police around the state, many of whom are
located in both Mildura and Shepparton. The CSA data
also shows that family violence continues to be one of
the biggest and most significant contributors to violence
against people in our state. So this investment, this
funding, for the 415 additional family violence police is
very much welcomed by people in my electorate of
Northern Victoria Region.

Felicitations
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (10:30) — I
would just like to take this time to thank all of the
people here who have made this four years quite a
journey, and in fact overall an incredibly pleasurable
one. It seems like a long time ago that we were standing
here being sworn in, but in actual fact it also seems that
it has gone very fast. I would like to thank the red coats,
the attendants, the clerks, Hansard, the library staff, the
restaurant staff and particularly the committee staff,
because I think the committee work was one of the
most surprising parts of my time here.
I would also like to thank my electorate especially. It
has been such a pleasure to work for the people of
Northern Metropolitan Region. It is an incredibly
diverse community, and I have had the pleasure to meet
so many inspiring organisations and individuals. I have
been privileged to experience so many things, from
citizenship ceremonies to axe throwing in Collingwood,
to the historic buildings of Thomastown and to, very
importantly, the Fitzroy Lions winning the grand final
last weekend.
I wish all of you all the very best in your election
campaigns or in your life after Parliament. I would also
like to note that tomorrow is the International Day of
Peace, and I feel certain that peace will descend on this
place tomorrow.

Thursday, 20 September 2018

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) — I
have a feeling you are beating us all to the punch in our
valedictory speeches, Ms Patten.
Ms PATTEN — Today is Punch Day.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) — We
will have lots of plays on words today, I suspect.

Government performance
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) (10:31) — I
want to make a point in my members statement today.
This has been one of the most extraordinary
parliaments we have seen. For the first time that I can
recall, members of the executive were dragged into the
red shirt rort fiasco. It is not just a rort. What occurred
here is the theft of public money in 2014. The
government said, ‘We’ve paid the money back’.
Honestly, that is a pathetic response. You do not have
bank robbers who are caught saying, ‘Oh, dear, we’ve
been caught. I’ve paid the money back; that’s all fine’.
No, it is not fine.
What has happened here is a terrible hit on the
standards of the Parliament and the government in this
state. There is the involvement of ministers — the
integrity minister is one of them, the corrections
minister is another, and the police minister, for
goodness sake. Today we understand that in fact there
is an arrangement that is being put in place where she
will not actually be interviewed by the police but will
just answer a survey. Goodness gracious! We are into a
very difficult zone here. What has occurred is the theft
of public money for party-political purposes in 2014
and the deliberate blocking of the investigation of that
body by the Ombudsman under some spurious claim of
exclusive cognisance. The truth is that the Ombudsman
Act 1973 handed over the power to the Ombudsman to
investigate —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Thank you, Mr Davis — time.

Level crossing removals
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) (10:33) —
Seeing that you are in the chair, Acting
President Ramsay, I will disappoint you and say I have
really enjoyed working with you on committees and in
the things we have done together. You are a good man.
Today being the last day of the Parliament, we should
all join in celebrating the Andrews government’s level
crossing removal program. What a fantastic program
that has been. There will have been 27 level crossings
gone in four years. Coming up soon —
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Mr Davis interjected.
Mr LEANE — I know you will be celebrating this,
Mr Davis. The Abbotts Road boom gates have recently
gone; the Buckley Street boom gates have recently
gone; the Patterson River Bridge, part of the level
crossing removal project, will soon be open. This has
been a fantastic program — a very popular program.
Soon there will be parks under the sky rail; I understand
there is a dog park being opened in a few days. What a
fantastic program it has been. I congratulate all the
workers that have been engaged in the program and all
the workers that will be engaged in it into the future.
I think there was a lot of scepticism that we could
remove 20 level crossings in four years. Well, actually,
in a few weeks there will be 27 gone, and we look
forward to removing many, many more. I think some
people standing in the corner with dunce hats on need
to get on board.

BUILDING AMENDMENT
(REGISTRATION OF BUILDING TRADES
AND OTHER MATTERS) BILL 2018
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — I ask Mr Davis to
move his amendments 1 and 2, which are a test for his
amendments 4, 8, 19, 20, 28, 31 and 50.
Mr DAVIS — If I can begin by making a short
statement, I note that the opposition have concerns
about this bill, but we also understand the need for
some significant changes in this area. There is a need
for good-quality building, and we think there are plenty
of issues that remain in terms of this bill.
This particular bill obviously does a number of different
things. It deals with some cladding matters, and I made
lengthy comments about cladding in the second-reading
debate. The opposition is not opposed to those steps
that are in the bill, noting that they are an incomplete
response to the situation with cladding. I made the point
in the second-reading debate that there are genuine
issues about how that is going to go forward. The task
force has been put in place; however, there are issues
about how this will proceed, and we think the
government is far from a complete response, but to the
extent this adds new provisions, we support those
points.
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There are also significant steps with regulation of
swimming pools and spas. We want to put on record, of
course, that we are not opposed to those steps. There
may be some implementation issues that we have
pointed out in the second-reading debate and elsewhere.
I will ask the minister some questions about those
aspects.
We are concerned about the way that the registration
component of building trades and others will apply. We
have made the point that we support registration but
have some concern with some of the licensing
components of the bill. To that extent we will seek to
amend the bill on those matters to keep registration for
a key group but to remove the licensing arrangements.
I also made the point in the second-reading debate —
and I will ask the minister in a moment to perhaps
begin with the structure of the bill — about why the
government structured it in the way it did with so much
of the work to be done in regulation, which we do not
see at this point and, further, the issue about the
regulatory impact assessments that would be required.
In a sense we are seeing the bill come forward blind
because those regulatory impact assessments are not
there. So, Minister, you might want to, in the first
instance, just explain why the bill was structured in this
way and why the government chose not to make clear
in the bill itself how this registration and licensing
would operate.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I thank Mr Davis for his
questions, his contribution, his passion and his vigour.
Also, because I do not know whether, beyond the
committee stage of the process, Deputy President, I will
have the ability to put on record a number of thanks and
farewells, I am going to beg the indulgence of the
house.
I am going to start with Mr Ramsay. He has
unfortunately left the chamber, but I have come to
enjoy his contributions in this place. I have learned
quite a bit from listening to him and watching him. Of
course my relationship with Mr Ramsay predated my
time in this place. When I was the chief executive of the
Victorian Association of Forest Industries, he was the
president of the Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF). I
did some work with him and the VFF at that time. I
wish him well on his future post this Parliament, and I
want to put that on record.
I want to beg the indulgence of this place a little bit
more to thank all of the staff that have had the
58th Parliament working successfully, from the clerks
to the attendants — our red coats, as we affectionately
call them — led by Gregory Mills, who has done a
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stand-up job. I thank all of our Hansard staff as well,
who at times have a difficult job in transcribing what is
said across the chamber. I want to thank all of them.
They live downstairs in a burrow of little mazes that is
Parliament House, but nonetheless I want them all to
know that they are greatly respected and appreciated.
Our love and affection go to them, and we thank them
for the work they have done in the 58th Parliament.
With that, let me get back to the legislation at hand. I
thank the house for indulging me on that flight of fancy.
The bill before us, Mr Davis, is relatively clear,
actually. I have carried a number of pieces of legislation
through this place. Usually clause 1, the statement of
purpose, is at times written in language that some
would say is not clear English. Alas, this is not the case
in this particular bill. The purposes at clause 1 very
clearly state and define what it is trying to do, what it is
trying to achieve and why it is trying to do it.
Let us, probably in no particular order, deal with one of
the more pressing public interest issues — one that I
know Mr Davis is equally concerned about, so this is
not a partisan comment whatsoever — the issue of
cladding. The work that has been undertaken by the
cladding committee has ensured that some of that work
has now found its way into the legislation that is before
this place.
Can I also say that it is not just the cladding. There are
changes to swimming pool regulations as well. There is
also the registration of building trades and employee
licensing, which Mr Davis also focused on, and
changes to disciplinary matters as well in relation to
those trades and licensing. For some, the swimming
pool fences will be the most important part of this bill.
We think that one drowning death is one too many, so
anything that can stop that — anything that can ensure
that people and families, friends and loved ones do not
need to go through those tragedies — is important in
and of itself. Let us reflect on the fact that it is now
towards the latter stage of September. The weather is
starting to fine up, the birds are singing, the sun is out a
little bit more and the weather is getting a bit warmer,
and what does that mean? That means that our young
people want to be out swimming more often. They
want to be out in the pools and on the waterways. In
particular with the legislation before us we are
attempting to make sure that regulations are enforced
that enable our young people to survive not just through
summer but well beyond. As I said, one tragic death is
one tragedy too many, and we wish to ensure that we
remove that consequence — the possibility of that
tragedy — from our community.
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As the Minister for Small Business, given that I am
leading a red tape reduction throughout small business
regulatory compliance, I am as conscious as anyone
about regulatory processes being put in place. But on
this particular matter both I and the government make
no apologies about creating a greater burden on adults
to ensure the safety of all of our loved ones.
I could go on. I know that Mr Davis has specifically
asked me about why the decision was made to have
licensing comply with swimming pool regulations and
with of course cladding, and the reason for that of
course is that this bill addresses a number of issues and
we have been able to combine them all to try and be a
little bit more efficient with the Parliament’s time by
bringing everything together. It is not — and I would
not suggest it for a moment — that it is considered an
omnibus bill; it is far from that. These are all related
issues. These are all issues that require and warrant the
attention of this house, so again, to answer Mr Davis
specifically, I do not think there is anything he should
read into it or beyond.
The government is not trying to avoid its obligations —
in fact far from it; we have brought this legislation on
because we want to have these obligations introduced
to this place in part to ensure of course that community
safety is one of paramount importance. Of course I
think that if you have a look at the purposes in clause 1,
that issue of community safety really does underpin this
whole piece of legislation — safety in terms of cladding
and fire risk, safety in terms of swimming pools and of
course safety in terms of compliance with our trades.
So I think that is a very fulsome answer to what was an
important question from Mr Davis and one that I hope
he feels I have honoured with an appropriate response.
Mr DAVIS — I thank the minister for his response
and for his mini valedictory for a number of members
of the chamber, but he has not quite answered the point
that I am making, and that is why the government chose
not to specify in the bill the trades to be registered and
the way that that would operate or explain the decision
to have parallel licensing here. Perhaps he can provide a
list of what the government intends for those trades —
which will be registered and which will be licensed,
how that will operate, how the government arrived at
that and how the regulatory impact statement will be
undertaken.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I again thank Mr Davis. As I
understand it, Mr Davis, a regulatory impact statement
can only be done when there is a head of power to
make the relevant regulations.
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Can I just indulge the chamber again, because Mr Davis
was quite right that I did make a comment on a number
of people leaving this place. Mr Dalla-Riva has just
entered this chamber — can I add him to the list of
people that I will farewell with fondness. He is
somebody I wish to take this opportunity while I have
the call to thank for his friendship. I want to thank you,
Mr Dalla-Riva, for your friendship that you extended
across the chamber without fear of partisanship or
concern that I was somehow one of those reds under the
bed, that I was a Labor member of Parliament. The fact
that I am probably more economically conservative
than 80 per cent of your colleagues, Mr Dalla-Riva,
probably endeared me to you, as did the fact that I ran
my own business before entering Parliament as well. I
will miss you, and I do note that Mr Dalla-Riva is in
fact a former minister of this place. I thank him for his
service. Understanding the time and the commitment
and the responsibilities involved with being a minister,
I appreciate how much that would have weighed on
him when he was one, so I thank him for his service as
well.
Mr Dalla-Riva — Thank you.
Mr DALIDAKIS — As I said at the beginning, the
answer to the question asked by Mr Davis, in case he
missed it, is that a regulatory impact statement of
course can only be done when there is a head of power
to make the relevant regulations.
Mr DAVIS — Yes, but that does not really answer
the question, Minister, about why the government did
not do some assessment of the costs and impacts of the
regulations that are proposed. I am the first to indicate
that there are some benefits, but there are also costs.
Passing the legislation blind, as it were, to the impacts
is a significant step, and I wonder if the minister will
explain those assessments, whether described as a
regulatory impact statement or another equivalent
assessment.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I again thank Mr Davis for his
considered question. Likely areas to be considered,
Mr Davis, include carpentry and framing, plastering
work, waterproofing, bricklaying and footing and
foundation work.
Mr Davis — Did you say carpentry?
Mr DALIDAKIS — Yes.
Mr Davis — Framing?
Mr DALIDAKIS — Carpentry, framing, plastering
work, waterproofing, bricklaying and footing and
foundation work. Can I also say how splendid our
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Hansard people are looking today with their bow ties. I
see a theme emerging from Hansard today. If I had
known, this being my first term of Parliament, I too
would have partaken and worn a bow tie. I shall learn
from my mistakes.
Ms Patten — Pop out at lunch.
Mr DALIDAKIS — What’s that?
Ms Patten — Pop out at lunch and pick one up.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I thank Ms Patten for offering
to take me out to lunch. Unfortunately I will have to
take a raincheck; my wife is coming in today and I am
having lunch with my wife and some fellow colleagues,
including some other retiring members. But, Ms Patten,
I just want to put on the record that I appreciate your
offer to take me out to lunch. I happily and gladly
accept it for another date that is convenient and will fit
into our mutual calendars.
Back to the bill. Matters and items the regulatory
impact statement will consider include priority areas for
the creation of prescribed building work and criteria for
this; exemptions from prescribed building work, which
may be based upon financial thresholds and/or a class
of building and/or a class of person performing the
work; criteria for provisional registration or licensing;
the rights and duties to be conferred by provisional
registration; means of attaining or demonstrating further
qualifications or experience over time; and,
additionally, whether a plan, including steps required to
transition from provisional registration or licensing to
full registration or licensing, should be required in order
to be granted provisional registration or a provisional
licence and, if so, the contents of such plans.
Additionally, it will include the staging of the
introduction of different classes of restricted work
categories or classes, including consideration of the
load that this will impose on the Victorian Building
Authority (VBA), fees for provisional registration and
employee licensing and of course any transitional issues
that are not included in the bill.
Mr DAVIS — I thank the minister for a more
fulsome answer there. I note that carpentry, framing,
plastering, waterproofing, and bricklaying and
foundations are in but that a regulatory impact
statement (RIS) will look at a number of these other
points, including thresholds, whether there is licensing
for other groups within the arrangements and a number
of other key points. I ask the minister: does he have any
estimate of the number of practitioners in those five
groups — carpentry, framing, plastering,
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waterproofing, bricklaying and foundations — that will
be registered in those areas?

There are a number of different categories, which if
Mr Davis would like me to go into, I am very happy to.

Mr DALIDAKIS — I will give a response to that
question in just a moment. Again, it is a little unusual,
and I am not looking to have an interplay with the
member. My understanding with some of the
amendments that you have proposed, Mr Davis — and
I am just looking for some clarity and understanding
around them — is that your amendments bake
restricted areas into the bill without a RIS. I just wanted
to confirm whether that was indeed the correct
interpretation of your amendments, because of course
that could reflect the discussion that we are having
about what we are doing with the RIS, so I just want to
better understand, if your amendments were to pass,
what that would impose upon us as a government.

Mr Davis — I think it is helpful for the chamber.

Mr DAVIS — We have made it no secret that we
would have preferred that assessment work be done
prior to the passage of the bill. I mean, the government
has been in power for four years now —
Mr Dalidakis — Four great years.
Mr DAVIS — Well, I think it has been four long
and tawdry years. But leaving that aside, the point to be
made is that the government has had plenty of time to
do the assessments or to have them well worked
through. You could have even, dare I say it, employed
some consultancy groups to actually do some of that
work, which would have then been in the public
domain as we move forward with a number of these
assessments. It would have made it easier to indeed
frame amendments, because we would have been in a
position where we could make assessments about the
likely benefits in particular areas of registration and
licensing and the particular disbenefits that might exist.
If you can weigh up those two, you are in a much better
position to make informed judgements. We are not in
that position at the moment, so the government is
bringing forward one set of proposals, and we are
seeking to modify those proposals. That, I think, is a
reasonable point. I guess my first and simplest question
was: how many practitioners are likely to be in each of
those categories that the minister nominated?
Mr DALIDAKIS — As I indicated before I posed
my question to Mr Davis, I was going to come to that
but gave him time to respond accordingly. In terms of
numbers, the numbers that we have got are ABS
statistics — maybe that is somewhat of a tautology
actually, ‘Australian Bureau of Statistics statistics’, but
nonetheless we will go with that — indicate that the
following numbers of persons are engaged in the
construction industry in the following occupations.

Mr DALIDAKIS — Let me just give the combined
totals for the sake of our discussion. For bricklayers and
stonemasons we have a total of 4979, a total of
carpenters and joiners of around 25 437 and
approximately 6590 plasterers. I might point out that
many of those 6590 plasterers appear to have been used
on The Block, and I have been watching with my
children as the series unfolds. Alas, it is still 6590.
Those figures from the ABS have been gleaned from
the most recent data we have, which is from the 2016
census review. The data does not cover people that are
working on footing and foundation work or indeed
waterproofing. Those occupations are not separately
identified in the census or within the Australian and
New Zealand standard classification of occupations.
Within the total figure that I gave you I said that there
were a number of subclasses. I will not give the
subclasses unless you specifically want them, but they
include owners of non-employing businesses — that is,
businesses not employing other people other than the
owners, like your mum and dad businesses or single
operators. They also include owners of employing
businesses, which are businesses that employ one or
more people, and then they also include employees that
are employed by businesses themselves.
Mr DAVIS — So what was the total number?
Mr DALIDAKIS — Let me read them out again for
your benefit, Mr Davis. Carpenters and joiners was
25 437, bricklayers and stonemasons was 4979 and
plasterers was 6590.
Mr DAVIS — And the owners and others?
Mr DALIDAKIS — They are all included in those
totals. If you would like me to give the subtotals, I can.
I do have them available.
Mr DAVIS — That would be helpful.
Mr DALIDAKIS — Let me then provide Mr Davis
with those subclassifications. I will do it per
classification, if that makes it easier for you, Mr Davis.
I will start with the owners of non-employing
businesses — the sole traders and mum and dad
businesses. Under bricklayers and stonemasons that
figure is 1479, for carpenters and joiners that figure is
7722 and for plasterers that figure is 2063. Are we right
to move on to the next classification?
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Mr Davis — Yes.
Mr DALIDAKIS — The next classification is
owners of employing businesses that employ one or
more persons. The figure for bricklayers and
stonemasons is 1073, the figure for carpenters and
joiners is 2511 and the figure for plasterers is 1018. If
we move along finally to employees of a business, as
stated in the ABS statistics, as distinct from the first
category that I nominated — the sole traders — the
employee data is: bricklayers and stonemasons, 2370;
carpenters and joiners, 15 058; and plasterers
themselves, 3458. That gives you those total figures
that I was detailing to you earlier, Mr Davis.
Mr DAVIS — I am actually thankful to the minister
for those categories. But that does mean there are a
number of categories that we do not actually know the
numbers for — I think that is what you are telling me.
Mr Dalidakis — That is correct.
Mr DAVIS — So there are some holes in the ABS
data and some holes in data that the building authority
might have. In consequence, I am not sure how many
we are going to register. There must be some estimates
that the government has. If you are proceeding in this
process, you must have some estimates, even if they are
inadequate, if I can put it that way, or necessarily
inadequate.
Mr DALIDAKIS — What I will say is that part of
the point of the RIS, Mr Davis, is to try and look at
some of those numbers more closely. Where there are
some gaps, as you and I have already identified, we
hope to try and fill those gaps. I would not go so far as
to say that the ABS data is incomplete or inaccurate. I
think that the ABS do a very difficult job very well. To
be able to determine people’s employment, obviously
they need to be able to fill that out and that data needs
to be taken. I suggest that it would always be good for
the ABS to get more data — excuse me, more accurate
data — but we work with what we have got. We would
hope to be able to fill that data, but at this point I am not
in a position to give you an idea of what it may be
without actually having data that could support the
contention of what it is.
Mr DAVIS — In a similar vein, just understanding
the preparation for this bill, the VBA I imagine is
tasked with the responsibility of actually implementing
these points. There are a couple of points I would want
to make about that. The first is: we do not have a VBA
annual report. You might want to reflect on that first.
The second is: the VBA has been subject to a number
of criticisms by the auditor and others in the recent
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period. Is the government confident that the VBA is
capable — you know, indeed in a position to undertake
this expanded work, given the deficiencies that have
been pointed to by those groups?
Mr DALIDAKIS — Yes, the government does
have confidence.
Mr DAVIS — I note the VBA annual report was
not in the group of reports tabled today. Again, we are
proceeding without having that background
information.
Mr DALIDAKIS — The government will indeed
comply with the requirements in relation to reporting. I
do note that Mr Davis has taken the opportunity both
yesterday and now in his contribution to comment on
the report or the timeliness of the report’s tabling, but
when I say this is a unique circumstance, it is a unique
circumstance that we come up to an election period
when in fact reports are due to be tabled in a period
very close to that election. We will ensure that the
tabling of that report will, as I said, occur and that will
be conducted under the appropriate requirements. The
government will meet its requirements accordingly. So
yes, I appreciate that Mr Davis may not have a copy of
that report at this point in time, but I am not sure that
that in and of itself restricts our ability to talk about the
legislation before us.
Mr DAVIS — I accept that it is not a stopper on the
discussion, but it certainly would have been helpful to
have had the updated information.
I note one of the purposes of the bill is the regulation of
swimming pools and spas. Does the government have
data that supports the regulations that are being made,
and does the government have estimates about the
positive impacts — I hope — of those regulations?
Mr DALIDAKIS — I will seek advice. Can I point
out that the VBA is providing the annual report today?
It is not limited to statutory bodies or agencies that
report to government, but of course the Department of
the Legislative Council is providing us our annual
report just now. The point that I make is that this is not
by stealth, this is not to avoid scrutiny; it is just a matter
of the requirement of the reporting time lines. To come
back to your specific question, can I say that in terms of
the VBA resourcing — I will come to that first —
because you had a specific question about the
resourcing of the VBA —
Mr Davis — And its capacity.
Mr DALIDAKIS — Yes. We think that the VBA
does have appropriate resourcing to do that, but should
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there be a need for us to look at additional resourcing,
then obviously we will deal with that at that point in
time, but we are confident that the VBA has the ability
to look after this at this point. Now, you wanted an idea
of —
Mr DAVIS — Well, the government is introducing
some legislation with respect to swimming pools and
the tighter management of these and spas. As I pointed
out, this intuitively is sensible. I am interested to know
what work the government has done to determine that
these will have the effect that is intended and what the
scale of that effect is.
Mr DALIDAKIS — Mr Davis, can you just ask
that last one again, sorry?
Mr DAVIS — What I am seeking is any work that
the government has done or any estimates about the
impact of the overall regulation that is proposed here on
swimming pools.
Mr DALIDAKIS — The costs or?
Mr DAVIS — Both, but especially the positive
impact in terms of saving of lives, potentially.
Mr DALIDAKIS — Again, as I indicated to you,
Mr Davis, the government does believe the VBA is in a
position to be resourced accordingly and if there is a
need or a requirement for government to provide
additional resources to them, then we indicate to you
that we are in a position to do so if that is required. In
terms of your asking around costs and regulations for
pools in particular, as I am advised we have an
appreciation for what the cost of an inspection would
be, roughly as it is within the marketplace right now,
but in terms of additional costs or overlays, obviously
the RIS will take care of that in reviewing the impact on
costs accordingly, which is the nature of an RIS, when
it is undertaken. So I think you will find that that will be
more fulsome.
Mr DAVIS — The most important one I am trying
to understand is — I am an old public health person —
Mr Dalidakis — You’re not old. You’re young!
Mr DAVIS — In this sense, this is effectively a
public health measure that you are proposing here with
this set of regulations. So I am actually trying to
understand what the upside is in terms of preventing
injuries, deaths and so forth. Has the government
modelled that aspect?
Mr DALIDAKIS — As I said earlier, one death is
one too many. As I indicated earlier to the chamber, I
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am amongst many in this chamber, across political
sides but certainly on my own side, who rail against
over-regulation. On balance, especially within
commerce and trade, this is one area where I do not
apologise for regulation. If that regulation does stop the
death of a child, then of course it has done its job and
the cost to the individuals for that regulation is, I think,
a cost that people are prepared to bear. If they are
prepared to have a pool and there are some additional
costs about that to ensure the safety and wellbeing —
not just, by the way, of their own children but of
children of friends of theirs or cousins or relatives — of
anybody that uses that facility, I think it is a cost that
we as a society and a community are prepared to bear
for that public safety benefit.
In terms of analysis, that will occur more within the
RIS, but you did ask very specifically the question
about deaths, and what I might say to you, Mr Davis, is
that there is some data around coroners. So let me get
that information and come back to you in just one
moment.
Just as I get to that information about the coroner, this
could well be a rolling valedictory speech as members
that are looking to leave enter this chamber. I
acknowledge the contribution of the former Deputy
President of this place, Khalil Eideh, as he enters the
chamber. I thank him for his service to the community.
I thank him for his service to the Parliament as Deputy
President. I think you can be very well proud of your
contribution to public life, and I wish you very well in
your future too.
Mr Eideh — Thank you, Minister.
Mr DALIDAKIS — Coming back to your question,
Mr Davis, I am just trying to get to the exact area of
coroners findings for deaths in relation to this. The
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning
(DELWP) did indeed undertake an analysis of Coroners
Court decisions on child drownings in Victorian
swimming pools. That review was quite
comprehensive, Mr Davis. That was undertaken
between January 2000 and April 2017, so obviously
you would appreciate that that is a significant statistical
dataset to have a look at.
I also acknowledge that it is somewhat distasteful to
refer to Coroners Court reviews of drownings as a
dataset, so please forgive me, but in terms of the
review, that was the period of time that the department
looked at. The coroners data showed that of the
25 deaths by drowning, lack of supervision by a parent
or caregiver was a factor in every case.
Non-compliance with whatever barrier standard was
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required at the time of construction was present in 20 of
those cases. A four-sided barrier was already present in
six cases. In four of those six cases the barrier was
non-compliant and in the other two cases the gate had
been propped open. So you can see from that analysis
that a significant proportion of those tragic deaths were
indeed as a result of non-compliance and six were
otherwise attributed.
It follows of course that non-compliance with any
required standard appears to be more important as a
contributing factor to a toddler death than the particular
pool barrier standard that was applied to the pool.
Nonetheless if we can try and ensure that regulations
minimise that so in fact that is not a cause of death at
all, then we can be well proud of the work that we do in
this place and confident that that will be taken care of
accordingly.
Mr DAVIS — I am thankful for that information. In
a sense that confirms my background knowledge on
these matters: that some of this is not only about the
regulations, it is actually about the actioning of those
regulations and the compliance with them. Also it
seems to me you can have a very good pool gate and a
very good pool fence but, as you have outlined, the gate
may be propped open. Is it the government’s intention
to have a public education program or other measures
that are parallel with this, in no way diminishing either
side of the equation, as it were?
Mr DALIDAKIS — Governments of all
persuasions do from time to time take public education
campaigns into account. Can I say though that the issue
of a public education campaign would be one that
would not necessarily be under this minister’s purview,
as the planning minister, but I take the note made by
Mr Davis as a very important one. I will take that as a
comment and also — if he is happy — I will take it as a
question on notice to take to my cabinet colleagues. I
can imagine that the Minister for Youth Affairs and the
Minister for Emergency Services would be interested. I
can imagine that there would be a range of interested
ministers, including the Minister for Health and the
minister responsible for the Department of
Environment, Land, Water and Planning, as the lead
minister for the agency. I could imagine that there
would be a great number of ministers — including, by
the way, the Premier — who would be interested in
having a public education campaign to ensure that
parents and guardians are indeed aware of not just their
responsibilities to young people but their
responsibilities also to the community, which is beyond
just their immediate family, to ensure that, for example,
if you have a gate you do not prop it open and that you
have it closed for a reason. I have seen those public
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education campaigns before. I can even recall public
education campaigns when I was a child, and that is
very firmly in the rear-view mirror for my age as well
as yours, Mr Davis. You indicated before ‘your old
health days’, and I suggested that you were not nearly
as old as you suggested. The goodwill, as Dr Ratnam
implied before, is full of spirit. Should this be the last
day of Parliament for this term, let us hope that we go
out on a very civil, very respectful and very embracing
spirit.
Mr DAVIS — I thank the minister for that, and to
sort of in effect summarise that, some work has been
done through the coroner’s office and so forth to look at
a number of these deaths. It does point to a number of
factors — the design matters and also operational
matters and behavioural matters. I am not opposing this
aspect of the bill in any way, but I point to the fact that
the government needs to look at this in a holistic way. I
accept your point that there will be interest across a
government in that.
The other point I would make is in relation to the
provisions around wall cladding products. I wonder if
the minister might outline how the government sees this
bill working with respect to cladding and how he sees it
in the light of national steps, because clearly with this
cladding issue — and I think it is worth perhaps at this
point putting on record some of these points briefly —
there are both local and national aspects to it —
Mr Dalidakis — International.
Mr DAVIS — and international as well, as we have
seen. But there is obviously a challenge in terms of the
certification of products and the inspection of products
at a national level, and then there is a set of issues about
the actual placement of products on appropriate
buildings. That is looking to the future. But this bill is
also in a sense mainly looking at the previous buildings
that have been impacted and a way forward for them.
So I would be interested first in the minister’s response
on what the government intends to do with the forward
issue of cladding and which steps will be taken
nationally at the government’s behest, and then we will
come to the ones at the local level.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I thank the member for his
question. Can I say in relation to cladding, this is an
issue that has had international significance with the
very tragic consequences of the serious death toll in
London, which really did lend itself to issues for us
here in Victoria. Of course we have had our own issues,
as Mr Davis is aware, of incorrect material for cladding
being used that has produced its own issues from a fire
and health and safety perspective. So what we need to
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do is look at what is going on here and use that
information to lead national debate.
Mr Davis, of course you referred to this in your own
speech, so these are issues that you have canvassed
quite well, but what we need to do is make sure that
products that will be declared by the minister will refer
to all new construction built after that declaration
comes into effect. Now, there is, as I understand it, a
review that has been undertaken to have a look at
existing buildings where this has been posed as an
issue. I understand that that work is still ongoing. So
there are a range of issues. There are national
implications, of course, but we are, as you appreciate,
Mr Davis, responsible for Victoria’s jurisdiction, and if
we can lead the way nationally through our work and
provide a pathway and guidance — a light, if you
will — to other jurisdictions to follow, then that is
okay. If we can feed that into a national process, of
course we are only too happy to do that too.
You do point out an important point. I am not sure that
this was your intention. There are times, Mr Davis, that
you and I can be quite partisan across the box, but I
think the point that you make is still a good one, and
that would be that should the federal government at
some point in time choose to show national leadership
on this issue, especially in relation to an import ban —
Mr Davis — It is actually through the ministerial
council —
Mr DALIDAKIS — Well, the Council of
Australian Governments (COAG) can agree, but the
federal minister needs to also —
Mr Davis — Building ministers.
Mr DALIDAKIS — Yes, sure. COAG can agree,
but the federal minister can certainly indicate a desire
for that COAG council to come together in that way.
We would like to see that national leadership occur, but
in the absence of that Victoria will continue to provide
that leadership where we can.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Mr Davis, you
need to move your amendments as well.
Mr DAVIS — Yes, I am using the more general
issues here to question in the first instance, and then we
will come to my amendments. I am not sure, Minister,
just as a point of comment, that that quite captures the
collaborative nature of the responsibilities that the
building ministers at a national level have and the fact
that a number of these national bodies are bodies
created by states and the commonwealth jointly and the
decisions that are made by some of these national
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bodies actually do have some input — for example, to
the building ministers council. I know that our ministers
of various persuasions have certainly put forward points
on these matters, so I think you perhaps undersold the
collaborative nature of it.
If I can make the point about cladding more broadly,
though, and the provisions in this bill, I wonder if you
can outline how this will work. Going forward there is
the ability to make declarations, but as I understand it
the government is at this moment designating certain
buildings as different risk — high, medium and low
risk — in terms of the actual cladding that is in place. I
wonder if you can outline to the chamber the process
that will occur. I ground this in a precise example, if
this is helpful. I was at Bass Coast recently, and there is
a building there that has been designated high risk. I am
not sure of the exact height, but it is eight years old. It is
a modestly high building. It is not a skyscraper, as it
were, but it is a multistorey building. That building has
been designated high risk. What will occur through the
mechanisms in this bill post that declaration? What
course will be open to the owners corporation?
Mr DALIDAKIS — There are a range of questions
in Mr Davis’s contribution. I will take some time to
take Mr Davis through those questions and those
answers. Can I beg the indulgence of Mr Davis? I will
refer somewhat extensively to my notes in order to
provide him with a comprehensive answer. The first
thing of course is that there were 1400 buildings that
were identified as a priority for the task force. In fact let
me start with the end point. Whilst this was not a
question that Mr Davis asked, we of course are looking
to appoint a state building inspector that will have
oversight of these issues that I am about to talk about.
As I understand from my briefing on this issue,
Mr Davis, an executive search has been finalised to find
the candidate for that role, but we are not in a position
obviously to move forward with an appointment.
I come back to the fact that 1400 buildings have been
identified for priority by the task force, and quite
recently, as of 14 August, 1369 priority buildings were
given to the authority. I will take you through those
statistics, Mr Davis, and let me know how you are
going with your shorthand. I will go through them:
609 projects have not commenced, 189 projects are not
finished, 378 are completed, 157 are government
owned, 37 have already been audited and 361 have now
been inspected. Now, of all of those above that I have
just taken you through, 235 have been before an expert
panel, 208 building orders have been proposed and
41 emergency orders have been proposed.
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In terms of the progress of the pilot, and of statewide
and government audits to date, I want you to have
confidence that we are of the view that the pilot
statewide and government audits are indeed on track
and each audit is a priority recommendation of the
interim report. Of those 380 buildings audited, 31 were
judged extreme risk and 106 were considered high risk.
This resulted in the issue of 43 emergency orders and
90 building notices. The primary aim of those orders
and notices was, as you would appreciate, Mr Davis, to
make the buildings safer. Seventeen of the emergency
orders have been completed or are no longer required,
and 10 of those building notices have been completed
or are no longer required. The remaining orders and
notices are being managed by the municipal building
surveyors in each municipality.
The next contribution comes back to one of your very
first questions at the beginning about the VBA’s ability
to resource itself, because the initial phase of the
VBA’s statewide audit of priority buildings has been
completed. So that should help give you some
confidence that they believe that they have got the
initial resourcing availability to do this, and if they do
not, I reiterate the government’s preparedness to
provide additional resourcing to the VBA, should it be
necessary. The VBA, having completed that statewide
audit, has analysed the initial list of building permit
records where cladding could be present and
determined that only approximately 378 buildings from
that list have been constructed. That figure was
significantly lower than initial expectations. The VBA
is reviewing all information available to identify the
highest priority for its next phase of audit activities.
The comprehensive audit of government-owned
buildings is significantly underway. This is a very
serious issue for our community; it is a very serious for
our residents and our occupants — they could be
commercial as much as residential — and
4701 government buildings have been reviewed for
cladding. Some of these buildings were outside the
defined scope of the government buildings audit and
included 1187 Department of Health and Human
Services buildings that were audited in 2017. Of that
figure, Mr Davis, 383 have been assessed as requiring a
full risk assessment and 358 buildings have been
inspected, and expert advisory panels have commenced
and are expected to be finalised very soon. Let me just
at this point seek some additional information from the
box as to where that progress is up to.
In fact those 358 buildings that I just mentioned in my
immediately previous comments have had that
assessment completed, but the authorities are reviewing
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the data, so I do not have additional information on that
for you to hand at this point.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Thank you,
Minister.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I am still going, Deputy
President. There were a range of questions from
Mr Davis, and I do wish to be thorough with my
responses. I want both Mr Davis and the community to
have confidence about the significant concern that we
have about this issue of public safety. So, Mr Davis, for
your benefit, I want you to know that we have
instructed the authority to increase its proactive
inspections from less than 2 per cent to 10 per cent.
That, as you would appreciate, is a significant increase
in inspections. It is currently recruiting and extending
its working hours, indeed to weekends, to be able to
meet this target, such is the concern that we have over
the public health benefit of ensuring that the materials
are not flammable or the least flammable they can be.
This is something that will take some time to work
through, given the very nature of it.
You also, I think, asked a question in relation to costs.
The authority in managing the program to identify
buildings that do have combustible cladding and then
obviously to risk assess them is using a tool that was
developed by the Victorian Cladding Taskforce. After
risk assessment the municipal building surveyor will
issue a building notice, which for some buildings will
require owners to demonstrate why cladding should not
be removed. Owners and owners corporations, and I
think you specifically asked about owners corporations,
will be responsible for acting on those notices, should
they receive them. That may require building work to
fix the cladding.
How will that be funded? That is a question I think you
asked, especially in relation to owners corporations. A
cladding rectification agreement will be an option,
amongst others, to help owners pay for cladding work,
where owners gain access to a low-cost loan facilitated
by councils. An owners corporation maintenance fund
may be able to cover the cost of rectification without
needing to raise additional funds, and owners can
pursue direct private lending as an alternative.
Now, I appreciate, having contributed to owners
corporations in previous housing, when my wife and I
owned a flat as our first property, that this can place a
burden on residents. I also understand it can place a
burden on property owners, because there is obviously
a distinction between tenants and owners of apartment
accommodation.

BUILDING AMENDMENT (REGISTRATION OF BUILDING TRADES AND OTHER MATTERS) BILL 2018
5152

COUNCIL

I am not sure that this, like the pool fences that we
talked about, is an area where we can err on the side of
cost limitation, where the potential cost of life is so
great, as demonstrated overseas and locally. So we will
attempt to work with whoever we can to try and reduce
the cost burden wherever possible, but I am not sure I
am in a position to give you comfort about reducing the
cost burden on property owners and, by extension,
people that are renting should those rectification works
required for the property be significant.
Mr DAVIS — I thank you, Minister. That is
actually very helpful. It actually gives a much more
comprehensive picture of the numbers of buildings that
have been assessed with tools, the number of buildings
that have been subject to specific audits and
assessments and the numbers of buildings where there
have been specific orders made by municipal
inspectors. I note the significant role that councils will
play here. Is the minister confident that the municipal
inspectors or municipal surveyors — whoever is
actually undertaking the role of local council — are
sufficiently trained in this matter and sufficiently
resourced? And has the government looked to resource
that aspect of council work and, specifically and more
broadly, council activities, which I think will require a
greater focus from local councils?
Mr DALIDAKIS — Mr Davis, the government is
of the view both that there are enough surveyors to be
able to do the job and that they are indeed skilled to be
able to undertake the work as well.
Mr Davis — And resourced?
Mr DALIDAKIS — Yes.
Mr DAVIS — I am happy to hear that assurance,
because I put on record that I have spoken to a number
of senior officials in councils who are in planning
departments and other areas of council management
that are concerned about the impact on their capacities,
and the costs. I do not have anything definitive on that,
but I just put that on record as an area of concern.
I thank the minister for his indication about the
government’s intention to appoint a state building
inspector. I understand that that search is underway
now, but there is as yet no appointment. What
qualifications or —
Mr Dalidakis — Are you looking to nominate?
Mr DAVIS — No, I do not have the set of skills and
qualifications that would be —
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Mr Dalidakis — Because I didn’t think you were up
for a valedictory.
Mr DAVIS — No. I certainly do not have those
skills and qualifications, if I can put it that way. I seek
some guidance from the minister as to what
characteristics are being sought there, what exact role
that individual will play and what head of statutory
power they will operate under.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I may have to take that
question on notice, Mr Davis, in order to seek whether
we can provide you with a copy, for example, of the
position description for the role that the executive
search firm would be using. That will probably be more
helpful. So, if I can beg your indulgence, I will seek
that from the minister.
Mr DAVIS — As you and I concluded in that
interchange, if I can put it that way, for those properties
that have been designated as a higher risk, in whatever
category that might be, and those that are subject to
specific orders, there will be an impact, I think, on
property values. My understanding is that titles will
contain details of these orders. Has the government
looked at how that interaction will operate?
Mr DALIDAKIS — Again I thank the member.
Can I say at this point that if there is an impact upon the
valuations of the property, I actually see that as a
positive outcome. Should a body corporate, for
example, choose not to take their responsibilities
seriously and should they then have a devaluation of the
property because there is a significantly greater fire risk
that they have not dealt with, then I think the market is
responding to that issue at hand. That is not something
that I think, from a public policy perspective, the
government should be looking to alleviate — but it
certainly should be able to identify it.
We spoke moments ago about the issue of body
corporates in particular, noting that there could be a
significant impost — a significant regulatory cost —
placed upon owners that contribute to that body
corporate, and that could impact upon the cost for
tenancies and for renters. And so we are very mindful
of that. But beyond what I provided to you earlier, with
the information regarding a cladding rectification
agreement to be able to pay for that cladding work or a
low-cost loan that is facilitated by councils, we have put
in place a number of outcomes that will support body
corporates to try and minimise the cost.
So, yes, there will be the potential for a devaluation of a
property should that property not be dealt with
accordingly or in the interim. But I think you will find
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that if a body corporate can demonstrate that they are
dealing with the issue, it may not have a material
impact upon the property because those rectification
works, that problem identification and that resolution,
are already in hand.
Mr DAVIS — But just perhaps in that context, even
in the case where they actually undertake the works
quickly, they may have to borrow and the body corporate
would then carry debt, which I think will be reflected.
Mr DALIDAKIS — It is an interesting question that
you pose, Mr Davis, and let me spend a small amount of
time on this. The money will be provided for cladding
rectification agreements through the private sector and
through traditional lenders, and then it will be distributed
via the council to borrowers. This is the critical part. The
funds that will be offered will be at lower interest rates,
with borrowers having the ability to pay back the loan
through their council rates over a period of time and a
minimum of 10 years. So, in effect, should somebody
own a property for a small period of time once that
minimum 10-year period or beyond has been entered
into, they are going to only be responsible for paying
back the cost of those rectification works while they are a
ratepayer for that property.
I actually think that is an inherently reasonable and
responsible way of doing it, so if there are multiple
owners of that property, that burden is spread. That
does not mean that you have that burden on you for a
short period of time, much shorter than the period of
time that you own that property. It also means that,
should there be an uplift in prices because that payback
has been completed, then you as a property owner will
see a return on that investment, that capital cost of
ensuring that the cladding has been rectified.
Let us also not move away from the fact that the
rectification works for the cladding are presupposed
because they are there to save people’s lives. Again, I
do not wish to be trite, but the cost of saving
somebody’s life is probably less than the cost we would
bear if a life that was lost was of somebody that was a
loved, near and dear one of ours, a friend or a family
member. Given the situation that has been identified,
whilst I am not the minister responsible can I pay my
deep respects and express my appreciation to
Minister Wynne, his team and his department for what I
believe is the outstanding work that they have
collectively undertaken. I think this is a great example
of where government has responded to a situation —
and I do not wish to be alarmist — of crisis that was not
of our making, was not of the previous government’s
making, unfortunately, and in some respects was not
even really the making of the federal government,
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although they have been responsible for dealing with
the importation of the product.
This has unfortunately arisen as a result of people using
product that they should not have — product that was
not to code, that was not specified appropriately. It is
not that they have necessarily taken shortcuts, but they
have certainly not looked after the construction as they
should have. So this has fallen upon this particular
government in the 58th Parliament to try and resolve. I
must say that whilst I am not the minister responsible,
again, this has been a very good example to me, should
I have the benefit of a ministry in a future government,
of how I should approach an issue that would be similar
to this going forward. Again, I wish to reinforce that I
think Minister Wynne, his department and his private
office have done an outstanding job in working
methodically, in working quickly and in working to try
and provide a response to what is a serious public
health and safety issue.
Mr DAVIS — I thank the minister for his response,
and I think we are getting a much better understanding
of how this will operate. There are a few aspects: we
have got a rectification order or a decision to designate
a property, and then the government in concert with
councils will offer a facility which will provide a longer
term payment option for the owners corporation, in
effect the building owner — and maybe multiple
owners of course in a larger building. So who will take
overall responsibility for that loan facility? Is that the
council itself directly, or does the Victorian Managed
Insurance Authority have some involvement? How
does that operate?
Mr DALIDAKIS — In response to Mr Davis’s
question — it is a very good question — that
responsibility lies with the individual ratepayer. The
owners corporate are a party to the agreement, but they
have no liability and no financial obligation to repay the
loan should that loan be accessed. That is very
important. The owners corporations are many and
varied, but they are not the responsible entity. That is
important. As I indicated earlier, it gets levied on the
municipal rates of the individual ratepayer, and the
owners are responsible. If, for example, an owner
defaults on a payment, then that is dealt with in the
same way as if an owner defaults on their council rates.
So that is specific to that individual or indeed the owner
of the property. It could be a corporation, for example,
but they become the person.
Whilst you have not asked this question, in terms of
body corporates obviously 75 per cent of owners in a
body corporate would have to agree to enter into this
agreement before it could go ahead. That is also
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important. It has to be shown to be a strong agreement,
universal almost, across the board within a body
corporate to be able to move into that agreement.
Obviously we as the government believe that this
policy and these actions are in the interests of public
safety and it is part of our duty of care to provide these
opportunities to people in these situations: low-cost
loans and a long period for those loans to be paid back
so they are not punitive to somebody, in a short period
of time. You can imagine that given that the loan
sequence is a minimum of 10 years and over a rate
period at a very low interest rate, that is not something
that would be considered to be cumbersome for the
ratepayer themselves.
Mr DAVIS — That is actually helpful. A further
point is once a building is designated or once a building
is given an order, will that be notified to the
valuer-general? Are they informed and thereby able to,
with full knowledge, make the relevant adjustments, for
example, in land tax and other outcomes that flow from
valuations?
Mr DALIDAKIS — As I understand it, Mr Davis,
those of us who are property owners have rates notices
where valuations of our properties are reviewed. We
have undertaken to streamline that process so it does
not happen just every two years now; it happens on an
annual basis. Should there be a depreciation of the
asset — the property value, the capital value —
whether it be an apartment or a standalone building, our
view is that that would be reflected within the rates. So
if that valuation is reduced, then obviously the value of
the building in terms of the way that rates are calculated
would be reflected in the rates notice.
Mr Davis interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS — No.
Mr Davis interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS — Correct. But there would have
to be a genuine reassessment of the value of the
property by the local government authority in order for
that to occur. In relation to public assets, as I am
advised, they are not able to access the cladding
authority because they are publicly owned assets.
Because there is a different response by government
required, I am not sure that the valuer-general would be
involved in that process.
Mr DAVIS — In a sense what I am asking here is:
will the revaluations that inevitably will occur when
there has been a designation or an order be left to what I
could describe as chance or happenstance, or will there
be a direct communication to the valuer-general, who
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has now, as you have alluded to, got complete control
of the valuing process statewide, including the annual
valuation, as you have put it?
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Members, please!
Mr DALIDAKIS — I apologise to the chamber. I
am only a number of metres away from Mr Davis, and I
did not actually hear his question. I ask him to ask it
again.
Mr DAVIS — My point is: in a case where there
has been an order made or a designation that a
particular property has an issue with cladding that will
need to be rectified, is that going to be left to the casual
process of valuation or will there be a direct
communication of those details to the valuer-general so
that that can be directly taken into account at the time
when the new annual valuation process occurs, noting
that the valuer-general now in effect has control of
valuation right across the whole state annually?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Minister, I will ask
you —
Mr DALIDAKIS — I will be brief. I will answer
the question quickly, Deputy President.
In response I can advise the member that in effect the
valuation occurs at the local government level, so they
will be the ones responsible for that change in valuation
should it go down or should it go back up — for
example, should the cladding rectification works be
completed and a new assessment about the valuation of
that property made, that will be done at that level. I do
not anticipate that the valuer-general would be involved
at that level or be required, but, as you indicated, the
valuer-general does have a purview where they can
look at a range of issues accordingly.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Member conduct
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan)
(12:00) — My question is to the Leader of the
Government. Minister, have members of the
government been advised that current and former Labor
MPs named in the Ombudsman’s red shirts rorts
investigation will not be interviewed by Victoria
Police’s fraud and extortion squad but instead be given
a questionnaire to answer?
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Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State)
(12:01) — I definitely have not. I have not spoken to
my colleagues, but I believe the answer is no.
Supplementary question
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan)
(12:01) — Minister, many current and former MPs
failed to be interviewed by the Ombudsman during her
investigation, including the Premier, Daniel Andrews,
and police said they conducted simultaneous dawn
raids in order to interview former Labor field organisers
so they could not share information. What assurances
can you give the Victorian public that Labor MPs will
fully participate in any Victoria Police questionnaire or
interview and not collude on their answers?
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State)
(12:02) — Of course it is a very serious matter. The
member is speculating upon media reports about what
the intended police actions may be in relation to a
certain matter that has not been corroborated in any
sense, as I understand it, by the police or by the
government or by current or former members or by any
other member of the Labor Party. In fact if we start
speculating on the basis of what is speculation in the
media, then we are actually on a pretty slippery slope in
relation to what we might be guessing in relation to this
matter.
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Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State)
(12:04) — Well, the form of the house is to thank
Mrs Peulich for her question, and I am not quite sure
why I would do so when in fact it is a question that is
purely based upon a mischievous way of saying
something about a member in another place, somebody
who actually has a track record of representing their
community over many decades. In fact he is an active
participant in community life, and part of his career has
actually been in the Parliament.
There is nothing that would prevent any member of
Parliament in any jurisdiction from being recognised
for their contribution to community life. In this case, in
terms of representing the Cambodian community or
other communities that may be part of his constituency,
that may be in his electorate or far beyond it in terms of
national and international causes that are associated
with the Cambodian community, the member in the
other place has a great track record of participation in
community life. If someone recognises it, then why
would any of us want to deny him that recognition?
Supplementary question
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan)
(12:05) — Minister, will you call on the Minister for
Multicultural Affairs to withdraw this award to his
former employer and factional ally, the member for
Clarinda, Mr Hong Lim, or are you prepared to yet
again turn a blind eye to another example of a Labor
rort?

What I can say — and I have said it on any number of
occasions — is there has not been one request to
participate in any investigation or any examination of
these matters that I have refused to participate in. That
is the basis on which I actually willingly say that again.
In relation to others — in relation to what the
investigative method may be — I am not going to
speculate.

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State)
(12:05) — The reason why this is a very strange
question is I could have chosen this day — as part of
felicitations, which I will not be doing — to give
awards for people’s contribution to public life. I could
have given you an award, and today’s award may be for
the stupidest question I am going to be asked today.

Victorian Multicultural Commission awards

Timber industry

Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan)
(12:03) — My question is to the Special Minister of
State. Serving Labor MP Hong Lim, a factional ally
and former employer of the current Minister for
Multicultural Affairs, received an award — a trophy
and a plaque — for his service to multiculturalism at
last week’s 2018 multicultural awards for excellence.
As the minister responsible for integrity regimes, is it
appropriate for a serving Labor MP to receive an award
from his own Labor government and from a Labor
minister who was formerly Mr Hong Lim’s employee
in his electorate office?

Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:06) —
My question is for the Minister for Agriculture.
Minister, in previous questions from members of the
opposition you have refused to confirm whether a
decision has been made about the future of the native
timber industry and future access to resource. Minister,
if no decision has been made, why has the government
recently required Australian Paper, a key driver of the
Latrobe Valley economy, to sign a confidentiality
agreement in relation to the compensation package
being negotiated as a condition of the planned closure
of the native timber industry?
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Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture)
(12:07) — I thank Mr O’Donohue for his
brand-spanking-new interest in the native timber
industry. After quite a number of years in this place
representing Eastern Victoria Region I am pretty sure
that this is the first time we have heard boo from
Mr O’Donohue about the native timber industry, so
welcome! Welcome to the conversation the rest of us
have been having for four years —

Thursday, 20 September 2018

supplementary: Minister, while Australian Paper can
trigger certain compensation with the closure of the
native timber industry, most mills have no such
guarantee. An end to the native timber industry will
have a devastating impact on communities in my
electorate, such as Neerim South, where the timber mill
is one of the few large employers in the town. Minister,
what will you do to ensure that the native timber
industry continues and the jobs that rely on it can be
saved?

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Both the minister and I are
waiting. The minister to continue, without assistance.
Ms PULFORD — Thank you, President. Members
who have been more interested in this issue than
Mr O’Donohue have sought information and received
information through the various parliamentary
processes about the native timber industry and the
government’s work to balance the competing objectives
of different members of the community in relation to
both concerns to secure employment, including very
significantly at the mill at Maryvale, but also in many
other locations throughout Victoria — substantially in
Eastern Victoria Region, Mr O’Donohue’s own
electorate — and concerns that perhaps in this place are
most frequently represented by Ms Dunn, who would
say she would like the industry shut down completely.
These are challenging issues that the government
continues to work with all stakeholders on.
I know you do not like hearing it, because you get all
upset whenever I remind you, but the arrangements that
you put in place when you were in government —
through you, President, to Mr O’Donohue, who sat
around in the cabinet, was there and was complicit in
the decision to allow Mr Walsh in the Assembly to run
around and tell industry what they wanted to hear, and
the decision to let the member for Warrandyte run
around and tell everybody what they wanted to hear —
left us with a really challenging set of circumstances.
We have made no secret of that at any point.
The government, through VicForests, has discussions
with companies that are in receipt of native timber.
Those arrangements are always of a commercially
confidential nature. They always are. I have provided
that answer to Ms Dunn on lots of occasions, and she
does not like it either. But that is how it is, and that is
how it was when you were in government too.
Supplementary question
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:10) — I
note the minister did not actually answer the question
about the confidentiality agreement, but I ask by way of

Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture)
(12:10) — I know that some people have a political
imperative here to convince people that the native
timber industry is closing. It is not. The mill that
Mr O’Donohue refers to would be, as they all are,
having ongoing discussions with VicForests about their
timber supply needs.
In relation to the other part of your question — there
were about three or four different questions in that
supplementary —
Mr Jennings — None of them valid.
Ms PULFORD — No, none of them valid and
mostly based on an inaccurate media report. I would
also remind Mr O’Donohue that Australian Paper has a
slightly different set of arrangements because much of
their timber is supplied through a legislated agreement
as well as a complementary timber supply agreement
that is more like the nature of those that the other mills
have. It is the central business for the native timber
industry and a very important part of the ongoing
puzzle.

Foster carers
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:12) —
My question is to the Minister for Families and
Children. Minister, a number of Victorian families have
contacted me to express their deepest concern as foster
parents that Aboriginal children under their care are
being removed from them and being placed back into
dangerous and sometimes life-threatening situations.
This includes one case where a young Aboriginal child
who requires significant medical attention in
Melbourne is being removed from a foster carer who
has looked after her since the early months of her life.
Foster carers are being told the removal is to meet key
performance indicators and targets that you have set for
Aboriginal children currently in foster care. I ask you,
Minister: why has the Andrews government made the
decision to remove Aboriginal children from decent,
hardworking foster carers to be placed into
life-threatening situations?
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Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) (12:13) — Thank you very much for that
question. Can I firstly say to the member that her
question is just riddled with misinformation. It is really
what I have come to expect of this member over the
past four years — she tries to engage in the culture
wars. The tone has been set by her colleagues in
Canberra, and we are seeing that sad pattern being
repeated here today, because implicit in the question is
that Aboriginal families are unable to care for
Aboriginal children. That is implicit in the question that
you have posed, Ms Crozier.
Can I just explain firstly that in the Children, Youth and
Families Act 2005, that has been in place now for
many, many years, including the entire time of the
previous government, there has been a longstanding
Aboriginal placement principle that was put in place in
response to an acknowledgement that Aboriginal
children do better if they are placed with Aboriginal
carers. The department’s approach in implementing the
legislative requirement is to attempt to place children
firstly with Aboriginal carers if that is possible and safe
to do so, and if that is not possible, then there are other
alternatives that are then considered. So the assertion
that the member has made is an incorrect one because
in fact that has been a longstanding legislative practice
that applied also during the time of the previous
government.
I have on many occasions in this house sung the praises
of our foster carers. I have sung their praises because
they do an incredible job of supporting vulnerable
children in our community. This is why as a
government we have put in unprecedented supports for
our carers, including —
Ms Crozier — Point of order.
Ms MIKAKOS — Well, let me finish. You don’t
want an answer.
Ms Crozier — On a point of order, President, thank
you for allowing me to raise my point of order, because
this is a very serious question in relation to a very
serious matter, and I do not think the minister has gone
anywhere near answering the question. I would ask you
to bring her back to the point of my question without
verballing me or anyone else in relation —
Ms Shing — Stop interjecting on it, then.
Ms Crozier — Well, Ms Shing, you have plenty of
interjections. But I ask you, President, to bring the
minister back to answering the question.
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Mr Gepp — On the point of order, President, I said
to my colleagues just after the member asked her
question, ‘Let’s just watch the clock before the member
and others around her start interjecting’, and it took
them all of 6 seconds. There has been a constant
barrage of interjections since the minister got to her feet
to answer the question. She has been attempting to
answer the question for 2½ minutes now, and she has
been subjected to it. I would say that the more noise
you make the more likely it is that you are going to
wake Ms Lovell up in the corner, so you ought to pay
attention to that.
Ms Lovell interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! That is
unparliamentary. Please withdraw, Ms Lovell.
Ms Lovell — I withdraw.
The PRESIDENT — It is an interesting question
and it is an important question, and the minister has
conceded the importance of it, as indeed have the
Leader of the Opposition and the member asking the
question, in all cases suggesting the seriousness of the
issues that this question goes to. But the construct of the
question is such that I think that the minister actually
does have a fair ambit in responding to it. There is a
matter of conjecture in the question about whether or
not this child that has been referred to is actually going
to an unsafe place. I am not in a position to judge that,
and the minister is in a position to actually argue about
the processes and so forth that support a view that the
child is going to be looked after and is not necessarily
going to an unsafe place. As for the change, despite
having been looked after for some time by foster
parents who have obviously got a bond with the child,
there are still issues at play. The minister has referred to
some of the legislative processes and the conventions in
place, and I think that is fair in terms of answering this
question.
Ms MIKAKOS — President, I appreciate your
comments, because the member in her question has
made an assertion that somehow my department —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Minister, just be
careful, because what did concern me about your
answer was that it started off debating. Again, I think
that this is an important matter, and I do not want to see
a situation where we reflect on the person who has
posed the question and what their motives may or may
not be. I think that this matter is sufficient in its own
importance to just focus on that in the answer.
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Ms MIKAKOS — Thank you, President. The
member’s question and the assertion posed in the
preamble to the question are an absolute slur on the
hardworking child protection staff in my department,
because she has asserted that departmental staff —
child protection practitioners — who are highly trained
professional workers, would choose to knowingly put a
child in harm and put a child into a dangerous situation.
I think that is a real slur on a them.
We as a government have great pride that we have
recruited more child protection workers — 610 new
child protection workers — a 46 per cent increase in the
child protection workforce. Also we are supporting our
carers. We are also supporting Aboriginal communities.
We are proud of a 69 per cent increase in funding in our
child and family services system over the last four
years. We are making the reforms that are necessary to
support children, and of course the legislation and the
work of the department are always to put the best
interests of a child first. To come in here and to make
this scurrilous assertion, of course on the basis of
anonymous information, really is a sign to the
community sector and to Aboriginal organisations in
this state about what your approach would be as a
minister, and I think it is very concerning that you
would seek to play politics with such a serious issue.
Supplementary question
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:21) —
Minister, I note your response, but I ask: given these
growing numbers of foster carers have no confidence in
getting their issues addressed by either you or the
department, can you advise where these foster carers
can turn to in the last days of this government to get the
urgent assistance they deserve and require?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) (12:21) — What I can say to the member is
that they are going to get no assistance from you,
because we have seen the Liberals’ track record of
cutting 600 staff from the then Department of Human
Services. You have announced a commission of audit,
and you are failing to make any commitment around
the family violence royal commission
recommendations. We know that all that you will do is
repeat Ms Wooldridge’s track record of cutting, cutting,
cutting. That is all you will do. By contrast, we are
putting supports in for foster carers. We gave them the
first increase in care allowances in a decade —
something that Ms Wooldridge failed to do — we
provided them with training supports for the first time
ever and we introduced targeted care packages that
support foster carers as well.
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Ms Wooldridge — No, we introduced targeted care
packages.
Ms MIKAKOS — Actually, you did not,
Ms Wooldridge. You have got selective amnesia. Six
hundred and forty kids have benefited from not going
into residential care and being placed in either foster
care or another home-based care placement as a result
of our investment and our reforms. We are doing
everything possible to support vulnerable children in
our state — something you failed to do.

Corrections system
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:23) —
My question is to the Minister for Corrections.
Minister, the Andrews Labor government has had a
disgraceful, shocking record over its long four years in
managing — or more precisely, mismanaging — the
corrections system. Some of the most notable failures
and incidents have included the worst prison riot in
Victoria’s history, the protest by prisoners over access
to Foxtel, the prisoner who managed to climb a light
pole and stay up there for 9 hours, the discovery of
28 cannabis plants in the Fulham prison vegetable
garden, shocking increases in assaults and attacks on
hardworking prison officers, raunchy photos of a
female prison officer found in the cell of a senior
Victorian bikie, sex offenders caught making child
porn, record numbers of prisoners not being presented
to court, overflowing police cells, the loss of control of
GPS monitoring of serious sex offenders and IBAC
investigations due to alleged improper conduct at
prisons. Minister, of this list, which is your greatest
failure?
Ms TIERNEY (Minister for Corrections) (12:25) —
Unlike Mr O’Donohue, I am not going to rehash a
contribution that he made in this place less than
24 hours ago. The fact of the matter is that
Mr O’Donohue could not —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Thank you! Mr Leane, thank
you! The minister, without assistance.
Ms TIERNEY — Thank you, President. The fact of
the matter is that the reoffending rate for both prisoners
and offenders in the community is lower now than what
it was under the coalition. The fact of the matter is the
prisoner recidivism rate —
Mr O’Donohue — On a point of order, President, I
note the minister referred to the reoffending rate. That
is not one of the failures I mentioned, because there just
was not enough time to list all of the failures, so I
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would ask you to direct the member to answer the
question asked.
The PRESIDENT — One of the really interesting
things about this question is that the preamble was so
long and went on to so many matters that in fact the
minister is entitled to talk about everything except the
forthcoming grand final.
Ms TIERNEY — Thank you, President. Exactly. I
have said that the reoffending rate is lower now than it
was under the coalition.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT (12:26) — Order! Mr Gepp,
15 minutes.
Mr Gepp withdrew from chamber.
Ms TIERNEY — The prisoner recidivism rate was
44.1 per cent under the previous government; it is lower
now. The coalition’s four years in government saw the
recidivism rate rocket to the highest level that this state
has ever seen. The fact of the matter is that the prison
assault rate was lower in 2017 than what it was in 2013,
Mr O’Donohue. The prison offence rate was lower in
2017 than it was in 2013 as well. Prison occupancy
rate — the utilisation rate — blew out to 96.8 per cent.
The system at the moment is currently operating at
90 per cent, within Corrections Victoria guidelines.
There is a better staff-prisoner ratio in this corrections
system — much, much better — than what it was under
the previous government. It was 1.8 under the previous
government, and now it is 1.4. The fact of the matter is
that in terms of those in police cells, that hit the highest
point at 372 under the previous government. That is a
historic high that has not been repeated during this
government at all. The fact of the matter is that the
system is in a much better position than it was under
your term of government and indeed when you were
the minister, Mr O’Donohue. The results of
system-wide random drug tests are also better than
what they were under the coalition.
There are a number of things that I can talk about in
terms of the corrections system, including our planned
expansion of prison beds. We know that there have
been 70 additional beds added to the Metropolitan
Remand Centre in the last few weeks.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT (12:28) — Mr Ondarchie, go and
see how Mr Gepp is getting on — 15 minutes.
Mr Ondarchie withdrew from chamber.
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Ms TIERNEY — There are a further 70 beds that
are coming online at Dame Phyllis Frost next month.
There are a number of additional beds, 102, that will be
coming online at Fulham. We have also announced and
funded a 700-bed maximum-security prison near Lara.
So we are planning additional beds in the system, and
this is what good governments do. Good governments
plan for the future, particularly when they see that there
is an increase in population. Good governments do that
in terms of building schools. Good governments do that
in terms of building hospitals. This is a government that
is always looking at ways in which it can provide
proper service delivery.
Supplementary question
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:30) —
President, I note you mentioned the football grand final.
Victorians were shocked that a convicted killer was
allowed out to play football and train twice a week and
play football every weekend under this minister. I also
note the minister referred to the recidivism rate, which
the corrections commissioner confirmed to Neil
Mitchell last week is going up. Minister, with the list of
failures I mentioned, there is a much greater list I could
go on to, such as the rising number of high-risk
offenders on community correction orders and the
149 per cent increase in violence in our correction
centres according to the Crime Statistics Agency. I ask:
do you consider that all of your failures, all of your
mismanagement, all of your decisions, all of your
bungles and all of the major stuff-ups have contributed
to the law and order crisis that Victoria now faces after
four very, very long years of the Andrews Labor
government?
Ms Shing interjected.
Ms TIERNEY (Minister for Corrections) (12:31) —
Indeed it was more like an adjournment contribution,
Ms Shing. I thank the member for his question. This is
the ongoing narrative that the member has tried to push
every time he has walked into the chamber, day in, day
out, which absolutely is not backed up with evidence
and is not based in fact. In terms of the latest crime
stats —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Thank you!
Ms TIERNEY — The latest crime stats for prisons
show an improvement across the prison system for
reported crime, despite the ongoing increased prison
population. The house should note these statistics do
not take into account prison population growth. As we
know, it has been climbing. Nevertheless, 10 of the
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14 prisons saw a reduction in the total reported crime.
Across the prison system crime statistics reports show
when compared with last year there was nearly a 43 per
cent decrease in public order and security offences, a
10 per cent decrease in drug offences and a 4.3 per cent
decrease in crimes against the person.

Native forest logging
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:32) — My
question is for the Special Minister of State. I am
advised that Bunnings and Officeworks have met with
you and at that meeting indicated their desire to stop
taking supply of native forest immediately, noting that
30 per cent of the native forest process at the Premier’s
Heyfield mill is supplied to Bunnings. I am further
advised that you have rejected that suggestion, using
the non-release of the VicForests Forest Stewardship
Council (FSC) audit report as an excuse for not
proceeding immediately, also noting that they have
been sitting on that for eight months. Minister, why are
you forcing Bunnings and Officeworks to continue
receiving native forest supply until 2020 against their
desire?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State)
(12:33) — All good stories and all good conspiracies
have a kernel of truth in them. The only kernel of truth
in your question to me is that, yes, I have met with
Bunnings. I have met with Bunnings on a number of
occasions, and we actually talked about the availability
of resources from Victorian forests to Bunnings.
Beyond that, which I can confirm, and beyond them
expressing their own choice as a distributor and as a
retailer to actually have a requirement for FSC
certification of timber products and making it clear that
they have a company policy that requires them to
comply with that by 2020, that is the only matter of
your question which is accurate and appropriate in
terms of my engagement with the company to confirm
from your question.
Supplementary question
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:34) — Thank
you, Minister, for your answer. Minister, do you want
your legacy to the Victorian people to be the extinction
of our state’s faunal emblem, the critically endangered
Leadbeater’s possum?
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Thank you! Are we all done?
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
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The PRESIDENT — Apparently not,
Mr Dalidakis. Whilst I obviously understand the
relevance of habitat for the Leadbeater’s possum and its
endangered status, I am concerned that the
supplementary question takes a fair leap from where the
substantive question was. I will give the minister the
opportunity to address the question if he wishes to do
so.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State)
(12:35) — President, I walked into the Parliament this
morning with some flowers, and I was doorstopped and
I was asked about my political mortality. I indicated at
that time that they were not indicative of my political
death, and in fact they are also not indicative of the
death of the Leadbeater’s possum. On both of those
occasions you should not give up hope in either
endeavour, and in fact I have not.

Gambling regulation
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:35) —
My question is to the minister representing the Minister
for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation.
Yesterday we saw a protest outside this place
representing the numerous councils sick and tired of the
harm that poker machines are doing to their
communities. The protest highlighted the $3.2 billion
Victorians lose on the pokies each year, losses that lead
to devastation for families and suicides and violence.
That is $3.2 billion that is not going into local
economies and productive activities that add value to
our communities, but instead it is billions lost to
community destruction and corporate profits. Why does
the government continue to deny the harm of pokies by
refusing to introduce harm minimisation measures such
as $1 bets?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Trade and
Investment) (12:36) — I thank Dr Ratnam for her
question. I indicate again, as I have done on a number
of other questions from Dr Ratnam, that I do not accept
the preamble. In fact the government has looked at a
number of harm minimisation policies that it has looked
to implement, but we also believe in free will. Free will
provides for people to —
Ms Pennicuik interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS — You can, Ms Pennicuik, get
upset with this answer, but the fact remains that people
have free will to undertake a range of activities in the
community. They can speed, and if they get caught they
get fined. If they drink too much and they drive, they
can get put in prison. If they need assistance because
they have an addiction, they can get help. This is the
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point that needs to be made. If people suffer an
addiction, then they need to get assistance. There is no
doubt that no-one on this side and I do not think that
anyone in this chamber, regardless of what political
party we come from, would seek to deny assistance to
somebody who needs that help, whether it be as a result
of alcoholism, drug dependency or gambling addiction.
Regardless of what it is, if they have an addiction, they
need assistance.
Now, in relation to gambling, there are many people
that can gamble without concerns in relation to their
personal or their family’s or their friends’ safety and
security. So what we need to do is get the balance right
as a government. We believe that we can always do
more to assist people in harm minimisation, to assist
people to try to get the assistance that they need to
ensure that the addiction they face is one that can be
treated, but as a government we cannot be held
responsible if people do not seek to get assistance for
their addiction. We cannot; we physically cannot be
responsible for saying to somebody, ‘You need help’.
We just cannot do it; that is just a statement of fact.
That does not mean to say we cannot be there to
provide them help.
Ms Springle interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS — If you choose to belittle the
answer, then you are not listening to the response. The
fact remains that this is a very serious issue for the
community, and what you are seeking to do is to
suggest that anybody who gambles has a problem.
What you are seeking to do is to imply that for anybody
who chooses to participate in legally provided
gambling — whether it be, as in this particular instance,
pokies, whether it be at the track or whether it be sports
betting — somehow we should restrict the ability for
those people to undertake a normal course of social
activity which they choose. This is a difference of
approach. I will take the substantive part of your
question on notice and ask the minister in the other
place to respond in two days, as per our standing orders,
and I look forward to providing you that response.
Supplementary question
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:40) —
Thank you, Minister, for that preliminary response, and
I await the more substantive response. I would argue
once again that not accepting the premise of my
question, as you have outlined, is the reason I have to
keep asking the question in this place. I am very
concerned about the amount of victim blaming that is
brought up every time we talk about harm prevention,
which is what my question is about.
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My supplementary question is: will the government
concede that with its 20-year pokie licences and
unwillingness to introduce harm minimisation
measures — this is about harm prevention — it has
locked in two decades of Victorians losing over
$3 billion a year on pokies, which is over $60 billion
over that 20-year period, and locked in two decades of
increasing harm to the community, or is it too addicted
to the revenue to act in the interests of the Victorian
community?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Trade and
Investment) (12:40) — President, I hope you listened to
that, because I think there were three questions, not just
one. Irrespective of that, the answer is no, the
government will not accept the statement that you tried
to pretend is fact, the statement that you asserted was
accurate, the statement that you provided that was
somehow demeaning to people in our community that
can gamble without concern. This is not victim
blaming. This is about providing resources to people
that need them and for people that do not need them,
allowing them the ability to participate in a way that
they are comfortable with. That is what this is about.
Now, do we have the level of resource availability for
people that need it? That is a different question, and I
would be happy to accept that question if it was asked,
but as per usual the member is more interested in
ideology than trying to get to outcomes.

Great Ocean Road tourism
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) (12:41) — My
question is to Minister Pulford, representing the
Minister for Roads and Road Safety. The Twelve
Apostles is one of Victoria’s major tourist attractions
with over 2000 visitors per annum, with a growing
number of overseas visitors actually now being
self-driven. Many of those drivers expect the trip to be
an easy day-return trip from Melbourne and back, but it
is not, and by mid-afternoon many of these visitors are
desperate to return to Melbourne as quickly as possible,
so they turn to Google Maps for the shortest and
quickest way back. It is then the danger starts, with
them being directed up winding roads that have trees
overhanging and often for the first time on dirt tracks.
This week we had another fatality on such a road, and I
therefore ask the minister: will you erect signs on these
roads indicating that they are for local use only and not
for tourist traffic?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture)
(12:42) — I thank Mr Purcell for his question and his
long-time interest in questions around road safety and
the very large international tourist numbers that the
Great Ocean Road and in particular the Twelve
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Apostles attract. So I will take his question on notice for
the Minister for Roads and Road Safety, but I cannot
help but offer some advice to these travellers as the
Minister for Regional Development and partnered with
the Minister for Tourism and Major Events in seeking
to advance the Shipwreck Coast master plan’s next
stage and suggest that we would very much like them to
stay the night, because it is a long trip and there are
wonderful things to be done and enjoyed in the region
while there. Really a very big part of our strategy
around regional tourism and international visitor
numbers is to encourage greater dispersal and more
overnight stays. That aside, I will take Mr Purcell’s
question and seek a formal response from the Minister
for Roads and Road Safety.

Country Fire Authority
Mr YOUNG (Northern Victoria) (12:43) — My
question today is for the Premier, represented in this
house by the Leader of the Government. Following the
Victorian community’s and this house’s rejection of the
politically motivated fire services legislation, can you
provide this house with an assurance that the
government has abandoned its attempt to gut the
Country Fire Authority (CFA)?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State)
(12:44) — The disappointing thing about the question
that Mr Young has asked is that it takes us back to one
of the darkest days of the year, of the term in office and
of the behaviour of this chamber. At no stage was the
government intending to gut the CFA. At no stage did
the government desert its obligation to support
firefighters, whether they be career firefighters or
volunteer firefighters. We have consistently stood with
them, supported them, provided resources to them —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT (12:45) — Order! Mr Morris,
15 minutes. Thank you.
Mr Morris withdrew from chamber.
Mr JENNINGS — We stand proudly by our record
of the tangible support, the real support, the resource
support — the training, the backup, the equipment, the
investment — in our fire services rather than the
fly-by-night, flippant, rhetorical, disingenuous approach
of the opposition.
Anybody who comes into this chamber and pretends
that they have provided support to our firefighting
services, they are a disgrace in terms of their own
acumen and their own commitment to public life.
Match it by financial resources, match it by tangible
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redevelopment in training, in backup, in volunteer
support effort. Back it by putting stations out there,
back it by putting fire engines out there — back it in
real ways. That is what this government has done and
will continue to do.
At no stage were we interested in gutting the CFA.
Indeed we recognised the pressures that our fire
services were under and the way in which they could be
reorganised to make sure that the firefighting effort in
our community met the needs of community safety and
that we actually dedicated sufficient resources to
making sure that regardless of where you live in this
state there was sufficient support and equipment and
training to provide safety for our community. That was
the overriding imperative of the government’s agenda.
The other aspect of the government’s agenda was at the
same time to introduce presumptive rights —
something that in fact the opposition had denied them.
You denied them presumptive rights. You denied them.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JENNINGS — You denied them. You denied
them presumptive rights. You did it when you were in
government; you did it by your actions on Good Friday.
You prevented that from occurring. Not only were you
not interested in effective firefighting services across
Victoria, not only were you not committed to
supporting our communities who deserve a fair dinkum
fire service — a fire service that responds to their needs
in a timely way to make sure that our communities are
safe — not only did you deny that but you denied
firefighters presumptive rights. You were dishonest in
your treatment of that matter. You were dishonest when
you were in government; you are dishonest when you
are in opposition. You have tried desperately to create
fear and loathing in this community.
We will not accept the premise and the proposition that
you have put to us. We stand by what we committed to
do to support firefighters, to make our community safe
and to treat firefighters with the respect they deserve.
Supplementary question
Mr YOUNG (Northern Victoria) (12:48) — I thank
the minister for his answer, but the reality is that there
was an opportunity to put presumptive rights through
this Parliament. There was an amendment ready to go,
and you would not support it and the Greens would not
support it. It could have been done by now. It was
disingenuous to put that in with the fire services split.
But minister, I ask: given the constant undermining —
Honourable members interjecting.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! Minister!
Honourable members interjecting.
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The PRESIDENT — Thank you. The only thing that
saved some of the opposition members from getting
thrown out for 15 minutes was that the minister was so
vociferous and he was provoking them. There was a
question that was put to him and he gave an answer, but I
think the answer was certainly pretty forceful and it did
provoke a lot of interjection. Let us calm down. I have
heard Mr Young’s preamble, which has obviously
caused some consternation to some members, but can we
have the supplementary question, please.

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State)
(12:52) — There are 76 written responses to questions
on notice: 10 191, 10 921–2, 10 924, 11 231, 11 475,
11 478–9, 11 481, 11 485, 11 489, 11 492, 11 497,
11 501, 11 503, 11 508, 11 512, 11 515, 11 520,
11 523–4, 11 526, 11 530, 11 534, 11 537, 11 542,
11 545–6, 11 548, 11 552, 11 556, 11 559, 11 564,
11 567–8, 11 570, 11 574, 11 578, 11 581, 12 294–310,
12 525, 12 614, 12 701–2, 12 704, 12 723–6, 12 731–2,
12 735–9, 12 743–5 and 12 857.

Mr YOUNG — Minister, given the constant
undermining of the CFA by this government, how can
CFA employees and volunteers be confident that they
have a secure future protecting Victoria in their current
roles?
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Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State)
(12:50) — Through interjection during my last answer I
was invited to look into the eyes of a firefighter and
convince them. I tell them and I tell any members of
this community that this government has nothing to be
ashamed of in relation to fire services reform. In fact
this is a government that puts its money where its
mouth is in relation to the effort. It actually knows how
to resource firefighting services. It is committed to
doing that. It is committed to looking firefighters in the
eye and saying, ‘We were determined to give you
presumptive rights’ — and you, mate, you denied them
that opportunity. You did, and so did everybody sitting
over here, in particular those two spectacular examples
of parliamentary behaviour — the people who walked
in on Good Friday to knock over that important reform.

Written responses
The PRESIDENT (12:52) — In respect of today’s
questions, I seek written responses to Dr Ratnam’s
question to Mr Dalidakis, the substantive and
supplementary questions, in two days; and Mr Purcell’s
question to Ms Pulford, the substantive question, two
days.
Ms Wooldridge — On a point of order, President,
could I just seek some clarification from you about your
expectations of ministers in relation to fulfilling any
reinstatement of questions, given that the Parliament
may well sit tomorrow but is likely to conclude very
shortly, and whether the expectation would be that
those questions are tabled out of session and provided,
given that we may not have the sitting days for them to
be provided as usual.
The PRESIDENT — Is this questions without
notice?

Honourable members interjecting.
Ms Wooldridge — Yes, reinstated ones.
Mr JENNINGS — No, you gave them comfort,
you gave them a wink, you smiled at them, you were
happy about it — and if that sits comfortably with your
conscience, good on you.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I reckon this is about
as bad as it has been for four years. It does not reflect
well on the chamber. The minister to complete.
Mr JENNINGS — I have completed.

The PRESIDENT — I do not really have an
opportunity to vary from standing orders, so therefore
the two-day situation really applies in those
circumstances. I do note that the Leader of the
Government indicated earlier today that the government
was trying to clear all paperwork as much as possible
and to close off matters that were before the house. So
my request to the Leader of the Government is that if it
is possible to follow up some of those reinstated
questions and get them back to members before the
Parliament ends, that would be a genuine courtesy to
the house. But as I said, under the standing orders I do
not have an opportunity to have them come in at any
earlier period.
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The PRESIDENT — You have asked for
consideration. It has got to be a question.

Western Metropolitan Region
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:54) — My
constituency question is to the Minister for Planning. I
have on a number of occasions asked the minister and his
colleague the Minister for Roads and Road Safety about
the Bulla bypass. These two ministers have shown the
sorts of handballing skills on this issue that we might
expect to see at the MCG tomorrow night. Meanwhile,
the people of Sunbury await the Andrews government to
stop its dithering and indecision of the past four years on
this matter. I ask the minister how far his investigation
into the Bulla bypass has progressed, and when can we
expect his final decision to be delivered?

Eastern Metropolitan Region
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:55) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Roads and
Road Safety. In 2015 VicRoads reviewed its 2005 noise
policy. Thousands of people participated in this review,
yet three years later no findings have been made public.
We are now expecting an environment effects
statement (EES) on the north-east link to be released
soon. Minister, can you confirm if the EES will use
noise standards which are 13 years old and do not take
proper account of the health impacts of noise?

South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan)
(12:55) — My constituency question is for the attention
of the Minister for Planning. It has been brought to my
attention that on 10 September 2014 at 3.00 a.m.
Mr Pakula, currently the member for Keysborough in
the other place and then shadow Attorney-General,
tweeted in relation to the process which was applied to
the application to rezone and develop the Kingswood
golf course, and I quote:
ISPT has bought Kingswood golf club in Dingley without
residential zoning approval. Silly or in the know
@Kingstoncc?

I also note the matter has now been referred to the
Royal Commission into Misconduct in the Banking,
Superannuation and Financial Services Industry, as the
land is now owned by AustralianSuper. My question is
for the Minister for Planning to consider what
investigation can be undertaken in relation to the
concerns of Mr Pakula, now the Attorney-General —
whether it was an ill-advised investment or whether
there was some impropriety at play on the part of
parties involved.

Mrs PEULICH — Will the minister investigate
whether indeed it was an ill-advised investment or
some impropriety was at play on the part of the parties
involved?

Northern Metropolitan Region
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:57) —
My constituency question is for the Minister for Health.
My electorate officer gave birth last week to a beautiful
baby girl. She has alerted me to a wonderful innovation
that actually won one of the Premier’s design awards last
week. It is called Karitane Early Parenting Concept
Store, and it brings the skills, experience and care of
child and family health nurses and support services to a
shopping centre. However, that shopping centre is
actually in Westfield Bondi Junction in New South
Wales. The store has helped 4000 new families in its first
six months and seems to be an incredible opportunity.
My constituents ask: given the Premier’s award, what is
the minister doing to bring a store like this to Victoria?
The PRESIDENT — Ms Patten, that is broad. It is
not about your electorate. If you were to ask the
minister to bring it to your electorate, that would be
acceptable.
Ms PATTEN — Thank you. My constituents ask:
given the Premier’s award, what is the minister doing to
bring the store or a store similar to the Northern
Metropolitan Region?

Northern Victoria Region
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) (12:58) — My
constituency question is for the Special Minister of
State, and it involves contact I have had from a
Heathcote resident, who raises concerns about the use
of taxpayer resources to potentially mislead the
community. This resident was directly involved in
working with the Labor government in developing up
the additional bus services from Heathcote to Bendigo,
including weekend services and lower fares. I am
pleased to say that this starts on 24 September.
However, this constituent is appalled that their local
National Party member is taking out paid advertising on
the front page of the McIvor Times, claiming to have
delivered more buses for Heathcote. The outrage of
such a misleading act has led this constituent to contact
me. She would like information from the Special
Minister of State as to what rules exist to prevent such
misleading and inappropriate behaviour. She would like
action to be taken.
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Southern Metropolitan Region
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan)
(12:59) — My constituency question is for the Minister
for Education in the other place. I have previously
outlined in this place the very unfair financial
disadvantage that Sandringham College has
experienced since its Beaumaris campus became a
standalone school. I have also mentioned the urgent
maintenance issues at the school. For all of this it is
obvious that significant numbers of school buildings
need not just an upgrade but a rebuild. I am very
pleased that the Liberal candidate for Sandringham,
Brad Rowswell, has pledged $50 000 for a master plan
for the site, which is an important first step. My
question to the minister is: will you commit to funding
and building new facilities at Sandringham College?

South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan)
(13:00) — My question is for the Minister for
Education. This week I had the opportunity to meet
with the CEO and one of the education partnership
coordinators of Ardoch Youth Foundation. The
organisation works with 25 schools and early years
services in my region, providing disadvantaged students
with a range of services to improve their opportunities.
Ardoch know, as I do, that socio-economic
disadvantage has a significant impact on educational
outcomes for children in the most vulnerable
communities. Ardoch’s programs focus on literacy and
science, technology, engineering and mathematics, and
opportunities to broaden the horizon of children and
young people in some of Victoria’s more disadvantaged
communities, including pathways beyond school. I
believe there is great scope for the organisation’s work
to be expanded in the future in order to ensure that all
children receive the same opportunities. Will the
minister meet with Ardoch so he can hear firsthand
about the enormous positive impact the organisation is
having in improving opportunities for some of our
society’s most vulnerable children?

Eastern Victoria Region
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (13:01) — My
constituency question is for the Premier, who oversees
the function of the Latrobe Valley Authority (LVA).
The LVA was established in late 2016 at premises at
131 Princes Drive, Morwell. It underwent customised
renovations at the time to facilitate the operations of the
authority. One of my constituents is shocked to see that
the LVA has again undergone lavish and extensive
refurbishments. The premises has had a complete refit,
with a new layout, new consulting rooms, floor
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coverings, furnishings et cetera. My constituent
deserves a response about the funding costs for this and
any change to the rental agreement as a result of an
upgrade of the establishment. I ask: what is the total
cost of the recent refit, including whether the Latrobe
Valley Authority will be paying any more rent? How
can the Premier justify wasting taxpayers money when
the venue was only opened 18 months ago?

Western Victoria Region
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) (13:02) — My
question is to the Minister for Planning, and it is in
relation to the $115 million Drysdale bypass. This
bypass was due to start construction late last year, but
unfortunately it appears that it is being held up by a
cultural heritage investigation, which has now been
going on for two or three months. As we know there is
a lot of activity on the Bellarine Peninsula at the
moment, both in land sales and tourist visits, so this
bypass is very important to the township of Drysdale,
but it is also important as a connection right through the
Bellarine. The question I ask the planning minister is:
when will this cultural heritage investigation be
completed so construction can start?

Northern Victoria Region
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (13:02) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Sport, and
it is regarding the Shepparton basketball stadium and
the need for a redevelopment there. Shepparton
basketball stadium is an important part of our sporting
precinct, and the last part to complete the
redevelopment of the precinct. The basketball stadium
provides not only good facilities for local residents but
also a $6 million injection into our economy, with the
events that are hosted there.
The government has provided Bendigo with $5 million
for the upgrade to their stadium, Ballarat with $9 million
for the upgrade of their stadium and Traralgon received
more than $24 million for the upgrade of their stadium,
yet every time I have raised this important piece of
infrastructure for Shepparton with the Minister for Sport,
the answer I have received is that Shepparton can apply
to a fund to receive a grant of up to $3 million. Minister,
why is it that every time I have raised the need for
funding for the Shepparton stadium you have just
responded by saying that we can apply for a grant of up
to $3 million, when other communities are receiving so
much more money from this government?
Sitting suspended 1.04 p.m. until 2.05 p.m.
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repairs on behalf of the owners’ corporation, for
example?
Mr DALIDAKIS — That could well be the case.
That will be determined by the incident, where it is and
the people that are capable and able and geographically
appropriate. So that will be an issue that will be taken
on at the time.

Clause 1 further discussed.
Mr DAVIS — I want to continue where we were
just before question time, and I thank the minister for
his detailed response. We were talking about cladding
and some of the components of that. It seems to me that
what the minister was saying was that there is not and
there will not be a formal mechanism where the
valuer-general would inform councils, in particular the
valuation departments of councils, that there has been
either an order or some designation with respect to a
particular building.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I thank the member. I again
confirm that that is in fact the case. The local
governments use, of course, the methods of the
valuer-general, so there is no need for the
valuer-general to be included in the exercise.
Mr DAVIS — Just on the issue of flammable
coatings and the issue of the decisions of building
surveyors, I see that the minister and the government
have a new state building inspector who is going to take
a role, and the minister will provide me with some
information on that, which I thank him for. Obviously
municipal building surveyors have got significant
control over this process. What is the relationship
between those municipal building surveyors and a
building surveyor who has certified work previously, in
a tower perhaps down at Docklands built maybe five
years ago and certified, and the building now has been
designated as high risk or has had an order put on it?
What is the process in terms of the involvement of the
municipal building surveyor and the standard building
surveyor, firstly, in terms of retrospectively looking at
what has occurred; and secondly, importantly,
prospectively can the building surveyor for the repair of
the building certify that work, or does it require some
intervention by the municipal building surveyor?
Mr DALIDAKIS — As I am advised, Mr Davis,
for the extreme or high risk the Victorian Building
Authority (VBA) will have governance and then they
can delegate, but for the other ones it can be either-or.
Mr DAVIS — Is it the intention of the VBA then to
delegate that work to a municipal building surveyor or
to a private surveyor who may be working on the

Mr DAVIS — Further on the same matter, is it the
intention that through the VBA or another mechanism
there will be specific training or additional education in
these matters for building surveyors, both municipal
and private?
Mr DALIDAKIS — I believe I answered a
question similar to this earlier, Mr Davis. The
expectation is that people that are qualified are able to
do that work already.
Mr DAVIS — I am happy with that, and I thank the
minister for those points. I had some questions, just
going right back through the process with this bill. The
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee in its Alert
Digest No 12 of 2018 made a number of points and
sought some further clarification from the minister,
which he provided on 30 August. He said the reason
there was a default announcement was:
The new sections do not remove the presumption of
innocence or reverse the overall onus of proof on the
prosecution to prove the offence beyond a reasonable doubt.

And I am quoting from his letter of 30 August.
Rather, each exception is, in effect, an expressly recognised
defence to the relevant offence. The new sections do impose
an evidential burden on an accused or potential accused
within the meaning of section 72 of the Criminal Procedure
Act 2009 when it comes to demonstrating an exception to that
offence. It is for an accused to provide evidence of the
reasonable steps that they have taken. This is appropriate
because in many instances knowledge of the steps taken may
reside with the person who alleges that he or she took those
steps, and will only be available to the authority if provided
by a potential accused.
In the absence of express admissions, the offence provisions
would not be able to operate effectively if, to make out the
offence, a prosecutor had to adduce evidence of matters or
knowledge of which may reside exclusively with an accused
or potential accused. In my view, the exception provisions
provide a potential accused with a clear defence and so are the
best way to achieve the policy intent of ensuring that the
offence does not apply when a person has taken reasonable
steps in the circumstances.

Is it your view too, Minister, that this in no way
infringes those rights of an accused or a potential
accused?
Mr DALIDAKIS — Yes.
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Mr DAVIS — I move:
1.

Clause 1, page 2, line 4, omit “or licensed”.

2.

Clause 1, page 2, lines 7 and 8, omit “and the licensing
of building employees”.

The purpose of the amendments, as I outlined in my
second-reading speech, is our concern with the
licensing provisions in this bill. We are more
comfortable with the registration provisions. For that
reason and the reasons I outlined earlier we would seek
to remove that licensing aspect.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Mr Davis’s
amendments are a test for amendments 4, 8, 19, 20, 28,
31 and 50.
Committee divided on amendments:
Ayes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms (Teller)
Crozier, Ms (Teller)
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms
Lovell, Ms

Morris, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
O’Sullivan, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms

Noes, 24
Bourman, Mr (Teller)
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Gepp, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr (Teller)
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr

Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Springle, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Truong, Ms
Young, Mr

Amendments negatived.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 2
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — I ask Mr Davis to
move his amendment 3, which is a test for his
amendments 5 to 7, 9 to 18, 21 to 27 and 32 to 49.
Mr DAVIS — This is amendment 3, which is what
you are suggesting is the best test. I move:
3.

Clause 2, lines 2 and 3, omit “30, 38 to 41, 45 to 56, 58,
64 to 72, 73, 75” and insert “26, 34 to 37, 41 to 52, 54,
60 to 68, 69, 71”.

This is further in the same band of amendments. We
certainly have the view that a better way forward here is
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the way we have proposed in terms of not licensing; we
think that is the fairest way forward. The key point here
regarding the government’s way forward — and we
heard the numbers that the minister kindly provided to
the chamber before — is that it is clear there is a lot that
is unknown about this process. We obviously do not
have the regulatory impact statement (RIS) and we do
not have the broad assessments. For those reasons it is
the best way forward that we have proposed.
Committee divided on amendment:
Ayes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms (Teller)
Lovell, Ms

Morris, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
O’Sullivan, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms

Noes, 24
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Dunn, Ms (Teller)
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Gepp, Mr (Teller)
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr

Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Springle, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Truong, Ms
Young, Mr

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 3 to 20 agreed to.
Clause 21
Mr DAVIS — I invite members to vote against this
clause, which clause again relates to the issue of
licensing. This will be a case — and you will confirm
this, I think, Deputy President — of those who do not
support that particular licensing proposal of the
government needing to vote against that clause standing
part of the bill. It is my proposal that that is what we
will do.
Committee divided on clause:
Ayes, 24
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Gepp, Mr (Teller)
Jennings, Mr

Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr
Ratnam, Dr (Teller)
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Springle, Ms
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Leane, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr

Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Truong, Ms
Young, Mr

Noes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms
Lovell, Ms

Morris, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr (Teller)
O’Sullivan, Mr (Teller)
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms

Clause agreed to.
Clause 22 agreed to.
New clause
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — I ask Mr Davis to
move his further amendment 1, which is a test for his
further amendment 2.
Mr DAVIS — I move:
1.

Insert the following New Clause to follow clause 22—
‘A Delegation by the Authority
After section 199(2) of the Principal Act insert—
“(3) Despite subsection (1), the Authority must not
delegate its function under section 171, 173,
187F or 187G to a prohibited person.
(4) in this section prohibited person means—
(a) a person who in the last ten years has
been the subject of a decision by the Fair
Work Commission under Part 3-4 of the
Fair Work Act 2006 of the
Commonwealth—
(i)

to refuse to issue an entry permit to
the person under that Act; or

(ii) to revoke or suspend an entry
permit issued to the person under
that Act; or
(iii) to refuse to revoke a suspension of
an entry permit issued to the person
under that Act—
unless the person has been the holder of
an entry permit at any time subsequent
to the most recent such refusal,
revocation or suspension; or
(b) a person who in the last 10 years has
been the subject of a court finding,
which has not been overturned on
appeal, in proceedings to which the
Australian Building and Construction
Commissioner was a party or in which
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the Commissioner made submissions,
that the person contravened any of the
following Acts—
(i)

the Building and Construction
Industry (Improving Productivity)
Act 2016 of the Commonwealth;

(ii) the Fair Work Act 2009 of the
Commonwealth;
(iii) the Independent Contractors Act
2006 of the Commonwealth;
(iv) the Fair Work (Transitional
Provisions and Consequential
Amendments) Act 2009.”.’.

The purpose of these further amendments is to ensure
that those who have been subject to a negative finding
by those authorities that I have outlined are not able to
be delegated powers under this new set of provisions
that is being put in place by the government and are not
able to be involved on panels for licensing or panels for
registration of building practitioners of various types.
These provisions are for if you have misbehaved, if you
have been convicted of misbehaviour, if you have done
the wrong thing, if you have bullied people or if you
have threatened them in the workplace and there has
been a subsequent order by the Fair Work Commission,
or if there has been any other infringement under the
acts I have laid out — the Building and Construction
Industry (Improving Productivity) Act 2016, the Fair
Work Act 2009, the Independent Contractors Act 2006
and the Fair Work (Transitional Provisions and
Consequential Amendments) Act 2009. These are
important points:
a person who in the last ten years has been the subject of a
decision by the Fair Work Commission under Part 3-4 of the
Fair Work Act 2006 …
to refuse to issue an entry permit to the person under that
Act …
to revoke or suspend an entry permit issued to the person
under that Act …
to refuse to revoke a suspension of an entry permit
issued to the person under that Act …

These are important provisions. They make our
building industry better. They will make sure that the
behaviour on building sites is not as troublesome as it
has been, and in fact the government will not be able to
delegate to people who are of bad character in this
respect. Proven findings by these tribunals against
people will count them out from being on a registration
board or on a licensing board. It is outrageous to think
that they could be put on there, and perhaps the minister
will wish to make a comment about whether somebody
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like John Setka could be appointed to a licensing or
registration body under the bill as it is proposed by the
government in this case, because on my reading the
government could easily appoint delegating power to
John Setka or people of his ilk, who have a string of —
Ms Shing — His ilk?
Mr DAVIS — Ilk! They have a string of
convictions —
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Mr DALIDAKIS — Mr Ondarchie might like to
interject, but let me tell you that to the best of my
knowledge Mr Setka has never used his religion to hide
behind and then lie. Not once.
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order!
Mr DALIDAKIS — You will at some stage have to
answer to your own maker.

Ms Shing interjected.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DAVIS — I would not want to see him or
anyone like that there. Would you? Would you want to
see someone like that there, Ms Shing? Would you
want to see a convicted felon sitting over someone with
registration and licensing? Would you want to see
someone who has been convicted like that sitting over
someone? I would not, and that is why these provisions
are there.
Mr DALIDAKIS — Up until this point of the
committee stage we have actually had a pretty
bipartisan approach to this legislation. I feel somewhat
that Mr Davis’s comments have attempted to cheapen
the legislation and the course of action we have been
undertaking. He has attacked individuals who do not
have standing to respond, and I point out to the member
that I would have thought that a better use of privilege
would be to focus on what we are doing and how we
are doing it. That being said —
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order!
Mr DALIDAKIS — Mr O’Donohue can come into
this chamber, but AAA Locksmiths are still waiting for
him to pay his invoice. They are still waiting for you to
pay your invoices, Ed. They are still waiting to get paid
for you calling in locksmiths to put locks on your
makeshift prison accommodation. The fact of the
matter is —
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Thank you!
Please, members! Minister, go back to the amendment.
Mr DALIDAKIS — The government will not be
supporting the member’s proposed amendment. I think
his comments were gratuitous at best, mischievous at
worst. He should reflect on that in his own time.

Mr DALIDAKIS — No, I have the call. You will
have to answer to your own maker, as will the rest of
us. People are coming into this place and attacking
people that have no ability to defend themselves —
people that protect the lives of workers. And may I
remind people in this chamber we have lost a number
of people on construction sites as recently as in the last
two weeks. I do not hear anyone on that side of the
chamber coming in and talking about the people that
witnessed the deplorable, appalling and horrible sight of
cement falling on their work colleagues. I do not see
anybody coming in here and talking about the repeated
deaths on worksites beyond what happened in the last
two weeks. It is gratuitous, and you know better,
Mr Davis.
Mr DAVIS — There is much in this bill which is
greedy, and much of the discussion that has occurred
over the last 2½ hours has been in a very bipartisan and
collaborative spirit. We agree with much of the matters
around pool fencing, we agree with matters around the
cladding changes that need to be made and we agree
with some of the registration aspects of this bill. We do
not agree with part of the licensing proposals, and I
have made that clear and made our arguments clear.
But within this bill there is a flaw. Even within the
objectives that the government itself seeks to achieve
there is a flaw and a weakness, and this amendment
seeks to plug that weakness. It means that thugs —
those who have already been convicted of offences
under those acts that I have outlined — cannot sit on
registration panels and cannot sit on licensing panels as
part of this process. I do this very advisedly because I
think many within the building industry will be very
concerned that somebody who has got a conviction
against them for misbehaviour, for threatening
behaviour and for thuggish behaviour could then be
sitting on a licensing or registration panel. That needs to
be clear.

Honourable members interjecting.
Honourable members interjecting.
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Davis,
you have already moved your amendment. Members, if
you want to interject, I would encourage you to do so
from your place. If there are no further speakers, the
question is that further amendment 1 moved by
Mr Davis, which is a test for his further amendment 2,
be agreed to.
Committee divided on new clause:
Ayes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr (Teller)
Fitzherbert, Ms
Lovell, Ms

Morris, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr (Teller)
Ondarchie, Mr
O’Sullivan, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms

Noes, 24
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Gepp, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr

Patten, Ms (Teller)
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Springle, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Truong, Ms (Teller)
Young, Mr

New clause negatived.
Clauses 23 to 80 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.
Third reading
The PRESIDENT — The question is:
That the bill be now read a third time and do pass.

House divided on question:
Ayes, 24
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr (Teller)
Elasmar, Mr
Gepp, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr (Teller)

Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Springle, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Truong, Ms
Young, Mr
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Noes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr (Teller)
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms
Lovell, Ms

Morris, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
O’Sullivan, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms

Question agreed to.
Read third time.

GAMBLING REGULATION AMENDMENT
(WAGERING AND BETTING) BILL 2018
Second reading
Debate resumed from 24 August; motion of
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture).
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) (15:03) — I rise this afternoon to speak
on the Gambling Regulation Amendment (Wagering
and Betting) Bill 2018. There is a certain irony that, as
we wind down the tail end of the 58th Parliament, we
are dealing with a bill that is titled ‘gambling
regulation’ but is in fact a taxation bill; we are dealing
with a bill which seeks to impose a new tax.
As members of the Victorian community know, on the
eve of the last election we saw the now Premier,
Mr Andrews, who was then Leader of the Opposition,
appear in an interview with Channel 7 News. When
asked a question about whether a government he led
would impose new taxes or increase taxes, he made an
unequivocal statement that he would give an absolute
commitment to the people of Victoria that he would not
increase taxes or impose new taxes.
Of course since then we have seen some 11 new or
increased taxes over the life of this government. We
have seen 11 occasions on which the Premier broke his
word to Victorians, and today with one of the very last
pieces of legislation that this Parliament will deal with,
we have the Premier breaking his word for the
12th time. That reflects, as other members have
observed, on the character of the Premier — the fact
that he could stand before a TV camera beaming live
around Victoria and make a statement which was false
and which on a dozen occasions now has been
demonstrated as false. As we wind down this
Parliament, we go on to prove once again that that is
false.
This is an important piece of legislation that the
Parliament will deal with this afternoon in the Council.
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It is a very important piece of legislation for an
important part of the Victorian economy. It is a bill
which deals with our wagering and betting sector,
largely our racing industry here in Victoria, which is an
industry that makes a very significant contribution to
the Victorian economy — very significant in terms of
the economic activity it generates, in terms of the
employment it generates and in terms of the social
impact it has on the Victorian community. A very large
number of members of the Victorian community enjoy
a day at the races or enjoy a punt and are beneficiaries
of Victoria’s very well regarded racing industry.
Of course, it is an industry that makes a major
contribution to the sporting life of Melbourne and
Victoria, and it also has an enormous benefit for the
tourism sector. In six weeks time or so we will be in the
thick of the Spring Racing Carnival, which is
recognised around the world as a major drawcard to
Melbourne and Victoria as part of our tourism activity
and is based on our world-class thoroughbred racing
industry. So it is a part of our economy and it is a part
of our sporting life which is very significant. It employs
at its extremities thousands of Victorians in direct and
ancillary roles, and it is an industry that we as
Victorians can be proud of in the way it has put
Melbourne in particular on the map through the
Melbourne Cup carnival, in the way it has recognition
around the world as a consequence of that carnival but
also in the contribution the industry makes in our
regional communities, in regional race days and
racetracks.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — My colleague
Mr Ondarchie draws to my attention that this afternoon
as we debate this bill in the Council there is a race
meeting taking place in Sale in Gippsland, in regional
Victoria. In fact at 3.30 this afternoon, Mr Ondarchie
tells me, in race 6 we have the horse Richly Speaking
running. It highlights that the racing industry is an
important one. It is an industry which contributes in
regional Victoria on an ongoing basis. It is not just the
weekend races, it is not just the Melbourne Cup we hear
so much about. It is actually an ongoing program of
races across the state which are —
Ms Symes — A grand final day public holiday for
the Benalla Gold Cup.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Ms Symes talks about the
Benalla cup, and that is but one example of the
significant regional race meetings that we have in
Victoria. It is an important sector for a regional
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economy, and it is an important employer across all of
Victoria.
The bill before the house this afternoon seeks to change
the way in which the Victorian government imposes a
taxation regime on our wagering and betting sector with
the introduction of a new point-of-consumption (POC)
tax. This is in recognition of the growth we have seen in
the last decade in the development of corporate
bookmaking and the fact that we have seen a number of
those corporate bookmakers not located in Victoria but
in fact located elsewhere in Australia and particularly in
the Northern Territory, where the advent of online
technology, particularly again in the last decade, has
allowed those corporate bookmakers to take bets on
races taking place here in Victoria but have them taxed
according to the Northern Territory regime so that they
are not subject to the taxation regime which applies in
Victoria.
That of course has been to the detriment of the
Victorian community in the sense of revenue forgone
for the Consolidated Fund to pay for the general
provision of state government services for the Victorian
community, and it has also been to the detriment of the
racing industry in Victoria because for a corporate
bookmaker to be able to run a book they must have
events on which they can take bets. Of course that is
where the Victorian racing industry makes a major
contribution as a well-respected, well-regarded industry
where integrity in the operation of those races is
recognised. It provides a prime product for those
corporate bookmakers to be able to run books on a
product generated and funded here in Victoria, but by
virtue of the fact that they are based interstate — and,
as I said, many are in the Northern Territory — they are
not making a contribution by way of taxation to
supporting the running of those events here in Victoria
and supporting the industry here in Victoria.
The bill before the house today seeks to change the
framework by which wagering and betting is taxed in
Victoria to a POC model, which will mean that where
corporate bookmakers and others are taking bets on
Victorian events from Victorian punters that activity
will be taxed in Victoria, and that is as a consequence
of the introduction of the point-of-consumption model,
which is the centrepiece of this bill.
Point-of-consumption taxation models for wagering
and betting have been introduced across Australia. I
understand South Australia was the first to go to a
point-of-consumption model, with the introduction of a
15 per cent point-of-consumption tax. Queensland and
the ACT followed, also with rates set at 15 per cent.
The New South Wales government has a rate of 10 per
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cent, and the Victorian government through this bill is
seeking to impose, from 1 January next year, an 8 per
cent point-of-consumption rate.
The intent of the bill is that this 8 per cent rate will
apply across several different forms of wagering and
betting, which currently have different rates of taxation
applied under the current regime. For example, the
current taxation structure which applies in Victoria for
fixed odds betting is a rate of 4.38 per cent; for the tote,
7.6 per cent; and for trackside betting, 10.91 per cent.
So the intention of moving to the point-of-consumption
model is that those rates will all be harmonised at 8 per
cent, with the fixed odds and tote rates increasing and
the trackside rate having a minor decrease.
The intent of putting the POC model in place and
collecting the revenue from that Victorian gambling
activity in Victoria in the Consolidated Fund is to
benefit the provision of general services by government
but also to provide a revenue stream from the Victorian
government to the racing industry to support the
industry in recognition of the contribution that the
industry makes in providing a basis on which the
bookmakers can conduct their activities.
One of the challenges with the introduction of the
point-of-consumption model is recognising that, while
the corporate bookmakers based in the territories are
not currently paying Victorian taxes, they are
nonetheless making some contribution by way of
individual sponsorships of individual race clubs. One of
the challenges of introducing the new
point-of-consumption model will be to ensure that
going to a formal taxation regime does not lead to the
displacement of those individual sponsorships by
bookmakers currently domiciled interstate and with it
lead to the detriment of individual clubs.
I will talk a little bit later about commitments the
government has made to the allocation of some funds
from the new point-of-consumption model to the
industry, but inevitably with unwinding an existing
arrangement — as I said, an informal or non-legislated
model where there are sponsorships to individual clubs
from individual bookmakers — to go to the POC
model, there is a risk of disadvantage flowing to
individual clubs. As I indicated at the outset, many
clubs across the state are not high profile in the way that
clubs like the Victoria Racing Club and the Melbourne
Racing Club are. Many of them are smaller and
regional and do not have access to the revenue streams
that we see flowing to the major clubs, particularly
through the high-profile events like the spring carnival,
but which nonetheless make significant contributions to
rural and regional communities and should not be at a
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disadvantage as a consequence of the shift to the new
model.
One of the issues that arises with this bill is that it does
not set out the formula by which returns will be made to
the racing industry. We know that obviously the
revenue to be collected is set out, with the 8 per cent
rate for the point-of-consumption model; what the bill
does not do is hardwire the revenue returns which are to
go to the industry. The bill provides for the return to the
beneficiaries to be determined by the Treasurer and
declared in the Government Gazette. That provides the
Treasurer of the day with the discretion to determine
who the beneficiaries are for distributions of proceeds
and to determine the level of the distribution of
proceeds against the revenue collection. That leaves the
industry in an invidious position of needing to take the
Treasurer of the day on trust. It is very much a model
that will rely on the industry being able to have
confidence in the discussions that have taken place with
the Treasurer and the Treasurer putting in place those
arrangements, which I will come to in a minute,
through that order in the Government Gazette.
Of course that does not provide long-term certainty,
because it allows a Treasurer, as we have seen over the
last four years, to make changes in rates and
distributions. I can see in an environment like the one
we have operated in over the last four years, where the
Treasurer, seeing the revenue collected from the
point-of-consumption tax, could determine year by year
that a bigger proportion of that revenue should be
retained in the Consolidated Fund rather than being
distributed for the benefit of the industry. The fact that
the bill will allow the Treasurer to make that
determination is of concern insofar as it does not
provide ongoing certainty to the industry in the same
way the bill provides certainty to the government in
hardwiring the tax rate. That said, the government has
committed that racing as a whole will not be worse off,
that the receipts to the codes will not be less than they
have been in the past.
What is not clear, though, from the commitments given
by government to date is whether that reflects the
racing industry in totality or whether that commitment
stands for the individual codes. Of course within the
scope of this bill we have the potential flow-through to
the thoroughbred industry, to the harness racing
industry and to the greyhound industry. What we will
be seeking from the government is to understand
whether its commitment that the racing industry in toto
will not be worse off also applies to the individual
codes not being in a worse position. I said earlier that
that also flows through to the issue of individual clubs
within those codes, clubs which have been in some
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cases the beneficiaries of sponsorships from corporate
bookmakers on an individual basis. The prospect of
those sponsorships being displaced by the introduction
of the point-of-consumption charge is a real one, and it
is one where it is questionable to what extent the
government has visibility on that prospect. Again, that
is something I will seek some clarification on from the
government when the bill reaches the committee stage.
We would not want to see individual clubs in a
disadvantaged position through the withdrawal of their
individual sponsorship arrangements simply because of
the introduction of the point-of-consumption tax.
The government has indicated to the racing industry
that of the 8 percentage points of consumption tax it
intends to put in place via this bill, 1.5 percentage
points will be returned to industry, which is
approximately 18.75 per cent of the revenue that is
going to be collected. Advice from the government is
that the expected gross collections are for the first full
year, noting that this will be implemented on 1 January
and therefore will apply for half a financial year in its
initial implementation. The first full-year revenue is
estimated at $48 million, of which a net $30 million or
thereabouts is expected to flow to the Consolidated
Fund in the first full year, increasing, I am advised, to
around $40 million into the Consolidated Fund over the
out years of the forward estimates period. That is an
increase of approximately one-third over the length of
the forward estimates in net proceeds to the
Consolidated Fund. This represents a significant shift in
the way in which racing is supported by the Victorian
government.
One of the other areas on which we will be seeking
some understanding from the government is what this
means for other support which has been provided to the
racing industry in Victoria, support such as the
Victorian Racing Infrastructure Fund and whether,
having introduced the point-of-consumption charge and
having indicated that it will put in place 1.5 percentage
points of the 8 percentage points flowing to the
industry, it will maintain the current structure that exists
for the Victorian Racing Infrastructure Fund and other
support programs which flow to the industry or whether
they will be reduced as a consequence of the
introduction of the new charge.
I should put on the record that the coalition does not
intend to oppose the passage of this bill and the
introduction of the point-of-consumption tax.
One of the issues that has been raised with the coalition
in respect of at least one corporate bookmaker is the
way in which the point-of-consumption tax will apply
where there are either free or bonus bets provided in the
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context of gambling activity undertaken by bookmakers
and whether the provision of those free or bonus bets
and the inclusion of those free and bonus bets in the
definition of ‘net wagering revenue’ — I think that is
the term in the bill — will have the potentially
unintended and perverse effect of in fact seeing the
effective rate of the point-of-consumption charge being
higher than the headline 8 per cent. That is something
that has been raised as a concern. In fact the view has
been expressed that it is an error in the bill. It is a matter
that we will also be seeking some clarification on from
the government when the bill is considered in
committee of the whole later this day.
Confirming whether this is intentional or unintentional
from the government, indeed whether those
bookmakers who are offering bonus bets and free bets
will as a consequence be at a competitive disadvantage
in respect of the 8 per cent point-of-consumption
charge is something which does deserve clarification on
from the government. Notwithstanding the fact that the
rate struck for Victorian bookmakers at 8 per cent is
less than other jurisdictions, we need to understand
whether there will be a competitive disadvantage for
those offering free bets and bonus bets relative to other
operators in the industry.
One of the other issues that has been raised by the
Victorian racing industry relates to the share of
proceeds — the 1.5 per cent of the 8 per cent — which
the government has decided to allocate to the racing
industry from the point-of-consumption charge. It has
been raised with the coalition that the 1.5 per cent —
the 18.75 per cent of the expected revenue — is a
smaller share than is provided in other jurisdictions
such as New South Wales. One area where again the
government needs to provide clarity is the basis on
which that 1.5 per cent figure has been determined and
the level of support that will provide relative to that
provided in other jurisdictions.
As I said at the outset, the three codes of the Victorian
racing industry, particularly the thoroughbred industry,
are seen as an incredibly important part of the Victorian
economy and an incredibly important contributor to our
tourism performance, to supporting regional
communities and to supporting our food, beverage and
accommodation sectors, particularly through the spring
carnival, and it is appropriate that we move to a tax
model which recognises the benefits provided by the
Victorian industry and ensures that those bookmakers
who are the beneficiaries of the Victorian racing
industry, by virtue of placing bets against it, make an
appropriate contribution to supporting the Victorian
industry and also to contributing to the Consolidated
Fund.
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But it is equally appropriate that we ensure that the
revenue flow back from government to the industry is
proportionate to the importance of the industry and the
need to support the industry for the bigger role it plays
in the Victorian economy and to ensure that it is
competitive with the support provided by other
jurisdictions around Australia to ensure that activity
remains in Victoria. It has been, as I said, a very strong
part of our economic performance and tourism
performance and needs to be protected.
The coalition will not oppose the bill. I understand we
may be seeing some amendments as the bill goes
through its processes this afternoon, but we do not
oppose the bill as it is currently drafted. We note that
there are a number of questions on which clarification
is required from the government, and I look forward to
hearing that information provided by the government as
we consider this bill in more detail. The coalition’s
view certainly is that we should be seeing support for
the Victorian racing industry, and ensuring that those
bookmakers in the Northern Territory and elsewhere
outside Victoria who are benefiting from the Victorian
racing industry make a contribution to the Victorian
racing industry is a good thing. We look forward to this
point-of-consumption model being put in place.
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) (15:30) — I rise to
speak in support of the Gambling Regulation
Amendment (Wagering and Betting) Bill 2018. I will
be giving a final speech later on today, but I do want to
make an observation or two at the start of this speech,
given this is likely to be my last contribution on a bill.
In some ways it is appropriate that it is a revenue bill. I
want to make the observation that revenue bills are
often technical, and this is no exception in a lot of ways,
and one might say not exciting. But protecting the
government’s revenue base is absolutely critical to the
good functioning of government, and I think it is worth
putting on the record, as somebody who has worked for
quite some time over the last four years in the Treasury
portfolio and somebody who has an interest in this
space, that bills like this in many ways are what make it
possible for us to do so many of the other things that so
many of us are in this place to achieve, whether it be
funding economic and social infrastructure or whether
it be funding social programs and so on.
This bill is one of a number of measures that we have
seen in this term, and are likely to see in subsequent
terms no doubt, where the government’s revenue is
under threat through, in this case, a combination of
factors, one of which is technological innovation and
change. Also at play in this bill is a movement by a
number of jurisdictions towards a more national
approach towards revenue raising on a particular
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activity. I just want to make the observation that in
some ways it is appropriate for me at a personal level to
be speaking on this bill as my last one, and
notwithstanding the fact that it is a fairly technical bill,
it has that dimension to it, which I think is important.
The second thing is simply to reflect on the fact that
even today there has been a little bit of discussion in
this place around gambling and the issue of problem
gamblers. My observation on that is that I suspect
everybody in this place is concerned by problem
gambling. I suspect that what is the issue in this
chamber is probably differences of opinion on
particular measures to deal with it, not whether it exists
per se. I do not want to speak for everybody in this
chamber, but I suspect that nobody would want to ban
gambling in our society outright. I just want to put on
the table that I think this is a bill where that debate does
not come into play, but it is worth just flagging as part
of the context that certainly the government does
receive some revenue from gambling.
I just want to put on the record on a personal level that I
think, nonetheless, it is absolutely critical that
government is always thinking about where the
appropriate line is for us to draw when it comes to harm
minimisation and protecting people who have a
problem. That is certainly something that I bear in
mind. This is not some kind of magic pudding or
golden goose at all. I am not an expert in the area. I do
believe that the vast majority of people who undertake
some form of gambling are able to manage it, but there
is a group for which it is a serious issue.
This bill, as I said, I think is separate to that issue, but I
do just want to acknowledge that notwithstanding it is
important for government to tidy up this particular
aspect of its taxation revenue and notwithstanding it is
important that we protect Victoria’s revenue base from
what is a threat of leakage through a range of factors,
including technological change, it is important that we
acknowledge that certainly nothing we do here today
abrogates the government’s responsibility for and
interest in protecting those people who undoubtedly
exist in our community.
As Mr Rich-Phillips has already indicated, this bill is
essentially about changing Victoria’s current taxation of
wagering so that it moves from a place of supply
wagering structure to a point-of-consumption taxation
structure. That really reflects what is going on in reality.
This is something that we see in so many areas of
taxation. Taxation law has to constantly keep up with
changes in society, and this is certainly no exception.
This is fundamentally a sensible reform that I believe a
number of jurisdictions will undertake. I believe there
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will be a move to a more national approach on this
front. It is a fundamentally sensible reform that reflects
what is going on in the wagering sector. This
recognises the shift in the industry from terrestrial to
online betting and better aligns our taxation approach
with an increasingly digital environment. So that is
essentially what this bill is about. I am not going to
spend huge amounts of time going through the policy
settings, but I will run through a couple of particular
policy settings, just to put them on the record.
The bill adopts a point-of-consumption tax (POCT)
structure based on a number of policy parameters. One
is that the tax calculations are based on the net
wagering revenue earned from wagering and betting
activity of customers located in Victoria, which is
essentially calculated as gross bets and wagers taken
less winnings paid or commissions derived from
facilitating any wagers or bets. Current wagering taxes
will be replaced with a single 8 per cent POCT on all
wagering and betting product types via all methods of
placing wagers or bets. All wagering and betting
entities that take wagers or bets from customers located
in Victoria or which receive commissions from
facilitating wagers or bets from customers located in
Victoria will be subject to the POCT. Customer
location will be based on the customer’s physical
location. Recognising that this might be difficult to
determine, the commissioner of state revenue will have
the power to publish guidelines for determining the
customer’s location.
An annual tax-free threshold of $1 million will apply to
all entities, and there will be grouping mechanisms.
Again, this is a sensible and necessary mechanism in
the tax laws to make sure that we manage any practices
that might be designed to dilute or lead to leakage. An
additional Victorian racing industry (VRI) funding
mechanism will be implemented. I will talk about that
more in a moment when I discuss some of the
consultation that has occurred in relation to this
measure. Finally, there will be a statutory review of the
operation of the POCT rate, of the tax-free threshold
and of the VRI funding mechanism, which will be
completed and laid before each house of Parliament on
or before 1 December 2020. So in addition to there
having been considerable consultation, which I will
outline in a moment, there will be a formal review
process, which in this case is a very sensible approach.
Just to very briefly outline some of the consultation,
this is an important industry, as Mr Rich-Phillips has
pointed out. Hopefully there will not be too many more
speakers on that point, but I am sure that there could be
a number of speakers who will emphasise that point. It
is a significant industry, both in terms of what it
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provides to our community in enjoyment and leisure
options and also in terms of its economic contribution,
as people in this place well know. Reflecting the
importance of the industry and the complexity of the
industry, there was considerable consultation on this
bill. In August 2017 the Victorian government released
a consultation paper seeking views on policy design
considerations and potential impacts on the industry
and on customers. A significant number of submissions
were received in response to that consultation paper,
and those submissions have informed the design of the
tax.
The government also undertook extensive consultation
with the three peak bodies representing the Victorian
racing industry, specifically with Racing Victoria, with
Harness Racing Victoria and with Greyhound Racing
Victoria. I do want to put on the record that the
government is committed to the principle that the
racing industry collectively, and individually as codes,
will be no worse off as a result of the introduction of a
Victorian point-of-consumption tax. Now, I know that
that one sentence probably will not answer all of the
questions that have been posed already, and I will leave
that discussion for the committee, but that is a clear
principle which underpinned the development of the
scheme and will be part of what it is judged against
when there is the review that I flagged earlier.
The bill provides that an amount equal to the balance of
taxation revenue raised through the tax will be paid, out
of the Consolidated Fund, into the Hospital and
Charities Fund. Finally, to emphasise the point that I
made earlier, the government will continue to work
with the Victorian racing industry to monitor any
potential impacts of the tax on industry post
implementation, and the government will undertake a
review of the tax as soon as sufficient data is available
and has committed to the review being completed no
later than 18 months after commencement. The bill
requires that the outcome of the review be laid before
each house of Parliament on or before 1 December
2020.
In summary, I just want to again emphasise the point
that, firstly, we are dealing with a very important
industry. This measure has been designed very much
with the interests of the industry and customers in mind.
The interests of the industry and customers will
certainly be closely monitored post implementation,
and there will be a detailed review to be placed before
Parliament before the end of 2020. And, as I said, this is
a measure that is necessary given changes we are seeing
in society. We as a jurisdiction do receive some
revenue from gambling. That does not reduce the need
for us to deal with complex policy issues in that space,
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but given that we do raise some revenue from gambling
it is important that, like other areas of revenue, we
sensibly manage risks that arise in relation to those
revenue streams. And as I said, like with any other
revenue bill, we should never forget the fact that
protecting the state’s revenue base is not something we
do for its own sake; it is something we do to enable
everything else that people in this place are here for. So
I support this bill and recommended it to the house.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (15:43) — I
rise to speak on the Gambling Regulation Amendment
(Wagering and Betting) Bill 2018. The Greens
welcome this bill and believe it is long overdue. It is an
important reform that starts to catch Victoria up to what
is a national move to a point-of-consumption tax rate
across this country. This is the third gambling bill that I
have spoken to in this chamber, and it is the third
gambling bill that tries to improve the system, but
unfortunately it fails to go far enough in improving
outcomes for the community. The government likes to
talk about its credentials in reducing gambling and
improving regulation, but we know that its actions have
left much to be desired.
In this term we have seen small changes pass like
partial advertising bans, which we welcome, with
self-congratulations for doing a good job in terms of
reducing harm. However, simultaneously we have seen
the government extend pokies licences, allowing
Crown Casino to operate under different rules and
continuing to accept thousands in donations from the
gambling industry. We are concerned about the lack of
significant reform in regard to the harm that gambling
is causing right across Victoria, devastating so many of
our communities.
Unfortunately we have another piece of legislation that
has been weakened and watered down by the
government’s willingness to give in to the big end of
town. This chamber has been told many times about the
harm the gambling industry causes our communities,
but given that we keep seeing these half-hearted bills
put before our house, it is worth repeating again in the
hope that this time the message might sink in. Problem
gambling destroys the lives of individuals and families.
It is a significant public health issue that has a
significant social cost — a cost in the billions. It leads
to financial stress, bankruptcy, relationship breakdown,
low work productivity, crime, suicide, depression, and
the list goes on. One in five of those who gamble are
experiencing harm from their gambling. For every
person with a gambling problem there are five to
10 others who are affected by it. We lose billions on the
pokies and other forms of gambling each year — over
$3 billion a year. That figure continues to increase each
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year because the government has taken no substantive
action on problem gambling and gambling harm.
The Greens have been calling for action on
gambling-related harm for many years. We have called
for it in this Parliament and in the last Parliament, and if
this bill is any indication we will still be calling for it in
the next Parliament, because while this bill is better
than nothing — and as I said, we absolutely welcome it,
and it is long overdue — and we will be supporting it,
we do believe the government has favoured the big end
of town yet again and squandered an opportunity to
make genuine reform to our gambling laws with the
reduced taxation rate it has proposed.
The bill creates a new point-of-consumption tax for the
wagering and betting industry. The taxes apply to the
wagering revenue derived from customers located in
Victoria at a rate of 8 per cent. The tax will apply to all
wagering and betting entities no matter where they are
located or where they are licensed. This is needed
because the massive growth in the online betting
industry has meant that more sports betting is taking
place online. Where once people would go to their local
TAB or races to place a bet, now you can go online and
bet on any sport event anywhere in the world at any
time. I know that I share with many frustration at the
amount of sports betting advertising that we are
pummelled with and saturated with nearly every single
day.
Often the places offering online betting services are
with corporate bookmakers located offshore and so do
not otherwise pay any Australian tax. We support a
point-of-consumption tax. The gambling industry needs
to pay its fair share of taxation. It should not matter
who is providing the wagering service or where they
are located. If you are offering a gambling service used
by Victorians, then you should have to pay the tax on
this revenue you receive from Victorians. But we are
concerned that this rate has been set at 8 per cent and is
not in keeping with the 15 per cent being introduced
elsewhere. Other parts of Australia have introduced
similar taxes. Western Australia, South Australia,
Queensland and the ACT have set their tax rate at
15 per cent. The rate in New South Wales is 10 per
cent. Our 8 per cent gives us the lowest tax rate in this
country. It means that our state offers the best deal for
online bookmakers and the worst protections for
gamblers.
The government has estimated that the tax will bring in
about $30 million a year, with 18 per cent going to the
racing industry. When the social cost of problem
gambling is in the billions each year, as high as
$7 billion, an additional $30 million in revenue will
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barely scratch the surface of the problem. This is
particularly disappointing because we know we can do
better. The Greens are committed to a 15 per cent
point-of-consumption tax for Victoria to bring us in line
with the other Australian jurisdictions and give us a tax
that actually raises significant revenue.
We asked the Parliamentary Budget Office (PBO) to
investigate this rate for us, and the PBO has informed
us that a 15 per cent point-of-consumption tax would
raise $400 million over the forward estimates. This is
more than three times as much as the government’s
8 per cent would bring. An extra $70 million a year
would provide the government with a fund that while in
no way sufficient to address the full cost would go a lot
further to help people, families and communities tackle
the scourge of problem gambling. So why has the
government decided that 8 per cent is good enough for
Victoria? We know the answer to this question. It is
because this government thinks it is more important to
look after its mates in the online betting world and the
racing industry than to protect Victorians from
gambling harm.
In his second-reading speech the Treasurer said the tax
has been designed to reduce potential adverse impacts
on the Victorian racing industry. He said that he had
consulted extensively with Racing Victoria, Harness
Racing Victoria and Greyhound Racing Victoria, and
he said that the government promised the racing
industry that they would be no worse off with the
introduction of this tax. Because of this promise the bill
provides that the government will contribute a
proportion of the revenue received from the tax to the
Victorian racing industry. The rate will be determined
by the Treasurer in consultation with the Minister for
Racing. In the first year of the operation the rate will be
set at 1.5 per cent.
We cannot understand why this government is so
desperate to look after the racing industry. This is a
billion-dollar industry that generates enormous profits
and is perfectly capable of standing on its own two feet.
It is also an industry that makes its profits by exploiting
and abusing horses and greyhounds and capitalising on
problem gamblers. We know the greyhound racing
industry is cruel. It is an industry which exploits and
abuses its animals to make its profit. Thousands of
young dogs are retired each year, and most of these
dogs are euthanised. Many of those that remain racing
lead lives of deprivation, often being kept in small pens
and only released to train or to race. The sheer scale of
suffering and death in the industry puts this industry in
a league of its own. The Greens have long campaigned
for an end to greyhound racing in Victoria. My
colleague Sue Pennicuik has stood in this chamber
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again and again and told multiple governments exactly
how cruel the harmful industry is. We have called on
governments to follow the lead of the ACT and so
many other places around the world and put an end to
this exploitative, abusive industry, yet the Victorian
government not only continues to allow it to operate but
is guaranteeing it a funding stream.
Our horseracing industry is not much better.
Ms Pennicuik has also spoken out numerous times
about the cruelty of horseracing and the lack of integrity
in the industry as a whole. At steeplechase events
horses are regularly injured, some so severely that they
are euthanised on the track right after the race. People
are also injured. Many horses lose or throw their
jockeys during the race. Horses are not designed for
jumping at speed over hurdles and steeples over long
distances. There is no reason to continue to allow jumps
racing events in Victoria.
I know that those in the other place had a great time
during the debate on this bill describing Victoria as the
pre-eminent racing state and talking up the importance
of racing in Victoria’s sporting and cultural landscape.
Yet it is also an industry that has been riddled with
scandals — doping, race fixing and of course horses
being injured and needing to be put down and jockeys
being hurt. The other issue in horseracing is what
happens to racehorses after they finish racing or when
they are deemed not good enough to race. We support
1 per cent of unclaimed wagers being redirected to
rehoming racehorses.
We have heard from the Treasurer and Ms Pulford
about all the jobs the racing industry creates in Victoria
and how the low tax rate is necessary to ensure that no
jobs are lost. I would like to remind the chamber that a
15 per cent tax rate — a tax rate that is being adopted
right across this country except for Victoria and except
for New South Wales, which has a higher tax rate than
ours — would bring in over $400 million over the
forward estimates, money that could be invested in
industries that create jobs without animal cruelty. This
government had the opportunity to finally take a stand
against the predatory gambling industry and invest in
creating jobs in ethical industries that do good instead
of harm, but they threw it away in favour of looking
after their mates in the betting and racing industries.
I have suggested amendments to this bill that would
remove references to the Victorian racing industry
payment. I am happy for those amendments to be
circulated now.
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Greens amendments circulated by Dr RATNAM
(Northern Metropolitan) pursuant to standing
orders.
Dr RATNAM — We will be moving the suggested
amendments that have just been circulated in the
committee stage to remove references to the Victorian
racing industry payment for the reasons outlined
previously. We believe the industry should stand on its
own feet and not be reliant on a guaranteed income
stream from the government. If I could do so in this
chamber, I would also move an amendment to increase
the tax rate to 15 per cent.
In conclusion, this government is not serious about
animal welfare, it is not serious about problem
gambling and it seems it is not even serious about
raising revenue — it has the opportunity to raise more.
It continues to put money and profits before the safety
and welfare of greyhounds, horses and the Victorian
people. Those on the other side of this chamber, when
they were in government, were no better. The Greens
are the only party that will put people before profits.
We are the only party that will take substantive action
on the gambling industry to protect Victorians from
gambling-related harm. We are supporting this bill. We
welcome it, and we are glad it has made it to this
chamber prior to the rise of this Parliament because it is
better than nothing, but we are very disappointed that
this government is yet again giving in to the big end of
town — the corporate online bookmakers — and
putting forward yet another half-hearted gambling bill.
We do support this bill, as I mentioned. We believe it is
long overdue. I commend the bill to the house.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (15:55) — I
rise to speak briefly on the point-of-consumption tax
and the Gambling Regulation Amendment (Wagering
and Betting) Bill 2018. I am pleased that we are seeing
it in the house today. Certainly at one stage it was
looking quite shaky as to whether we would get to this
bill in this term of government. I certainly commend
the Alliance for Gambling Reform for their pleas and
advocacy to ensure that this bill did hit our chamber
prior to the end of this term. This legislation really is
overdue. If it had not got up, it would have jeopardised
the national rollout of this consumption tax and the
$30 million a year in tax on foreign bookmakers that
will now commence on 1 January 2019, as promised.
As we know, those foreign bookmakers like Sportsbet,
BetEasy and Ladbrokes are owned by multinational
gambling giants and are collectively worth over
$30 billion. I think I saw that Ladbrokes made
£145 million in profit in the last year. As Tim Costello
has stated publicly, and I agree:
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The longer these gambling giants are left untaxed, the more
they will continue to deluge our kids with more than
$200 million a year in mainstream advertising.

As previous speakers have said in this house and in the
other house, this tax really is a no-brainer. These
foreign companies should give back to the Victorian
community given the excessive harms that we see from
gambling — I certainly commend Dr Ratnam for
highlighting some of those harms — and the costs.
During the estimates inquiries we were talking to the
Treasurer about how much money the government was
making from gambling — it was around the $2 billion
mark, not including the hundreds of millions of dollars
received from the licensing of poker machines — and
then he said that affords us the opportunity to spend the
money on helping with problem gambling. It seems
rather perverse to raise gambling taxes to spend them
on addressing the harms of gambling, however, I do
welcome this bill. I do think the rate could have been
higher than 8 per cent. We have seen that in WA and
South Australia it is at 15 per cent, and the UK will
raise theirs to 25 per cent next year.
However, as I have stated many times in this house, it is
a shame that this government has not acted on poker
machine reforms. If I am successful in being re-elected
to this house next year, I will continue to advocate and
campaign for reforms like a clear prohibition on
cashless gaming, a daily maximum of $200 for
EFTPOS withdrawals in gaming facilities, a reduction
in the maximum poker machine bet per spin from $5 to
$1, a reduction in poker machine venue trading hours
and a reduction in the density of poker machines per
electorate.
As our Electoral Act 2002 and the new rules that come
out on donations will provide some transparency, I
think we do want to see really more transparency on, I
guess, the influence that our gambling industry has on
this Parliament and on our government. I mean, we are
the only state or territory probably in the world that has
a public holiday for a horse race or for —
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Ms PATTEN — We have one for a parade,
Mr Ondarchie. That is quite true.
I think that as a community and as a government, we
need to look at how we can decouple ourselves and our
economy from poker machine revenue. The harm that it
does is something we really should not be profiting
from.
A recent Essential Media Communications poll which
surveyed over 1000 respondents found that 63 per cent
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supported the introduction of a $1 maximum spin bet
and only 15 per cent opposed that question and that
suggestion. More importantly, an even stronger 69 per
cent of regular machine gamblers backed this message,
so it is the players themselves that support a maximum
$1 spin. I again implore the government to move on
these poker machine reforms, which are popular in the
community, and as we saw from the protest yesterday,
are wanted particularly in my community of Northern
Metropolitan Region, which has some of the greatest
numbers of poker machines per person but also has
experienced some of the highest levels of harm due to
problem gambling.
It is not only the community that is wanting gambling
reform. The Productivity Commission itself
recommended that we should reduce $5 spins to
$1 spins. So the evidence is there and the community
support is there for reform.
As I say, if we are starting to raise money from other
forms of gambling, such as online gambling, maybe
this will be a way to start arguing for a reduction in
poker machine gambling in our state, or at least to make
some attempt to reduce the harm for this.
But this bill before us today is worthwhile. I certainly
think we could have increased the percentage. I think
we could have matched South Australia and Western
Australia. Again, I think a point-of-consumption tax on
online gambling is worthy. I am very pleased to see that
it came through in this term and that it did not get lost
in the filibustering that we have experienced over the
last four years. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan)
(16:03) — I rise to speak this afternoon on the
Gambling Regulation Amendment (Wagering and
Betting) Bill 2018. It is a bill that is designed to amend
the Gambling Regulation Act 2003 and the Taxation
Administration Act 1997 to replace the existing tax
arrangements for wagering and betting with a
point-of-consumption tax.
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tax. The 10 per cent betting exchange commission tax
will also become 8 per cent.
Under the current legislation operators pay wagering
taxes based on where the operator is located, not the
place where the services are provided, hence only the
Victorian wagering and betting licence-holders Tabcorp
are taxed under this framework, while corporate
bookmakers — usually located in Darwin — pay no
Victorian tax at all.
Under the last government the Minister for Racing was
also the Premier. As his parliamentary secretary, I often
represented him at discussions around racing, because
we both share a love of thoroughbred racing, harness
racing and greyhounds as well — often known as
racing, pacing and chasing. I represented the Premier
and then Minister for Racing at the Australasian Racing
Ministers Conference, where we first started talking
about ensuring a point-of-consumption tax on the
corporates because they took a fair clip of the ticket for
being involved in this sport but gave nothing back to
the sport at all. This is an opportunity to price signal to
them that they have to be involved.
Other states have introduced, or some of them are
proposing, a point-of-consumption tax, and as others
have indicated, there are different rates on that that
apply in South Australia — 15 per cent, similar to
Queensland. I think New South Wales is at 10 per cent
and the ACT is at 15 per cent as well. The
point-of-consumption tax captures all wagers and bets
as defined in the Gambling Regulation Act 2003, which
covers, as I indicated, fixed odds, parimutuel betting,
simulated events and commissions derived from
facilitating wagers.
I do note that this is the government that said they
would introduce no new taxes. Nonetheless, this is an
additional tax for Victoria. Whilst I am not a fan of new
taxes — in fact I have always been a fan of less tax — I
understand that the reason we are doing this is to ensure
the corporates pay their fair share.

I will just pick up Ms Patten’s contribution today. She
talked about gambling revenue. I indicate to her that not
all of that gambling revenue goes to help problem
gambling. Some of it comes back to me — not very
often, but it does come back to me through gambling.

The government has made statements that the racing
industry and each code within the industry will be no
worse off as a result of these changes, but there is
nothing in this bill that guarantees that is going to
occur.

The bill introduces a new 8 per cent
point-of-consumption tax on net wagering revenue
arising from bets and wagers placed by consumers in
Victoria. This is going to replace the existing 7.6 per
cent parimutuel tote tax, the 4.38 per cent fixed odds
tax and the 10.91 per cent accumulated racing trackside

The racing industry provides significant economic
value to Victoria. When we think about the racing
industry, people think it is all about wagering, but there
is lots more to it. There are a lot of jobs associated with
the racing industry in Victoria, not just those directly
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associated with racing itself but also a whole lot of
ancillary things that sit around it.

the great racing and also get to walk their dogs when
the horses are not racing around as well.

The fashion industry does very well out of the Spring
Racing Carnival in particular. Designers and retailers
get to see some benefit out of our wonderful Spring
Racing Carnival. The food and beverage industry do
very well out of the Spring Racing Carnival. My very
thin, athletic shape is an indicator of that — they do
very well as well. Transport, hotel rooms — there are a
whole lot of people that benefit from our wonderful
racing industry.

I commend Josh Blanksby, the CEO, and the team at
Melbourne Racing Club at Caulfield for the great work
they are doing presenting a great track.

I do pick up some of the comments that have been
made today about sports betting. I have to say I am not
a great fan of some of the sport betting ads around
things like the AFL football. When I was a kid, you
would chat to your mates in the schoolyard and say, ‘I
reckon Geelong will win by three goals this week’ or
‘Collingwood are probably going to win by two goals’.
Or back then you might say, ‘I’ll give you five goals in
if you’re barracking for Richmond’. But now the kids
are saying, ‘Did you see Richmond is at $1.01? Did you
see Geelong is at $1.35?’. That is the sort of dialogue
that kids are having right now. I am not sure it is really
healthy for children to be thinking about results in
sporting events based on the wagering system, so I do
pick up some of the comments that have been made.
But we do come in now at this time of year to our
wonderful Spring Racing Carnival, both the
metropolitan races and regional races. I do note that this
industry does significant things for rural and regional
Victoria as well, and not just in terms of economic
value. When you go to places, for example, like Tatura,
Wangaratta or even, Acting President Morris, Ballarat
for the Ballarat Cup, racing brings communities
together. Communities gather there for a fun day at the
races. It adds to a very special occasion. I know you are
a fan of the Ballarat races, Acting President.
We have already started, though. We started our Spring
Racing Carnival when Caulfield hosted the Memsie
Stakes on 1 September. Then we move onto significant
regional and rural activities as well as metropolitan.
This Saturday, 22 September, is the Tatura Cup. The
Coleraine Cup is on Sunday, from memory. We then go
forward to the group 1 Moir Stakes at Moonee Valley
on grand final eve. I commend the work of Michael
Browell, the CEO of Moonee Valley Racing Club, and
his team that have presented a great track for the
upcoming Spring Racing Carnival. The Benalla Gold
Cup is also held on 28 September, and the Underwood
Stakes are held at Caulfield on 29 September, which
will be a great day’s racing. I know many of the staff
here love Caulfield Racecourse, because they get to see

We then move forward to Turnbull Stakes Day on
6 October. Neil Wilson and his team have set up the
Flemington Racecourse headquarters for a great day’s
racing. Turnbull Stakes Day is the same day, from
memory, as the Gunbower Cup as well. Sunday,
7 October, is when the Bairnsdale Cup is run. It is a
great race day, and I encourage many Victorians, if they
want something to do after Caulfield Cup Day, to head
down to Bairnsdale, which has always been a fantastic
day’s racing. And the hamburgers cooked by the local
Lions Club are pretty good as well.
We go to Caulfield Guineas Day on 13 October, the
same day as Hamilton Cup Day and Manangatang Cup
Day. Manangatang Cup Day is the same day as
Caulfield Guineas Day, and we follow it up on the
following day with the great Cranbourne Cup Day
down at that great track, where they do both harness
racing and greyhound racing as well from time to time.
Mr Finn — Usually at the same time.
Mr ONDARCHIE — I pick up Mr Finn’s
interjection. There is a race day, I think it is a Friday,
when they have racing, pacing and chasing all running
on the same day. There is a race every few minutes, and
it is a great day down at Cranbourne. I commend the
work of Ann-Marie Hermans, the Liberal candidate
down in Cranbourne, who is doing a fantastic job
representing her community down there.
We cast our mind forward to the following Thursday,
which is Moe Cup Day, which is also a terrific day of
regional racing, to be followed on the Saturday by the
Caulfield Cup over 2400 metres, the same day as the
Avoca Cup on 20 October. Casting my mind forward to
the Caulfield Cup, I do not think punters can go much
past the five-year-old gelding Kings Will Dream,
trained by Darren Weir. I suspect the shadow Minister
for Racing, Tim Bull, has a very strong interest in how
Kings Will Dream will race that day, as I think it will
go past Avilius to win the Caulfield Cup. The day after
the Caulfield Cup is the great Horsham Cup Day. It is a
fantastic regional track, and a number of locals come
out in western Victoria to celebrate that day on Sunday,
21 October.
Wednesday, 24 October, is always a good indicator for
the balance of the Spring Racing Carnival, and I know
it is very much of interest to you, Acting President
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Morris, and to Mr Ramsay. It is Geelong Cup Day on
Wednesday, 24 October, to be followed of course on
the Friday night by the Manikato Stakes, the group 1
race at Moonee Valley Racecourse. That backs up on
the following day with the greatest weight-for-age race
in the world, the 2018 Cox Plate, run over 2040 metres.
If you are having a look at it, punters, I have to say you
are not going to go past the seven-year-old mare Winx,
who has won 27 races in a row, 20 group 1 races and I
think around $19 million for its connections. Given
Winx has won the 2015 Cox Plate, the 2016 Cox Plate
and the 2017 Cox Plate, at $1.01 it is probably going to
win the 2018 Cox Plate as well.
Mr Finn — It’s the Richmond of racing.
Mr ONDARCHIE — Mr Finn interjects that it is
close to the Richmond of racing. If only Richmond was
as good as Winx, I have to say. If only they were that
good. I think Winx will get past two great horses in
Grunt and Humidor to back up with its fourth Cox Plate
in a row, but it will be a great day’s racing. It is the same
day the St Arnaud Cup is held as well, so for regional
Victorians it is a good day. If you cannot get down to
Moonee Valley, get down to the St Arnaud Cup.
Of course everybody knows this, but if you have had a
good day at Moonee Valley for the Cox Plate, the
following day go straight down the highway to Sale for
the Sale Cup Day on Sunday. The following
Wednesday, 31 October, I know is of interest to
Ms Lovell and Mr O’Sullivan. It is Bendigo Cup Day.
It is a great track, Bendigo. It is well looked after and
well presented. After Bendigo Cup Day, if you have
still got some money in your pocket, you head to
Flemington for Derby Day. It is the same day as the
Wycheproof Cup and the Mortlake Cup. You might
have a bit of a sense, Acting President, that I know
something about following the races.
Of course the Sunday after Derby Day the Melbourne
Racing Club presents the Mornington track really well
for Mornington Cup Day, which is followed by the first
Tuesday in November. The first Tuesday in November,
as Ms Patten rightly pointed out, is a public holiday in
Melbourne — other places around regional Victoria can
choose their holidays to coincide with special days
themselves — for Melbourne Cup Day. Once again the
Flemington Racecourse headquarters will be well
presented for a great Cup Day. I am loath to give my
tips on the Melbourne Cup just at this time, because it is
a wide field and we are not quite down to final —
Mr Finn interjected.
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Mr ONDARCHIE — I have not got the strength,
Mr Finn, of the accurate one, Bill Collins. I do not have
that, but if you want to give me a ring before
Melbourne Cup Day, I will give you a bit of a tip.
The day after Melbourne Cup Day, the following day,
is Kyneton Cup Day. It is a great race day, Kyneton
Cup Day, and it is followed on the Thursday by Oaks
Day, one of the most beautiful days of racing out at
headquarters on Thursday, 8 October. It is followed by
Stakes Day on 10 November.
If we cast our minds forward beyond 10 November and
these races I have outlined to you, there is the Ballarat
Cup Day. I know it is very interesting to you, Acting
President Morris. Ballarat Cup Day is on 24 November.
There might be something else happening in Victoria
on 24 November, and you could be quite busy. I have
to say that I will not get to Ballarat Cup Day. I will
certainly be following it from a polling booth I will be
visiting that day, because we could all be a little busy
on 24 November. If you want my tip for 24 November,
it is Matthew Guy by a streak. If you want to really put
a good bet on that, it will be by the length of the
straight.
The Liberal-Nationals coalition will not be opposing
this point-of-consumption tax bill today. For the Spring
Racing Carnival right through to 24 November, when
they meet the judge at Ballarat and they meet the
electoral commission on that night at 6.00 p.m., I wish
everybody good punting, I wish everybody good fun
and I wish everybody an enjoyable carnival and happy
racing.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (16:16) — I rise
to speak on the Gambling Regulation Amendment
(Wagering and Betting) Bill 2018. I am a bit perplexed,
I have to say. I was discussing this with a colleague a
little earlier today. We were discussing how this was
actually introducing a new tax on Victorians, to which
she said to me, ‘But it’s a good tax’. Now, I have to ask
the question: is there any such thing as a good tax,
particularly a new tax? As we know, the Premier of the
state, on the day before the last election — his last day
as opposition leader — was interviewed out the front
here on the steps of Parliament. We are all very familiar
with the scenario. He was being interviewed by Peter
Mitchell on Channel 7 news. We are all very familiar
with Peter Mitchell as well, and Jane Bunn. She does a
marvellous job on Channel 7 news, I have to say.
Mr Ondarchie — Why?
Mr FINN — She does; I think she is good.
Mr Mitchell asked our future Premier at that time, ‘Can
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you guarantee that there will be no new taxes or
increased taxes under your government?’, to which
Mr Andrews looked down the barrel of the camera and
said solemnly, ‘I can promise that to every Victorian’.
Ms Fitzherbert interjected.
Mr FINN — I want to take up the interjection from
Ms Fitzherbert, because she makes a very good point.
She said, ‘He lied’. Yes, he did. He did not just lie, he
lied to every Victorian. He took it upon himself to
mislead every Victorian voter. They went to the polls
under the impression that he would not introduce any
new taxes or that he would not increase any taxes. Of
course they were acting under a false impression that
had been deliberately given to them by somebody who
has a fair bit of trouble with the truth, let us be honest.
This government, the Andrews government, has shown
itself to be fairly free and easy with the truth, and it has
shown itself to be very, very unfamiliar with doing the
right thing. We have seen that in the red shirts rorts
affair and we have seen that on a number of occasions
where they have gone out of their way to rip off
Victorians. Well, they are at it again.
This legislation is, again, a part of the great Labor lie of
2014. I see Mr Gepp over there, and Mr Gepp has
probably got a bit of interest in this legislation, because
he may have had a dollar or two on the Tigers
tomorrow night, and that would be a fair and reasonable
thing.
Mr Gepp interjected.
Mr FINN — I think it is about $1.05 or something; I
do not know what it is. Mr Gepp may well have a dollar
on the Tigers tomorrow night, so he may well have an
interest in this particular matter. The fact of the matter
is this legislation is a part of the great Andrews lie of
2014 that is still affecting us in 2018 and beyond —
although I have to say I am looking forward to the Guy
government repealing some of the legislation that has
gone through since 2014. I am very much looking
forward to that. If I was to ask for a job in the Guy
government, it would be one with a red biro. I would
just sit down and put red lines through copious
documents — in fact there is a fair chance I would put
red lines through 80 000 documents. That is an
interesting number. There is another example of the
Andrews government doing over Victorians.
Mr Morris interjected.
Mr FINN — ‘Whatever it takes’ — Richo said that,
didn’t he? Graham Richardson said, ‘Whatever it
takes’. It was a different faction but the same attitude:
the end justifies the means. As long as they stay on top
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and as long as they win they reckon they can do
whatever they like — as long as they get away with it.
On this occasion they have not gotten away with it. It is
a bit like a thief that is caught in the act or a bank
robber that robs a bank next to a police station or
something. That is what this government has done. It is
not very bright and it is not very clever, but it has
unfortunately been successful in robbing the people of
Victoria blind on a number of occasions. And here we
have this legislation today, as I say, that is a further part
of the broken promise that Daniel Andrews fed the
people of Victoria before the last election.
I can only say to the people of Victoria that they should
remember that promise about no new taxes and no
increased taxes; they should remember that before they
vote in November this year. They should remember
that, and they should also remember that this bloke, this
Premier of Victoria, cannot be trusted. You cannot
believe a word he says. You cannot trust him. I think
that whether people vote early or on 24 November or
even with a postal vote, if they fill out their ballot paper
with that attitude they cannot go wrong. If they go there
with the knowledge that Daniel Andrews cannot be
trusted and cannot be believed, then they probably will
not go too far astray.
It has to be said that Aussies love a bet. It is a part —
Mr Gepp — Labor is $1.68.
Mr FINN — Is it $1.68? Really? Okay. Well, keep
putting the money on.
Mr Gepp — For the coalition, $2.20.
Mr FINN — I am glad that Mr Gepp is throwing
odds around over there. I remember back to 1999 and
that infamous election campaign when Jeff Kennett was
unbackable; you could not put money on him. He was
in fact such a popular Premier that you could not find
anybody anywhere who would suggest that he would
lose. In fact in my own seat — it was then the
Assembly seat of Tullamarine — the polls showed that
I was double digits in front.
Mr Gepp — What happened, Tiger?
Mr FINN — That is very good question, and I think
there are still a lot of people asking what happened. I
make that point to illustrate that just because you might
be looking good in the polls or in the odds, it does not
mean you are home — not at all. If you want to go back
even further to 1972, which was my first grand final —
I was 11 years of age and I went to my first grand final
between Richmond and Carlton — Richmond at that
point was unbackable. We had beaten Carlton three
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times that year and we were going very, very nicely
indeed. We went into the grand final, we were beaten
by about five or six goals from memory and we did not
get a look in all day. You just cannot worry about odds
or anything like that, Mr Gepp. Mr Gepp should not
worry about that, because things happen and things can
change dramatically.
Mr Morris — Events can happen.
Mr FINN — Events can happen. Indeed, it may
well be that a number of ministers of the Crown, maybe
the Premier, might get the knock on the door and be
handed a questionnaire. I do not know whether it would
be by a police officer or a process server, but whoever it
is, they might be forced to fill in a questionnaire
declaring whether they are crooks or not. If that were to
happen and charges were to be laid, for example, that
would change the odds as to who is going to win the
next election enormously. I think we all understand
that.
Mr Gepp — Take us back to 1999.
Mr FINN — I am sorry, I cannot go back any
further. I would love to go back to 1967, but I cannot
remember it. I have seen that tremendous mark from
Royce Hart many times, but I cannot actually
remember it myself.
As I said, you could not get money on the former
Premier, but he still lost, and that just illustrates what I
have said: ‘Do not go the early crow’. As I said to a
number of my friends from Adelaide last year, ‘Do not
go the early crow’. We know what happens to crows
when they do that. They are stuffed; that is basically it.
I am not a huge gambler, it has to be said. I do not mind
a bet from time to time. In fact I think it is not a bad
thing at all, if people like a bet. That is not a bad thing
as long as you can control yourself, you know how
much you are betting and you can do it responsibly. I
do not see anything wrong with people having a bet at
all. I have to say that my day at the races, as rare as that
might be, is more about the social side. One of my
favourite racecourses is Flemington, which is just
across the road — just across the river in fact — from
my electorate —
Mr Ondarchie — In my electorate.
Mr FINN — In Mr Ondarchie’s electorate, yes, but
just over the river from mine. There is a spot there that I
am very fond of. It is called the Champagne Bar. I have
spent many a pleasant Melbourne Cup Day there.
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Mr Gepp interjected.
Mr FINN — No, don’t be silly. I go out and I visit
the bookies. They take my money off me, and I never
see it again. That is my day at the races, but you go
there with a certain amount of money that you are
prepared to lose. If you happen to win, you know that it
is nothing short of a miracle, but it is a bonus, and that
is a very good thing. It is very much a part of the Aussie
ethos — a day at the races with a couple of bets. Of
course racing, as we know, is a huge contributor to the
Victorian economy and indeed to the Australian
economy, but particularly to the Victorian economy. It
is a huge money-spinner for the government but also
for private businesses — for hotels, for restaurants, for
hire-car companies, for taxis or Ubers I suppose these
days — and a whole range of people really live off the
sheep’s back when it comes to racing.
Mr Morris interjected.
Mr FINN — Indeed, the horse’s back, thank you,
Mr Morris. When it comes to the racing industry, they
make a good deal out of that — and good luck to them.
To get back to this legislation, which introduces a new
tax, I go back to the point that I made right at the very
beginning about the suggestion that this a good tax. My
view is very strongly that there is no such thing as a
good tax, and the tax in this bill is most certainly not a
good tax.
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) (16:31) — It is a
pleasure to rise after Mr Finn, and I might start where
Mr Finn left off. I can recall when this particular
legislation was introduced and Mr Pallas, the Treasurer,
was outside 1 Treasury Place, and he was about to
announce this new tax. I thought to myself, how is the
Treasurer going to spin this? How is he going to spin it
in not calling it a tax, because his boss, the Premier, had
before the election said there were going to be no new
taxes introduced under his government. I thought, how
is he going to get his way around this and say that this
is not a new tax? Then what I saw was that he did not
try to spin it. He just came out and said, ‘We’re going
to introduce a new tax’. I thought, how brazen a
Treasurer to come out and introduce a new tax after his
boss, the Premier, had said there would be no new taxes
under a government that he led.
I was just reading from an ABC News online report
earlier which says:
Mr Pallas said the tax was designed to collect funds the online
bookies should be paying and to ensure the harm of problem
gambling was addressed.
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Then Mr Pallas is quoted as having said:
We’ve got a situation at the moment where online gaming
operators are effectively avoiding tax, they don’t pay a cent of
tax.

I suppose it just goes to show how brazen this
government is in breaking its election commitments,
whether it is to not introduce drug injecting rooms,
whether it is the introduction of new taxes or whether it
is the many other broken promises that this government
has committed in the four long, painful years it has
inflicted upon the Victorian people.
It is clear that racing is something that is close to very
many people’s hearts, and I certainly have very fond
memories of attending many a racetrack across
particularly western Victoria, with my grandfather and
uncles primarily. I think one of the greatest lessons that
my grandfather gave me while attending a racetrack
was when we were walking through the car park. We
were looking at the very many nice cars — the BMWs,
the Mercedes and the like — and I said to my
grandfather, ‘Wow, there must be a lot of lucky punters
who attend the races’. He said, ‘No, son, they are the
bookies’ cars’.
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polling booth placed at Dowling Forest at the Ballarat
races. I am not sure how we are going to go with that,
but if there were to be a polling booth at the Ballarat
Cup, I can assure you I would be manning it all day. I
am not sure that is going to happen, but I certainly do
congratulate Lachie McKenzie for the work that he is
doing at the Ballarat Turf Club.
It is a massive part of the Ballarat economy, the Ballarat
Turf Club, and it has got the very famous uphill track,
and it will also have a synthetic track that we are hoping
will be going into the Ballarat Racecourse very soon.
There has been a huge amount of success bred out of
the Ballarat Racecourse, particularly of late. One has of
course been one D. K. Weir, who has done a
phenomenal job in coming from up in the country down
to Ballarat. I can remember being at his stables in the
first six months or so after he came to Ballarat, and can
I tell you the stables look markedly different now to
when he was first there.
One of the most unlucky runs in horseracing of late was
when She’s Archie came second to a horse in the
Melbourne Cup. The horse that won that particular race
may be known to a few people as Makybe Diva, and
Makybe did go on and do some fairly significant things.
From memory I think She’s Archie did win a group 1 in
Adelaide, maybe at the Oaks, but She’s Archie could
have got across the line there.

I think it is a fair indication that it is not the average
punter that generally does very well. It is the bookies
who do exceptionally well, but the punters certainly
enjoy it while they are there and are having a good
time. It is certainly a lot of fun when you are at the
races, such as the Warrnambool May races, which is a
fabulous race carnival. Unfortunately I could not get
down to the May carnival this year, as it is a rather busy
year going on this year, but certainly in previous years I
have been very well looked after by the member for
South-West Coast, Roma Britnell, and the
Warrnambool Racing Club, which does an excellent
job in putting on the May carnival; Warrnambool is
absolutely pumping during the May carnival. I know
that you, Acting President Ramsay, get down there to
the May carnival on the odd occasion and enjoy
chatting with the local trainers and the local horse
owners down there who have a wow of a time during
that particular carnival.

Mr MORRIS — Yes, three cups in a row,
absolutely. I certainly recognise that Darren Weir has
done a phenomenal job in developing his stable, which
has done huge things for the Ballarat economy. It is not
just Darren Weir who has seen the Ballarat Racecourse
as a great place to train their horses; Matt Cumani, a
British trainer, has certainly set up his operations there,
along with his sister, Francesca, who is quite well
known to those who watch the coverage of horseracing.
Matt and Francesca are certainly doing great things to
lift the profile of Ballarat racing and all that is good
there as well.

There is a point of conjecture I suppose about the racing
calendar for this year, and it was touched on by
Mr Ondarchie with regard to the date of the Ballarat
Cup, being 24 November. I must say that the Ballarat
Cup is one of my very favourite days of the year, but
can I say I think it is only going to be beaten this year
by the fact that Matthew Guy is going to become
Premier of the state on 24 November. I have been in
discussions with Lachie McKenzie, the CEO of the
Ballarat Turf Club, to try and encourage him to have a

We do know that this particular bill, the Gambling
Regulation Amendment (Wagering and Betting) Bill
2018, does seek to amend the Gambling Regulation Act
2003 and the Taxation Administration Act 1997 to
replace existing tax arrangements for wagering and
betting with a point-of-consumption tax. I certainly
recognise that betting and gambling is a difficult issue
for some, because unfortunately there are some who do
choose whatever form of gambling it is. It could be
poker machines, it could be Tattslotto, it could be the

Mr Finn — Wasn’t it three Melbourne Cups,
Makybe Diva?
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horses, it could be the trots or indeed it could be the
dishlickers as well.
Mr Rich-Phillips interjected.
Mr MORRIS — The trots, indeed,
Mr Rich-Phillips, the many trots that are about. In
particular I think Ballarat is punching above its weight
not only with the Ballarat Turf Club but with the
Ballarat and District Harness Racing Club there. I was
fortunate to attend a race meet there recently with Peter
Walsh, the Leader of The National Party in the other
place. We were there in the committee room having
discussions with the trotting club about its wants for
investments there, because it is a great facility that does
very good things to support the local community. Many
groups hold fundraising events there.
From recollection I think Samuel Johnson was there
with his Love Your Sister campaign, when he was
travelling around on his unicycle for quite a while. He
was there raising significant funds, and from memory
there was well in excess of $100 000 raised on that
night for a very important charity. It is a great club, the
Ballarat and District Trotting Club, but it has got some
ageing facilities that do need to be invested in. So that is
something we are certainly looking forward to working
through with them on, but the whole club there is doing
exceptionally well, and if we have that investment I
think they could do quite well.
Just next door to the Ballarat trotting club there at
Morshead Park are the dishlickers, the greyhounds. I
have only been to one greyhound meet. Can I tell you it
was a very educational experience. It was excellent. I
remember we were at the Golf House Hotel. We saw
that the dishlickers were on, and we thought, ‘Why sit
here when we can go over there and have a look at
them?’, so we did, and I can tell you I certainly learned
a lot that night. It is an important industry, and I think
we can learn a lesson from our cousins to the north in
New South Wales with what happened with greyhound
racing there. I think it is a very important lesson that
was learned and we should be supporting all of our
codes, whether it be the trots, the thoroughbreds or
indeed the greyhound racing as well.
That brings me to an element of thoroughbred racing,
being jumps racing. Jumps racing is something that we
know would certainly be under threat if those opposite
were re-elected, because we know the only way they
are going to be re-elected is in coalition with the
Greens. There are some people in the government who
support jumps racing. I certainly give credit to the
current Minister for Racing, Martin Pakula. Every
opportunity he gets to support jumps racing he does so.
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However, if they were to come into coalition with the
Greens he would be ridden roughshod over and —
Mr Finn — Sue Pennicuik, Minister for Racing!
Mr MORRIS — Absolutely. Imagine if
Ms Pennicuik got her hands on the racing portfolio — it
would be absolutely decimated. There would be
nothing left. We do need to support jumps racing. I
certainly acknowledge that significant work has been
done by the industry to ensure that jumps racing is safer
now than ever before — not just for the horses but also
for the jockeys and others as well. I think we can all
recall the incident that happened a number of years ago
at Warrnambool when a horse managed to find its way
off the track and to where it should not have been. But
significant work has been done there to ensure that
those types of incidents do not occur into the future.
Mr Finn — What happened?
Mr MORRIS — A horse ended up outside of the
track, jumped the fence and just kept on going.
Mr Finn — Did they catch it eventually?
Mr MORRIS — Yes, they did catch it
eventually — I think about Port Fairy they caught it. It
was not an ideal scenario. We want to see racing be
safe, and can I tell you it is scary at times standing near
the fence at the races when 600-kilogram or
700-kilogram animals come flying past.
Mr Finn — Then you see the horses.
Mr MORRIS — Indeed. So full credit to those
jockeys because they are very, very brave individuals.
They place themselves on flighty thoroughbred
racehorses, and they are never quite sure exactly what is
going to happen. I like racehorses. I like them at a
distance and I like them when I have got a ticket in my
hand, preferably with my name on the horse with a ‘1’
next to it. Having said that, I certainly give full credit
not just to the jockeys but to the strappers and trainers,
because it can be quite a dangerous industry and horses
can at times be flighty, so I certainly recognise their
efforts in that regard.
This particular bill introduces a new 8 per cent
point-of-consumption, or POC, tax on net wagering
revenue arising from bets and wagers placed by
consumers in Victoria, and it replaces the 7.6 per cent
tote tax, the 4.38 per cent fixed odds tax and the
10.91 per cent simulated racing trackside tax. I have
never really understood the trackside tax. I would much
rather back a horse in Sha Tin —
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Mr Finn — Where?
Mr MORRIS — Hong Kong — than be involved in
a fake horse race. I have never quite understood it.
Others might be able to explain it to me, but I have
never —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr MORRIS — Yes, the fake horses trackside — I
have never quite understood it. The 10 per cent betting
exchange commission tax will also become 8 per cent.
We are going to have a flat rate of tax. As Mr Finn said,
and I certainly concur, good taxes are very few and far
between. I suppose it is a good thing if you can simplify
a tax to make it easy to understand, but good taxes are
very few and far between.
Under current legislation operators pay wagering taxes
based upon the place where the operator is located, not
the place where the services are provided. Victorian
wagering and betting licence holders, such as Tabcorp,
are taxed under this framework, while other
bookmakers, which tend to locate themselves in the
Northern Territory — I suppose because of the
weather — pay no Victorian tax.
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Kennett in 1999 is not going to repeat itself and
Richmond do not fall over by 2 points.
Mr Finn — What were we again?
Mr MELHEM — Richmond is $1.38; Collingwood
is $3.15.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Mr Melhem, through the chair, if you do not mind.
Mr MELHEM — Absolutely, Acting President. I
will pay attention and I will go through you. The bill
talks about closing some loopholes which currently
exist in the Victorian legislation in relation to people
based in Victoria who are wagering. They are
customers based in Victoria but they do their betting
using companies online, which may be located in
different states. Let us call it what it is: Victoria is
missing out on income as a result of this. That sort of
wagering does exist in the other states, and hence an
extensive consultation process has been put in place by
the minister and the government in the last couple of
years, whether it has been consultation with the racing
industry or consultation with various other
stakeholders, to try to come up with a system to close
that loophole. That is how the 8 per cent came about.

Mr Finn interjected.
Mr MORRIS — Yes, indeed; a very good spot.
Under this bill all providers of betting and wagering
services to Victorians will be taxed at an equal rate.
Other states have introduced, or are at least proposing
to introduce, a point-of-consumption tax, and there are
differing rates among the other states: South Australia
has 10 per cent along with Queensland, New South
Wales has 10 per cent and the Australian Capital
Territory has a 15 per cent point-of-consumption tax.
I have just about run out of time. Where did that
15 minutes go? I will conclude there.
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (16:47) — I
also rise to speak on the Gambling Regulation
Amendment (Wagering and Betting) Bill 2018. I have
been sitting here listening to Mr Finn talking about
various bets, including one in 1999. Mr Gepp was
talking about the 2018 election odds: the Andrews
Labor government is $1.66 and the Liberal coalition is
$2.20. But then I looked at something else for
tomorrow night, Mr Finn. You made reference to how
wrong the bookmakers were in 1999 with their odds for
Jeff Kennett and how he finished up losing. I am
feeling a bit concerned for your wellbeing and also for
that of Mr Gepp because you are both in the same camp
tomorrow night. The odds are: Richmond at $1.38 and
Collingwood at $3.15. I hope your theory about Jeff

There has been some argument about whether we adopt
the South Australian model or the Northern Territory
model in relation to how much we should charge. We
can go backwards and forwards about whether 8 per
cent is the right amount, but I believe it is the right
amount.
That is why that has now been proposed in this bill as
the tax to be charged to customers who are based in
Victoria placing bets with agencies that are actually
operating in other jurisdictions. Unfortunately it will
not be able to catch the people who are wagering
internationally, because we cannot reach that far. Also,
we understand that people wagering for companies or
organisations that are based offshore should not be
wagering or placing bets in Australia, as they would be
in breach of federal laws.
The Victorian point-of-consumption tax — that is what
it is called — on wagering and betting will regulate and
replace the current place of supply, which I talked about
earlier. We are missing out on close to $30 million of
potential income every year and probably more. That
will be determined by the location of the customer
rather than where the wagering and the betting entity is
located or licensed. Again, why should South Australia
and Northern Territory be benefiting out of Victorian
taxpayers money? Instead we believe that if the
customers are based in Victoria, and they are placing
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the bets, then the Victorian taxpayer should be
benefiting from that. The tax will apply at the rate of
8 per cent, as I said earlier, and will be derived from
wagering and betting entities and from wagering and
betting activities of customers located in Victoria. An
annual tax-free threshold of $1 million of net wager
revenue will apply equally to all wagering and betting
entities or entities grouped for the purpose of the tax.
My understanding is that, if the bill passes through the
Parliament today, it should take effect on 1 January
2019. As a result of that, the tax threshold will be
reduced to $500 000 as it will be half of the financial
year.
People will say, ‘Well, why are we bothering to do
this?’. I think it is important to note that currently
Victorians spend approximately $1.2 billion annually
wagering and betting on thoroughbred and greyhound
racing, sports and other events. Increasingly wagering
and betting are being conducted with online corporate
bookmakers licensed outside of Victoria that are not
captured by the current Victorian wagering and betting
taxation framework. That is a lot of money we are
talking about. This reform will ensure that all wagering
and betting by customers in Victoria, whether online or
in person, will be captured by the Victorian wagering
and taxation system.
As I said earlier, there has been wide consultation in
relation to introducing this bill. In fact in August 2016
the Victorian government released a consultation paper
seeking views on policy design considerations and
potential industry and customer impact of a
point-of-consumption tax. A number of submissions
were received in response to that consultation paper,
and they have informed the tax design. The bill has not
just been drummed up in the Treasury office. We have
spoken to a lot of stakeholders. The government and the
Department of Treasury and Finance have also met
with a number of stakeholders, including Responsible
Wagering Australia, the Victorian Bookmakers
Association, Tabcorp and the current wagering and
betting licence-holder. It has been a very extensive
consultation process to capture the views of all the
stakeholders in the industry to make sure we get it right.
Part of the proposed legislation is that some of the
income collected from the 8 per cent wagering
point-of-consumption tax will be put back into general
revenue. A lot of that will be put into hospitals, into
building schools and into other infrastructure projects
which the government has been doing. There has been
massive investment in infrastructure projects, whether it
has been health, education, public transport — you
name it — over the last four years. Every bit of money
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we can find we have been investing back into these
infrastructure projects. I note the other side have been
harping on about Premier Daniel Andrews saying,
‘There won’t be any new taxes should I become
Premier’ et cetera, but they forget one thing —
Mr Finn — That he can’t tell the truth to save
himself?
Mr MELHEM — Let me tell you, he is the most
truthful Premier this state has ever seen. Let me tell
you, one thing Premier Andrews will be known for is
that he does what he says he will do. He does exactly
what he says he is going to do. Some people may not
like some of the stuff he does, but let me tell you,
people say to me in the street, ‘At least when he says
he’s going to do something, he goes and does it’. He
does not, unlike your leaders —
Mr Finn interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! Mr Finn!
Mr MELHEM — He does not flip back and
forward like your previous leaders. He said he was
going to rip up the contract for the east–west link, and
he did it, so it was no surprise. Instead you went and did
a side letter, which cost us a lot of money. You knew it
was not going to go ahead. He said he was going to
deliver on level crossing removals; 27 of them are
already done and the other 23 are on the way. He said
he was going to invest in infrastructure projects, and he
did one after the other and so forth. One thing you can
accuse this Premier of is honesty, along with integrity
and delivering on what he says he is going to deliver.
He is the one who gets things done. That is what he has
been doing over the last four years.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MELHEM — Guess what, Mr Finn, if you are
a wagerer and you want to waste your money —
Mr Gepp — 1999, a ‘Brackslide’.
Mr MELHEM — 1999, but let us look at the
current odds — $1.66. If you want to waste your
money on Mr Guy, be my guest. You can bet that he is
going to be the next Premier of Victoria, but let me give
you the mail. It will not happen. Daniel Andrews will
continue to be the Premier of Victoria come
24 November because he is the man who delivered
everything he said he was going to deliver, and he will
continue with that approach. I know which side I would
rather be on; I would rather be on his side than
Mr Guy’s side.
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Ms Pennicuik — Take your time.
Mr MELHEM — I am taking my time. I have got
4 minutes.
Mr Gepp — Go back to the ‘Brackslide’.
Mr MELHEM — Again? You reckon?
Mr Gepp — 1999, what a great year.
Mr MELHEM — It was a great year. As I said,
talking about new taxes and old taxes, if Victorians are
already paying tax on wagering but their money is
taken by the other states, why would we continue to do
that? It should be paid back to the state in which the
wagering was made. If I live in Victoria, instead of my
percentage going to South Australia, I would like to
keep it in Victoria, thank you very much. If you want to
call that a new tax and you would rather give that
money to South Australia, Northern Territory and New
South Wales, well, that is a foolish thing to do.
We do not apologise for wanting Victorians to get what
they are entitled to get. This bill will deliver that. If a
customer based in Victoria wagers with a company
based in South Australia or Northern Territory — and
Northern Territory has become a huge place for
business in wagering and online wagering because it
has attracted a lot of these companies due to its taxation
system — who is missing out? Victorian taxpayers are
missing out. This bill will at least level the playing field
a bit to make sure we get our fair share so that we can
put some of that money back into the services that
Victorians need, like health, education and trying to
assist people to get help for their gambling habits and
into gambling rehabilitation. That money will go back
in.
I reckon that putting taxes on gambling is probably not
a bad thing — it is a good thing, because you want a
disincentive for people to gamble. I do not want to see
gambling grow in this state; I do not think that anyone
does. But the fact is that Victorians spend about
$1.2 billion a year on gambling, and putting on an extra
8 per cent could in a way be a disincentive for someone
to gamble. If they use that money to buy stuff for their
kids, that is great. We do not want the 8 per cent. We do
not want their gambling money, but when they do
gamble, we will take 8 per cent.
I would rather that the amount of money that is being
generated by gambling went backwards and was
reducing instead of increasing. I would rather see
Victorians gamble less, not more. I think we all would.
But the fact is that we are always going to have
gambling. Gambling has existed for as long as the
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human race has existed on this planet, and it will
probably continue forever. Therefore we might as well
take the 8 per cent tax and generate some revenue,
instead of the other states getting the revenue, and
invest that back into Victoria, into our infrastructure
projects, including hospitals, education and so forth.
I know the opposition have said they will be supporting
the bill, and I think the other parties will be supporting
it as well, perhaps with some debate in the committee
about some amendments. Nonetheless, they have spent
an hour and half rubbishing the bill and the initiatives
put forward by the government. I hope they will be true
to their word and pass this bill today so we can get on
with it and get it implemented as of 1 January 2019.
With those comments, I commend the bill to the house
and wish it a speedy and safe passage.
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan)
(17:01) — I am pleased to be able to speak briefly on
the Gambling Regulation Amendment (Wagering and
Betting) Bill 2018. I do not plan to regale the chamber
with accounts of my previous visits to race days; it is
probably best they stay safe in my memory rather than
being repeated in this place. Much as I have been
interested in hearing the accounts given by others, I
think it is best that mine stay quite private.
I want to start by speaking about a celebration of racing
that was held in this place earlier this week, on Tuesday
night, when I think many of us in this room joined the
industry upstairs in Federation Room to celebrate the
Spring Racing Carnival. The good silverware came out,
quite literally. There were for us to see, touch and be
photographed with the Melbourne Cup, the Cox
Plate —
Mr Finn — I saw you with the Melbourne Cup.
Ms FITZHERBERT — I did have the Melbourne
Cup, with a security man right next to me and a glove
so that I was not tempted to steal it or damage it, not
that I would have done so.
It is reasonable that we have that celebration, because I
think the racing industry brings a huge amount to the
state. It is a great time to be in Melbourne in particular.
Then of course there are all the country meetings as
well, which a number of members have discussed in
intimate and loving detail. It is a great thing for the
state, a great thing for our economy and a great thing
for many rural communities in particular.
So how is the government celebrating only a couple of
days later? By introducing a new tax, because that is
what this government does best —
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Mr Finn — Taxes and lies.
Ms FITZHERBERT — Taxes and lies, as Mr Finn
says. I want to repeat an exchange between the now
Premier and Peter Mitchell the very night before the
election. I might have heard Mr Finn referring to this,
but I think it should be repeated. Peter Mitchell said to
the then opposition leader, ‘Do you promise Victorians
here tonight that you will not increase taxes or
introduce any new taxes?’. He looked down the barrel
of the camera and said, ‘I make that promise, Peter, to
every single Victorian’. We know now that this was
either a dreadful lie or a terrible misunderstanding,
because since then —
Ms Crozier interjected.
Ms FITZHERBERT — All right. Ms Crozier
corrects me; it is a lie. We have had since then some
12 new taxes, and taxes in Victoria have been raised by
about $4 billion per year, which is massive. It rockets
us to the top of the list as the highest taxing state in the
country. All that has been achieved in just one term. So
in terms of new taxes, we see that brown coal royalties
have been tripled, we have seen the Uber and taxi taxes,
we have seen an increase in stamp duty on new cars, we
have seen a new stamp duty on off-the-plan purchases,
we have seen new annual property valuations, we have
seen a new stamp duty on transfers of properties
between spouses, we have seen a new land tax for
absentee owners, we have seen a new stamp duty for
foreign purchasers and we have seen an increased fire
services levy on property.
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Ms FITZHERBERT — What I might remind
Mr Dalidakis of, taking up his interruptions over there,
is the question that the then opposition leader was
asked, which was: ‘Do you promise Victorians here
tonight that you will not increase taxes or introduce any
new taxes?’. On that basis I think the Premier needs to
cop that one; these are indeed increased taxes or new
taxes.
Just the other day the Treasurer, Tim Pallas, realised, I
think quite wisely, that he should not even attempt the
same high-wire act. When asked he indicated that he
could not promise that there would not be any new
taxes, fees or charges, because the government needs,
in his words, ‘flexibility to adjust’, which is a big fat
euphemism if I have ever heard one, because flexibility
to adjust means new taxes, new fees and new charges.
Based on the government’s performance, I think we
will be seeing more of the same.
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To get onto the tax currently under discussion, the
purpose of the bill is to amend the Gambling
Regulation Act 2003 and the Taxation Administration
Act 1997 to replace existing tax arrangements for
wagering and betting with a point-of-consumption tax.
The new tax will capture all wagers and bets as defined
within the Gambling Regulation Act 2003. Provisions
have been made for additional definitions in future
regulations.
I note that the government estimates that the state will
receive around $30 million in additional net revenue in
the first full year of operation, rising to $40 million by
the end of the forward estimates. This does not include
the proportion of the point-of-consumption tax that will
be paid to the Victorian racing industry.
I did miss the start of the racing function the other
night — I believe I was here rather than upstairs at the
function — but I am not sure that this was mentioned in
any great detail in the proceedings upstairs. Maybe we
were politely not mentioning this.
Mr Finn — Don’t mention the war.
Ms FITZHERBERT — Yes, exactly. I was
thinking of exactly that phrase, Mr Finn, but not saying
it.
The government, I understand, has made statements
that the racing industry and each code in the industry
will be no worse off as a result of these changes, yet
there is nothing in the bill that guarantees this will
occur. A significant amount of discretion is given to the
Treasurer to set what proportion of the wagering and
betting tax is provided to the racing industry, and this
can be changed by gazettal. So in a nutshell I think that
is the Andrews government doing what it does best. It
is ending this Parliament with a bit of a focus on tax,
which has been a motif of this government.
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Ms FITZHERBERT — I read a list of new taxes
and charges. I have made this clear to you,
Mr Dalidakis, already. Maybe what Ms Mikakos would
say if she were here is that you should listen more
carefully. So please, less talking and more listening,
because I have outlined them.
I understand this bill will probably be going into
committee, so I look forward to some of these issues
being dug into in more detail during the committee
stage.

GAMBLING REGULATION AMENDMENT (WAGERING AND BETTING) BILL 2018
5190

COUNCIL

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State)
(17:09) — At this time of the day I am going to sum up
the second-reading stage of this piece of legislation in
about 5 minutes, and then we will move to dealing with
the valedictory speeches of a number of members of
Parliament. We will then have a break and will come
back and deal with the committee stage of this bill. For
the benefit of the house, I am telegraphing what is
going to happen in the next few minutes.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr JENNINGS — No, I understand the whips have
been working hard to make it clear that that is what is
about to happen. We try to enable the Parliament to do
its business effectively, and I am confident that the
Parliament will be able to do that today — at the very
least in relation to this piece of legislation — on the
basis of the contributions that have been made in the
second-reading debate. Even if people actually oppose
gambling or they oppose the racing industry or they
have concerns about the rate of taxation, there has been
sufficient support expressed for the bill that it will most
likely pass when we get to the committee stage.
There may be some amendments moved in relation to
the way in which revenue derived from this taxation bill
may be netted off to provide support to the racing
industry in the form of thoroughbred racing, harness
racing and greyhound racing in the Victorian
community. This is a tax bill that applies to the
gambling industry in Victoria and the way in which
businesses operate, legally, in relation to gambling
activity for those punters who actually place a bet in the
Victorian jurisdiction. Whether they do that in a
physical presence — whether they do that on a course
or whether they do that in a betting venue — or whether
they do it online, it will be covered by this piece of
legislation. There will be a consistent tax rate in relation
to the application of this piece of legislation. It will be
based upon the location of the punter in terms of where
they place the bet.
Does this preclude international online betting
opportunities? Yes, it does, if a business that is applying
to undertake betting activity in Victoria or to enable
Victorian punters to bet using their services does not
have a national registration or a Victorian registration.
Does it mean that there will be appropriate
consideration of the effect that it may have on betting
behaviour in terms of the revenues that have been
derived in terms of the way in which those revenues
may be used to support the racing industry in Victoria?
I know a number of members have indicated that it is a
significant industry, one that employs a large number of
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Victorians in the activities that are associated with the
racing industry. It generates a lot of revenue in terms of
local-based, ongoing, enduring activity and it adds to
our economy through the tourism that occurs, both
intrastate tourism activity that is associated with the
racing industry and tourism that is generated from
national and international tourists who come to Victoria
to participate in the racing industry.
It has a large economic impact on the wellbeing of the
Victorian economy and the Victorian community. I
know that a number of members in their contributions
to this debate have indicated that the estimation is that it
contributes $2.8 billion to the Victorian economy on an
annual basis and employs somewhere in the order of
140 000 people. That industry should not be
underestimated in terms of its significance, both to the
Victorian economy and to the wellbeing of the
Victorian community, in terms of economic activity,
ongoing employment and participation in a sport that
many people love.
Now I know, from what people have said during this
debate, that there is an argument about the contest,
about people’s enthusiasm for the racing industry, but
in fact the racing industry is legal and able to operate in
Victoria — and it makes that contribution. Does it
mean that there should be other considerations in terms
of the effects of gambling on individual citizens who
may not be able to be in control of their gambling
behaviours and that may lead to adverse effects for
them, their families and their loved ones? No, it does
not.
We should actually have commensurate consideration
for those matters; I know my colleague Mr Mulino,
who is about to speak shortly, in the opening remarks to
his contribution to this debate recognised our
significant obligations to be mindful of the effect of
gambling on people whose lives are at risk or have been
potentially ruined by their gambling behaviour. We
have obligations as a society to protect them and to
provide ways of minimising their harm and their risk,
and to provide appropriate support for them into the
future. Those matters are relevant to the activity, but
they are not necessarily relevant to the bill itself. We
will consider those matters in the committee stage.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Ordered to be committed later this day.
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VALEDICTORY STATEMENTS
The PRESIDENT — Whilst our standing orders do
not specifically offer an opportunity for valedictory
speeches, it has been a practice of this house to afford
retiring members an opportunity to actually reflect on
their time in this place and the contribution that they
have made. Therefore I would, in the first instance,
invite Mr Mulino to make some remarks.

Mr Mulino
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) (17:16) — I rise to
give this speech earlier than I had expected, and it is
with mixed feelings that I deliver it. I have greatly
enjoyed my four years in this place and expected to
give a valedictory speech much later in my career.
When I gave my inaugural speech, my daughter left the
chamber in tears. Given that she was five months old,
her reaction was not necessarily a damning indictment
of the content. She is not able to make it today due to
school commitments, which is a sign of how time has
flown, but knowing her tastes well I suspect that she
might have the same impulse today once I started
speaking, despite the intervening passage of time.
Being an MP in one of the world’s longest continuous
Westminster parliaments has been a great privilege. It
has been both the most challenging and the most
rewarding experience of my working life. Eastern
Victoria Region covers a huge swathe of our state east
of Melbourne’s urban fringe. Harriet Shing and I have
divided up this area such that she focused on the eastern
part of the electorate and I focused on the outer-urban
fringe around Pakenham along with the Mornington
Peninsula and the area around Lilydale and Evelyn. My
electorate has experienced great change over the past
four years, including rapid population growth and
transformational economic and social change,
sometimes unexpected and jarring. I am proud that the
government I have been a member of has proactively
responded to all of these challenges.
As a migrant myself, I remain glass half full when it
comes to population growth and am pleased that this
government’s response included the delivery of
infrastructure at an unprecedented rate, including new
schools, health services, kindergartens, roads and public
transport infrastructure. My electorate office has been
extremely hardworking and dedicated in dealing with
these projects and in addition a very diverse set of
challenging constituent issues. I have been very lucky
to work with a team comprised of both the wisdom of
experience and the energy and technological
competence of youth. I would like to thank John, Ian,
Brenda, Jacquie, Pam, Zach and Julia for their
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dedication. Most of this team has been on a journey
together for the entirety of this term, and none of what I
outlined in this speech would have been possible
without them.
In addition to being a local member, I am very grateful
for the opportunity to serve as Parliamentary Secretary
for the Department of Treasury and Finance. Firstly, I
would like to thank the Premier for providing me with
the opportunity to serve in this role. Daniel Andrews
has been a Premier who not only identified the key
challenges facing our community but who has been
willing to take bold decisions and get on with dealing
with them. I have been associated with many
governments as an adviser and a bureaucrat, and none
has matched this government for the pace of project and
policy delivery. I would also like to thank the Treasurer
and the Minister for Finance, both of whom have gone
out of their way to give me the scope to work on a
range of interesting and worthwhile projects.
As parliamentary secretary my principal task was to
support the Treasurer in developing the government’s
budget. Budgets reflect a government’s values and
priorities. I would summarise this government’s
budgets as being focused on social inclusion and
ambitious delivery. The government’s commitments to
social inclusion are reflected in its investment in social
infrastructure in both urban and rural settings, targeting
schools, hospitals and community centres most in need.
The ambition is reflected in, among other things, an
annual infrastructure spend of over $10 billion, around
double the average of the decade before this
government came to power. In addition to being a great
Treasurer, Tim Pallas has been an astute and generous
mentor in my role as parliamentary secretary, and I
hope that we continue to work together on projects in
whatever roles I might have in the future.
I would also like to thank some people who I have
worked with on specific policy projects. I have spent
much of the last three years working with engineering
professionals on an engineers registration scheme.
Engineers remain the only profession in this country
without a mandatory registration scheme. When you
buy a car the person you buy the car from has to be
licensed, yet the engineer who designed the car itself
and the bridge or the road you drive it on does not.
Electricians need to be licensed, as do plumbers, nurses,
doctors, teachers and architects, but some of the people
who arguably have the biggest impacts on public and
worker safety do not, and I am sure I will be in the
public gallery as a citizen cheering that bill on when it
eventually comes to Parliament. I have worked with
many people on this project. Can I single out Chris
Walton, Erik Locke, Glenda Graham and Herve Carlos
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and also thank the team from the Department of
Treasury and Finance, particularly Chris, Petrie and
Anjana.
Another project several years in the making is an
auction for transport services developed by the Centre
for Market Design at Melbourne University and
Caltech. This project could radically improve transport
outcomes across the national disability insurance
scheme and bus transport more generally in our outer
suburbs. Victoria has been chosen as the global test site,
and successful lab trials have already been conducted
according to Victorian conditions. Thanks to
Professor Charles Plott and Gary Stoneham for their
dedication to this project over many years.
Can I also thank the many people involved in the
Community Sports Infrastructure Loans Scheme. This
project is really a community bond in which councils
and community organisations are given access to an
additional funding option on top of government grants
and bank loans. This is critical given the rapidly
growing demand for new and refurbished facilities as a
result of population growth and increasing female
participation. The demand for such an option was
demonstrated last week, with a large number of
applications for over $186 million in loans supporting
over $400 million in projects, with many more in the
wings. I would like to thank Gordon Noble, Ingo
Kumic and representatives of the impact investing
community and the superannuation industry who
helped to design this policy.
I mentioned social procurement in a members statement
this week but would like to add my thanks in this policy
area to social traders, the many social enterprises that
work with government in this area, the many ministers
who have worked on this policy throughout this term
and in particular to Shaun Leane, the government’s
social procurement tsar.
Finally, can I refer to the Geelong city deal, which is a
unique opportunity for Geelong and the broader region
to seize the potential of the emerging industries of the
21st century. The Victorian government has dedicated
over $150 million to this deal, and we are close to
finalising terms across all three levels of government.
Can I thank Jaala Pulford, who has portfolio
responsibility for the major projects falling within this
project, and also Christine Couzens, Lisa Neville and
John Eren, who tirelessly worked with local advocacy
knowledge and support.
People from the other two layers of government with
which this project is also a collaboration deserve
acknowledgement. The mayor of the City of Greater
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Geelong, Cr Bruce Harwood, whose leadership brought
a wide range of local people, interest groups and
organisations onto the same page. Can I also
acknowledge Sarah Henderson, who has shown great
energy throughout this process. Sarah will very shortly
be a political opponent in the federal tumble of debate,
so this may be the last opportunity that I will have for
quite a while to say anything conciliatory. Elaine
Carbines; Rebecca Casson; Jane den Hollander, who
has left a vast legacy during her time at Deakin
University; and Kylie Warne, among many others, also
worked long and hard on this project, along with the
hardworking teams at the Department of Premier and
Cabinet, the Department of Economic Development,
Jobs, Transport and Resources and Regional
Development Victoria.
Across all of these projects my policy adviser, Simon,
has been a source of advice, ideas and support. Simon
brought great intellectual rigour and a generous spirit
when dealing with many, sometimes tricky,
stakeholders. The projects outlined above would have
been nowhere near as effective without you. Thank you
for a contribution above and beyond the call of duty.
Democracy feels as though it is under siege. That
makes it more important than ever to laud the
contribution of the people who make our Parliament
what it is — the stewards of our democratic process.
Working with the staff of this Parliament has been one
of the highlights of the past four years for me. Many of
the staff of the Parliament have had longer tenures here
than the majority of MPs, and they value the traditions
and importance of this institution and contribute to its
functioning as much as anyone. Thanks to Greg, Chris,
Peter, Patrick, Philip, Jim and Tash, and apologies to
any I have forgotten; thanks to Karen and Jacquie and
their team; and of course thanks to the Hansard team
for correcting my errors and, almost always, keeping a
straight face during my and other members’ more
scandalous assertions.
Thanks to the clerks and the committee staff. I have
worked on a number of committees that have produced
important reports, including the end-of-life choices
report, the report on the lease of the port, the fire
services select committee report and the Privileges
Committee report. Many of these inquiries involved
policy complexity and political controversy. They were
also often processes undertaken to unreasonably tight
deadlines. While MPs often complain about the burden
of attending hearings — and I am certainly one of
those — we sometimes forget that the task of making
comments on a well-prepared and researched draft is
far easier than generating that draft at short notice from
a blank sheet of paper. Could I acknowledge — and
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apologies to those I do not mention — Andrew, Anne,
Lilian, Richard, Patrick, Michael and Keir.
Before leaving the work of committees, I want to
briefly dwell on some people beyond Parliament
associated with two of the major policy debates arising
from committee work that I was involved with. The
debate on the lease of the port took up months of this
Parliament’s time. Many, many people were involved
in this issue, but I want to acknowledge the work of
Donna, who was as instrumental as anyone in shaping
the final outcome. The voluntary assisted dying debate
was another which consumed the Parliament for a
considerable amount of time. It rivals any bill for both
the complexity and the intensity of the debate. I worked
most closely with those opposed but readily
acknowledge the passion and sincerity of people on all
sides of that debate, which cannot be questioned. There
are too many people for me to thank, but can I mention
Christine, Stephen, Brendan, Michael and John in
particular for their selfless contributions over many
months.
Almost finally, you will be pleased to hear, I
acknowledge my parliamentary colleagues. I have
worked with the crossbenchers on four budgets and a
few bills in between. I think it is fair to say that the
crossbench has had a greater influence on this
Parliament than any other, putting issues on the agenda
through committees and private members bills and
having a major impact on the overall tone of this
Parliament. Notwithstanding the challenge of dealing
with the full gamut of legislation with limited
resources, the crossbench has contributed substantially
during this term. To the other major parties — the
coalition and the Greens — despite the fractious nature
of this Parliament at times, it has usually been
enjoyable to work together on committees and
legislation, other than when the opposition is
filibustering!
This has been a challenging Parliament. In part this
probably reflects the increasingly polarised nature of
modern politics. We have dealt with some complex and
challenging matters of policy, including a number of
sensitive matters of conscience. I believe that the
Parliament performed creditably during these times.
There have also been times when the Parliament has
not been at its best. As a participant it is impossible for
me to view some of the more contentious aspects of this
Parliament dispassionately or with appropriate
perspective. I believe that some of the events of the past
four years have stretched — and on some occasions
broken — practices and conventions. I do not want to
dwell on that today. I am sure that, no matter what the
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result is of the coming election a new Parliament will
have an opportunity to draw a line under some of those
matters.
When it comes to my reflections on my time as a
parliamentarian, my lasting impression is a positive
one. As much as members of the public and even
members of this place sometimes recoil at some of our
worst moments, the moments where we cooperate are
actually far more common. Unfortunately this aspect of
Parliament goes almost entirely under the radar, far
from the public’s gaze. We are in an adversarial system,
and I think that is a good thing. Vigorous competition
between different policies leads to better outcomes. We
are meant to represent the many views within our
complex and heterogeneous society. I believe that an
adversarial system is also the best way for Parliament to
provide accountability. I do not believe, as some do,
that our system is inherently flawed or broken. It would
be good to somehow convey more clearly to the
broader community that while our system is adversarial
we do put down the cudgels and work together
constructively much if not most of the time.
Finally, almost, I must give a huge thanks to my
government colleagues. Harriet Shing has been the
other government member for Eastern Victoria Region.
The people of Eastern Victoria could not ask for a more
courageous, intelligent, dedicated and passionate
representative. When I casually mentioned earlier in my
contribution how Harriet and I divided responsibilities
for the region, I did not do justice to how much she
throws herself into representing the communities of the
Latrobe Valley and Gippsland — communities that
have, during the past four years, undergone some of
their most profound challenges for decades. Thank you
for all that you do.
I shared an office with the Honourable Phil Dalidakis
when I first entered Parliament. We share many policy
interests and for most of this term we have shared the
end of the government bench. But I do want to put on
the public record that I outlasted Phil by 10 minutes in
making the longest contribution of the term — 2 hours
and 40 minutes to be precise, and I can see some of
those opposite flinching at the memory of it. I feel some
pride in having personally contributed to a change in
the standing orders to impose time limits on
Wednesdays.
To the whip, thank you for forgiving me when I
invariably forget to prepare my adjournment matter
each week.
While it is rare to acknowledge the other place, could I
mention in particular Lizzie Blandthorn, James Merlino
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and Danny Pearson and my gratitude and debt to them.
To all of my government colleagues, thank you. I have
greatly enjoyed being in the trenches with you over the
past four years, whether defending the government’s
achievements or thwarting an opposition motion. It has
been a privilege to serve with people of such deep and
sincere commitment.
My departure feels premature in many ways and is in
no way a reflection of how I feel about my time in this
place. My choice to move to a different level of
government is motivated by my individual
circumstances and journey. Having spent a decade in
academia and many years as a bureaucrat working on
macro-economic issues, the opportunity to contribute
directly to this area of policy has led to a change of
direction. It is not without a tinge of regret that I leave
unfinished some of the projects that I described earlier.
I started this contribution by referring to Carina and will
return to family to end it. If there is a downside to our
chosen profession that crosses all party lines, it is the
toll that public life can exact on our families. While
some observe that we in the chamber are volunteers and
our families are conscripts, I think it is fair to say that,
regardless as to the starting point, public life invariably
becomes a team effort. To Sarah and Carina, I cannot
express how grateful I am for the way in which you put
up with all of the unexpected events being scheduled in
the diary at the last minute and with me consistently
arriving home a bit later than expected. Thank you —
and I look forward to the next adventure.
Thank you again to everybody in the Victorian
Parliament and beyond who I have worked with. I hope
and expect that my path will cross with many of yours
again soon.
Honourable members applauded.

Mr Ramsay
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) (17:34) — I was
going to say it gives me great pleasure to make this
contribution, but it does not. While it is bittersweet,
nevertheless I have had an incredible eight-year ride.
On 21 December 2010 I rose for the first time in this
house. It was a very proud moment for myself and my
family. On that occasion I spoke of many things — I
mused on my past and my hopes for the future. On
reflection, it remains contemporary and many of its
themes remain undiluted in their need.
In December 2010 I spoke of the need for
decentralisation. We are in a state of population growth.
It is demanding of us a response for the present and for
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the future generations. In 1972 the Minister for State
Development and Decentralisation, the
Honourable Murray Byrne, recognised the need to
spotlight our regions and make them beacons of
potential. He called for infrastructure, better
communications, investment by private and public
means, support for the tourism industry and recognition
of towns big and small. He saw potential. He saw what
skilled labour in the right locations can achieve. He saw
what good roads and freight services could achieve. He
saw that every part of Victoria had something to give
Victoria. And all that remains today, but perhaps more
intensely so. If we are to manage and mould our state
into a better place, then it will take all of us to make that
happen and the best of us to make it happen.
Eight years ago I stood here and wondered what the
future in this house would bring. I was given much
advice. Among it were clear suggestions that I would
not be making friends but political acquaintances or
even enemies in this place. I am happy to say that
advice was wrong. This place has enabled friendships
to foster, some obvious and some unexpected, but all of
them a wonderful reflection of what this place can
achieve when we focus on what binds us rather than
what separates us. These friendships extend across
party lines, and I am very sure they will extend into the
future. That is what real friendships do.
Eight years ago the weather also was up to different
tricks. Today we talk about drought and what we can
do to help farmers and regional communities survive a
dry that is threatening to damage pastures, stock and
hope, but in 2010 it was the rain that was doing the
damage — too much of it. Floods were ravaging our
paddocks, waterways, homes and services. I recall that
the first of many, many road trips was to Horsham and
Nhill, where I was unexpectedly grateful for the
physical preparation that years of farming and shearing
shed antics provided. Filling sandbags to stop rising
waters was not what I thought my initial political
efforts would involve.
Beside me, with fewer shearing seasons behind him,
was my Nationals colleague at the time and then fellow
member for Western Victoria Region, David O’Brien.
His legal background perhaps did not prepare him quite
so well for the sandbagging journeys, but we worked
very closely together to help save towns like Horsham.
Despite the hardship and the weary bodies, it remains
an enduring memory of community, of mateship and of
real action in times of need. Those floods could not
have come at a better time for a new member of
Parliament. If I needed a symbol of what hope in
adversity and strength in adversity can achieve, then
those floods stood tall as a potent bastion.
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Eight years ago my office was based in Warrnambool.
It then moved to Ballarat, firstly in temporary lodgings
and then to the location now ably inhabited by my very
good friend and colleague Joshua Morris. Ballarat
introduced me to some wonderful people and a history
so firmly entrenched in this nation’s global birth. It was
born of gold, and today it remains golden for reasons
other than that crafted from the ground. It represents all
of the opportunity and potential this state and this
nation so desperately needed to capture, massage and
forge into this young millennium.

those looking to overcome this methamphetamine
nightmare in our hospitals and recovery facilities.

Like Ballarat, Geelong also holds a powerful key to our
future. My office there provides a pivotal location for a
growing population along our beautiful and developing
coastline. This is a region so extraordinary in its natural
landscape and its raw beauty that it captures a universal
audience with its call to the wild. The potential of this
region is boundless. To have represented it is a really
great honour and so humbling, but I have learnt that if
politics is about anything, it is about people.

The continual emergence of new and obscenely
dangerous drugs onto our streets will ensure that this
Parliament has an enduring role in overcoming the drug
problem in our society. Despite all odds, I believe we
can make change — as we have done with reducing the
rates of smoking and deaths on our roads from
accidents. It was very satisfying to have Ken Lay as
chairman of the National Ice Taskforce acknowledge
the work and worth of the report and the committee as
being a central part of the national response to this drug.

To this end, I thank this institution for the work it
achieves via its many committees. I am grateful to have
played a role in the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee, which I chaired; the Standing Committee
on Economy and Infrastructure; the Environment,
Natural Resources and Regional Development
Committee; the Independent Broad-based
Anti-corruption Commission Committee; and the Fire
Services Bill Select Committee. Each of these has
taught me much.
I have become of the view that the parliamentary
committees provide for this house — and by extension
our state — some of the best work and scholarship the
Parliament can offer. The committees bring us the
people, wherever they may be, and they educate us.
They teach us about regional Victoria — about what is
really happening in remote and often distressed parts of
the state which otherwise may not be given their due
attention.
I would like to draw focus to one committee in
particular whose work I am especially proud of. As
chair of the Law Reform, Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee I led our team through an inquiry into the
supply and use of methamphetamine in Victoria. It was
often emotionally brutal. The scourge of this drug is
simply frightening. Its impact on the lives of the takers
is destructive. To those hapless and innocent witnesses
of that destruction — mothers, fathers, siblings,
friends — the toll is intensely heavy, sad and
frightening, and in some cases the damage is
irreversible, the innocence lost, lives lost. Yet this
committee bore testament to the extraordinary work of

The committee was able to identify improved security
and emergency design in hospitals and prevention
possibilities, harm reduction possibilities and
rehabilitation possibilities, and also mechanisms to try
and remove and reduce the menace of
methamphetamine in our society. There remains much
to do in this space, in particular crime prevention
through environmental design.

I also take the opportunity to thank Kim Wells and his
work with the Independent Broad-based
Anti-corruption Commission Committee. The
committee did substantial work and only in the last two
weeks delivered a very important report to the
Parliament. The experiences gained on this committee
will stay with me forever. The relationships that were
developed with committee members were genuine, and
I thank the members of the committee for this. The
body of this work under Kim Wells’s leadership was
exceptional. I would also like to take this opportunity to
thank Sandy Cooke, the executive officer of the joint
parliamentary committee. I have worked with Sandy
throughout my eight years, and I thank her for her
professionalism and genuine leadership of the
committee members. Her guidance and consideration
have enabled our best to be achieved. She is rightly
held in high esteem.
One of the most difficult and challenging pieces of
legislation that I was involved in was the Voluntary
Assisted Dying Bill 2017. I thank my colleagues for
allowing me the freedom to follow this bill with my
heart.
My time in this place has encompassed eight years of
contrast. My first four years were in government, the
latter in opposition. In these later years I am so
disappointed to say that this Parliament has borne
witness to an extraordinary period of unrest,
ill-discipline and at times chaotic and disrespectful
debate. These lamentable years should have delivered
so much more, no more so than for the country regions
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of this state, and parochially, may I say, western
Victoria. This house has borne leaders of repute, raised
the flag to accountability and been a torch to the truth
and a stage for democracy. I leave this place hoping
that better will come and that we acquiesce to the
highest ideals. I hope those to come in future
parliaments look to our best for their guide and not to
those who have absconded the lofty tenements of this
place.

Federal Council of Australia from 1939 to 1942 and
played an important role with Sir William Gunn in
shaping the wool industry at that time. I would like to
think he would be very proud of my efforts as president
of the Victorian Farmers Federation prior to my time in
this house and carrying the torch of agripolitics. I hope
they all consider that their beliefs and values have
carried on through my efforts representing the people of
western Victoria. A love of country is what unites us.

In my eight years representing the people of Western
Victoria Region I have travelled hundreds of thousands
of kilometres and met thousands of wonderful people.
Unlike Daniel, I cannot even begin to name even a few
of them. With these people I have travelled through
droughts, through floods and through fire. I have
despaired, I have celebrated, I have reflected on war
heroes. I have gone to bed exhausted and woken to the
excitement and potential of every new day. I have run
for farmer health and the health needs of our children,
cycled for other causes in groups big and small and
slept out for the needs of the homeless. I have walked
busy city streets and alone in vast paddocks. I have
spoken to large groups fighting for their cause. I have
sat across kitchen tables listening to sole voices
pleading to be heard. I have taken all of these
encounters and experiences as a blessing and an
honour.

I want to thank my family — my mother, Gillian, and
my children, Nicola, Tiffany and Andrew, and I am
pleased to say they are all here today; and my brother,
Michael, and sister, Serena, who unfortunately could
not be here, and their partners — for all their support,
particularly during the dark times of separation and the
pain and disillusionment of family law that cripples
your self-worth.

For much of this I thank my family, those present and
those past. To my father, who died of cancer when I
was 17 — his passing reminds me of the need to care
for each other, to remember the importance of family
and, particularly for me, to keep men’s health as a
priority and not as a quiet project for the sidelines.
Before my father, my great-great-grandfather,
Reverend Andrew Ramsay, arrived from Scotland in
January 1847 and settled in Melbourne, as so many did.
In 1850, with three other ministers, he formed the
Synod of the United Presbyterian Church of Victoria.
He was the first minister at Port Phillip of the United
Succession and helped build St Enoch’s church on
Collins Street. But it was my great-grandfather, Robert
Ramsay, who sowed the family seeds in politics. He
was elected to the Legislative Assembly of the
Victorian Parliament in 1870. He served as
Postmaster-General and Minister for Education, and for
a short time in 1880 he also served as Chief Secretary.
One of his most celebrated achievements was
dispatching resources to capture the Ned Kelly
bushranger gang.
My grandfather, Major Robert Ramsay, served in
World War II before becoming active in local
government, most notably as mayor of Colac shire over
successive terms. He also served on the Graziers

I want to thank Marlene, who helped me as a new MP
in Warrnambool; Marita, who has been with me for all
of the eight years; Tracy, who was with me when I
moved to Geelong and who has been a tower of
strength through the hustle and bustle of political life in
an electorate office; Kate, who is always on hand with
the call to help; Suzie, who has recently come on board;
Jamie, who lends a hand part-time; and of course Ian,
Chris, Jono and Connor, who have travelled through the
office over the years. I also wish to thank Ted Baillieu
for giving me the position of chair of the Drugs and
Crime Prevention Committee and also Matthew Guy
for his provision of the roles of shadow parliamentary
secretary for rural and regional transport and later the
shadow assistant Minister for Agriculture. I think, given
the constraints of the coalition agreement, it is probably
the best I could achieve.
I extend my thanks to the Chair of this house, Bruce
Atkinson, who I believe has shown extraordinary
fairness in his often difficult role. I thank him for his
appointment of me as an Acting Chair for the last eight
years. I have tried to apply those principles of fairness
in my efforts in the chair and hope they have resembled
his. May I also thank the red coats, catering staff,
attendants, security and all staff of the house, who
without fail have shown unfailing helpfulness and
cheery disposition. But it is friendship in this place and
family support that will give me strength to deal with
the now and provide a constructive contribution to life
after politics in another leadership role.
I move to a leader of particular note who has provided
much inspiration to many in this state and nation over
decades: I refer to Sir Robert Menzies, a much-loved
Prime Minister and Liberal leader. In 1958, during the
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federal election of that year, he spoke to a gathering in
Canterbury, where he said:
What Australians want is good and honest government, with
administrators who pursue steadfast policies, encourage
growth, foster individual enterprise, preserve freedom, and
maintain Australia’s place in the world. We have
unquenchable pride in Australia and an unlimited faith in its
future.

I hope in some small way that I have contributed to that
good and honest government; I have certainly tried to
adhere to those ideals. I most certainly concur with
Sir Robert’s belief in the unquenchable pride in our
nation and faith in its future.
To another leader, an American this time, and that
famous line from President John F. Kennedy’s
inaugural speech on 20 January 1961, when he
challenged the American status quo:
Ask not what your country can do for you, ask what you can
do for your country.

That may have come from a nation far away, a time far
removed, but it still resonates here today, it is as
relevant for our nation today, it is as relevant for our
state today. All of us have a role in making Victoria the
best it can be, seeing each other as dignified human
beings, each with the potential for fault and failure and
each with the potential for greatness. Victoria deserves
all our efforts. I hope mine in this house have made
some contribution. I look forward to extending that
elsewhere. The great constant is change, and we all
have the duty to be ready for it.
I thank you, President, I thank all my colleagues from
all sides of the benches, I thank the people of Western
Victoria Region for the honour and privilege of
representing them, and the Liberal Party for giving me
the opportunity to be a member for Western Victoria
Region. Thank you.
Honourable members applauded.

Mr Eideh
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) (17:52) — I
want to thank you, President. I delivered my inaugural
speech in the Parliament on 20 December 2006, almost
12 years ago. In my inaugural speech I outlined my
vision for Western Metropolitan Region. I clearly
defined that I wanted to see Western Metropolitan
Region as being a community that is both cohesive and
diverse, where all people have the opportunity to access
a good education, meaningful employment, decent
health and transport services, safety and security, and
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the best environment to develop personal, family and
community harmony.
Over the past 12 years I have had the privilege and the
great opportunity to be part of the Bracks, Brumby and
Andrews Labor governments. I advocated strongly with
my Labor colleagues to ensure that the west gets its fair
share of investments and is not forgotten and left out. I
worked tirelessly together with my Labor colleagues to
ensure that we built the West Gate tunnel, the metro rail
tunnel and the $200 million Joan Kirner Women’s and
Children’s Hospital, and removed some of Victoria’s
most dangerous level crossings such as Main Road,
St Albans, and Furlong Road, St Albans.
I am proud to be part of the Bracks, Brumby and
Andrews Labor governments’ record investments in
Melbourne’s west, especially in schools and education,
health, transport systems and other vital community
needs. But as we well know, there is a lot more to be
done and the work is still not completed.
I am honoured to be have been part of the Andrews
Labor government, which rescued TAFE and ensured
that thousands of jobs have been created through local
infrastructure projects. I was delighted by the recent
announcement from the Premier regarding the new
$220 million Building Better TAFEs Fund that will see
facilities and campuses rebuilt around Victoria, making
sure that every community has a great TAFE.
Only Labor governments care and invest for the west. It
has not always been easy for me. Like many people, I
have had challenges along the way. Despite all the
challenges, I continued to work hard to represent the
needs of the residents of Western Metropolitan Region. I
know very well that individuals come and go and that
what matters the most is the legacy we leave behind for
future generations. I sincerely believe that I have given
everything I can to make a positive impact on people’s
lives. I wish to thank the people of Western Metropolitan
Region for electing me and entrusting me to represent
them in the Legislative Council for the past 12 years.
They have given me the opportunity to meet with
individuals who touch people’s lives in many different
ways. I have been able to meet some great people who
have enriched my life. I have personally learned a lot
from them. I look forward to sharing my experiences and
my learnings with the communities of the west and hope
to make positive contributions in a different capacity.
It has been a real honour to have been able to represent
this great region in the Victorian Parliament. It has also
been a great privilege to be the first Syrian-Arab
Australian to be elected to serve in the Victorian
Parliament. I hope that I have been able to open up the

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
5198

COUNCIL

pathway for other young Syrian-Arab Australians to
enter the Parliament in the future. I leave the Victorian
Parliament knowing that Western Metropolitan Region
is a much better place to live and work in than it was
when I was first elected to Parliament.
I take this opportunity to thank my past and present
parliamentary colleagues. In particular, I wish to
acknowledge and thank you, President, for the support
you have given me during my time here in Parliament
as a member and also as a Deputy President. I highly
respect you, President, for your honesty and integrity.
Also I wish to acknowledge and thank the clerks of the
Parliament, who have given me great assistance and
guidance during my term as a Deputy President. In
particular, to Andrew Young and Anne Sargent, I really
appreciate your support. Thank you.
I also would like to thank all the attendants, the Hansard
staff, the table office staff, the library and research staff,
the catering staff, the security staff and protective services
officers for their hard work and dedicated support.
Further I would like to thank Jacqueline, from my office,
for her assistance and support over the recent months.
I would like to acknowledge and thank a few personal
friends and colleagues. The first of them is my dear
friend and colleague Cesar Melhem, who I have had the
opportunity to work closely with in representing the
needs of Western Metropolitan Region. Together we
have had many discussions and worked tirelessly to
make the west a better place. Cesar, I thank you for
your friendship, camaraderie, support and assistance
and wish you all the very best in continuing to represent
the needs of the west.
I also want to thank my close friend and colleague
Nazih Elasmar. Nazih and I assumed office together
and he has been here for most of my journey in
Parliament. Nazih has been with me ever since the
beginning, has worked tirelessly to support the needs of
his constituents and has strongly represented the needs
of the communities in Northern Metropolitan Region. I
wish Nazih and his family all the very best with their
future endeavours. Thank you, Nazih.
I thank the Leader of the House and Special Minister of
State, the Honourable Gavin Jennings, for his support,
advice and guidance, which greatly assisted me to make
the right decisions during challenging and difficult
times. I wish Gavin all the best for his future, and I
admire the work he has been doing day in, day out for
our great state, Victoria. Thank you, Gavin.
I also want to acknowledge my strong appreciation of
and respect for my close friend Senator the
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Honourable Kim Carr. Senator Carr has provided me
with his unwavering support, and I would like to take
this opportunity to thank him for his guidance and
friendship.
After Parliament I look forward to returning to my
family business, of which I am very proud. I will do my
best to contribute to the growth of the Victorian
economy through my business and also contribute to
our great state of Victoria in many, many other ways.
Everyone here knows of my passion for the Essendon
Football Club, and I look forward to a bigger and better
2019 for the mighty Bombers and also to seeing some
of you at the games next year.
I promise you, my colleagues, that I will not be far from
you all. I will visit Parliament from time to time to refresh
our memories. I have made many friends here, and I
know that those friendships will stand the test of time.
I wish to say a few words about my family. If it was not
for the support of my family, I would not have been
able to achieve what I have achieved in Parliament and
in my life in general. Now I am looking forward to
spending more time with my family and my
eight-year-old daughter, Rihanna.
Finally, I wish Ingrid Stitt, a likely new member for the
Western Metropolitan Region, all the very best. I am
certain she will be an important and valuable team
member for the future Daniel Andrews Labor
government. I sincerely hope that the Andrews Labor
government is returned on 24 November of this year to
give Labor the opportunity to continue to deliver for the
people of Victoria.
Honourable members applauded.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until a day and hour to
be fixed by the President, which time of meeting shall be
notified in writing to each member of the Council.

And I think it is incumbent upon me to indicate to a
number of people in the chamber that that does not
meant it is the end of the day!
Motion agreed to.
Sitting suspended 6.03 p.m. until 7.09 p.m.
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GAMBLING REGULATION AMENDMENT
(WAGERING AND BETTING) BILL 2018
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I would like to start, and
possibly ask most of my questions on clause 1, by
taking the minister back to first principles on what we
are implementing this evening with the
point-of-consumption (POC) tax. I understand the
government announced its intention to move to a
point-of-consumption model at the time of last year’s
budget, although it was not incorporated in last year’s
budget. Can the minister first indicate the reasons for
the timing delay, the 18-month delay, between
announcing the intention to go to a
point-of-consumption tax at the time of last year’s
budget and actually getting the legislation to come into
effect from 1 January next year? Why has there been
that period between the budget announcement and the
implementation?
Mr JENNINGS — You will not be surprised to
know that the consultation about and consideration of
various matters, which we might subsequently tease out
in the committee stage, included a determination about
what the appropriate rate of the tax regime should be,
what impact it may be seen to have on the gambling
industry and what impact it may actually have on the
racing industry. As you would probably be aware, there
are a lot of moving parts in terms of people’s
expectations, and sometimes, and possibly it will be
teased out during the course of this committee, they
have not necessarily been the easiest expectations to
harmonise.
On that basis the government have tried to achieve what
we think is the appropriate balance in the way in which
we can structure state revenue matters and give the
commissioner for state revenue the power to be able to
impose a uniform tax rate across different aspects of
betting activity, whether it be on course or online or in a
betting venue, which will provide a reliable, predictable
revenue stream that is not out of kilter in percentage
terms with the current revenue projections that the
industry generates in terms of its taxable revenue base.
Once that was considered we needed to assess what the
impact might be of varying tax rates as an alternative
strategy that may have adverse impacts. That was
assessed in relation to the impact that it may have on
bookmakers or gambling organisations or what impact
it might have on individual elements of the racing
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industry in particular. The government worked through
a combination of the maths: what was seen to be the
economic impact, what was to be the community
impact and ultimately what was the balance that
underpins this piece of legislation.
As you know, legislation does have a time frame under
normal circumstances. I know that some people think
that pieces of legislation can be introduced very
quickly. I note that this week there have been a number
of comments made, and they certainly may play a role,
in relation to the health of the community in relation to
fresh produce, which has been a feature of
consideration in both state and federal jurisdictions.
There might be an imperative that drives pieces of
legislation and how effective they may be and how
enforceable they may be. I know that some of those
may be driven by an urgent imperative.
So whilst this bill has an urgent imperative in terms of
the government’s agenda tonight, we think that we have
struck the right balance. I know that some counter
positions have already been put in the second-reading
debate and will probably be put in committee, but we
think we have got the balance right and that we took the
time to do so.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister. In
reflecting on your comments, I think many members of
the chamber appreciate the complexity of the task at
hand and of managing expectations, as we have done in
recent days, to get an outcome and to be mindful, as we
need to continue to be, of that balance to meet the
various expectations which are swirling around us,
some more evident than others. Delving a bit further
into the balance you spoke about — striking the balance
between those competing interests — commentary was
made in the second-reading debate by others in the
chamber comparing the rate at which the
point-of-consumption tax has been struck, noting that
South Australia, Queensland and the ACT have a tax
set at 15 per cent of revenue, New South Wales at
10 per cent and this model will introduce a tax at 8 per
cent. Can you indicate to the committee in a bit more
detail around the considerations of balance how the
Victorian Department of Treasury and Finance, the
Victorian government, landed at 8 per cent versus the
other levels in other jurisdictions. Given some of the
commentary, what would have been the impact on the
racing industry in Victoria had the government decided
to go for a 15 per cent rate, as is common in a number
of other state jurisdictions?
Mr JENNINGS — As a starting point to that can I
say that most of what is considered to be the biggest
area of concern in terms of online betting regimes is
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often seen through the prism of not what are the outliers
in relation to the highest tax rate but in fact the
jurisdictions that have no tax rate at all. The Northern
Territory tax rate as an example is often cited as being a
free entry point to the industry that may not only
adversely impact upon the industry but skew the
interests of the gambling community and the racing
industry across the nation, from within a jurisdiction
that has very little of that activity within its territory
boundary.
If we take that as a starting point, we would hope that
with this we would add to the national momentum. This
is even something that the Greens have recognised —
that it is better to have a tax rate, even if it is not from
their perspective an optimal one, that actually applies
across this sector to try to not only regulate it but derive
appropriate levels of revenue that may lead to better
economic outcomes in terms of the redistribution of the
revenue or the ability to support industry and
communities.
In terms of the jurisdictions that have the higher rate,
those jurisdictions have possibly made decisions based
on the relative size of their industry and what they
believed were the sensitivity thresholds in relation to
the tax rate that they could apply in their jurisdiction.
Those outlier locations, in terms of those that have the
highest tax rates, probably have not got the degree of
complexity and the degree of racing industry activity
that the state of Victoria has. They are driven by a
taxing regime imperative where they are not mindful of
the impact so much in terms of industry activity as what
the state of Victoria has factored into its determinations.
Going back to the first answer I gave you, again, on the
balance of those issues we do recognise that there is a
need for us to have a uniform tax regime. We do look at
the existing tax base. We do look at reasonable ways in
which that can be varied in different betting activities to
arrive at a rate where revenues are anticipated to be
relatively in the ballpark of what the current tax take is
across the industry without any windfall gains or any
monumental losses to existing players apart from
ensuring that there is an application that consistently
applies across the industry. We think at this moment
that the 8 per cent figure achieves that outcome.
Just in anticipation of where we may go, I also know
that there is an obligation on the Treasurer in terms of
the consideration of what that tax rate should be. The
head of power that is created within the bill provides
the Treasurer with an opportunity to vary that tax rate
over time, but in conjunction with relevant ministers in
terms of their acquitting their responsibilities, such as
the minister who is responsible for racing in terms of
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making sure that it does not dampen down the racing
industry. Those are the policy settings inherent in this
bill.
Regarding the other policy settings the Treasurer and
the Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor
Regulation have dual responsibilities for the regulatory
environment in relation to the gaming and gambling
industries and that activity and there are also their
obligations in relation to protections for consumers and
protections for gamblers that are at risk to minimise that
risk over time along with support for those who have
adverse outcomes because of their gambling behaviours
or their participation in the gambling industry. The
Treasurer is obliged to consider all of those factors and
take advice from those ministers in their portfolio
responsibility areas in acquitting the ongoing tax rate.
There is an obligation within this piece of legislation for
a review of the effect of this reform that we are
introducing today on the basis of the existing tax level
to be undertaken and the new regime to be tabled
within the Parliament during the course of 2020.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Minister, thank you for
that answer. The other part of the question related to
alternative proposals, and that was raised by the Greens
during the course of the second-reading debate. I
assume Treasury, in advising the government on
determining the 8 per cent level, also considered other
levels, such as the 15 per cent used in the other major
states. The Greens indicated or suggested that striking a
15 per cent rate would generate an additional
$400 million of revenue over the forward estimates
period. Are you able to provide any advice to the
committee based on any modelling that Treasury
undertook on whether that figure is accurate and also
what impact striking a 15 per cent rate would have on
displacing activity from Victoria into other lower tax
jurisdictions?
Mr JENNINGS — I am going to go over and have
a conversation with our friends in the box. I was not in
the chamber at the time, but I did hear Dr Ratnam’s
contribution, and I did actually hear the value that was
attributed to the Parliamentary Budget Office (PBO) in
relation to this.
The way in which the maths are constructed, in simple
terms, is that at the moment, in terms of the rate, as a
general rule you would expect 15 per cent to almost
double the take of what you would get from 8 per cent.
But that is not necessarily the case because it depends
upon what base it comes off, so because of that there
are some adjustments that offer tax breaks. For
instance, for Tabcorp, in relation to the rates that it is
paying now for fixed odds, it almost doubles, but for
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parimutuel it actually decreases marginally. So there are
some swings and roundabouts in the maths.
I did not necessarily believe the 15 per cent figure when
I was listening to it, even though I had not been briefed
about it, and I will go and have a conversation about it
now, but it was not out of kilter. So I am not indicating
that I think it may be wrong, but I will have a talk to my
friends in a second about their view of the accuracy of
that. But we have to be mindful of that variation, about
the adjustment from the base. That is one issue. The
second issue is in relation to what those different
models may have projected in relation to the transfer of
activity from one jurisdiction to another. I will have a
talk to them about that.
I have not been asked to resile from anything I have
said — that is promising. The issue is that the
$400 million is accurate but based upon a couple of
assumptions. The assumptions are that the existing
collaborative activity between Tabcorp and the
Victorian Racing Industry Fund would be assumed to
not be paid or not be an ongoing activity. It also
assumes no change in the behaviour of gamblers. In
fact in this assessment there is no elasticity that has
been identified as part of that factoring in from our
assessment of it. If you take out those two factors —
and I think probably they both have a role to play; they
are both significant in their own right — then the
number may be right.
On the issue about the transfer from one jurisdiction to
the other, the reality would be consistent with this issue
of industry support. One of the ways in which the
industry is maintained at a certain level is the
competitive environment across the nation in terms of
prize money and the attractiveness, desirability and
prominence of the racing industry. Beauty is in the eye
of the beholder in relation to this issue. Whether you
think racing is a good or a bad thing, there will be
different views on this matter. But the issue is that if
industry support was not provided to the Victorian
industry — again, that has been assessed to be worth
somewhere in the order of $2.8 billion to the Victorian
economy with 140 000 people employed through this
activity — a very significant part of community life
would be at risk in relation to the flight of industry
support, and the marketing, the desirability and the
centre of gravity of racing activity would shift to other
jurisdictions.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister.
That clearly goes to the heart of why striking a 15 per
cent rate would not have been prudent. Are you able to
indicate — you referred to punter behaviour — whether
Treasury had a view that striking a 15 per cent rate
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would impact on punter behaviour, presumably
reducing the level of punter activity, and whether
Treasury had assessed that?
Mr JENNINGS — I will take some subsequent
advice on that. That was not volunteered to me in my
conversation just now, but I will have a conversation
with the advisers about that. When we are actually
considering punter behaviour, we are roping in and
corralling online betting activity, when in fact Victorian
punters are more likely to be disposed to bet on
Victorian-based races as a general proposition rather
than races in other states. The 15 per cent rate would
put downward pressure on what is the net margin that
gambling houses would actually operate at in relation to
the return to punters. In fact it would dampen down on
what are the odds; it would diminish the attractiveness
of those odds for the punter. It would also then in fact
skew the racing industry to other jurisdictions and the
focus of Victorian-based punters to other jurisdictions.
So that would make that change, which would diminish
the activity. That may be a desirable policy outcome for
the Greens, with the exception that it may just be
redistributing the type of punter behaviour from one
jurisdiction and one form to another form; it may not
necessarily lead to a reduction in activity itself. But let
me just go and see whether the advisers tell me, ‘No,
no, no, you’re wrong’.
The aspect of the modelling that Treasury focused on
was in fact in this space about the margin that would be
available for the return to gambling houses —
bookmakers, Tabcorp — in relation to what the return
to the punter would be and based upon the reduced
economic activity that they would derive from an
ultimately limited reduction in the prize pool that is
returned to punters by changing the odds. That was the
impact that they assessed. Those things are inextricably
linked, but they will have the effect as I described it
when I got to my feet.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister. So
effectively it would have been a net negative for
punters and a net negative for the racing industry if
15 per cent had been struck. Minister, can I ask you
about any expected behavioural change with the shift in
tax rates between the three current modes. As you
indicated, for fixed odds, the tax rate is effectively
doubling, or not quite doubling, from 4.38 per cent to
8 per cent; for parimutuel it is largely unchanged, from
7.6 per cent to 8 per cent; and for trackside it is a
decrease from 10.9 per cent to 8 per cent. Does
Treasury anticipate a mode shift as a consequence of
the equalisation of the rates across what are currently
quite substantially different rates on different modes?
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Mr JENNINGS — I was about to answer the
question by saying that what is in front of me does not
look as if it has made a difference. There is one element
of the base that is not evident to me in the material that
is before me, so I will go back to the advisers.
The good news, I am reassured, no matter how late it
becomes and how tired we become, is that my sense of
maths, my ready reckoning of the maths in front of me,
was confirmed by our friends. If you actually take it at
the moment based on what the return is across those
various sectors of the market, whether they be corporate
bookmakers, fixed odds, Tabcorp fixed odds, Tabcorp
parimutuel or trackside betting, Treasury have
estimated what the variation might be of those various
elements within the revenue projections in the future.
The one in fact where there is the biggest increase,
which is applying an 8 per cent point-of-consumption
tax to fixed odds for corporate bookmakers, is the area
where there is the greatest increase from 0 per cent to
8 per cent, but the increase in the revenue is not
anywhere near 8 per cent, or what it is estimated to be.
As has just been explained to me — this is an emerging
knowledge base for me, can I say to you — there has
been a decline in betting on the totalisator and an
increase in fixed odds betting, and this may reverse
some of that trend.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister. Can
I go now to the issue of the expected revenue under this
new model. I have seen some figures quoted — indeed
I used some figures in my second-reading speech —
but as best I can tell Treasury have not published in the
budget or budget update a discrete line item related to
the point-of-consumption charge. Are you able to
indicate for the six months of the financial year
2018–19 and then for the other three or four years for
the forward estimates what the expected revenue from
the POC model will be?
Mr JENNINGS — It would be wise for me to have
a conversation with my friends in the box.
In reverse order, my friends have indicated that if we
are re-elected we can actively consider the budget
presentation. In terms of whether there is a new line
item to address this matter, given that it is a variation in
the tax regime, we think probably it would be wise, but
that has not been settled in terms of the budget
presentation. The net effect, we assume, of these
reforms would be in the second half of 2018–19 an
additional $10 million of revenue — net increase —
and a net increase of $30 million in the years beyond
that.
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Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Consistently across those
years?
Mr JENNINGS — Yes.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister. Just
to be clear, that is obviously the net revenue after the
payment that the Treasurer has indicated?
Mr JENNINGS — Yes.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Are you able to indicate
the expected dollar value of those contributions to the
racing industry — the 1.5 per cent for each of those
years in dollar terms?
Mr JENNINGS — Yes. It is estimated to be
$18 million in a full year.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — With no expectation of
growth over the forwards?
Mr JENNINGS — Not at this stage. Although, as
you know, within those forward estimates there will be
the real effect — that is one issue. The 1.5 per cent will
impact upon that, but there is a no-regrets policy setting
and a commitment that the government has made in
relation to a floor for the existing payments that are
made to the industry that will not reduce as a
consequence of this. There is that commitment. Then if
1.5 per cent is above that, it will grow, and there is the
review within two years of the setting of the rate, again
with policy settings that there will be a no-regrets floor
that is actually provided in relation to the industry into
the future.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister.
What is the duration of that commitment of what you
term the no-regrets floor? Is it for the period of the
review? Is it indefinitely? Has the Treasurer put time
parameters around that?
Mr JENNINGS — I am going to check whether I
have already added to it.
Just for completeness, my friends want me to indicate
that there is a normal growth factor that is actually
applied to revenue. The net increases that I have
described, which this variation has been attributed to,
add to what would be the expected normal growth rate
in relation to revenues — just so that you are not under
any misapprehension about that. We are then confident
that in fact over the forward estimates, as I have
described it, there will be a guaranteed floor for the
industry. The review in 2020 will be a trigger point to
renew that commitment, and then there is a wagering
licensing reissue in 2024, which would be another
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natural trigger point, I think, for ongoing commitments
to be made in the context of that.

go to different industry sectors. That is the concept of
how I believe that would be undertaken.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister. Just
to go a little bit further to determine whether you have
added to the policy —

In relation to individual racing clubs, again flowing
from what I have just described it is the policy intention
that those clubs as well as the codes be protected. It
would probably be wise of me to read some material,
which may be a little bit lengthy, but nonetheless I have
been furnished with some points in relation to this. I
will put them on the public record:

Mr Jennings — Sometimes I do that.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — the undertaking that the
Treasurer has expressed to me — not by the Treasurer
but other parties — was a commitment of 1.5 per cent.
You have indicated a floor of the current amount of
revenue going to the racing clubs, if I understand
correctly, the greater of —
Mr Jennings — On total.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — On total — the greater of
1.5 or the current level at least through to the review
period. Is that correct? So it could be more than the
1.5 that the Treasurer has, I understand, committed to.

The government has committed in media statements, policy
documents, and in the second-reading debate that the
Victorian racing industry, both collectively and individually
as codes, will be no worse off as a result of the introduction of
a Victorian point-of-consumption tax.
The bill provides that the government will contribute a
proportion of the amount of wagering and betting tax raised to
the Victorian racing industry, at a rate determined by the
Treasurer in consultation with the Minister for Racing and the
Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor
Regulation.
That mandatory consultation provides the opportunity —

Mr JENNINGS — I interpret what is before me,
and my understanding of it is that it only makes sense if
you actually commit to 1.5. If 1.5 is greater than the
floor, then you have committed to the greater number.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — That is if it is less than
the floor.

Sorry, I have just interrupted my thought, thinking that
there is always an in-built assumption in these
undertakings, particularly if we put it in legislation, that
we do not actually have the machinery-of-government
changes that change the titles of these ministers. That is
a bit unfortunate — but nonetheless, let us go on.

Mr JENNINGS — If it is less than the floor, you
fund the floor, yes.

That mandatory consultation provides the opportunity for
racing industry and gaming industry stakeholders to have
input decision through their respective ministers.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister.
Your answer there about being in totality goes to the
next point about the division between the racing
codes — thoroughbred, harness and greyhound — and
whether the government’s commitment extends to
ensuring that those three individual codes are not
disadvantaged relative to the level of revenue they
would receive under the current model.

The government has made an initial assessment that to ensure
the Victorian racing industry is no worse off, 1.5 per cent of
taxable net wagering revenue is required to be provided to the
industry.

Mr JENNINGS — Yes.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I note your qualification
on the previous answer, so whether that indicates that
commitment is not there. Perhaps you can clarify that,
please.
Mr JENNINGS — That is right. I wanted to make
sure that whilst I seek out the frontier in my slashing
through the undergrowth you have not interpreted me
going further than I actually have. The way in which I
understand this is that the Treasurer will provide the
quantum to the Victorian racing industry on the basis
that I have described it, and then they would make
determinations about the proportion that would actually

A statutory mandated review will be completed by the
Treasurer, again in consultation with the Minister for Racing
and the Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor
Regulation. This review will include an analysis of the
appropriateness of this payment to the industry. The bill also
enables further reviews to be conducted from time to time.
By determining the rate of the racing industry payment
through gazettal, rather than through legislation, the
government has the flexibility to respond to changed industry
circumstances and — in time — the outcomes of the review.
What will happen to individual racing clubs?
The government has committed that the Victorian racing
industry, both collectively and individually as codes, will be
no worse off as a result of the introduction of the Victorian
point-of-consumption tax.
As was committed to in the other place, the government will
continue to be mindful of the viability of individual racing
clubs. As part of the implementation of the
point-of-consumption tax, the government will look at its
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impact on the racing industry as a whole, on individual codes
and on individual racing clubs.
The Victorian racing industry will have discretion to
distribute the racing industry payment between codes and
racing clubs. If particular racing clubs are disproportionately
impacted by the point-of-consumption tax, the three codes
(Racing Victoria, Harness Racing Victoria and Greyhound
Racing Victoria) should direct revenue from the racing
industry payment to those clubs.

That is the policy direction and intent of the
government at this time.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister. It is
helpful to have that on the record. You indicated, if I
understand correctly, that it is the government’s
intention that the three codes, and you identified the
three entities then, would determine between
themselves their proportion of the total pool that will be
allocated to the racing industry? Is that correct?
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the ministers and the Treasurer forming their own view
on a recommendation from the codes?
Mr JENNINGS — No. As I understand it, it is in
the sequence that I described. The Victorian racing
industry will be given the opportunity to resolve these
matters themselves. The expectation is that they will
and there is an expectation that they will provide the
appropriate share in industry support, and only as part
of the review of the success of the reforms, what the tax
rate should be and the distribution of it, will the
Treasurer and relevant ministers be considering it. It
will not be an iterative process. It will not be a
command and control process. It will be a distributive
process, but under active review.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Based on their
recommendations?
Mr JENNINGS — Yes.

Mr JENNINGS — Yes.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you. What is the
basis on which that will be determined? How are they
expected to determine among themselves what
proportion they each receive? Is that a mechanism that
currently exists for the distribution of current support,
or will this require a new degree of harmony between
three quite distinct racing codes?
Mr JENNINGS — They are going to have their
own version of the committee stage, but I am going to
go over here for a second.
So the answer is yes, there is an expectation of harmony
and goodwill in dealing with these matters. The good
news, though, is that there is some track record in
relation to this through the way in which funds from the
joint venture with Tabcorp are currently distributed
across those industries, so in fact there is a mechanism
and a method to achieve that outcome. The default
safety provision could be considered to be that the
Treasurer in consultation with his ministerial colleagues
will be responsible for the review, and one of the
criteria of the review and the assessment will be what
impacts that may have on codes or clubs and what
actions may be required to remedy that.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister.
Minister, the bill empowers the Treasurer in
consultation with the ministers to make a determination
which is published in the gazette as to how much flows
to which entity. Is it the intention of the government
that the Treasurer and the ministers will accept
whatever is determined by the three codes and
implement that accordingly, or will that be subject to

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Minister, for the
avoidance of doubt — the same provision, as I said,
empowers the Treasurer to gazette the entity to which
the funds are being distributed. For the avoidance of
doubt, can you clarify that the only entities that will
receive funds will be Racing Victoria, Harness Racing
Victoria and Greyhound Racing Victoria?
Mr JENNINGS — The reason for the slight look of
anxiety you might have detected from the box was that
the answer is correct, the funding will ultimately be
distributed to those three entities, but there is a holding
company that actually currently exists in relation to the
joint venture for funding on behalf of those three
entities. So the transfer of money will go to that holding
company and then be distributed in the way that I have
described — exclusively to those three organisations.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister. I
accept that is the current model. I guess in one sense it
makes the determination by the Treasurer somewhat
redundant, if the Treasurer is going to pay funds into a
common pot and then the three codes can subsequently
decide something different anyway, rather than the
Treasurer paying it to the three corporate entities we
named before — but that might be a point of semantics.
Mr JENNINGS — Well, I think that the transfer of
the money, the obligations under the policy settings that
underpin the act and the default settings are very clear.
The legislation, the policy settings, the expectations and
the commitments the government has made — if the
funds are not distributed in that way, then ultimately
there is a control mechanism for the Treasurer about the
release of monies and the way in which they then may
be distributed if it actually fails to meet the objectives
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that are laid out in the legislation and policy
commitments that the government has made.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister.
You indicated earlier, Minister, that the government
would continue to be mindful of the viability of
individual clubs. Can we just, in the same way, clarify
it is not the government’s intention, through this
gazettal mechanism, to directly fund individual clubs,
in being mindful of their viability? You would not see
the government extending into that direct funding?
Mr JENNINGS — No. There might be
considerations under other aspects of the Minister for
Racing’s portfolio, for instance.
Mr Rich-Phillips — Yes, but not this mechanism.
Mr JENNINGS — Not this mechanism, no. But
there could be support to individual clubs through other
programs.
Mr Rich-Phillips — But not this mechanism.
Mr JENNINGS — Yes.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister.
Minister, going to that point, one of the issues that has
been raised around the shift to a point-of-consumption
model is the suggestion that some clubs currently
receive sponsorship from out-of-jurisdiction
bookmakers. With the prospect that the introduction of
the point-of-consumption model could lead to those
sponsorship mechanisms being withdrawn, individual
clubs’ sponsorships would not be taking place on the
basis that revenue is now flowing to Victoria through
this model. Is that something the government has taken
into consideration in looking at the total pool that will
be returned to industry — the 1.5 per cent — that the
government has determined is equivalent to what is
currently being received and has taken into
consideration with the distribution of funds between the
codes and ultimately individual clubs?
Mr JENNINGS — Can I just tease that out with
you in an iterative fashion. Are you asking me,
effectively: could the clubs be affected by the
advertising revenue or sponsorship that may come from
those gambling entities to their particular club? Is that
the nature of the question?
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Effectively, yes. It has
been suggested that a number of clubs receive
sponsorship now from bookmakers who are not paying
into the Victorian jurisdiction. Under the new model,
where they will pay a Victorian tax, there is no longer a
reason for them to provide direct sponsorship. Has the
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loss or the potential loss of direct sponsorships been
taken into consideration by government in striking the
1.5 per cent and having regard to how the funds are
distributed between codes and ultimately between
clubs?
Mr JENNINGS — I would think that that would
have been factored into the consideration of setting the
8 per cent rate more than 1.5 per cent rate, but I will go
and have a conversation about that.
The team in the box indicate that they think that the
issue that is more likely to affect those sponsorships
and revenues relates to the tax rate and the profitability
and the connection between activity and sponsorship
and prominence that would actually be generated in the
way that you described. How it relates to the 1.5 per
cent is that, if there was some expectation that there
may be some marginal potential risk to individual clubs
at an industry level and a marginal shift in the
sponsorship arrangements, there would be an
expectation of policy setting by the government that the
allocation of that 1.5 per cent when it is distributed by
the codes to individual clubs would take into account
the variation that may occur in relation to their
sponsorship for their viability and pay them
accordingly. If there is a shift across a profile of
different clubs in relation to that, then certainly that
would be a feature of the review to ascertain whether
there were any unintended or undesirable outcomes that
would lead to a question mark over the viability of any
particular club in relation to this reform.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister. Is
the government willing to intervene earlier than the
2020 review if deleterious effects on individual clubs
become apparent in this model?
Mr JENNINGS — I imagine the Minister for
Racing may be pretty keen for that to occur and to
provide for that. I do not know that that is necessarily a
measure of the tax regime, but I will have a
conversation with people about that.
My in-built assumption that the racing minister would
have a hair-trigger in relation to these circumstances
that you have described has been confirmed by my
Treasury advisers. They indicate that they would
definitely be sure that that would be a feature of
discussions within government in relation to the
industry support that would need to be provided in
adverse circumstances. From Treasury’s perspective
there is an ability to vary the tax rate by a gazettal
before the review is undertaken.
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Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Minister, one of the other
issues that has been raised is the government’s
commitment or otherwise — and it is a genuine
question — to maintain other existing support to the
racing industry, such as the Victorian Racing
Infrastructure Fund. Is the government committed to
maintaining all other existing programs which provide
support to the racing industry following the
introduction of the point-of-consumption tax? I assume
many of those will be in the portfolio of the racing
minister rather than the Treasurer.
Mr JENNINGS — The reason I am going ‘Mmm’
to myself is presumably that for whatever reason we
might be at the end of the term; we might be moving
into an election cycle. This actually may be something
that might be a feature of the commitments that your
party might make or my party might make in the
lead-up to the election. I am not in a position to be
making any policy announcements in relation to the
undertaking that you are inviting me to do, although I
believe that the party of the government will be mindful
in coming months of the issue that you raised.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister. I
am intrigued by that answer, because it was asked in the
context of a steady state government, notwithstanding
this point in time, notwithstanding what may happen in
64 days time, but certainly the question was asked in
the context of the incumbent government proceeding on
a basis of no policy change or of policy change, if you
wish to make a policy change. I am not sure your
answer will necessarily give the racing industry the
comfort it desires — that the other existing racing
support programs in the portfolio of the racing minister
will not be withdrawn as a consequence of the
point-of-consumption tax, noting it does come into
effect in the next term of Parliament, on 1 January.
Mr JENNINGS — Do you want to have a
matching arrangement? Do you want to actually
volunteer something, and then I will see how I respond?
You will resist, won’t you?
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Well, I am tempted not
to, but —
Mr Jennings — Yes, I know. You don’t normally
do what I do.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Go rogue? I will let the
minister’s answer stand on the record, and others can
interpret it as they wish.
One of the other issues that has been raised in respect of
this bill is the definition of ‘net wagering revenue’ and
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the inclusion in that of the definitions of ‘free bet’ and
‘bonus bet’.
Mr Jennings — Have we reached the ceiling of our
knowledge, you and I?
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I do not know when you
were last on a racetrack. I have not been for some time.
The proposition has been put that the inclusion of ‘free
bet’ in the definition of ‘net wagering revenue’ has an
unintended consequence of effectively increasing the
rate of tax beyond the nominal 8 per cent because it
relates to bets where cash effectively does not change
hands, because they are free bets. They are bets without
a premium paid to a bookmaker — free bets, bonus
bets. It has been indicated to members of the house that
that is an unintended consequence of this bill, picking
up a definition out of the gambling act which does not
or should not apply in respect of this taxation measure,
and that it is at odds with the way in which free bets and
bonus bets are handled in other jurisdictions. Are you
able to provide some advice to the committee on that
point?
Mr JENNINGS — I am resisting the opportunity to
make a policy response to your question that would
probably make Dr Ratnam happy. I can understand
why there may be this interpretation, but I think the
notion of a free bet is a very questionable concept in the
way in which it works, in the way that I understand it. I
am going to resist freewheeling much in relation to that
and read what is written here in front of me.
The treatment of free bets in this bill is consistent with
the existing wagering tax framework. Free bets are a
promotional activity undertaken by wagering and
betting entities to attract consumers to gamble with
them and are similar to giveaways or any other
promotional activities which are not deductible from
the entity’s wagering tax liability. If free bets were
excluded from the definition of ‘net wagering revenue’,
their use may have increased considerably as a way for
operators to reduce their tax liability. This in turn may
increase gaming-related harm.
Australian jurisdictions have taken a variety of
approaches to the definition of net wagering revenue,
including the treatment of free bets. The ACT’s
approach is consistent with Victoria’s, while South
Australia does not permit free bets at all. New South
Wales legislation will follow Victoria’s in terms of its
treatment of free bets. We recognise there has been
some concern from the gaming industry about the
inclusion of free bets in the tax base. In response, the
government has given a commitment to look at the
definition of net wagering revenue and in particular the
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treatment of free bets as part of the statutory review of
the tax. This review will occur as soon as sufficient data
is available.
I do not believe that there is a free bet because you only
get it if you actually go through a system of continuing
to bet. You never get a payout unless you actually
continue to bet, so it is a cycle of funding arrangements
throughout the entity. That is the reason why I do not
think it is free, because you never get paid until you
actually bet again.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister.
Isn’t the government’s undertaking to review the
definition of net wagering revenue an indication that the
government believes there may be an inconsistency
with other jurisdictions or an unintended consequence
of the way this has been drafted?
Mr JENNINGS — Well, I have just indicated
through what I have read into the record that there is a
different approach between different jurisdictions. Our
anticipation is that New South Wales will follow the
model that we have adopted. South Australia does not
permit them at all, presumably for the policy reason that
they have extended the logic of what will be read down
inevitably by the industry as my criticism of this
activity as a policy setting that that jurisdiction adopts.
The ACT is consistent with us.
I think the issue is how much of it is promotional
activity, how much of it is generally a mechanism for
generating or regenerating betting activity and how
much of that should be included as what the value of
that betting activity may be. Ultimately if free bets in
this form were not included at all — and we should not
encourage the industry to think about this — it would
be possible to establish a regime. You can see how they
could structure this arrangement so that the punters
have a float that can never be exhausted. That would be
a logical conclusion of how this could be administered
to actually limit your tax liability.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister. On
the converse side, though, isn’t it fair to say that the
inclusion of free bets increases the effective tax rate
above 8 per cent? If, for example, you have a
$100 regular bet with a $100 free bet, $16 is payable as
the point-of-consumption tax but the effective revenue
is a base of $100, so isn’t it a 16 per cent tax rate rather
than an 8 per cent tax rate because of the inclusion of
the free bet?
Mr JENNINGS — Again, it is unwise of me to
freewheel in relation to this too much because in fact I
have never laid one of these bets and I am never going
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to lay one of these. In terms of how this works, I would
be wise to take some advice, but the way that it has
been described to me, you are effectively not getting
double the value of your stake —
Mr Rich-Phillips interjected.
Mr JENNINGS — But if the example you gave
was true, then it would be 16 per cent, effectively,
because you would be getting twice the principal you
have laid out.
Mr Rich-Phillips — That was just for the simplicity
of the arithmetic.
Mr JENNINGS — Yes, but I do not think that is
how it works in practice. The way that it works in
practice, as I understand it, is closer to the way that I
have described, I think. On the way that I have
described it, you do not want to incentivise the industry
to organise its affairs to minimise its tax by design.
They will do that themselves without any assistance
from the way in which the tax regime is structured.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Minister, I am showing
my ignorance here. Would it be possible to minimise
actual revenue through the use of free bets such that the
tax take is minimised without minimising the revenue
to the bookies?
Mr JENNINGS — Well, I have freewheeled, but in
fact the text that is in front of me indicates that that is
exactly the policy concern that the government has:
If free bets were excluded from the definition of net wagering
revenue, their use may have increased considerably as a way
for operators to reduce their tax liability. This in turn may
increase gaming-related harm.

I think that has to be a legitimate concern.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Yes, it would reduce the
tax liability, because you are including them in the tax
net, but in terms of using them, if you had excluded free
bets from the tax net, on my understanding there would
not be a mechanism by which the bookies could further
reduce their revenue by the additional use of free bets.
Mr JENNINGS — You are just being limited by
your imagination.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Could you elaborate on
that please, Minister?
Mr JENNINGS — Well, I have. I have already said
you effectively establish a float. What is actually
happening is that the portion of the free nature of the
bet is something that effectively you can ever take out,
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because in fact there needs to be an ongoing rolling
float that you maintain at a certain level, because
otherwise you do not get a payout.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — There also has to be a
cash revenue for the bookie, which is the base of the
tax.
Mr JENNINGS — Yes, but again this relates to
gambling behaviour, which clearly you and I are not
necessarily the world’s greatest authorities on. No-one
has actually told me about a float; no-one says anything
about a float here. I just remember from ancient history
about people that actually have a float with their
bookie, or whatever, and that they never clear.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Anyone we know?
Mr JENNINGS — No, very ancient history.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Can I ask you, Minister,
in relation to the return to the industry, the 1.5 per cent,
concerns have been raised by some participants in the
Victorian racing industry that that is less than the return
of proceeds to the New South Wales industry. Are you
able to provide some advice on the relative return
proposed under this model compared to that that goes to
the New South Wales racing industry?
Mr JENNINGS — I am going back to talk to my
friends in the box, and they will be very pleased that I
am going home to them.
Look, at no stage did they castigate me, but they did tell
me that the prevailing tax rate in New South Wales is
10 per cent, and the return to the industry is 2 per cent.
So overall, yes, it is commensurate. Well, the return to
the industry is larger. I would imagine the industry in
New South Wales might be larger than that of Victoria,
even though we cannot admit to anything in that
jurisdiction being larger than ours.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister. Can
I also ask you about a different matter, that being the
tax-free threshold which is included in the bill, which
for the full financial year is $1 million. Are you able to
indicate why that has not been indexed as part of
putting this new regime in place?
Mr JENNINGS — Sorry, I did not concentrate for
a second.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — The tax-free threshold
that is included in the bill is set at $1 million for the full
financial year and $500 000 for the first six months.
Are you able to indicate why the government has
elected not to index that tax-free threshold?
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Mr JENNINGS — There are two aspects that relate
to that threshold level. One is that the policy intention is
to actually have larger rather than smaller operators —
bookies — roped into the scheme. That is the policy
priority in the first instance. There has been an
assessment made about that revenue base and what the
headroom may be of people who are currently below
that rate and what their anticipated revenue may be. We
do not anticipate that many people who are currently
below $1 million will rise above $1 million within the
course of the period of the review, and then ultimately
the review itself will consider whether the $1 million
needs to be indexed or not. There is a bit of maths, a bit
of science and a bit of real-world knowledge of how it
is impacting on people.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister. It
sounds like a fairly convenient pass over on the issue of
indexation to leave it to the review simply on the basis
that there will not be a lot of shift in the short term. It
seems like the government is dodging the issue of
indexing the threshold by simply leaving it to the
review. I think the Treasurer’s second-reading speech
refers to the majority of small bookmakers being below
that threshold and probably will still be at the time of
the review, but would it not have made more sense to
put in place an indexation regime now which clarified
into the future the real value of the threshold rather than
revisiting the issue of indexation with the review, which
inevitably will come back to the fact that we have had it
without indexation for two years, therefore there is no
reason to index it?
Mr JENNINGS — If I had actually said to you that
we have set the indexation rate, you could have asked
me 10 questions about why we set that indexation rate
and what we thought the effect was going to be. We do
not think there is going to be any effect by not having
an indexation rate. Effectively the indexation rate that
we have set during the period of the review is zero, and
we think because it is not going to have effect within
the time frame of the period of the review, the review
then will be based on real-world effects of what the
reform says and what the industry status is at that time.
It would probably be using a reasonable logic to say: if
zero is relevant from now until 2020, zero may be
appropriate when the reallocation of wagering licences
occurs in 2024. It may be considered to be something
that actually has to be indexed at a constant rate over a
certain period of time depending upon the industry
trend that we think we have started in what is only
going to be 18 months or so.
I reckon there is a very good chance that there might be
a need to review various elements of this regime,
including the indexation rate, on a number of occasions
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into the future. I understand what you are saying, but in
fact if I had volunteered a number, we could have spent
half the night talking about why we determined on that
number.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister. I
guess the issue is that the government has not really set
indexation to zero because the government has not
provided a mechanism for indexation in the bill. It is
not indexed, but there is no mechanism for the
Treasurer to change it from zero to 1 or 2 per cent or
whatever he chooses. There is actually not a
mechanism in the bill at all.
Mr JENNINGS — Well, there is not a mechanism
because it is zero at this period of time. I understand
what you are saying, but it is a bit circular at this
minute.

Clause 5, page 4, line 26, omit “4.6A.23(1)” and insert
“4.6A.22(1)”.
4.

5.

6.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — I ask Dr Ratnam to
move her amendments 1 to 42, which are a test for her
amendment 43.
Dr RATNAM — I move:
1.

Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, line 16, omit “4.6A.15(1)” and insert
“4.6A.14(1)”.

2.

Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 4, line 15, omit “4.6A.17” and insert
“4.6A.16”.

3.

Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —

Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 7, lines 11 to 14, omit all words and
expressions on these lines.

7.

Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 9, lines 35 to 40 and page 10, lines 1 to
23, omit all words and expressions on these lines.

8.

Clause 5

Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 7, line 8, omit “4.6A.7” and insert
“4.6A.6”.

Mr Jennings — I’m talking real-world effect.

Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 4 agreed to.

Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 7, line 5, omit “4.6A.18” and insert
“4.6A.17”.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Well, there is no
indexation, zero or otherwise, because there is no
mechanism to index. It is a hard-wired million dollars.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Yes, but I am talking
real-world effect beyond the 18-month review, which
will be a perfect time to say, ‘This has been in place.
There is no need to change it by indexing it’. Not that I
have any exposure to the thoughts of how Treasury
works, but I could hypothetically see that as a scenario.
I might leave my further questions for when we
consider Dr Ratnam’s amendments, if that is acceptable
to the committee.
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Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 10, line 24, omit “4.6A.6” and insert
“4.6A.5”.

9.

Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 10, lines 27 to 28, omit “less the
Victorian racing industry payment for that month”.

10. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 11, line 2, omit “4.6A.7” and insert
“4.6A.6”.
11. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 11, line 26, omit “4.6A.8” and insert
“4.6A.7”.
12. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 12, line 5, omit “4.6A.9” and insert
“4.6A.8”.
13. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 12, line 25, omit “4.6A.10” and insert
“4.6A.9”.
14. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 13, line 14, omit “4.6A.11” and insert
“4.6A.10”.
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15. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 13, line 23, omit “4.6A.12” and insert
“4.6A.11”.
16. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 13, line 27, omit “4.6A.13” and insert
“4.6A.12”.
17. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 17, line 12, omit “4.6A.14” and insert
“4.6A.13”.
18. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 17, line 19, omit “4.6A.13” and insert
“4.6A.12”.
19. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 17, line 23, omit “4.6A.15” and insert
“4.6A.14”.
20. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 17, line 24, omit “4.6A.16” and insert
“4.6A.15”.
21. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 18, line 5, omit “4.6A.16” and insert
“4.6A.15”.
22. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 18, line 14, omit “4.6A.15” and insert
“4.6A.14”.
23. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 19, line 32, omit “4.6A.17” and insert
“4.6A.16”.
24. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 21, line 22, omit “4.6A.18” and insert
“4.6A.17”.
25. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 21, line 29, omit “4.6A.15” and insert
“4.6A.14”.
26. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
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Clause 5, page 22, line 11, omit “4.6A.19” and insert
“4.6A.18”.

27. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 22, line 23, omit “4.6A.20” and insert
“4.6A.19”.
28. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 22, line 27, omit “4.6A.15” and insert
“4.6A.14”.
29. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 23, line 6, omit “4.6A.15” and insert
“4.6A.14”.
30. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 23, line 13, omit “4.6A.21” and insert
“4.6A.20”.
31. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 23, line 23, omit “4.6A.15” and insert
“4.6A.14”.
32. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 24, line 1, omit “4.6A.22” and insert
“4.6A.21”.
33. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 24, line 5, omit “4.6A.15” and insert
“4.6A.14”.
34. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 24, line 23, omit “4.6A.23” and insert
“4.6A.22”.
35. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 27, line 3, omit “4.6A.24” and insert
“4.6A.23”.
36. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 27, line 14, omit “4.6A.25” and insert
“4.6A.24”.
37. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 27, line 18, omit “4.6A.26” and insert
“4.6A.25”.
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38. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 27, line 24, omit “threshold;” and insert
“threshold.”.
39. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 27, lines 25 to 26, omit all words and
expressions on these lines.
40. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 28, lines 1 to 2, omit “, the tax-free
threshold or the Victorian racing industry payment” and
insert “or the tax-free threshold”.
41. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 28, line 4, omit “4.6A.27” and insert
“4.6A.26”.
42. Suggested amendment to the Legislative
Assembly —
Clause 5, page 28, line 20, omit “4.6A.28” and insert
“4.6A.27”.

As canvassed during my second-reading contribution,
the amendments seek to remove the Victorian racing
industry payment from the bill and make minor
consequential amendments as a test for the rest of the
amendment. As canvassed, the Greens believe that the
racing industry is a very profitable industry; it does not
need a subsidy from the government. For that reason
we believe the compensation payment should be
removed.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I wonder if I could ask
Dr Ratnam what she has assessed or the PBO has
assessed would be the impact on the racing industry of
removing the support payment from the racing industry.
The minister indicated it is a $2.8 billion industry that
employs 140 000 Victorians. What would be the impact
of withdrawing this industry’s support through your
amendment?
Dr RATNAM — I will do my best to answer that
question. The minister may wish to add something
further. My understanding in terms of the 1.5 per cent
of the tax revenue being made as a payment to the
racing industry is that it equates to about 18 per cent of
the total tax revenue that will be collected, so that is a
quantum of the impact of the compensation payment. I
think that is right, but correct me if I am wrong.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I thank Dr Ratnam for her
response, and indeed it was canvassed earlier in the
committee that the support payment is approximately
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$18 million. But this is what I am seeking to
understand. The whole rationale for this bill is to
recognise that we have had corporate bookmakers in
other jurisdictions benefiting from the investment that
the Victorian racing industry makes in Victorian racing
by being able to run books out of state and not making
any contribution to Victorian revenue, not making any
contribution to the Victorian racing industry, but being
a beneficiary of the Victorian racing industry, which is
the whole reason we are introducing a
point-of-consumption model now.
What Dr Ratnam’s amendment is seeking to do is
effectively cut the bill in half in introducing the revenue
side of the equation while not allowing the industry
support side of the equation. If Dr Ratnam’s
amendment was to be adopted, we would still see
bookmakers benefiting from the Victorian racing
industry without making a contribution to the Victorian
racing industry. So can I firstly ask why Dr Ratnam
thinks it is appropriate for bookmakers to benefit from
the Victorian racing industry without contributing to the
Victorian racing industry?
Dr RATNAM — From what I understand from
your question, as I canvassed in my second-reading
debate contribution, this is a private industry that is
very, very profitable. We do not think it needs the
government compensation. There are lots of other
concerns that we have about the industry — we have
talked about the cruelty and the harm that is caused in
the industry as well, and I canvassed that during my
contribution to the debate.
The question that you just asked me seems tantamount
to talking about other industries that leverage off other
private industries and then ask for a government
subsidy of the industry that another private industry
leverages off. I am not sure about the rationale for the
question if it is about saying that governments should
subsidise these industries and there should be an
implicit assumption that there should be a government
subsidy for an industry where another private industry
leverages off another private industry. That is the basis
of a number of industries, where one will feed off the
other. That is not an argument for the government
subsidising it, just because another private entity profits
from or leverages off another private industry.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I thank Dr Ratnam for her
response, but of course that is one of the bases for the
bill. The basis for the introduction of the
point-of-consumption tax is to ensure that bookmakers
who benefit from the Victorian racing industry are
making a contribution to the Victorian racing industry,
but Dr Ratnam’s amendment would see this
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circumstance continue where bookmakers are
benefiting from the Victorian racing industry but not
contributing to the Victorian racing industry. Could I
perhaps ask Dr Ratnam, because she has indicated that
she has had advice certainly on some elements of the
bill from the Parliamentary Budget Office: does
Dr Ratnam have any advice as to what impact her
amendment, the withdrawal of the $18 million of
industry support, would have on the Victorian racing
industry? What impact would that have on employment
in the racing industry and on racing activity across
Victoria between metropolitan and regional areas?
Dr RATNAM — I do not have the level of detail I
think Mr Rich-Phillips is seeking from me, but as I said
during my second-reading debate contribution, this is a
very profitable industry that should pay its fair share of
tax and pay its fair contribution. I am sure that in terms
of the quantum of revenue that could have been gained
should the tax have been set at the 15 per cent level,
that is where you could have got a significant
investment in more job creation if that is your concern,
but I am confident that the industry would be able to
absorb this in paying its fair share of tax.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I thank Dr Ratnam for her
response. Is Dr Ratnam indicating that if the rate had
been struck at 15 per cent, she would have been happy
for an industry support payment to go from government
to the industry?
Dr RATNAM — No.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I think Dr Ratnam’s
answers are contradictory there between the previous
answer and that answer, but I will move on from that.
Dr Ratnam indicated earlier her view that the industry
support was not necessary because, in her words, ‘the
racing industry is highly profitable’. Can Dr Ratnam
expand on what she means by the industry being highly
profitable? Is she talking about particular racing clubs?
Is she talking about particular codes? And how is she
assessing the profitability?
Dr RATNAM — I would probably refer you to the
annual reports of a number of those betting agencies,
which show that they are making significant profits.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — But we are actually
talking about support to the racing industry rather than
the profitability of the gaming industry. Dr Ratnam’s
amendments seek to remove support from the Victorian
racing industry, but her rationale seems to be around
talking about the profitability of the gaming industry. I
think we have two entirely different issues on hand. I
do not know if Dr Ratnam wants to expand on what I
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thought was her contention that the racing industry is
profitable.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — You do not have
to add anything, Dr Ratnam; it is up to you.
Dr RATNAM — I have nothing further to add.
Mr JENNINGS — I should be reluctant to step into
the middle of this, but I feel some obligation given the
unorthodox nature of this consideration. There are two
things that I actually want to say. One thing is in
relation to the assessment of what would be the costings
and the policy settings and the considerations that I
believe, not having been privy to them, the
Parliamentary Budget Office would do. It would make
reasonable assessments based upon the policy as it is
described by the party who are the proponents of the
reform in relation to what might be the revenue that
would be derived given a number of assumptions about
the maintenance of activity and what would flow from
an increased tax rate. I believe that the maths in that
regard was a relatively simple matter that probably led
to the apportionment of the revenue as described by
Dr Ratnam.
Beyond that I would be very surprised — in fact I
believe it would not have occurred — if the
Parliamentary Budget Office would have considered
the secondary economic impacts upon that policy
reform in relation to assessing the net economic impact.
In fact they are not economic modellers. It is actually a
financial assessment on the basis of the dollars
associated with policy reform, not the effect of that
policy reform in terms of its impact on the economy.
That is one issue. So I provide Dr Ratnam with some
comfort in relation to what might be a reasonable
expectation with what the Parliamentary Budget Office
has undertaken.
I actually want to approach my understanding of the
racing industry, which goes to Mr Rich-Phillips’s
question, in relation to small racing clubs. I have a
friend who I go to the football with, and I am about to
make the terrible admission that he loves harness
racing. He lives for harness racing. He is completely
swept up in harness racing. He goes from one small
harness racing event to another. I do not share his
interest in harness racing, and when I go to the football
I would actually prefer to talk about football, not
harness racing, but in fact he is my friend.
From my knowledge of my friend, what I do know is
that there are hundreds of people who participate in
harness racing at these small clubs around the state that
are run on the smell of an oily rag, literally, and
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hundreds of people derive an interest, a love and some
small economic return from their engagement. In fact
there is usually considerable economic loss from
actually owning and running horses.
The reason I am actually sharing that story is that these
small clubs do receive support from this source. In
terms of how far that logic should extend from your
perspective in relation to how far up the chain you
would go providing support to the racing industry, you
could argue that perhaps the large venues do not need it
but certainly the small ones do.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I thank the minister for
his elucidation on the issue of the support required for
small clubs, and I know my colleague Mr Ondarchie in
his contribution spoke about a number of these smaller
racing clubs across regional Victoria that do need
support.
Mr Ondarchie — Manangatang.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Manangatang, indeed. In
my previous electorate, clubs like the Pakenham Racing
Club were major community hubs worthy of support. I
just wonder first if Dr Ratnam can clarify, based on the
advice from the minister, whether she intends to
proceed with her amendment, which would strip
country racing clubs of support under this model.
Dr RATNAM — I wish to proceed with the
amendment.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — The coalition believes
that supporting country racing and supporting the
Victorian racing industry more generally is an
important policy outcome for Victoria. As the minister
indicated, the industry contributes $2.8 billion to our
economy, it supports the employment of
140 000 people and the very reason we are here tonight
dealing with this point-of-consumption tax bill is to
ensure that those gambling interests who are
beneficiaries of the Victorian racing industry are in fact
making a contribution to the Victorian racing industry.
We heard from Dr Ratnam in her explanation of her
amendment that she is deeply confused about what is
the gaming industry, what is the racing industry, who is
the beneficiary of this legislation and who should be the
recipient of support under this legislation. It is our view
that this amendment is completely ill-considered and
comes from a basis of complete misunderstanding by
Dr Ratnam and her Greens colleagues and should be
rejected by the committee.
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Mr JENNINGS — The government will not accept
it. I will use fewer words than Mr Rich-Phillips did just
then, although I often use a lot of words in the
committee stage. We believe that industry support not
only is important for the reasons that Mr Rich-Phillips
has indicated and I have indicated, but in fact we have
made undertakings, and undertakings are very
important for us to keep.
Committee divided on suggested amendments:
Ayes, 5
Dunn, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms (Teller)
Ratnam, Dr

Springle, Ms
Truong, Ms (Teller)

Noes, 35
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalidakis, Mr
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms

Morris, Mr (Teller)
Mulino, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
O’Sullivan, Mr
Patten, Ms
Peulich, Mrs
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr (Teller)
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Wooldridge, Ms
Young, Mr

Suggested amendments negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 6 to 13 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.
Third reading
The PRESIDENT — I am of the view that the third
reading of this bill requires to be passed by an absolute
majority. In order to determine whether or not an
absolute majority has been achieved, I ask members
who are in favour of the question to stand in their place.
Required number of members having risen:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.
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PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission —
Report, 2017–18 (Ordered to be published).
Professional Standards Act 2003 — Law Society of New
South Wales Professional Standards Scheme (Gazette
No. G37, 13 September 2018).
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — Documents under
section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule No. 135.

Mr Davis — On a point of order, President, you
might not want to hear this, but I am just seeking some
explanation from the government as to why, when the
last sitting day has been known for many months, these
have been tabled just now.
The PRESIDENT — I am not sure that I need to
ask the government for an explanation. We regularly on
the last sitting day have further reports and papers
tabled, so it is actually a practice that has happened in
the past.

ESSENTIAL SERVICES COMMISSION
(GOVERNANCE, PROCEDURAL AND
ADMINISTRATIVE IMPROVEMENTS)
AMENDMENT BILL 2018
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Ms PULFORD
(Minister for Agriculture).

MINERAL RESOURCES (SUSTAINABLE
DEVELOPMENT) AMENDMENT BILL 2018
Introduction and first reading
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SALE OF LAND AMENDMENT BILL 2018
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Mr Davis — On a point of order, President, I note
the Leader of the Government seems to have a hot
drink in the chamber. I do not know whether it is a
lozenge-based drink, or is that something new?
President, this is a new procedure. He maybe feels that
he is heading —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Davis — President, I do not know whether the
procedures and arrangements of the chamber are being
changed or whether we now have cups of hot coffee or
lozenges or something in the chamber.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Certainly it is not the
first time. Indeed I can recall previous Presidents who
have done it. I certainly do not think that it is something
to be encouraged because there are some issues
associated with hot drinks in places. But nonetheless,
look, it is the last day of sitting — really?
Read first time on motion of Ms PULFORD
(Minister for Agriculture).

TREASURY AND FINANCE LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL 2018
Second reading
Debate resumed from 7 September; motion of
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State).
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) (21:04) — I move:

Received from Assembly.
That debate on this bill be adjourned to later this day.

Read first time on motion of Ms PULFORD
(Minister for Agriculture).

OPEN COURTS AND OTHER ACTS
AMENDMENT BILL 2018
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Ms PULFORD
(Minister for Agriculture).

The reason I am doing that is it has just come to my
attention that the Minister for Industrial Relations has
this afternoon or this evening issued a press release
titled ‘Matthew Guy undermines public servants
conditions’ about the failure of the government to pass
a piece of industrial relations legislation. The piece of
industrial relations legislation that Natalie Hutchins, the
industrial relations minister, is referring to is a piece of
legislation the government has not even sought to bring
on for debate. So we have got a minister in the other
place who has not got a clue what is going on in here,
who has not got a clue what her own government is
doing, who is putting out a press release on the last
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sitting day of the year talking about a piece of
legislation that the government itself has not sought to
bring on.
She talks about the opposition undermining the capacity
for certain public servants to participate in the
commonwealth industrial relations regime as a
consequence of a decision made by the Federal Court,
when in fact it is her own government that has failed to
bring on the bill she wants. This is a minister who is
clearly so clueless that she does not know what her own
government is doing. She is a minister who is clearly so
low ranking in the government that her own
government has completely disregarded what she wants
to do with her legislative program, and we have a
minister banging on about a bill her government does
not even intend to debate.
In moving the adjournment of the Treasury and Finance
Legislation Amendment Bill 2018 it is my intention
that we go to the bill the minister wanted to debate, a
bill the government did not intend to bring on for
debate and her own colleagues the Leader of the
Government and the Government Whip did not intend
to bring on for debate, and maybe the Minister for
Industrial Relations might catch up with the agenda of
her own government. It is outrageous for a minister in
the other place to issue incendiary press releases like
this one as this Parliament is winding down.
This house, I might say, over the course of this week I
think has been quite productive. I think the committee
stage I have just had with Mr Jennings on the gambling
bill has been quite productive. I think the committee
stage Minister Dalidakis had on the building bill earlier
today was quite productive. I think most of the
proceedings this week have been quite productive. We
then see an incendiary press release issued by a minister
in another place who has not got a clue what goes on in
here, who has not got a clue how this place works,
saying we have not passed a piece of legislation her
own government has not sought to bring on. It is
absolutely outrageous conduct by this minister in the
other place that she seeks to disrupt proceedings in the
house this evening, that she seeks to disrupt what had
been the smooth flowing of the Legislative Council this
afternoon.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — As my colleague
Mr Ondarchie points out, as a consequence of the bills
which we have just received on message there are now
some 28 bills backlogged on the notice paper. It has
been up to the government to choose which bills it
wanted to prioritise. It has indicated which bills it
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intends to dispatch, and the industrial relations bill its
minister wants is not one of them.
That is a problem for the industrial relations minister. It
is not the fault of the opposition. She does not know
what she is doing. She clearly does not know what her
own government is doing. They have no regard for
what she wants. That seems to be her problem, not ours,
and her attempt to insert herself in the business of the
Legislative Council on our last sitting day as we are
dispatching the government’s business program is
inappropriate and unhelpful. But in the spirit of
cooperation and with the intention of delivering what
the Minister for Industrial Relations wants, I propose
that we now adjourn what was going to be our program
to do what the Minister for Industrial Relations thinks
we should do.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) (21:09) — I do
note that there are 28 bills on the notice paper — or
there will be tomorrow — and I can confirm that they
are all priorities of the government; of course they are.
We would love to have completed all of these bills, but
if we had had some mature debates and some useful,
effective use of our time during this term of Parliament,
then we would not have the list of bills that remain on
the notice paper to complete.
The government will not be supporting Mr Gordon
Rich-Phillips’s motion to move to the bill that is listed
at number 16 on the notice paper. I note that
Mr Rich-Phillips has not said whether the opposition
support that bill. It would be quite useful to know
whether that was their position, because I highly doubt
it.
With those few words I would like to say let us get on
with business. We would like to finish the Treasury and
Finance Legislation Amendment Bill 2018 this
evening, which is a very important bill, and we would
like to move to the Safe Patient Care (Nurse to Patient
and Midwife to Patient Ratios) Amendment Bill 2018
after that.
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) (21:10) — I rise
to support Mr Rich-Phillips’s motion that we debate
this particular bill. I support the fact that in doing so it
would help the government avoid the hypocrisy that
they have been guilty of for the majority of their time in
government here.
If a minister in the other house is saying that this
particular bill is a priority of the government, then who
are we in this house to say that we should not be
debating that bill on its merits? If the government is in
unison with the Minister for Industrial Relations in
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saying that this is a priority for the government, then
indeed let us ensure that it is debated and given its due
credence. However, we know that unfortunately in this
government it is ministers in the other house who have
no idea about what is happening in this house.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MORRIS — Indeed, Mr Finn and Mr Davis, it
is ministers as well in this house who have got no idea
what is going on, whether it be prisons in Bacchus
Marsh or whether it be pizza and Coke from
Ms Mikakos as well.
Ms Tierney — Or a child from Ballarat. You are
just a child, sit down.
Mr MORRIS — Ms Tierney, it was you who in the
budget papers listed that there was going to be a prison
built in Bacchus Marsh.
Ms Tierney — No, it was the Treasurer, actually.
Mr MORRIS — You listed it as being built in
Bacchus Marsh.
The PRESIDENT — Mr Morris, move on. That
has got nothing to do with this.
Mr MORRIS — In supporting Mr Rich-Phillips’s
motion and in saying that if the Minister for Industrial
Relations is saying that this is an incredibly important
bill that needs to be debated, then we should be
debating it now. The government should not be seeking
to politically score points by saying that we should be
debating other bills and not this bill.
Ms Shing — You are at your finest right now; it is
all downhill from here, Mr Morris.
Mr MORRIS — Ms Shing, I certainly do not need
your encouragement.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Morris, without
assistance.
Mr MORRIS — If the Minister for Industrial
Relations is saying that this is indeed a priority of the
government, then this house should be debating the bill
to determine its passage or not through the Parliament.
Ms Tierney — Are you going to support the bill?
Mr MORRIS — Ms Tierney, that is for this house
to decide. It is not for one member to decide. It is for
the house to decide whether or not this particular bill is
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going to have passage through this place or not. We are
saving the government from hypocrisy, and they need
all the saving they can get at this point in time. If they
are saying this bill is a priority, we need to save them
from their own hypocrisy. We need to be debating this
bill to determine whether or not it is going to achieve
the support of this house.
The Victorian people have elected us to this place to
determine whether or not a bill is given passage through
this place. If the minister says that this bill is a priority
of the government, then we should be supporting the
bill as a priority in this place and debating it forthwith.
If the government is going to try to politically
point-score through a media release saying that this is
something that we are seeking to deny passage through
this place, then we should be debating the bill and not
avoiding debate on the bill to determine whether or not
it is going to see passage through here.
Ms Crozier interjected.
Mr MORRIS — You are right, Ms Crozier. What
this government is seeking is to have a free ride on this
bill in saying that it is the opposition that is opposing
the passage of this bill in this place. Let us bring on the
debate. Either the Leader of the Government should be
supporting this motion and saying that this bill should
be debated or the minister who issued the media release
should be apologising not only to the Parliament but to
the people of Victoria for misleading them, as the
government misled the people of Victoria through their
red shirts rort, through saying they were not going to
introduce any new taxes, through spending $1.3 billion
not to build a road and through the many other deceits
that this government has placed upon the Victorian
people.
I wholeheartedly support Mr Rich-Phillips’s motion. It
should be supported by this house to ensure that the
government is held to account for what they say. They
say one thing in a media release — a bit like when
Mr Dalidakis said that we adjourn the house —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Morris, it is a very
narrow debate, please. I have nearly pulled you up
several times for tedious repetition, frankly.
Mr MORRIS — Thank you, President. I will
continue. I certainly do support wholeheartedly
Mr Rich-Phillips’s motion —
The PRESIDENT — I have heard that before too.
Mr MORRIS — and certainly hope the house does
support it as well.
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Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan)
(21:15) — I rise in support of Mr Rich-Phillips’s
motion today to move immediately to the need of the
Minister for Industrial Relations to debate this bill.
What we have here is a clear example to the Victorian
people of the failure and disunity of this government.
The minister in the other place says, ‘We want to get on
with this’ and this house says, ‘No, thanks. We don’t
want to do it’. They cannot even get their act together,
this government. The minister is saying, ‘I want you to
bring this on because it’s being held up’, and the
government in this chamber says, ‘We don’t want to do
it’. They cannot even get their act together. This is just
a repetition of the disunity and the failure of this
government.

this side, says, ‘We don’t want to do it’. So before you
come in here releasing press releases —

We have been saying for a long time, with the 28 bills
on the notice paper, that we have been wanting to talk
about the appropriation bill of the previous year, and
the government said they do not want to do it. We want
to talk about the appropriation bill of this year and the
government do not want to do it. Target One Million,
which has been sitting on the notice paper forever, has
taken more than 1 million minutes to even talk about in
this place. This is a government that is fractured and is
not united. It is very clear.

The PRESIDENT — Thank you. There is another
solution actually. The house has already given me the
power to recall the house whenever I want.

Ms Tierney interjected.
Mr ONDARCHIE — Let us pick up the
interjection because Ms Tierney said, ‘What’s your
position?’. We know your position — your position is
you do not want to debate this. That is your position.
Despite the minister saying they want to deal with it,
you do not want to deal with it. If you want to talk
about positions, that is the position of your government.
This is a deceitful government that has failed on so
many levels. They have failed the Country Fire
Authority volunteers; they have failed the people of
Victoria; they have failed the people abutting the sky
rail; they failed people when they said it would not cost
a cent for the east–west link, and it has cost $1.4 billion.
The PRESIDENT — Mr Ondarchie, move on back
to the motion. Again, it is a very narrow procedural
motion, and I think that we ought to be dealing with
that.
Mr ONDARCHIE — In the context of the failure
of this government, in saying one thing in that place
and doing something different in this place, there is no
greater example of that failure than today. Whilst the
government is arguing against us, they are arguing
against themselves. They cannot get their act together.
The minister says, ‘I want to do this’ and the house, on

Mr Dalidakis — Thank the heavens for Good
Friday.
Mr ONDARCHIE — I will pick up those
injections. Clearly the bar has been open for a long time
today. It seems to me that the Minister for Industrial
Relations in the other place has no clue about what goes
on in this Parliament. It shows where the balance of
power is in Daniel Andrews’s government that the
minister over there says one thing, issues a press
release —
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr ONDARCHIE — There are 28 pieces of
business on the notice paper, and Mr Rich-Phillips
moves that we adjourn this matter and go to item
number —
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Mr ONDARCHIE — Clearly the bar has been
open.
The PRESIDENT — Mr Dalidakis, please.
Mr ONDARCHIE — What Mr Rich-Phillips is
saying is, because of the importance of the Minister for
Industrial Relations, can we move from this item to
item 5 on the notice paper? That is what the minister is
saying — ‘We want you to move immediately to
item 5’. But the government is saying to their minister
in the other place, ‘Forget about it. We’re not listening
to what you say’. This government is fractured and not
united; that is clear. They have no clue what is going on
from day to day and they are doing things on the run, so
we say to the government, ‘Bring it on now. Let’s deal
with it right now’. While you are falsely accusing the
opposition of mismanagement, it is the government that
is mismanaging this whole thing, and it is just
symptomatic of everything they have done in four years
in this place — everything they touch turns bad.
Everything they have touched has turned bad.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr ONDARCHIE — As they interject and they
ask our position — your position is very, very clear on
this. Your minister wants to deal with this and you do
not want to. I support Mr Rich-Phillips’s motion. I
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move with him that we move straight to this business,
but we know what happens. This disunited, insipid,
rorting government do not want to deal with it.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms Lovell — On a point of order, President.
An honourable member — You are on your feet.
The PRESIDENT — A travelling point of order.
Ms Lovell — I had to get to my spot. On a point of
order, President, I heard Minister Dalidakis make a
remark towards Mr Ondarchie that was extremely
unparliamentary, and he should withdraw.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms Shing — On the point of order, President, in
relation to disgraceful remarks, I very clearly heard a
number of remarks coming from Mr Ondarchie towards
Mr Dalidakis which were at the very least incendiary
and which I think probably provoked an exchange
between the two members in the chamber.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr O’Donohue — On a point of order, President, I
think Ms Shing has a separate point of order to
Ms Lovell’s point of order. She should wait for the
adjudication on Ms Lovell’s point of order before
raising a fresh point of order.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Both of the parties
whom members raising these points of order assert
have been so aggrieved by these matters have had an
opportunity, given they are in the house, to actually
stand up and seek a retraction themselves. Neither of
them has done it. Again, a travelling point of order is
just outrageous. I did not hear anything from
Mr Ondarchie at that point. I did hear far too much
from him earlier during the debate. I also find that it is
true that the nature of the debate that has been led on
this very narrow procedural motion has been
provocative and is really not necessary.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (21:22) — In relation
to the procedural motion, I note that it is the habit and
the pattern of the opposition when they fear progress on
the legislative program to in fact seek to stagnate the
process and the way in which matters are discussed and
are debated in this house of review. In this regard I note
that on 19 June when we were debating the labour hire
legislation they in fact moved to report progress on
three occasions, which was 30 minutes of debate every
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time plus the 3 or 4 minutes required for the bells and
then the vote.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms SHING — On 24 August we saw in relation to
the long service leave portability legislation a motion to
report progress, again with the effect of delaying the
way in which this house of review could undertake
matters relevant to the notice paper. Again on
6 September, as it related to residential tenancies,
another motion to —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I can hardly hear
Ms Shing partly because members on her own side are
engaging in cross-chamber conversations. Can
Ms Shing be heard without that assistance. Thank you.
Ms SHING — So as far as the third example in
relation to an attempt and repeated attempts by the
opposition to stagnate the work of this house of review,
on 6 September in relation to residential tenancies there
was another motion to adjourn the debate, a further
30 minutes for contributions and time for bells. Then
again on 8 May we had the major events ticket scalping
legislation and a motion to report progress. What we
see is a pattern of conduct and tactic from those
opposite which is designed and contrived to in fact
interrupt, disrupt, slow down and break up the business
of this house wherever and however it can possibly
occur. What we see repeatedly from those opposite is
that when it comes to bills of import and substance on
the program which deliver fundamental and important
improvements and entitlements to people who are
relying upon good government to make and take
decisions that are in the interests of those who do not
have an elected voice of their own to use, those
opposite cannot wait to get to their feet and use the
standing orders and various procedures of this house to
delay in any possible way that they can think of,
through the hours of the night, in a way that in fact
makes sure that we do not have an opportunity to
debate. That has happened time and time again. It
occurs without any compunction from those opposite.
What does the subject matter of this bill have in
common with the other matters which have been the
subject of procedural adjournment and report progress
motions?
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Mr Davis! You are not even
in your place. If you are not careful, you will not be in
this place.
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Ms SHING — The common theme that emerges
when you consider those bills which have been the
most frequent subject of procedural interruption by
those opposite — wait, let us have a think about this —
are bills which provide rights and entitlements to
workers, bills which provide security and continuity of
service to people who rely upon good government.
They rely upon Labor and Labor governments to get
things done and give security of entitlements to people
who do not own their own homes and are residential
tenants, people who actually need and want the things
that those opposite are all too quick to call for in their
desperate moments of hypocrisy.
On that basis I would suggest that in fact this motion
has been contrived, as have so many others of this
nature in the course of this Parliament, by this
opposition, in bad faith, for improper purposes and in
ways which actually seek to circumnavigate the exact
work of this house, which time and time again they
interrupt, they delay, they waylay, they push off course,
until such time as we resort, as was referred to earlier,
to the breaking of conventions in this house. People in
this chamber have referred to the conventions of this
Parliament being smashed and dismantled in a way that
reflects badly on politicians across this house and
throughout this Parliament. It is an absolute disgrace. It
seems that the lowest common denominator is a depth
to which others are prepared to plumb. The motion
itself, as with so many others, forms no proper basis for
the legislative program that we are more than happy to
continue working our way through, despite any
obstacles that you might throw up to the contrary.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (21:27) — I had
no intention of speaking on this motion until such time
as I heard Ms Shing, and what an extraordinary
performance that was. We can certainly understand
why she is number two after that little episode. But I
think we really have to consider, in supporting
Mr Rich-Phillips’s motion, the situation that we find
ourselves in. In an attempt to sledge the opposition —
and in particular the Leader of the Opposition,
Mr Guy — a minister of the Andrews Labor
government has in fact attempted to bring this house
into disrepute. That is what has occurred. This is not
what the Labor Party has said about the Liberal Party;
this is what the government has said about the upper
house. The upper house has a very responsible role to
play in this Parliament, and I know, President, you have
been very outspoken on a number of occasions, both
inside and outside this house, on that role. We need to
ensure that the people in the community know that we
are acting responsibly in bringing that job that we have
to fruition. What has occurred as a result of this
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extraordinary attack from Minister Hutchins is, well, to
begin with —
Ms Crozier — She should apologise.
Mr FINN — Yes, she should apologise, but I think
there is about as much chance of that happening as
there is of me barracking for Collingwood tomorrow
night. That is just not going to happen. We do not
expect apologies from the other side at all, but certainly
an apology is warranted — not to the Liberal Party, not
to Mr Guy, not to anybody on this side of the house, but
indeed to the Legislative Council as a whole because,
as I said, what has occurred here is an attack on the
processes of the upper house, and that is something that
we should be very concerned about.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr FINN — Calm down. You will have kittens.
Ms Mikakos — You don’t want to be here
tomorrow because you’re going to the football.
Mr FINN — You should have a pizza and a Coke
and calm down. Just relax. Up on the roof with you.
That is why I support the motion moved by
Mr Rich-Phillips. I think the points that
Mr Rich-Phillips made were very, very good ones. We
seem to have some conflict, at the very least confusion,
between members of the government in this house and
members of the government in the other house, and at
the very least as a Legislative Council we should seek
to clarify exactly what the government’s intentions are,
because we have some members of the government in
this house saying their priorities are one thing, we have
other members in the other house saying that their
priorities are something else, and that clearly is going to
lead to confusion. That is clearly going to —
Mr Dalidakis — Ask me to withdraw: you are a
liar.
Mr FINN — I think Sir Les has been in the bar for
far too long.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Dalidakis, I ask
you to withdraw.
Mr Dalidakis — For you, President, I will. As for
you, Mr Finn, there is a special place in hell for you.
Mr FINN — If there is a special place in hell for
me, it is probably sitting next to him, as indeed it would
be for anybody else, I would suggest. The fact of the
matter is that we are debating a very important point of
principle here as to the role of the upper house.
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Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Mr FINN — President, can I suggest that you
suggest to Mr Dalidakis he goes back to the bar — and
I am not talking about the Supreme Court. I think that
as an upper house we need to defend our position. We
cannot expect the community to have respect for what
we do in here if we stand by and allow senior members
of the government to portray us as doing something that
indeed we are not responsible for, so —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Thank you, Mr Finn.
We have reached the end of the period for the debate on
the procedural motion. Mr Rich-Phillips gets a
2-minute right of reply.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) (21:32) — Not for the first time,
Ms Shing is confused about what the house is doing.
Ms Shing in her contribution said that this side of the
house always wants to adjourn off legislation which the
government views as improving the lot of working
Victorians. In fact what we have before the house this
evening is a motion to adjourn off a treasury and
finance bill to proceed to a bill which the industrial
relations minister said was about the bargaining rights
of 130 000 Victorian workers. So quite in contrast to
what Ms Shing claimed in her contribution, the motion
I have moved is to step over this treasury and finance
bill, which we were very happy to debate, to the bill
that the Minister for Industrial Relations in the other
place said we had somehow not delivered when this
government had no intention of delivering.
So the motion I move is to step over for the time being
the treasury and finance bill until later this day to deal
with the Fair Work bill which the Minister for
Industrial Relations in her incendiary press release said
we should have dealt with. Ms Shing in her confusion
thinks we should deal with the treasury and finance bill
rather than this industrial relations bill, but this motion
is very clearly about doing what the industrial relations
minister thinks we should have done, and I have to say,
I am surprised that, with the industrial relations minister
calling for the house to deal with the industrial relations
legislation, we are going to have the government voting
against the will of its own minister.
House divided on Mr Rich-Phillips’s motion:
Ayes, 18
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr

Morris, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
O’Sullivan, Mr (Teller)
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr

Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms
Lovell, Ms (Teller)
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Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms
Young, Mr

Noes, 22
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Gepp, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr (Teller)
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr

Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Springle, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Truong, Ms (Teller)

Motion negatived.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) (21:42) — I am pleased to rise this
evening to speak to the Treasury and Finance
Legislation Amendment Bill 2018, which is a very
important piece of legislation that achieves several
important policy outcomes. As a former minister in this
area who had responsibility for the Transport Accident
Commission (TAC) and the Victorian WorkCover
Authority (VWA), I am particularly interested in the
policy direction that this legislation is heading in.
But in starting this contribution, I want to place on the
record the fact that the government tonight has made
very clear its intention with respect to the legislative
program. The Minister for Industrial Relations in the
other place, through her stupid press release inveigling
this house to bring on debate on the industrial relations
bill, has elected not to do that. The government has
voted against its own minister to bring on the treasury
and finance bill. As I said, the treasury and finance bill
is a very important piece of legislation, which will have
particularly important policy outcomes. I know that a
number of my colleagues are particularly committed to
seeing the passage of this legislation, but it speaks
volumes that the government were willing to disregard
the views of their industrial relations minister, as
stupidly put as they were, and vote against the bill to
get this little —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Purcell) —
Mr Rich-Phillips, are you discussing the motion?
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I am discussing the bill,
Acting President.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Purcell) — And
which part of the bill?
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — The way in which we got
to it, Acting President.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Purcell) — If you
could come back to the bill, that would be appreciated.
Thank you.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — As I said, this bill is a
very important piece of legislation, and I am pleased
that we are dealing with it tonight, notwithstanding the
unhelpful intervention from the Minister for Industrial
Relations.
It is somewhat of an omnibus bill, though it is also a
relatively small bill. The purpose of the bill is to amend
the Transport Accident Act 1986 to clarify aspects with
respect to the intent of the act, to increase benefits for
claimants and family members and to expand the
eligibility of cyclists to access compensation,
specifically where an injury occurs as the result of a
collision with a stationary motor vehicle, plus a range
of other matters. It amends the Occupational Health and
Safety Act 2004 — the OH&S act — the Dangerous
Goods Act 1985, the Equipment (Public Safety) Act
1994, the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and
Compensation Act 2013 and the Accident
Compensation Act 1986 to increase benefits for
claimants and family members and to amend some
procedures and processes under these acts. It also
makes an amendment to the Emergency Services
Superannuation Act 1988 to transfer the Port of
Melbourne Superannuation Fund to the Emergency
Services Superannuation Scheme (ESS scheme).
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common-law claims that had been brought by people
who had been injured in motor vehicle accidents. It was
the basis of that experience that led him to support the
development of what we now know as the Transport
Accident Commission, which has been an incredibly
successful statutory insurer in supporting, through a
no-fault scheme, people who are injured in motor
vehicle accidents in Victoria or indeed in
Victorian-registered motor vehicles elsewhere.
It is one of the great success stories of Victoria that the
TAC continues to go from strength to strength. Of
course the TAC is now headquartered in Geelong, and I
was very pleased during my period as minister to start
the relocation of the Victorian WorkCover Authority,
also to Geelong. The Victorian WorkCover Authority is
of course the other great success story in statutory
insurance and compensation in the Victorian
jurisdiction. It is an entity with a balance sheet
exceeding $10 billion which provides well over
$1 billion, closer to $2 billion, in support on an annual
basis to workplace injury claimants. Alongside the
Transport Accident Commission, it is a scheme which
has been established on a very sound basis whereby the
liability for injuries that relate to that scheme are well
understood, actuarially assessed and recorded on the
balance sheet and the entity is able to provide very
targeted and well-understood support and compensation
to claimants in a way which ensures their best interest
are reflected and supported and in a way which ensures
that the long-term viability of the scheme is protected
and supported through appropriate early-stage
interventions which have the objective of reducing the
long-term liability of the scheme.

I would like to start by talking about the amendments
the bill makes to the Transport Accident Act. The
Transport Accident Act is the act which constitutes and
governs the operation of the Transport Accident
Commission, which, as many members of the house
will be aware, is the entity which is responsible for our
statutory insurance scheme and which provides support
and compensation to those members of the Victorian
community who are injured in motor vehicle accidents,
through a range of types of support. It also provides
support to certain family members of people who are
injured in transport accidents, as defined in the
legislation.

Both the TAC and the Victorian WorkCover Authority
have implemented models where their entire known
liability is represented on the balance sheets and
therefore can be managed in a way which is not based
on short-term cash considerations but based on getting
long-term improvements for claimants and in doing so
reducing the long-term whole-of-life liability of the
claimants in the respective schemes. That has been
incredibly successful.

The TAC has been one of the great success stories of
Victorian government over its 30-year history. It was an
initiative of the Cain government. In fact on the
occasion of the 30th anniversary of the Transport
Accident Commission, I was very pleased to have
welcomed former Premier John Cain to the TAC in
Geelong to celebrate the successes of the Transport
Accident Commission and indeed to hear about the role
that former Premier Cain had in the development of the
Transport Accident Commission, based on his previous
experience in legal practice where he had dealt with

It is a model which has been picked up in other
jurisdictions, not necessarily just in relation to statutory
insurance but also in relation to assessing public policy
interventions in a whole range of social policy areas
whereby, based on the work that has been done by the
TAC and the Victorian WorkCover Authority,
governments in other jurisdictions have undertaken the
work to do actuarial assessments of public policy
problems, public policy challenges, and assess them in
a whole-of-life liability sense and have then been able
to assess what targeted interventions will make a
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difference to getting better public policy outcomes. It is
an incredibly successful model. Of course with the
TAC and WorkCover those liabilities are brought to the
balance sheet, which is not necessarily the case in other
jurisdictions. It is a model which has worked very, very
successfully, and I was very pleased as the minister to
be able to start the process of relocating WorkCover to
Geelong, where it can work alongside the Transport
Accident Commission.
That was actually part of a bigger vision for statutory
insurance in this state. In the same period when we
commenced the relocation of WorkCover to Geelong,
the commonwealth put in place, in cooperation with the
states, the national disability insurance scheme,
overseen by the National Disability Insurance Agency
(NDIA), which is also Geelong based. One of the great
opportunities we saw as a government, both in terms of
improving outcomes but also managing risk, was to
have the Transport Accident Commission, the Victorian
WorkCover Authority and the National Disability
Insurance Agency all located in the same city — in
Geelong — all being able to collaborate and work
cooperatively together and in particular the NDIA being
able to draw upon the corporate knowledge and
experience of the three decades held within the TAC
and the Victorian WorkCover Authority to ensure a
smooth establishment and national rollout of the
national disability insurance scheme.
This is because for our schemes, the Victorian schemes,
the NDIA does represent some risks. Both the
Transport Accident Commission and the Victorian
WorkCover Authority have a very clear understanding
of the cost base and cost structure of the schemes they
run. They have a very clear understanding in a
long-term actuarial sense of the impact on those two
schemes of making changes in the pricing of support
services which are made available to their clients.
While both schemes provide very high levels of support
and are very focused upon working to support their
clients, they are also very conscious of the implications
of the cost of service provision, particularly in the long
term. That is one of the great benefits of both those
schemes having their whole-of-life cost liabilities on
their balance sheets.
The big risk we foresaw with the national disability
insurance scheme is that it did not have a balance sheet.
The NDIA did not have, and to this day does not
understand, the full extent — certainly in whole-of-life
cost terms — of the liability it is taking on as a national
disability insurance provider, and therefore its capacity
to appropriately price the services it purchases was far
less tuned than the same capacity in the TAC and
WorkCover. Of course because the NDIA is such a
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large entity and such a large purchaser of those
services, the risk for our schemes was that they would
become price takers when overshadowed by the sheer
size of the NDIA, which as I said did not necessarily
have anywhere near as acute an understanding of the
cost impacts and the cost base of the services it was
purchasing compared to our statutory schemes.
So we saw a very strong opportunity to get the NDIA
and our two schemes working together to develop in
Geelong a centre of excellence based around statutory
insurance to develop those skills in statutory insurance,
to develop the allied skills and service provision and
also to manage the risk to our schemes that the
thousand-pound gorilla that is the NDIA posed to the
TAC and the Victorian WorkCover Authority. I am not
sure at this point four years on from the launch of the
NDIA whether the NDIA has really at this stage
developed that corporate knowledge which will allow it
to operate in a sustainable basis in the long term. I
suspect that, notwithstanding the good work that is
being done by the TAC and the Victorian WorkCover
Authority, the risks remain for those two entities as the
NDIA develops its capability and its corporate
knowledge as it goes through the full rollout of the
scheme on a nationwide basis.
Turning to the specific provisions in the bill that the
Council is dealing with tonight, the amendments to the
Transport Accident Act 1986 seek to expand the
definition of ‘member of the immediate family’ to
include grandparents. It seeks to increase the family
travel and accommodation expenses for family
members visiting an injured person in hospital. It
provides a new benefit for parents of an injured child in
hospital to compensate them for the loss of wages while
visiting their child. It expands the definition of
‘dependent child’ to include people under the age of
25 years who are undertaking an apprenticeship. It
removes the mandatory requirement to review a
claimant’s entitlement to ongoing weekly benefits at
least once every five years.
Importantly and perhaps one of the most significant
amendments this bill makes in a public sense is the
amendment to extend coverage to cyclists injured in a
collision with a stationary or parked motor vehicle, and
I will come back to that in a little more detail. It
provides an entitlement to an additional four weeks of
disability attendant care outside of Australia for
claimants required to travel overseas for work and
establishes a new benefit to enable the TAC to pay the
fees associated with the management of a claimant’s
compensation by a court-appointed professional
administrator.
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Most of the amendments this bill seeks to make to the
Transport Accident Act are in the area of ancillary
benefits and support to TAC claimants and their family
members. It was something that I was quite pleased to
be able to do with the Transport Accident Act
amendment legislation that I brought through this
Parliament in the previous term of government to
increase some of those ancillary benefits and support
benefits to family members who have a relative injured
in a transport accident. It is often not front of mind for
the community, understanding the impact that a
significant transport accident can have on a family
situation. If a person is severely injured or
catastrophically injured and requires a long period of
hospitalisation, the impact that can have on a family can
be significant, particularly if they are not from
Melbourne and their relative is hospitalised in
Melbourne. The need for them to travel and the need
for them to stay in Melbourne can impose a very
significant burden on their immediate family and on
their extended family. That is why the TAC act
includes a range of support to family members and to
extended family to facilitate them.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
Sitting extended pursuant to standing orders.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — The act contains, as I was
saying, a range of benefits available to family and
extended family to assist them in supporting an injured
family member, in recognition that doing that imposes a
significant burden on an extended family, particularly
if, as I said, they are not from metropolitan Melbourne,
where typically much of the significant trauma care is
provided, most often of course at the Alfred hospital.
This bill seeks to further expand some of those
provisions, as I said, through expanding the definitions
of ‘family member’ and ‘member of the immediate
family’ to include grandparents and through increasing
a range of travel and accommodation expense supports
for family members and for parents of injured children
and by expanding the definition of ‘dependent child’ to
include young people under 25 who are undertaking
apprenticeships.
That is something that we think is welcome.
Notwithstanding being a Treasury minister, I was
typically always pretty happy to see an increase in those
types of support benefits payable through the Transport
Accident Commission scheme, recognising the very
important role that it plays in the Victorian community
and of course recognising the typically very strong
financial position that both schemes, TAC and
WorkCover, generally have. I say that not having had
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the opportunity to look at the 2017–18 financial annual
report for either the TAC or WorkCover. In fact I do
not know if they were tabled among the hundreds of
annual reports which arrived in Parliament today.
One of the things which was always interesting in
looking at those annual reports and looking at the level
of funding — that is, whether the actuarially assessed
liabilities of those schemes were fully funded, fully
covered by assets — was looking at some of the
perverse outcomes and some of the perverse
presentations that we saw in those annual reports from
time to time, based on what accounting standards
required to be presented in terms of discount rates being
applied to some of those liabilities. They produced,
when looking at the accounting funding ratios,
particularly with very low interest rates, some very
distorted liability figures which might have suggested
less than full funding of those schemes when in fact
discounting the liabilities based on actual returns rather
than theoretical returns based on bond rates actually
showed that those schemes were funded at a very
healthy rate, far exceeding 100 per cent.
In circumstances where there was such a strong balance
sheet, in an economic sense even if not necessarily an
accounting sense, to have the scope to improve benefits
of this nature, which make a very real difference to
claimants and the families of claimants, I think was a
very welcome opportunity. I am pleased to see that we
are seeing the same sort of incremental change and
improvement in the range of supports made available
under the bill that the house is dealing with tonight.
One of the interesting changes in this bill is removing
the TAC’s mandatory requirement to review a
claimant’s entitlement to ongoing weekly benefits at
least once every five years. That amendment is an
interesting one, reflecting as it does the fact that for a
cohort of TAC claimants their engagement with the
TAC is long term. For some claimants who are severely
injured or catastrophically injured, their injury or their
accident may result in a lifelong relationship with the
Transport Accident Commission. That can be a
double-edged sword, and that is not a reflection on the
TAC. It is a reflection, though, on the challenges that a
person who finds their life irrevocably changed through
a transport accident goes through in adapting to those
changed circumstances, in adapting to a life where they
may be dependent on other people and certainly
dependent on the Transport Accident Commission.
It was my observation of the complaints that would
come through my office in relation to both the
Transport Accident Commission and the Victorian
WorkCover Authority, where claimants or in some
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cases the family of claimants were complaining about
the support or the treatment they received from the
TAC or WorkCover, that more often than not those
particular claimants would be people who had been in
the system — in the scheme — for a long period of
time. Many of the complaints they would make perhaps
were not as well-founded as others.
It was interesting to reflect on why one of the key
messages from the TAC scheme and the Victorian
WorkCover scheme is the need for people who are
subject to injuries to return to a normal lifestyle as
quickly as possible. That is certainly one of the strong
emphases with the WorkCover scheme — for injured
workers to return to work as quickly as possible —
because it was very evident to me from those
complaints and claim files that where people became
dependent on the schemes for extended periods of time,
it had a very negative effect on their life. Their ongoing
interactions with the two commissions — the authority
and the TAC — could quite often become an obsession.
There would be daily correspondence, daily complaints
to the minister’s office, about various matters. It was
very clear that the circumstances of the ongoing
relationship could be very negative for the claimants,
hence the need, where possible, for them to return to a
normal lifestyle or return to work as quickly as possible
and get out of that cycle, which often caused such
negative mental repercussions.
It is interesting that the bill seeks to remove the
five-year review requirement in respect of certain
claimants. That is in recognition that for a cohort of
TAC claimants their circumstances do not change.
They are typically the very catastrophically injured
claimants — people who are quadriplegic or paraplegic
as a result of transport accidents. Once they have
stabilised, their circumstances are not going to change,
and to have continual reviews in the hope that
something might change or improve is not a good use
of the resources of the commission and indeed not good
for the individual concerned.
As I said, one of the key amendments this bill seeks to
make, and the most high profile amendment, changes
the way that certain cyclists are treated under the TAC
legislation. The bill seeks to extend coverage under the
TAC scheme to cyclists who are injured in a collision
with a stationary or parked motor vehicle. This is an
area which has always been a challenge for the TAC to
the extent that bicycles of course are not registered,
cyclists do not pay TAC premiums and accidents
involving bicycles in isolation have been largely
excluded from the TAC scheme. More recently, as
bicycles have become more prevalent on our roads and
there has been an increase in the incidence of
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doorings — where motorists opening a door into a
bicycle lane clobber a cyclist — which can be minor
but can also be very significant, particularly if the
cyclist then ends up on the roadway in front of vehicles,
we saw a change to the law which reflected that a
cyclist colliding with a vehicle door being opened
would be eligible for a TAC claim. This then created
the somewhat perverse circumstance where a cyclist
colliding with a stationary or parked vehicle could not
claim, but if they collided with the open door of a
parked vehicle they could claim.
I think it was in late 2014 that we had the case of
Mr Rory Wilson, I think from the Geelong region, who
was injured in an accident of that nature and suffered
very significant injuries with lifelong impacts. In those
circumstances, and in circumstances under the existing
law, he was not covered by the TAC scheme. A key
part of the bill we are debating tonight is actually to
extend, as I said, the TAC scheme coverage to cyclists
who have collided with stationary or parked vehicles,
and in doing so, I understand from advice directly from
the minister yesterday, it will ensure that that coverage
is available to Mr Wilson in respect of his injuries.
I know this is a matter that my colleague Mr Ramsay
has been extremely passionate about. Mr Ramsay has
been very keen all week to ensure that this legislation
will pass the Parliament before we rise ahead of the
election in November. I am very pleased to be able to
say to Mr Ramsay, as he leaves us in this Parliament,
that this bill will pass the Parliament today and
Mr Wilson will get the coverage that Mr Ramsay has
been so passionate about ensuring was made available
before this Parliament rose. It is very pleasing that that
will be a consequence of this bill passing through the
house tonight.
One of the other changes the bill makes — as I said, it
is an omnibus bill — is with respect to, in a very
different direction, the Emergency Services
Superannuation Act 1986. It transfers the Port of
Melbourne Superannuation Fund to the ESS scheme.
The ESSS, or ESS scheme, is the scheme which
oversees all the residual defined benefit superannuation,
which is a feature of the historical way in which public
sector workers in Victoria received superannuation
until the mid-1990s. Most, if not all, public sector
workers up to that time received superannuation on a
defined benefit basis — that is, they received retirement
entitlements based on their finishing salary and the
period of time in which they had served as a public
sector worker in Victoria.
Those schemes existed through the government
departments, they existed through the statutory agencies
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and to this day they exist for emergency services
workers, who are the only cohort who continue to
receive superannuation on a defined benefit basis.
Those public service workers who were in the defined
benefit schemes when they closed continue to be
grandfathered in the defined benefit schemes, but those
who joined the public sector after those closure dates
receive superannuation under the more common
accumulation fund model, which is familiar to most
Australians.
One of the consequences of the sale or long-term lease
of the Port of Melbourne Corporation in 2016 to private
interests was the residual defined benefit
superannuation responsibility, which sat with the port
of Melbourne as a public sector employer which had
employees with long-term work history with the
corporation and therefore the defined benefit
entitlements. This bill seeks to transfer the Port of
Melbourne Superannuation Fund into the ESSS as an
ongoing public sector responsibility. That is something
which has been the practice with other public sector
corporations which have been privatised. It was the
case with the public transport privatisations. It was the
case, from memory, with the privatisation of the State
Electricity Commission of Victoria that those
grandfathered defined benefit superannuation
responsibilities transferred from the public sector
corporation into being managed under ESSS, which has
as the bulk of its work managing some tens of billions
of dollars of defined superannuation and a small book
of accumulation superannuation. That is a fairly
standard transfer as a consequence of that privatisation
which took place two years ago.
Some of the other amendments the bill makes are with
respect to expanding the definition, as I said before, of
‘member of the immediate family’ to include
grandparents not only for the Transport Accident Act
1986 but also for the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation
and Compensation Act 2013 (WIRC act) and the
Accident Compensation Act 1985. Both those acts
relate to the WorkCover scheme — the statutory
insurance scheme for workplace injuries. The WIRC
act was the act which was put in place by the previous
government as a clean rewrite of our WorkCover
legislation in 2013.
One of the consequences of putting in place that new
WIRC act was the need to preserve a number of the
residual workplace injury schemes which had existed
from the 1950s in various forms and various iterations
in the Accident Compensation Act as a residual act.
Current claims and new claims are dealt with under the
WIRC act, and a number of historic long-tail claims
exist under the Accident Compensation Act.
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Likewise, as with the Transport Accident Act, we see
increased family travel and accommodation caps and
benefits attached to the WorkCover scheme. We see the
insertion of a provision for the electronic service of
notices under the Occupational Health and Safety Act
2004, the Dangerous Goods Act 1985, the Equipment
(Public Safety) Act 1994 and the Workplace Injury
Rehabilitation and Compensation Act. Of course that is
a sensible move. The ability to serve notices
electronically is something which frankly is expected in
2018. The commonwealth jurisdiction some time ago
passed legislation which confirmed on a general basis
that the service of documents in electronic form would
meet the requirements of individual acts for the service
of documents. It is appropriate in a civil sense and in a
common-law sense, and it is appropriate that our
statutory insurance frameworks — indeed our
workplace safety framework — reflect that modern
practice as well.
The bill also makes several changes with respect to
prosecutions and investigations under the Occupational
Health and Safety Act, the Dangerous Goods Act and
the Equipment (Public Safety) Act. In this regard the
bill clarifies that prosecutions for summary offences
must be completed within three months, the
prosecutions for indictable offences must be completed
within three months and a report must be given to the
person who made the complaint that either the
investigation is complete with a prosecution that will be
brought or the investigation is ongoing. In the event of
an ongoing investigation, further reports are required
every three months. The bill also provides that a report
must be given for each ongoing investigation to the
minister every three months. Additional requirements
are imposed for annual report, including the length of
time it took to complete each investigation and the
number of times the response and reporting
requirements were not met.
This is a very interesting set of amendments to those
three acts — as I said, the Occupational Health and
Safety Act, the Dangerous Goods Act and the
Equipment (Public Safety) Act — all of which largely
relate to the workplace in its various forms. The
Occupational Health and Safety Act obviously is
directly related. The Dangerous Goods Act and the
Equipment (Public Safety) Act are ancillary to
workplace safety. The requirement for reports of
investigations to be provided to the minister on a
quarterly basis where an investigation is ongoing is
intriguing. I certainly know that during my term as
minister there were a number of investigations
undertaken by the Victorian WorkCover Authority.
Some of those investigations related to quite high
profile incidents and issues, and it was always my view
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and I always expected of my office that there would be
a clear delineation between what I knew and what
information I sought as minister and the independence
of an investigation or prosecution that was undertaken
by the Victorian WorkCover Authority.
I find it somewhat surprising that in putting in place a
requirement, an obligation, to close the loop with a
complainant about how an investigation is proceeding
there is now also to be a mandatory reporting
requirement to a minister or for the minister to be
informed as to how investigations are proceeding and,
presumably with that, prosecutions.
I think there is a very strong argument that ministers
should not be involved, have visibility on or be briefed
on proceedings, investigations and prosecutions. It is
interesting when you reflect on the police jurisdiction to
note the number of times when the Minister for Police
is asked about prosecutions or investigations that she
repeatedly talks about the independence of Victoria
Police to undertake those investigations and launch
prosecutions independently of the minister.
That is a very strong message we get from the police
minister and indeed from Victoria Police, and I find it
interesting that we are now to have a provision which
requires the WorkCover authority — as the agency
responsible for administering the Occupational Health
and Safety Act 2004, the Dangerous Goods Act 1985
and the Equipment (Public Safety) Act 1994 — to be
obliged to report to the minister on the progress of
investigations and prosecutions. That I think actually
puts the minister in a difficult position with respect to
their knowledge of proceedings and with
commensurate pressure around intervention in the
proceedings. Even the mere fact of being briefed on a
proceeding, be it in writing or orally, raises issues
around the potential conflict or potential perception of
conflict of a minister intervening in an investigation or
prosecution. If we take the bill into committee, that is a
matter that I will seek to expand on further with the
minister.
The bill also makes some provisions with a requirement
to provide documents. It extends the powers of an
inspector to require a person to produce a document or
part of a document, whether or not it is located in the
place being inspected and whether or not it is in the
person’s possession or control. I note that the existing
act does not require the production of a document
located in a different place or not in the custody or the
possession of the person being interviewed. My
understanding is that the argument in support of this
provision relates to the electronic storage of documents,
where increasingly documents are in electronic form
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rather than hard copy form and therefore may not be in
the physical custody of the person being interviewed or
indeed in the physical premises where a person is being
interviewed.
The bill also inserts a new framework for the removal
and control of asbestos installed on or after 1 January
2004. These provisions are intended to supplement the
application of prohibitions in the existing Occupational
Health and Safety Regulations 2017 made under the
Dangerous Goods Act.
A new provision is also inserted to allow for the
payment of compensation to the estate of a worker who
has made a claim for compensation and subsequently
dies before the matter is resolved and the payment is
made under the Accident Compensation Act 1985.
The coalition believes there are a number of good
provisions in this bill. As I said at the outset, I am
pleased to see the increase and expansion of support
services made available to the families of people who
are injured in transport accidents. That is something the
previous government did, and I am pleased to see that
continue under the current government.
The expansion of entitlement for certain cyclists who
have had collisions with stationary or parked vehicles
does address a concern that has been raised very
strongly by Mr Ramsay with respect to the Rory
Wilson case. In committee I will seek from the minister
an understanding of the actuarial assessment of the
impact of that change and the depth of the
understanding that the TAC has of such a provision.
Obviously, because cyclists are not currently covered
by the Transport Accident Act in a broad sense, the
question as to how much knowledge the TAC has of
collisions and therefore the extent for those collisions to
impact the scheme is an area that I would seek some
further information about.
This is a very interesting piece of legislation. It makes
some worthwhile amendments to the TAC scheme and
to the VWA scheme. I note just in passing that the bill
makes several amendments to the Occupational Health
and Safety Act 2004. There is a certain irony in that
because it was, if I recall correctly, an election
commitment of the current government that it would in
fact implement the Work Health and Safety Act model,
which was the national model agreed by the
commonwealth and the states in 2008–09 to harmonise
occupational health and safety legislation across the
nation. When the coalition government came to power
in 2010, upon reviewing the commitments made to the
Work Health and Safety Act and considering that act in
the context of the existing Victorian Occupational
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Health and Safety Act we took the decision that,
notwithstanding the COAG agreement, notwithstanding
the fact that reward payments were payable to the state
of Victoria under the seamless national economy
Council of Australian Governments (COAG)
agreement, it was in the interests of Victorian
businesses and Victorian employers that we in fact
maintain the Victorian Occupational Health and Safety
Act 2004 rather than adopt the national model.

This is a bill I am pleased to be debating this evening. It
does make some meaningful improvements to the
Transport Accident Commission scheme and the
WorkCover scheme. In particular it will have a very
significant impact on Mr Wilson and people who find
themselves in the same situation as Mr Wilson. It is a
bill that is very strongly supported by my colleague
Mr Ramsay, and I look forward to it passing the house
tonight.

The situation we confronted then was a national model,
which had been agreed by the state and territory
jurisdictions and by the commonwealth, which
effectively recognised that at that stage Victoria had —
and I think probably today Victoria has — the best
occupational health and safety framework in the nation.
As is the way of getting national agreements, if you
take Victoria as the starting point, a number of
compromises and changes had to be made to get the
support of the other jurisdictions around the nation,
which then saw from a Victorian perspective a
compromised national workplace health and safety
model which was adopted by the industrial relations
ministerial council as the model to be implemented
around the nation.

Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (22:30) — I
am pleased to rise to speak on the Treasury and Finance
Legislation Amendment Bill 2018. I will be brief on
this bill given the time of day, but I rise to say that the
Greens will be supporting this bill. It is a good bill
before us today because it is pragmatic and makes a
number of commonsense reforms to our compensation
schemes.

The situation we confronted on coming to government
was being told by the commonwealth to implement a
model act which effectively required Victoria to take
10 steps backwards to allow states like New South
Wales to take 15 steps forwards. That was something
we were determined we would not do. It cost
Victoria — I think it cost us more than $100 million in
reward payments from the commonwealth under the
COAG agreement — but it was the right thing to do for
Victorian workplaces, Victorian employers and
Victorian workers, and we stand by the decision we
made in 2010 to maintain the Victorian model and not
adopt the national model.
It is interesting to note that the then Labor opposition,
and I think the current minister was the shadow
minister at the time, said that a Labor government
would implement the national model — that it would
ditch the Victorian model, the better model, and take up
the national model, which had been driven by Bill
Shorten and Julia Gillard. But here we are four years
on, the Parliament is about to adjourn for the end of the
session and the government has taken the right position
of in fact not implementing that workplace health and
safety template model. It has decided not to do what it
promised to do and in fact has preserved what we
regarded as the superior Victorian model of the
Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004.

The bill makes a range of changes to the Transport
Accident Commission (TAC) scheme and the
WorkSafe Victoria scheme. These amendments are
designed to improve the operation of the schemes by
raising the cap on claim benefits and improving support
for family members of clients. We support these
changes. As parliamentarians we should be constantly
improving and updating our legislation so that our law
can adapt to changing times and continue to operate as
intended.
To cover these amendments briefly, the WorkSafe
amendments include improving transparency around
WorkSafe investigations, clarifying the framework for
removing asbestos installed after 2003 and improving
the claims system so that an impairment payment can
still be made after an injured worker passes away prior
to a claim’s finalisation. The TAC amendments
recognise the changing nature of work and families,
extending family benefits to grandparents, increasing
the cap on the reasonable travel expenses of family
members to visit injured family in hospital and aligning
the dependency entitlements of a dependent apprentice
under 25 with those of a dependent student.
But it will come as no surprise to this chamber that the
changes I want to focus on today are those that relate to
TAC compensation for cyclists. The bill closes a
loophole in the Transport Accident Act 1986 which
limits the circumstances in which a cyclist can claim
TAC compensation. Under the current act, cyclists can
only receive TAC compensation if they hit a moving
vehicle, a car door or a stationary vehicle when on their
way to or from work. This bill amends the act so that
any cyclist who is injured as a result of hitting a
stationary vehicle can access TAC support. The
amendment will operate retrospectively, so any cyclist

TREASURY AND FINANCE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2018
5228

COUNCIL

who has been in such an accident since 9 July 2016 will
be covered.
This is a pragmatic amendment that we are pleased to
support. Cyclists are also road users and have just as
much right to be on the road as drivers. They should not
have to put up with a subpar compensation system. An
everyday part of cycling in Melbourne is navigating
parked cars, because so much of Melbourne lacks
demarcated, segregated bike lanes. It does not matter
whether a cyclist is travelling to or from work, whether
they are going to the supermarket or whether they are
visiting family and friends, if they are injured while
cycling on our roads they should be able to access
compensation through the TAC.
This is particularly the case when more Victorians are
engaging in active forms of transport, but transport
infrastructure is lagging behind. Cycling is a great way
to reduce the pressure on our overcrowded roads and
public transport system. We encourage people of all
ages to get out on their bikes and enjoy the health and
wellbeing benefits of outdoor exercise every day.
It is critical that we address the need for more cycling
and active transport infrastructure across this city if we
are serious about bringing carbon emissions down as
well. Usual transport emissions account for a significant
portion of carbon emissions. If we are to address
climate change, transport transformation is going to be
fundamental, and active transport is a core component
of our transport transformation. It is hard for us to do
more when the government has done nothing to
accommodate the growing number of cyclists,
however. The latest budget allocated less than 1 per
cent of the transport budget to active transport. The
previous government was no better, cutting the bike
budget to zero. Both parties have been focused on
building mega toll roads that are just going to put more
cars on the road, not less.
But we know that good cycling infrastructure is
essential to a livable Melbourne, and we know that
more of us would be willing to cycle if we felt safer on
our roads. The Greens have long been fighting for
better infrastructure and safety measures for cyclists.
Last year my colleague Samantha Dunn introduced a
bill in this house to introduce minimum passing
distances for drivers overtaking cyclists, while this
government refused to support it. We have called for
separated bike lanes on the busiest and most dangerous
routes — on Sydney Road in Brunswick, on
Flemington Road in North Melbourne and on St Kilda
Road — again a change this government is dragging its
feet on, unfortunately. We want to see better integration
of cycling and other forms of transport so Victorians
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can cycle to a train station and leave their bike in secure
bike storage, but this government is investing in more
car parks at train stations instead. We call on all future
governments to really address the need for more active
and sustainable transport infrastructure.
While we are pleased to support this bill and in
particular to support the reforms to the TAC’s
compensation for cyclists, what we really want to see is
a government investing properly in active transport
infrastructure and cyclist safety so that nobody has to
access this scheme. Too many of our cyclists have been
injured or killed on our roads, and enough is enough.
The Greens will continue to do everything we can to
make our roads safe and accessible to everyone who
uses them.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) (22:35) — It is a
pleasure to rise this evening to speak on the Treasury
and Finance Legislation Amendment Bill 2018. I have
got to say that the title does not really do justice to this
bill. It would not normally be the type of bill that would
attract my attention to have a passion to speak on it, but
I have got to say that that is because I did not realise the
issue that it is actually covering. As whip, I have got to
say that when you have got a list of bills to pass — I
think we have got 28 left on the notice paper — I am
very proud that we are dealing with this on the eve of
the proroguing of the Parliament. I think it is really,
really important that we do it.
The bill makes some important changes to a variety of
acts. I thank Mr Rich-Phillips for taking us through a
lot of the detail. I certainly do not wish to cover much
of that ground, and I certainly did not turn my mind in
particular to the environmental impacts relevant to this
bill in relation to the Greens’ contribution either.
Mr Rich-Phillips interjected.
Ms SYMES — I will leave that, Mr Rich-Phillips.
The reason I chose to speak on this bill is because we
have got a man from Drysdale who has suffered a really
unfortunate accident in a really unfortunate set of
circumstances, and I as Government Whip made sure
we could get this bill done today. I confirm that
Mr Ramsay and I have had several conversations about
trying to ensure that there is room on the legislative
agenda to get this bill done this week. I make no
apology that we are here at 11.00 p.m. I am pretty
happy to miss my kids tonight, because I can tell them
why. I am pretty proud that we are here and we are
going to be making a difference not only for Rory but
for anybody in the same circumstances as this
gentleman in the future.
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The bill of course will close the loophole in relation to
Transport Accident Commission (TAC) compensation
available for those involved in accidents. The fact that
riding your bike and incurring serious injury by
colliding with a parked car is different to colliding with
a moving car or even a car door is absurd. This
gentleman has had to wait some time for this change,
and I am just glad we are doing it now. I hope that it
gives his family some comfort. I think we should
recognise that this man is a hero. He has been out there
advocating for this since having to face the
consequences of the accident and what it means for his
future.
I would like also like to acknowledge TAC chief
executive Joe Calafiore. This was not a case where
there was any pride in enforcing the law. It was just a
circumstance where the law did not provide for this
particular instance. I have not met anyone who has said
we should not change the law, and I am really pleased
to say that it looks as though this house will pass the bill
with bipartisan support this evening. To Rory and to
your family, I hope this gives you some comfort, and
thank you for the fight.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) (22:39) — I am
also pleased to make a contribution to this bill. In fact
quite interestingly enough I made a valedictory speech
only an hour and a half ago. It is probably unusual for a
member to then make another contribution in this
chamber, as Mr Young would probably testify, but this
one is also very important to me. I thank
Mr Rich-Phillips very much for his support in ensuring
that our side of the chamber accommodates the passage
of this bill. I also thank the Greens for their support of
this bill, and I particularly thank the government and
Ms Symes. As she said, we have had a number of
conversations and we both feel very passionate about
the need to address what I think is an anomaly in the
Transport Accident Commission (TAC) insurance
scheme in respect to cyclists hitting stationary vehicles.
Mr Gordon Rich-Phillips, as he always does, has gone
into quite technical detail of the bill. A rare treasure in
this place, I must say, is Mr Rich-Phillips. Your
attention to detail, the fact you have been here for so
long and the experience that you have had make our job
a lot easier in perhaps fluffing over the technical
aspects, knowing full well that you have covered off on
some of the detail.
I thought it was important in the few minutes I have in
relation to the Treasury and Finance Legislation
Amendment Bill 2018 just to perhaps personalise the
story in respect to Rory Wilson, who all contributors
have made mention of. In doing so I would like to

5229

thank Keith Fagg very much for his advocacy also. He
chaired a group that was very active in making sure that
the TAC legislation was tweaked to allow
compensation to cyclists who are injured, particularly in
respect to, in this instance, running into a stationary
vehicle. Keith has also had a number of conversations
with me in respect to being able to get this bill through
the Parliament before we go into caretaker mode.
Again, I thank all parties very much for their support in
hopefully having this bill passed in another 10 minutes
or so, after the committee stage. I think
Mr Rich-Phillips made a valid point in a Q and A about
what financial impact this amendment will have to the
TAC in relation to compensation payouts. But that
aside, perhaps you can grant me a little bit of latitude in
just quickly going through Rory’s matter, because it
makes it all very plain as to why this bill is so important
and why we need to pass this bill tonight before the
Parliament rises.
As I said, the passage of this bill is very important to
the Wilson family. Obviously I am disappointed Rory
Wilson has had to wait so long, but I am pleased and I
must say relieved to finally be speaking on the
legislation tonight. On 9 July 2014 Mr Wilson was
riding his bike in wet and windy conditions in Geelong.
With his head down to weather the storm, his bike hit a
parked truck. He was left a paraplegic. Unlike other
accident victims on our roads, the Drysdale farmer was
unable to have his accident costs covered by the
Transport Accident Commission. The law did not take
into account his circumstance — a cyclist injured on
our roads having collided with a stationary vehicle. To
be covered by the law and to receive TAC support, he
needed to hit a moving vehicle, a car door or a
stationary vehicle on his way to or from work.
Mr Wilson was neither going to nor from work.
Besides a fatal accident, his life has been impacted as
much as any other form of accident on our roads. This
has led to years of incredible difficulty and struggle
beyond what he should have had to face for this injury,
let alone the impact on his working ability and life in
full. And perhaps ‘alone’ is the operative word. The law
did not stand by him, and this government has taken the
full term of its office, indeed to its very last legislative
day, to stand beside Mr Wilson and offer him the
sanctity and respect that this state should offer those
who need our help due to unforeseen circumstances and
accidents.
So I stand here today completely in support of
Mr Wilson and the legislation that will take into
account his circumstances and rectify an anomaly. The
bill, first introduced in June this year, will extend TAC
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benefits to any cyclist injured by accidents with
stationary vehicles on our roads, regardless of whether
they are travelling to or from work. It is retrospective
legislation, meaning Mr Wilson will finally gain the
help he needs, but perhaps not when he most needed it.
The absence of this legislation left Mr Wilson and his
family — and there are others in the same position —
in a singular fight for support at a time when he was
least able to achieve it himself. I am also pleased to see
the bill offers support to family members dealing with
the accident conditions.
Finally, again I would like to thank all parties in their
support of this bill. I thank the government for allowing
the passage of this bill tonight before we go into
caretaker mode, and I also thank my colleagues very
much for their support in making sure that this bill hit
the notice paper today.
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) (22:45) — I rise
to make my contribution to the Treasury and Finance
Legislation Amendment Bill 2018. I certainly do
commend Mr Ramsay, because Mr Ramsay has been a
tireless supporter of what could be known as ‘Rory’s
law’ and someone who has raised the issue on many
occasions. Mr Ramsay certainly has recognised and
supported the importance of this particular change to
ensure that people in the circumstances that Mr Wilson
found himself in are provided with the appropriate
recompense that is required in the given situations.
I note that this particular bill is an omnibus bill and
amends three pieces of legislation, being the Transport
Accident Act 1986, to clarify the intent of the act, to
increase benefits for claimants and family members and
to expand the eligibility of cyclists to access
compensation, specifically where the injury occurs as a
result of a collision with a stationary motor vehicle,
plus a range of other matters. I think it is a significant
issue and one that we should always recognise, that we
deal in statutes, bills and legislation, and they are very
prescriptive. There are times when bills and legislation
do not recognise the many varying circumstances that
people may find themselves in. It is our role as
legislators to recognise the deficiencies in legislation
when they come to pass and to make amendments to
legislation to ensure that people who are rightfully
deserving of compensation receive that. As Mr Ramsay
said, it is a pity that it has taken until this late hour on
this day to ensure that this particular change does occur
to recognise the needs of people in our community who
find themselves in such circumstances.
The bill also amends the Occupational Health and
Safety Act 2004, the Dangerous Goods Act 1985, the
Equipment (Public Safety) Act 1994, the Workplace
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Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013 and
also the Accident Compensation Act 1986 to increase
benefits for claimants and family members, and to
amend some procedures and processes under these acts.
It further goes on to amend the Emergency Services
Superannuation Act 1986 to transfer the Port of
Melbourne Superannuation Fund to the Emergency
Services Superannuation Scheme.
Some of the more significant provisions within the
Transport Accident Act deal with the expansion of the
definition of ‘member of the immediate family’ to
include grandparents and also to include the family
travel and accommodation expenses for family
members visiting an injured person in hospital. I
certainly believe this is a significant change. As a
member representing western Victoria, I certainly
recognise that the challenges that are faced by people in
regional Victoria when it comes to accessing medical
assistance can be greater than those of our metropolitan
cousins because the tyranny of distance is very alive
and well in Victoria. If you are in Portland or Hamilton
or Horsham or Warrnambool, the access to the
significant medical expertise that you can find in
Melbourne is a long way from home. If you are going
to have the support of family and friends in those types
of circumstances, it is incredibly important that they are
able to be there, and to provide that support through
those accommodation and travel expenses is an
important way to be able to achieve that.
I certainly know that my family has been the
beneficiary of some travel expenses when two of my
children were born in Melbourne as a result of
challenges with pregnancies and the like. I know my
beautiful children, Charlotte and Xavier, who were born
at the Freemasons Hospital here in East Melbourne,
were able to access those more specific requirements
due to the complexities of their births. As a result of
that, there was the ability for members of my family as
well to avail themselves of such recompense due to
those expenses. It is incredibly important, because
without that you are going to find that people are going
to be less likely to avail themselves of the medical
expertise that is available within Melbourne. As a
result, we may find that people have adverse medical
outcomes as a result of not seeking the best and more
specialised outcomes that are available here in
metropolitan Melbourne rather than those that are
available in regional Victoria. That is not to say that
those hospitals in places like Ballarat, Geelong,
Warrnambool and others do not provide great care,
because they certainly do, but they do not have the
capacity for some of those more specialised outcomes
that are available here in Melbourne.
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The bill goes on to provide a new benefit for parents of
injured children in hospital to compensate them for the
loss of wages while visiting their child. It also goes on
to expand the definition of ‘dependent child’ to include
a person who is under 25 years of age undertaking an
apprenticeship. It also goes on to remove the mandatory
requirement of the Transport Accident Commission
(TAC) to review a claimant’s entitlement to ongoing
weekly benefits at least once every five years.
It also goes on to extend coverage to cyclists injured in
a collision with a stationary or parked motor vehicle,
and I think this is a particularly pertinent provision
within the bill. It certainly does go to provide for an
area that I think was unrecognised and perhaps was
maybe an oversight in the initial drafting of this
legislation. I think it is incumbent on all members in
this place to reflect upon this and to recognise that we
do not get everything right the first time, and it is
important to recognise that when a piece of legislation
does have deficiencies we need to go back and change
those deficiencies to make sure that those
circumstances that we are now aware of that have not
been covered by a piece of legislation are further
recognised and people receive recompense as a result.
The legislation further goes on to provide an
entitlement to an additional four weeks of disability
tenant care outside of Australia for claimants required
to travel overseas for work. It also establishes a new
benefit to enable the TAC to pay the fees associated
with the management of a claimant’s compensation by
a court-appointed professional administrator.
The changes to the Emergency Services
Superannuation Act 1986 transfer the Port of
Melbourne Superannuation Fund to the Emergency
Services Superannuation Scheme.
Mr Finn — Why?
Mr MORRIS — That is a very good question,
Mr Finn, and one I look forward to exploring in your
contribution.
The other provisions that are discussed within this bill
certainly go to expanding the definition of ‘family
member’ to include a grandparent, and I think this is an
important change because what we are seeing
particularly with many families is that there is a
significant reliance upon grandparents to ensure the
care and wellbeing of families. I, as a father, and my
children, as people who rely on their grandparents to
care for them in many circumstances, do recognise the
importance of extended family in caring for young
ones. We on this side of the house, as those who
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recognise the family unit as being the basis of our
society, certainly recognise the importance of not just
parents but grandparents as well, because grandparents
do go a significant way to ensuring that children are
provided significant care.
I think it is certainly an area that particularly
government could be spending more time and resources
investigating — the significant impact that
grandparents do have on the care and welfare of
children. Particularly with the significant cost of day
care, child care and these types of circumstance, we are
certainly seeing more and more grandparents who are
dedicated to the primary care of children in our
community. I certainly acknowledge their significant
contribution to that. It is the welfare of not just a
particular family or community but also the economy of
Victoria for which we should be thankful to
grandparents for the work that they do.
Other changes within the legislation increase the family
travel and accommodation cap and benefits and also
provide for the electronic service of notices. A number
of changes to the Occupational Health and Safety Act
2004 and other acts clarify that prosecutions for
summary offences must be completed within three
months, that prosecutions for an indictable offence
must be completed within three months and that a
report must be given to the person who made the
complaint that either the investigation is complete with
a prosecution that will be brought or that the
investigation is ongoing. In the event of an ongoing
investigation, further reports are required every three
subsequent months from that initial three-month report
as well. Similarly, a report for each ongoing
investigation must be given to the minister every three
months as well. There are also additional requirements
within this legislation. Requirements are imposed for
annual reports, including the length of time it took to
complete an investigation and the number of times the
response and reporting requirements were not met.
Further, the legislation extends the powers of an
inspector to require a person to produce a document or
a part of a document, whether or not it is located at a
place being inspected or whether or not it is in the
person’s possession or control. I suppose a pertinent
example of this might have been the time sheets signed
by ministers, knowing that those particular red shirts
were not working within the electorate office but rather
they were working for candidates who may or may not
have been members of Parliament or who may have
been the likes of the Labor Party candidate for
Buninyong, Michaela Settle, and those types of
circumstances.
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The existing act does not require the production of such
a document, which is similar to the Premier not
complying with a request from the Ombudsman to be
interviewed or to provide evidence with regard to the
Ombudsman’s investigation into the red shirts rorts that
occurred recently. We may hear more about that in this
house. As we have said, the existing act does not
require the production of such a document located in
another place or one not in the possession or control of
the person that is currently being interviewed.
Two existing provisions of the Occupational Health and
Safety Act relate to the duty of employers to consult
with employees, and they are combined in a new single
section 35. The operation of the new section appears to
remain unchanged, though that is I suppose a matter of
contention for those in this house and may be further
explored by members who are yet to make a
contribution.
A new framework for the removal and control of the
application of prohibitions is not in the existing
Occupational Health and Safety Regulations 2017
made under the act. There is also a new provision to
allow the payment of compensation to the estate of a
worker who has made a claim for compensation and
subsequently dies before a payment is made. I think
that is a significant point. Just because someone passes
away should not necessarily extinguish the right to be
able to seek compensation for an event that may have
occurred prior to their passing.
A number of concerns have been raised with regard to
this particular bill, and one may be the extension of the
power of inspectors to require a person to produce a
document regardless of whether the document is in
their possession or control and which may contain some
issues. I suppose if the Premier of the state is not
willing to comply with a request for documents that has
been made to him by the Ombudsman —
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr MORRIS — I think you are right, Mr Finn.
Indeed if the Premier is not willing to comply and try to
use —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Purcell) —
Mr Morris, I think you are straying a little bit from the
bill.
Mr MORRIS — Thank you, Acting President.
With this specific example of the extension of powers
of inspectors to require a person to produce a document
regardless of whether or not that document is in their
possession, it could be difficult to see how an individual
can be required to produce a document that is not
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within their control. There also may be concerns about
how that will in effect be done. If you have not got a
document within your possession, how you might
produce it could be of some concern. But I note that we
certainly do have a not-oppose position. I will conclude
there.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
Sitting extended pursuant to standing orders.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (23:00) — I
thank the minister for giving me the opportunity to
speak on this particular legislation, which I think is a
very far-reaching piece of legislation and a very
important piece of legislation. It is another omnibus bill
that we have across our desks this week. This bill
amends the Transport Accident Act 1986 to clarify the
intent of the act, to increase benefits for claimants and
family members, and to expand the eligibility of
cyclists to access compensation specifically where the
injury occurs as a result of a collision with a stationary
motor vehicle, plus a range of other matters. That is
something that perhaps we should have a further look at
because if a cyclist collides with a stationary motor
vehicle, there is every chance that the cyclist is at fault.
So there might be just a little bit of overreach there, but
that is perhaps for discussion on another day and at
another time when we review this legislation again.
The bill also amends the Occupational Health And
Safety Act 2004, the Dangerous Goods Act 1985, the
Equipment (Public Safety) Act 1994, the Workplace
Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013 and
the Accident Compensation Act 1985 to increase
benefits for claimants and family members and to
amend some procedures and processes under these acts.
The legislation also amends the Emergency Services
Superannuation Act 1986 to transfer the Port of
Melbourne Superannuation Fund into the Emergency
Services Superannuation Scheme. I did make mention
during Mr Morris’s contribution that I did not quite
know why that was happening. I am sure there is a
good reason and a very valid reason for it, but I will
certainly be asking about that in committee. As I say,
there may well be a very good reason, but I am very
keen to know what it is.
I follow up on what Mr Morris said because one of the
amendments to the Transport Accident Act 1986 is to
expand the definition of ‘member of the immediate
family’ to include grandparents. I think this is probably
somewhat overdue. In fact I think this is something that
perhaps we should expand through other pieces of
legislation. I do not think that we as a Parliament have
properly come to grips with the importance of
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grandparents in our society today. Where both parents
are working, in many cases the grandparents become
extended parents; they resume the responsibilities that
they had with their own children with their
grandchildren. We have a situation where grandparents
in many cases contribute as much to the growth and the
welfare of children as do the parents. I have spoken to a
number of grandparents, and some of them are not all
that happy about that, it has to be said. Their view is
that they have done their bit, and now they are forced in
their latter years to do it all again. I can understand their
concern about that. I think that is understandable. But of
course there are other grandparents who are more than
happy, very enthusiastic, about helping their children
and their grandchildren out.
I have to say that it is only when you do not have
grandparents on the scene that you realise just how
important they really are. My parents unfortunately left
us at a very early age due to cancer, my mother at 50
and my father at 44, so they did not actually see their
grandchildren. I cannot help but think of the
contribution that they would happily make now to
support us with our kids, particularly our son with
autism. It is one of the great mysteries of life and one of
those things that you look at and say, ‘Is there any
justice?’. As I say, when there are no grandparents on
the scene, you do miss them enormously. There are no
two ways about that.
The Transport Accident Act 1986 is a very significant
act because we see a good deal of money collected via
our registration fees and associated fees every year. We
pay a lot of money in rego in this state and a good
proportion of it goes into the Transport Accident
Commission (TAC), so any legislation dealing with the
TAC is something that really should be taken very
seriously because it is something that does affect almost
every Victorian in one way or another. Of course it
affects quite significantly those who have been
involved in motor vehicle accidents, particularly those
who have been seriously injured in motor vehicle
accidents.
This legislation does amend the Transport Accident Act
1986 to increase the family travel and accommodation
expenses for family members visiting an injured person
in hospital. I know Mr Morris spoke about people in
Horsham, Warrnambool, Hamilton and places down in
the Western District, in his electorate, coming to
Melbourne. Of course we love to drive — we love to
travel — in this day and age, and there are a good
number of people who have prangs, sometimes very
serious ones, in the country, and they end up in country
hospitals. So you have got people in Melbourne as well
who would perhaps take advantage of these expanded
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expense allowances for them to go and visit their loved
ones in the country.
This is particularly so with some of the country roads. I
have had the misfortune to drive on a number of
country roads of late, and you would have to say they
are not flash. I have almost come to grief myself once
in hitting a pothole, and you can see where the danger
lies — where somebody not used to driving in the
country could find themselves in more than a little bit
of strife if they are not wary, if they are not full bottle,
on what to expect in the country. As somebody who
grew up in the country, as I did, I am very much aware
of what to keep an eye out for, but I have to express at
the same time my disappointment at the state of many
of the country roads that we have in this state at the
moment.
I grew up in a time when it was almost a point of pride
that Victorian roads were the best in Australia. I
remember that we had exceptional roads up to the New
South Wales border. Once you went across the New
South Wales border, at that point the roads started to
deteriorate. Unfortunately now it is the other way
around, and that unfortunately can lead to misadventure
by motorists. As a result of that, they may well find
themselves in hospital, sometimes for an extended
period. There are some very good hospitals in the
country, and their family members from the city, from
Melbourne, may well be travelling down to see them as
well. It is not just country people coming to the city; it
is also city people going to the country, and of course
they will need that compensation to support them. It is
very, very important that that compensation be
provided, and this legislation expands that
compensation.
This legislation also provides a new benefit for parents
of an injured child in hospital to compensate them for
the loss of wages while visiting their child. As
somebody who in years gone by had a child in hospital
for an extended period, I know the enormous pressures
that can bring on families and particularly on the family
budget. It is not the easiest thing to have a child in
hospital, because quite frankly you cannot be in two or
three places at once. You want to be at the hospital; you
want to be with your child; you want as much as
possible to be with your child visiting them and staying
with them in the hospital, but of course you have to
work. You have to earn a living, put bread upon the
table and keep the roof above that table, so it is good to
see that there is some extended compensation for
parents of an injured child in hospital.
I think that is a very good move, as indeed is expanding
the definition of a dependent child to include people
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under 25 years who are undertaking an apprenticeship,
because quite frankly apprentices are not paid very
much. Whilst it is an important role — apprentices play
an extremely important role — the added compensation
for families in that situation can only be very helpful. I
certainly think that would be a good thing as somebody
who has a daughter not in an apprenticeship but in
something similar. That would be exceedingly helpful.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr FINN — No, she does not barrack for that mob.
She is coming with me tomorrow night too, let me tell
you. She is very excited about it. But that compensation
would be very helpful if she was unfortunate enough to
find herself in that situation of ending up in hospital. So
that compensation is a good thing as well.
There are a couple of things here I have to ask about,
because there are some people around who you would
put in the category of shyster. Not all of them are
members of the Victorian government, I might add, but
there are some people who would be included in that
category. So I have to ask why this bill removes the
TAC’s mandatory requirement to review a claimant’s
entitlement to ongoing weekly benefits to at least once
every five years. I would have thought five years was a
pretty reasonable thing, actually. I am not sure why that
would be the case, and maybe that is another question
that we can pose. In fact I will put a bit of money on it
that we will pose that question when we get into
committee. I am looking forward to hearing the answer.
I am giving notice so that the answer can be provided
with haste and with speed.
Mr Ondarchie — Good luck.
Mr FINN — Good luck, says Mr Ondarchie. He
knows that situation only too well.
This bill is also providing an entitlement to an
additional four weeks of disability attendant care
outside of Australia for claimants required to travel
overseas for work. That is something that I am going to
be interested in finding out about as well. That is
another thing that we can ask about, because the further
I go on, the more questions come into my head. I really
hope that at some stage in the not-too-distant future we
will be able to get some answers to those questions,
otherwise I may not be able to sleep tonight, and that
would be very sad indeed.
The other thing is the transfer of the Port of Melbourne
Superannuation Fund into the ESSSuper scheme. We
also need to know what has happened. I may have
mentioned that earlier, but anyway I will throw that one
in once again because that is something that has my
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inquiring mind going. This bill, as I say, is
many-faceted. The opposition will not be opposing the
bill, but there are a number of questions that need to be
answered.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State)
(23:15) — Mr Finn, I am happy to deal with some of
the matters that you have just raised, I believe, in my
summing up. That would be my hope. We will see how
we go as I respond not only to the matters that have
been raised in the second-reading debate, including
your own, but very importantly just to go back to the
first principles about what the purpose and the effect of
this piece of legislation will be. The purpose and the
effect of this piece of legislation is to treat those who
have had unfortunate circumstances that affect their
quality of life that mean they may need intensive
ongoing support — they may need to have financial
cover in relation to the consequences of an accident that
they may have had — and to make sure that we are
sympathetic through the legislation and the activities of
both WorkSafe Victoria and the Transport Accident
Commission (TAC) in the way in which they
administer their responsibilities and provide support to
those individuals and, in many instances, their families.
At the moment a number of people in their contribution
to this debate will have recognised that there is a
loophole in the cover that relates to cyclists who are
unfortunate enough to collide with a parked vehicle.
They are not covered currently by the TAC unless they
are travelling to or from work. We think that has
created circumstances where people such as Rory
Wilson have not been able to receive the care that they
deserve. We want to fix that now and for all time, and
we think that that is an appropriate thing to do. It will
mean that there is access to income replacement and
other support services to enable victims like Rory to get
on with their lives. We think that is a decent thing to
do to support quality of life for people like Rory who
want to make a contribution to this community, who
have had unfortunate circumstances and who deserve a
quality of life that is supported in a financial and
support services way that this bill will allow for.
We also recognise that families of victims of workplace
injuries and transport accidents should get some
additional support in a timely way. Mr Finn a few
minutes ago referred to the additional benefits that will
be provided to parents of a child who may be in
hospital following a transport accident. They will be
eligible for a degree of financial support for a loss of
earnings whilst they are visiting their dear child in
hospital. I am pleased that that is recognised as being an
appropriate thing to do.
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We also recognise that grandparents play a role in the
lives of children who have been injured in a transport
accident. We are increasing the cover for those
members of the immediate family to recognise
grandparents for the important role they play.
We also recognise that apprentices who may be the
children of somebody who died in a transport accident
and are embarking upon the early stages of their
working life as apprentices may have limited access to
income. We are providing support for apprentices and
full-time students between the ages of 16 and 25, where
somebody who has lost their parents in a transport
accident receives benefits through the scheme. We
think that is a compassionate and appropriate thing to
do.
One of the questions that Mr Finn raised was in relation
to the financial benefits and the weekly benefits that are
being accrued to somebody who is entitled to loss of
earnings capacity because of their injury and may be
subject to an ongoing review of benefits every five
years. What the bill does is it actually says that based
upon the assessment there will be an enduring
condition. What it means is that the benefits actually are
not reviewed over periods of five years. They actually
continue. The inbuilt assessment is that you will get
lifetime cover on the basis of the condition rather than
the review. What that means is that the client does not
have to undertake that review every five years. If that
medical determination is that they are entitled to it, then
they are going to be entitled to it for life. You do not
have the review, so the benefit endures. It is actually
probably the opposite of what Mr Finn was fearful was
going to be the consequence. We think that is a good
thing, and we think that the WorkSafe and Transport
Accident Commission schemes are in a good financial
position. They are accumulated funds and in a good,
strong financial position to be able to provide these
benefits to people who are clients of WorkSafe and the
TAC.
Mr Rich-Phillips asked a question about the costs that
may have been associated with what is described as
Rory’s law. We believe the cost of ongoing care needs
would be somewhere in the order of $1.2 million to
$2.6 million per year. We estimate that the total liability
of these costs across those who may be eligible into the
future is in the order of $6.7 million to $10.6 million a
year. That has been based upon an assessment of the
average number of accepted or denied journeys to work
claimed, plus additional data on cycling road use more
generally, plus an allowance for a margin of error. That
is the method that has been attached to that
consideration.
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One of the other matters that Mr Rich-Phillips raised in
terms of the issues that he wanted a response from the
government on relates to section 131 investigations.
The bill, in its new provisions, allows members of the
public to request prosecutions in circumstances where
they consider that a breach of the legislation has
occurred and WorkSafe has not acted. It is the intention
of the legislation and this reform that we make sure that
WorkSafe reports on delays to completing these
investigations. Transparency in those circumstances is
essential and the community, and particularly the
claimants, need confidence that they are not being
subjected to an administrative maze in terms of
obfuscation in relation to dealing with these important
matters. We actually recognise that closure of these
matters is important, and we are putting an end date to
the length of time investigations to indictable offences
can run for. At nine months from the date of request, if
WorkSafe has not completed its investigation it must
refer the matter to the Director of Public Prosecutions.
We actually recognise that that may be onerous for
WorkSafe, but we think that is totally appropriate in
relation to what they may be subjected to in terms of
the client’s expectation and what would be seen to be
fair treatment and due process and a timely process for
dealing with these matters.
Mr Rich-Phillips raised a matter in relation to the
Fiskville report, which specifically recommended that
when WorkSafe Victoria does not meet the three-month
reporting requirements for these section 131
investigations it must report to the minister the reasons
for the delay. The government response acknowledges
the need to maintain legal professional privilege in the
integrity of ongoing investigations. However, this
policy setting under the legislation will make it clear
that reporting is only to go to the reasons for the delay
and not the content of the subject matter that is being
investigated. So that actually addresses a concern that
Mr Rich-Phillips raised, I believe.
There are other benefits that will accrue to the
community through this scheme. There is a financial
transaction in relation to the superannuation
entitlements of members of the Port of Melbourne
Superannuation Fund, designed to move the Port of
Melbourne Superannuation Fund into the Emergency
Services Superannuation Scheme (ESSS), primarily to
derive administrative savings. The ESSS is actually a
very large fund that has a large administrative base, and
it is purely for reasons of administrative efficiency that
this transfer is being promoted or facilitated through
this legislation.
So I believe they are the scope of issues that have been
raised. Going back to first principles, it is very
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important that we treat TAC clients and WorkSafe
Victoria clients with respect. We recognise that we
have obligations to families. We are broadening the
benefits to families — who is included in terms of
being a family member. We think that the people who
have to endure some constraints on their quality of life
coming as a consequence of their accident should have
the maximum support from the state, and the legislation
provides for that. We are very happy to recommend the
bill to the house.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) (By leave) (23:26) — I thank the minister
for those responses. I just note in relation to the
Fiskville investigation that it was a unique investigation
in the sense that it was not an investigation of a
particular incident at a particular worksite a month ago
or six months ago; it was actually a very wideranging
investigation into historic circumstances involving
more than one person, which in the context of the time
frames the minister is talking about makes it an unusual
circumstance. But I thank the minister for those
responses.
Can I just ask the minister for a quick clarification? The
commencement of this bill is the date on which it
receives royal assent, but obviously a lot of the
discussion has been in the context of the Rory Wilson
matter. For the purposes of the record can you confirm
that the relevant provision in this bill will have
retrospective application in respect of Mr Wilson’s
accident in 2014?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State)
(23:27) — I am very, very pleased to be able to confirm
that the intention of this legislation is to cover the
particular circumstances of Mr Rory Wilson. I believe
that while the compassion, consideration, concern and
decency that have underpinned people’s contributions
to this debate today go to the heart of why the
government is acting in this way, it is only fitting that
this outcome plays a role in supporting the quality of
Mr Wilson’s life into the future. We wish him well, and
we wish those who will be eligible to make claims in
the future from this legislation the greatest quality of
life that we can assist them with and afford them.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time; by leave, proceeded to third
reading.
Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
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SAFE PATIENT CARE (NURSE TO
PATIENT AND MIDWIFE TO PATIENT
RATIOS) AMENDMENT BILL 2018
Second reading
Debate resumed from 7 September; motion of
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State).
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan)
(23:29) — I am very pleased to have the opportunity —
I was not sure if I was going to — to speak on the Safe
Patient Care (Nurse to Patient and Midwife to Patient
Ratios) Amendment Bill 2018. Can I say at the outset
that the Liberal-Nationals are not opposing this bill. We
think there are a number of elements of merit in relation
to the bill. I just think it is very disappointing that it has
got to this stage, very late on Thursday evening when
the Parliament will rise, when we are actually
commencing debate on this bill. Obviously this bill was
introduced into the Parliament very late, only three
sitting weeks ago in the lower house, and was
considered in the last sitting week in the lower house.
The government then made a decision to prioritise it as
the sixth out of six bills to be considered this week. It
could have easily been considered on Tuesday. It could
have easily been considered earlier today, but we are
now at 11.30 p.m. on the Thursday night and this bill
has actually come on. It is very much as a result of the
decision of the government to give it a low priority that
we are coming to it at this very late hour.
We have a four-year position. We have never voted in
favour of an extension. We believe the government
should work on their bills in relation to time and
prioritise the ones that they want to get through. In the
not-too-distant future we will get to midnight and will
see if there is consideration of an extension or not, but
we have not supported an extension at any stage over
the last four years in this term of government. Given the
support that this bill has had across the board, it is
unfortunate, as I say, that it is at this very, very late
stage that this bill is being considered.
I want to say at the outset what an exceptional job
nurses and midwives do right across the state. There is
no doubt they have one of the most challenging jobs
that anyone could have in the roles that they fulfil right
throughout our health system, but particularly in this
context within our hospitals. Whether they be from
general, medical or surgical wards through to our
theatres, emergency departments, maternity
departments, special care nurseries or palliative care —
whatever role it is — the exceptional work they do
providing care and support for patients, sometimes at
the most vulnerable point of time in their lives, is
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nothing but exemplary. I want to acknowledge,
celebrate and recognise that exceptional work.
Just on a personal note, I will never forget the feeling
that I had — and I am sure many have it in different
ways because you are very vulnerable — for my
midwife who shared the journey on the birth of my son.
I do not think I had ever felt, and it is hard to describe,
the absolute appreciation and gratefulness for anyone in
my life that I felt for the midwife who shared that
journey with me. For someone that you meet and travel
with on a journey of, in that case, many hours and to
feel that way in that very short but concentrated period
of time will stick with me forever. I know from talking
to so many others that the care that is provided in the
way that it is tailored for every individual in terms of
their needs, drawing on the skills, expertise and
compassion that our nurses and midwives have, is
something that happens hundreds of times each and
every day right across the state. I just want to
acknowledge that incredible work that happens.
This bill, today, seeks to enhance and build on a bill
that we debated back in 2015. It was actually an
election commitment of the then Labor opposition to
enshrine nurse-patient ratios in legislation and to
consider improvements to the ratios. Back in 2015 we
considered the bill, and at that point we also did not
oppose that bill in relation to its progression. We did
raise some concerns at the time, and I think it is fair to
say that many of the issues, concerns and local
agreements have been able to be negotiated and
managed following the introduction of the bill.
I think the main issue has been in relation to some of
the funding and whether the government has genuinely
funded the hospitals to be able to fulfil those ratios, and
there are certainly some concerns in our rural and
regional hospitals about the funding to meet those ratio
levels. Of course the view was that because it was
enshrined in the enterprise bargaining agreement they
would not need additional funding because they should
already be operating at ratio levels, and we know some
hospitals were not. But I do understand there have been
very constructive, in some cases, local agreements
negotiated to reflect the local vagaries of our health
services.
Now, the second part of that commitment was that there
would be consideration of improvements to the ratios,
and a Nurse/Midwife to Patient Ratio Improvements
Taskforce was established in 2016, and then they
provided advice to the government, as I understand, in
2017.
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This bill, as I say — which unfortunately only came to
the Parliament just a couple of weeks ago — reflects
that advice, and obviously it took some time in its
journey from recommendations to the minister to be
enshrined in a bill for us to consider in the Parliament.
It has certainly been explained to me that the
recommendations of the task force are reflected in the
legislation, but it is not necessarily all of the
recommendations and it is not necessarily a direct
translation from the recommendations to what we see in
this bill. I did request it at the time of the briefing —
and the briefing was very helpful and thorough — but
the staff who were briefing me were unable to provide a
copy of the task force’s recommendations. That has
been kept a secret, and they were unable to provide
advice as to where the bill varied from the
recommendations that were made. So despite very
extensive work and consultation by the Nurse/Midwife
to Patient Ratio Improvements Taskforce, neither the
broader public nor, certainly, the Parliament are any the
wiser in relation to those recommendations — just the
bill that we see in front of us.
I have been told, though, that in many cases the new
ratios that have been recommended largely reflect
current practice, where nursing or midwifery staffing
levels may be higher than the legislation for the
nurse-patient ratios, and that is some of what is
captured today in terms of the bill that we are
considering.
The bill requires a number of different things. It
requires that the hospitals round up numbers to
determine staff levels, where previously they could
round down when the resulting ratio was a fraction
under 0.5. I will not go through the complicated — or
not so complicated — mathematics to get to that point,
but it basically says that if ever the ratio between
patients and nurses is over a whole number, it goes up
to the next whole number. This is a process that will be
phased in over five years, and when fully phased in, it
will apply to all wards except aged care on morning and
afternoon shifts and rehabilitation on night shifts. It is
fairly significant and does result in quite a significant
number of the additional nurses that are reflected in this
bill.
We also asked for some numbers in relation to the
staffing of the different ratio changes and what impact
that would have in terms of additional nurses or
midwives needing to be recruited. Once again we were
unable to get some specifics. We got some generalities
in relation to that that I would have worked through in
the committee stage. If the Parliament extends and we
do go into committee, then they are some of the
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questions I would like to work through with the
minister at the table.

Children’s Hospital. That is an additional part of the
bill.

Another important part of the bill is that it increases the
staffing ratio for a number of different areas. This
includes emergency departments, special care nurseries,
palliative care, palliative wards and birthing suites. In
talking it through, this essentially reflects some of the
additional acuity, some of the additional challenges and
in many cases the practice that is already happening at a
number of hospitals in relation to these areas. For
example, in palliative wards I understand that often the
people who are accessing those wards have more acute
care needs and therefore the ratio that previously
existed perhaps does not reflect the acuity of the
patients and obviously their very significant needs at
that time.

There is a significant issue in relation to this bill. My
advice is that about 600 additional nurses will be
employed on the basis of these additional ratios to be
put in place. The capacity to be able to recruit those
nurses and staff is significant and obviously needs to be
managed very effectively. As a result the government
with this bill allows quite a detailed phasing in in
relation to how this bill is implemented. The bill has
phase 1 from March 2019, when the new rounding is
applicable at major hospitals and emergency
departments. In the second phase, which is a year later,
the rounding becomes applicable in smaller hospitals on
night shift and in aged care. There are also improved
and new ratios coming into effect for haematology,
stroke and oncology, special care nurseries, palliative
care and birthing suites. In phase 3, in March 2021, the
rounding is applicable in the remaining hospitals,
including rehab and maternity at night, and there will be
improved ratios in emergency departments, including a
one-on-one staffing ratio for resuscitation beds. In the
final phases, in March 2021 and 2022, rounding is
applicable to maternity morning shifts and afternoon
shifts respectively across those two years. The bill
understands that the staffing cannot all happen
automatically and that the staffing needs to happen in a
phased process over time.

It is the same with birthing suites. Once again the
process and the time of actually being in the birthing
suite might be more concentrated and also need
additional staffing to reflect the very significant care
and support that is needed to be provided at that time.
There are also new ratios for oncology, acute stroke and
haematology wards, where previously general medical
ward ratios would have applied. We have a number of
areas where these specialist wards, or part wards, are
being provided and the general medical ward ratios are
lower than the specialist care that is needed in those
specialist areas. That is understandable in relation to the
need.
The bill also allows that special care nurseries and
postnatal wards can be staffed by a combination of both
nurses and midwives in order to meet the ratio. I will
spend a bit of time on this in my contribution, because
this really is probably the main if not only controversial
area in this bill. I will come back to that when I finish
an overall summation.
Hospitals will not be able to understaff or redistribute
hours, where they previously could. These previously
were able to be negotiated in consultation with the
union and others to determine if there was a local
agreement able to be struck in relation to these issues
when these ratios could not be met or there were some
extenuating circumstances. This bill now requires that
the only way that changes to the ratios can be achieved
is by agreement with the union. I have got to say that
some of the stakeholders that I have consulted with
have been disappointed to not have some greater
flexibility in relation to that. The improved ratios in the
neonatal intensive care units for all hospitals match the
ratios that already exist for the Mercy, the Royal
Women’s Hospital, Monash Clayton and the Royal

Some of the concerns that have been raised with me in
relation to this bill — and just concerns generally —
include, firstly, the timing. The bill, if passed, comes
into effect in six months. However, there is still quite a
lot of uncertainty from the hospitals’ perspective, and it
is still a bit chicken and egg because of course without
the bill passing that advice has not been provided. But it
is a fairly short period of time. The hospitals have not
been advised on funding or how it will be delivered,
and there are a number of questions in terms of
workforce recruitment that need to be answered in that
process.
As we know and as we read regularly in the paper,
there are a number of workforce shortages in rural and
regional areas. There is no doubt that the increased
ratios put pressure on this shortage and potentially drive
up some recruitment costs as well. Given the removal
of understaffing provisions and redistribution, if a
health service with workforce challenges is unable to
reach an agreement with the Australian Nursing and
Midwifery Federation (ANMF), they will be forced to
spend significantly more on recruitment or else face the
consequences of non-compliance. Part of that
consequences may be to close beds. That is obviously
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not something that anyone is seeking in terms of an
outcome.
This is an issue that has been raised with me by health
services about the implementation management. So the
issue about the timing of the implementation needs to
be carefully managed, and there needs to be some
flexibility in relation to that happening. I understand
there is a six-month sort of phase-in where no-one will
be pursued in terms of breaching the bill in that period
of time. So there is a little bit of time, but there is no
doubt that the health services have some concern that
that feels quite quick in relation to this. As I have
mentioned, a number of the health services do have a
concern that they have removed some of the flexibility
in terms of local agreements and the ability to vary
from the ratios.
The final area of concern generally from the health
services is that we have been unable to have any advice
from the government on the cost of implementing this
legislation. In earlier media releases the minister or the
department in their Nurse/Midwife to Patient Ratio
Improvements Taskforce FAQs said under the question
‘How will improvements to ratios be funded?’:
Any improvements to ratios to be implemented via legislation
will first require extensive cost modelling and consideration
by government.

So there is no doubt that there has been extensive cost
modelling done. There is no doubt that the government
knows exactly how much this will cost. Even in
conversation with the ANMF there has been a lot of
discussion at nurse grade negotiations in relation to the
detail of what those salaries will be and therefore what
the cost will be of implementing this legislation, but the
government has not been prepared to share that with me
and has not been prepared at this point to share that
with the Parliament and certainly not the public. I think
it is highly unusual that the cost of implementing a
piece of legislation is not up-front. My expectation,
though, is that if this legislation passes, it will be in the
pre-election budget update to reflect that cost. That is
another question, if we consider this in detail in
committee, that I will be asking of the minister.
Just a few last things in relation to the bill. As I was
commenting, there is this grace period of six months to
apply to the first phase of the amendments. The
department — once again, in the frequently asked
questions, the second lot — in response to ‘How will
additional nurses and midwives be funded?’, has said:
The Department of Health and Human Services will ensure
appropriate funding and resources are available to support
implementation of the changes.
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On that cost issue, I suppose there has been a series of
additional cost increases to health services over the
previous four years that have not been fully funded, and
that has been a source of great frustration to the health
services. The fact, for example, in relation to the nurses
enterprise bargaining agreement — and these were
questions we asked extensively in the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee hearings — off the top of my
head, the response was that it had been funded. It was
an average of about 4.5 per cent, from memory, over
the course of the eight-year agreement. It had been
funded at that level.
But of course we know in 2020 there is a 9 per cent
increase in nurses salaries and that is not funded. So
health services did not believe they have been funded
for the increases that are already there, and there is a
huge increase coming down the pipeline in relation to a
9 per cent increase in 2020 that is not built into the
forward estimates and that is not anticipated in terms of
the hospitals. Even today we saw of the 40 or so annual
reports tabled that 14 hospitals are operating in deficit
and there is great concern about the capacity to fund. So
it is a big issue to know the cost and to know that the
government has fully provisioned for that cost in
relation to the bill.
I said I would come to the issue in relation to the
midwives. This is clearly a longstanding issue. My
understanding of the history of this — I think I will get
it close to right; I may not be exactly right — is that
previously the definition of a nurse included a midwife
in relation to the staffing of special care nurseries.
When the bill came in in 2015, the definition of nurse
did not include midwife, so it was an immediate
problem in 2015 that the bill provided for nurse staffing
in special care nurseries but did not provide for midwife
staffing. This has largely been addressed by 14 local
agreements that have been negotiated between the
ANMF and the local health service for special care
nurseries. I want to put on record my thanks to Lisa
Fitzpatrick, Paul Gilbert and a couple of others who
helped me understand, from the perspective of the
union negotiating these agreements, both the history of
it but also their perspective in relation to this issue on
the bill.
So local agreements had to solve the issue of midwives
being able to function as part of the special care
nurseries. While some of these early agreements varied
from subsequent ones that were put in place, there are
now, as I said, 14 agreements, most of which are the
same but some of the early ones do vary. Some of the
midwives have raised with me a concern that there is a
variation between these local agreements at different
hospital levels, and some midwives have felt that they
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cannot take extended leave, change their roles or
change their hours because the agreement is as per the
current status and does not reflect any changes. That
has been a concern in relation to them.
There have been many letters to the minister over an
extended period of time in relation to this. The earliest I
have is a letter from 2017 where the Australian College
of Midwives actually wrote to Minister Jill Hennessy to
highlight their significant concerns about the fact that
midwives were not included in the legislation. At that
time the minister wrote back to Ann Kinnear, the chief
executive officer of the Australian College of
Midwives, saying:
Thank you for your letter of 13 October 2017 and your
concern in relation to the act restricting registered midwives
without a nursing registration from working in special care
nurseries.

She went on to talk about the task force. Ann Kinnear
subsequently contacted the minister about her concerns
that at the end of this task force, as we know, the bill
did not include the amendment that she was seeking to
treat midwives and nurses equally in relation to the
staffing of special care nurseries. Unfortunately the
minister wrote back to Ann Kinnear just recently
saying:
The bill was introduced to the Victorian Parliament on
21 August 2018 and was debated and passed on 6 September.
The Australian College of Midwives’ first representation
about a possible amendment was made on 11 September.
Given there is only one sitting week of Parliament left, it is
not practical for any amendments to be moved, considered
and passed by both houses in this term of Parliament.

The implication from the minister was that she had not
had previous representations from the Australian
College of Midwives in relation to the issue, whereas
clearly she had — in fact more than a year earlier. I do
feel — and I think there is a lot of support across the
board in relation to this — that midwives and nurses
both have the significant and required qualifications to
work in special care nurseries and that the fact that the
bill specifies that a nurse must be the first staff member
and then any subsequent staff to fulfil the ratio can be
nurses or midwives does not reflect their qualifications
or capabilities and the reality of how those special care
nurseries should be staffed.
There has been a lot of concern that any possible
amendment might stop the progress of the bill. I must
say I have been very supportive of the midwives’
argument. I think it is right; I think the bill, as reflected,
is wrong. It should have equally reflected nurses and
midwives in relation to both being able to staff special
care nurseries. But obviously that change has not been
made by the government, and any consideration of
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amendments, now that the lower house has risen, would
have a detrimental effect on the bill. I had had an
amendment drafted up, but I will not be putting that
amendment forward because, other than if the President
or the Speaker recalls the Parliament, if an amendment
was supported by this place, the bill potentially would
not be able to go back to the lower house for
consideration.
It does feel like a big oversight, and I think it is
disappointing that the minister did not incorporate that
into the bill in the first place. Secondly, the fact that this
chamber did not allow the time for the bill to be
debated in a way that meant it could have gone back to
the lower house with an amendment for consideration
was also a decision this government made that is
disappointing to many, including, I have got to say, the
very many midwives who have approached me in
relation to this bill. I do want to thank them for their
extensive work in relation to raising their issues and
concerns. Certainly the advice that I have had from the
ANMF is that they will work to make sure that local
agreements —
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) (00:00) — I move:
That the sitting be extended.

House divided on motion:
Ayes, 20
Dalidakis, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr (Teller)
Elasmar, Mr
Gepp, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr (Teller)

Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Springle, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Truong, Ms

Noes, 20
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr (Teller)
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms
Lovell, Ms

Motion negatived.

Morris, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
O’Sullivan, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Purcell, Mr
Ramsay, Mr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms
Young, Mr
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Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (By
leave) (00:07) — I want to take the opportunity as the
58th Parliament concludes to acknowledge the work of
those that support the Council to do the job we do every
day. This sitting week has been no different from
probably most sitting weeks for the last four years in
relation to being full of challenges, procedural issues
and very, very comprehensive and detailed debates in
relation to the legislative agenda.
I want to take the opportunity to acknowledge Andrew
Young and Anne Sargent and the team in terms of the
clerks and the work that they have done in what has
been a very challenging 58th Parliament. I have got no
doubt that the book that Andrew will write as a result of
his experiences of being Clerk at this time will probably
rival Ms Patten’s in terms of sales, although I suspect
there will be a different audience reading it. But thank
you to you both and your teams for all the work you do
to keep us on track and for the wise counsel that you
provide at all times in relation to it.
I also thank the attendants. We have had very long,
extensive hours. The annual report has shown the
hundreds and hundreds of hours that this Parliament has
spent just in this last financial year, let alone the last
four years. The attendants always do their work with a
positive attitude and provide great support to us. Thank
you very much to all the attendants.
I thank catering, the library, security, the protective
services officers and Hansard. I am always conscious
that when we finish, Hansard is continuing their work
to make sure that we have the record of this house the
next morning, and it is exceptional work that they do at
all times.
This has been a very challenging Parliament, and I
think we have all learnt a lot in relation to it. I take the
opportunity to wish all members the best for the
coming months and wish to acknowledge the support
that we have been given so that this Parliament could
be as effective as it was over the last four years.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (By leave)
(00:09) — I too would like to provide thanks on behalf
of my Greens colleagues and myself to everyone who
has served in this 58th Parliament and makes this place
tick. I have been here for one out of the four years that
many of you have served, and longer for many others,
but you do not have to be here for that long to realise
and appreciate all the incredible work that often goes on
behind the scenes and makes our Parliament, one of the
highest places of democracy, tick here in Victoria.
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I would like particularly to thank the clerks, the
attendants, all the people who work in Hansard, every
staff member who works in the dining halls and the
cafes and in jobs around the Parliament. There are more
that I have not listed there, but we thank all of you,
because it is you who make this place run and you are
the glue that keeps a place like this ticking. Every daily
interaction that we have with each of you makes a job
that can be very stressful at times all the easier. I think a
lot of the work and the conversations that we have in
the hallways go unappreciated or unacknowledged for
just how much they add to everyone’s wellbeing and
the functioning of this place.
On behalf of my Greens colleagues, both in the other
place and in this place, those who have served over the
four years and those colleagues who have retired, I say
a big thank you to everyone for all the work that you
have done to help us make our jobs much easier and to
achieve success. Thank you.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) (By
leave) (00:11) — Ms Symes just asked me whether I
was Zen before making my contribution, and I confirm
that I am. I think that is a very good disclaimer to put
on my contribution for what has been quite an
extraordinary parliamentary term. Members of the
government, members of the chamber and I have
witnessed the extraordinary highs of doing
extraordinary work in relation to a reform agenda and
legislative program that has had many, many highlights.
The community can make its own assessment about
their relative worth and their enduring nature, but in
fact there has been an extraordinary quality and breadth
of matters that this Parliament has considered.
There have also been some lows in relation to the trials
and tribulations of how we work: how we frustrate one
another, how we actually bait one another and how we
insult one another. In fact during the course of today,
when Mr Mulino, Mr Ramsay and Mr Eideh made their
valedictory speeches, I was actually brought back to
recognising the nature of the quality of public life and
the quality of public contribution. Those three
individuals not only reflected on that in their own
personal journey but held very, very firmly onto the
galvanising rod of why this democracy is important in
our community, why this institution is important, why
policy development is important and why community
activism is important; and the importance of having
respect and regard for the cultural heritage, the history
of this place, the people of this place and the people
who call this place their home. It was very, very kind of
them to share their views of their parliamentary
experience with us all, and I thank them for that
wholeheartedly.
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I thank the chamber for the good work that it does. I
know a number of people have very appropriately
commented on the hard, harsh environment and the
long working hours that the staff of the Parliament are
expected to work to support this functioning democracy
in Victoria. There are no words that I can say to express
the depth of my thanks to them. Hopefully on a number
of occasions during the course of the term I have
conveyed that to them personally, and if I have not, I
apologise. I know that I will be covered by other
members of the chamber in terms of those
wholehearted thanks. We are eternally grateful for the
quality and the support that the staff of the Parliament
provide us.
President, thank you for your stewardship of the
chamber. I wish everyone well. I have called out three
individuals who made their valedictory speeches today.
There may be some people who will leave the
Parliament and whose parliamentary career may be
finished as a result of electoral outcomes that they have
not foreseen, and they may not get their opportunity to
make their valedictory speeches. For those people, I
express my regards to you. I may be one of those
myself, but we will see what the fortunes of the election
brings us. I wish for all of us a strong and vibrant
democracy in Victoria and a better parliamentary life in
the next Parliament.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (By leave)
(00:15) — On behalf of the crossbench I just want to
say thank you to everyone. It has been an interesting
and long four years. It was a brand-new crossbench
when we turned up in 2015, even though we were
elected in 2014, and it was an education for all of us, I
think it is safe to say. We have been here through its
highs and its lows. I want to thank the people who help
make this run, and not just the people in this
chamber — I will probably forget some of them, but
the clerks; the red coats, who help out; Hansard, who
make me in particular look semi-intelligent; the staff
that are here at all hours of night; and security and
people like that. No matter how the election turns out, I
think it is safe to say it has been a hell of a ride.
The PRESIDENT (00:16) — I might just say a
couple of words now rather than right at the end. I also
join in the remarks that have been made by the
respective party leaders and representatives of the
crossbench. I place on record my gratitude to the
Leader of the Government and Ms Symes in particular,
to the Leader of the Opposition and Ms Lovell in
particular, to Mr Greg Barber, Dr Ratnam and
Ms Pennicuik in particular and to all the members of
the crossbench for the support they have shown to the
chair — not just to me but indeed to the three respective
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Deputy Presidents and the other members of the Acting
Presidents panel.
There were three Deputy Presidents because of course I
started the journey with Ms Tierney, and I thank her for
the work that she did in the period she was Deputy
President before she became a minister; certainly
Mr Eideh, who leaves this chamber and leaves this
Parliament after tonight; and my good friend
Mr Elasmar, who has stepped into the breach now in
two parliaments to do an extraordinary amount of work
in support of the President in effectively the role of
Deputy President. While the circumstances in which
Mr Elasmar became Deputy President in this
Parliament might have been regrettable in many ways,
the fact is that I am delighted that he actually got to
assume that position and got the recognition for the
work that he had done not just in this Parliament but
indeed in the previous Parliament as well. I really
extend my very deep gratitude to you, Mr Elasmar.
Honourable members — Hear, hear!
The PRESIDENT — I join with all of the other
members who have spoken at this late hour in thanking
all the people who support this chamber within the
Parliament, and that extends obviously to the
Department of Parliamentary Services, led by Peter
Lochert and an extraordinary team of people. They
have a very difficult job and the Speaker of the
Legislative Assembly and I have a very difficult job,
because essentially we are dealing with 128 managing
directors, and all of them have their idiosyncrasies and
have their own vision and methods of working and so
forth, and it is very difficult to actually maintain a fair
and balanced commitment to all of those members in
terms of the resourcing and support of each of them. I
hope and I think that we have done a pretty good job
given the challenges that exist in terms of meeting the
individual needs of every member.
Obviously in this chamber to some extent I guess it was
a baptism of fire, this Parliament, for Andrew Young
and Anne Sargent and their team. It is an extensive
team, a team that has worked in an extraordinary
fashion in support of this chamber, particularly given
the workload of the committees that we had and the
range of inquiries that we had, which generated such
strong public engagement. That is obviously not
something to be disappointed in; it is something to
actually be very pleased about that we have managed to
touch so many Victorians and have their input into our
parliamentary processes. But obviously it comes with
challenges for the staffing and resourcing of the
Parliament, and all of our staff have done an
extraordinary job.
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The red coats, led by Greg, are terrific. Obviously the
library, Hansard, IT, right across the organisation and
including the security people, both the protective
services officers and Wilson Security, also have done a
pretty remarkable job. In fact when I get the security
reports each month you would be amazed at some of
the things that they confiscate through those machines
and you would be amazed at the age of some of the
people who bring those things into the Parliament. In
most cases I think the people bringing them in are
benign, but there is very distinctly a duty of care that
the staff here and I have, and that is delegated through
the security people to ensure that all of our members of
Parliament, all of our staff and, just as importantly, all
of our visitors to the Parliament are safe when they
visit.
It has been a remarkable Parliament. I think that we
have journeyed into ground that no other Parliament
before in this state has ever journeyed into. The clerks
actually have a network where they liaise with clerks in
other parliaments and pose questions to one another and
check procedures, and I think arguably we have
practically written the rule book this time and we are
now the experts on all of those extraordinary moves
that have occurred in this Parliament and this session.
I — and I am closing — often say to people that I meet
in representing you as the President of the house that
this is the most important chamber in the Victorian
Parliament. I say that in a genuine sense because this is
truly a house of review. At times it is uncomfortable. At
times it does put us into a certain level of conflict, but
there is no doubt that this Parliament has been very
rigorous in its scrutiny of legislation and indeed putting
ministers through their paces. I thank everyone for the
spirit in which they have contributed to the debates and,
on a broad level, the respect that they have shown to
one another.
Obviously there have been times when I have been
concerned that that respect has not been as strong as it
should be, and I guess when we talk about bullying in
all sorts of places, including school grounds and so
forth, we perhaps need to reflect sometimes on our
behaviour as well, because we ought to be the exemplar
of behaviour in terms of debate and the contest of ideas.
This house has performed remarkably well, and I think
the speeches, the contributions of members, have been
good. That sounds lame. They have been terrific,
because I think in many ways there is that recognition
that the debates in this chamber at this time can
actually —
Mr Eideh interjected.
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The PRESIDENT — I already mentioned you; you
missed it. In the debates in this chamber at this time in
this Parliament there has been an opportunity to
actually persuade members to change their vote or to at
least seek an opportunity to get them to support a
proposition before the Chair, and because of that
dynamic I think that, as I said, the contributions that
people have made and the speeches have been
outstanding. We have gone through some extraordinary
pieces of legislation in this Parliament, and I do
congratulate everybody for the contributions that they
have made.
As with the other speakers, I wish Mr Ramsay,
Mr Eideh and Mr Mulino well. I also note that
Dr Carling-Jenkins will not be back in this house in the
next Parliament, as she has indicated publicly her
intention to stand for a lower house seat. As
Mr Jennings said, there may well be others that, of their
own volition in one way or another or at the whim of
the electorate, may not return, but I wish all of you well
and trust that leading up to the election, if we do not
have the chance to catch up subsequently in the holiday
period, there is no doubt that if you have not already
earned a great rest, you will have after the election.
Thank you, everybody, for the great support that you
have given me. I have really appreciated it.

ADJOURNMENT
The PRESIDENT — The question is:
That the house do now adjourn.

Member for Eltham
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan)
(00:25) — My adjournment matter this evening is for
the Premier, and the action I seek is for him to counsel
the member for Eltham in the Assembly on her failure
to support her local community. There are a litany of
failures over the course of the last four years in relation
to the performance of the member for Eltham. In 2014
she promised a modest increase of three new peak train
services, yet long-suffering commuters had to wait
nearly four years until the election was just a few
months away before they were delivered, despite a
promise to deliver them in 2015.
She said she understood local residents’ frustration with
transport, but her centrepiece promise, an upgrade of
Bolton Street, was botched, with media asking whether
it was the worst upgrade in the state. Spending only half
the money the Liberals said it would take to properly
upgrade the road, the works saw a partial closure of this
vital link for months, resulting in massive congestion.

ADJOURNMENT
5244

COUNCIL

When it was completed there were reduced speeds, a
partial truck ban, trees cut down and shopkeepers
substantially out of pocket, and many of the new street
lights did not work.
Other local congestion issues have been largely
ignored, and nothing has or will be done on resolving
the Fitzsimons Lane or Civic Drive traffic snarls for
years. Even getting funds to install lights at local hot
spots like Beard Street or Leane Drive have been put on
the backburner. Instead the member has focused on
promoting the north-east link — nearly a decade away
from being built and completed — and has dismissed
the idea of the east–west link as the biggest furphy she
has seen. Ms Ward promised no rail duplication beyond
Montmorency, relegating Eltham commuters to
second-class status, despite saying last year:
Communities in my electorate are excited at the prospect of
making their way straight into town without waiting in
sidings for other trains to pass.

She campaigned to reopen Greensborough TAFE, but
the Andrews government has been less than
forthcoming in telling voters how many students are
actually enrolled and the full costs of this exercise.
The Eltham North Reserve upgrade only received
$2 million — once again just months out from the
election — with that money being $1.6 million less
than the 2014 Liberal commitment. She promised the
Research Country Fire Authority station a pumper
tanker but delivered a lower capacity vehicle. She
promised a truck curfew in parts of the electorate, but
then the Andrews government was forced to increase
the size of trucks allowed to travel on the roads at night.
She argued the community wanted to feel safe but has
presided over a 7.3 per cent increase in crime in
Nillumbik and an 8.4 per cent rise in Banyule, with
horrifying instances of armed robberies, home
invasions and ram raids in the electorate.
In Parliament her atrocious behaviour has prompted the
Speaker to order her from the chamber at least a dozen
times, with numerous other warnings. She has been the
beneficiary of course of Labor Party rorting, which is
where it all started in the first place. This is an atrocious
track record. She has absolutely failed to deliver for the
Eltham community, and members —
Ms Mikakos — On a point of order, President, I fail
to see how the member’s adjournment matter is within
the standing orders in terms of seeking the Premier to
take a particular course of action. She has been using
this as an opportunity to attack another member in the
other house, which she could do, as she well knows,
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through a substantive motion. She has just been using
this as an opportunity to attack another member.
The PRESIDENT — I do have some concerns that
under our standing orders indeed when there are
allegations or accusations against a member in another
place they should be by a substantive motion, and they
are not really to be prosecuted as part of an
adjournment matter. The member, Ms Wooldridge,
might actually bear that in mind as she moves towards
the action. I am not sure that counselling the member is
necessarily the sort of action that I would want to hear,
so perhaps in the remaining time you can just reframe
the action that you are seeking.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE — The action I seek is for the
member to deliver on her commitments rather than the
failures that have been demonstrated over the last four
years, or for the Premier to advise the member to
deliver on her commitments rather than the failures that
have been delivered over the last four years.
Ms Mikakos — Again, on a point of order,
President, I cannot see how seeking that the Premier
take a particular course of action is in accordance with
the standing orders. I really think it should be ruled out.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE — On the point of order,
President, there are numerous adjournment matters
where a request is made for a meeting or a conversation
to discuss a particular issue, and what I am seeking here
is exactly the same as many members have sought in
relation to meetings or for information to be provided.
The PRESIDENT — If we were at the start of the
session, I would probably have a slightly different view.
Given it is the last day and it is this particular time of
night, I will let it stand. But I think that Ms Mikakos
does have a point in saying that it is an unusual action
to be seeking, and I do not know that it is within the
spirit of adjournment matters.

Northern Victoria Region roads
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (00:31) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Roads and
Road Safety, and it relates to the announcement last
week by the Andrews Labor government regarding the
maintenance of regional roads. The action that I seek is
for the minister to visit Shepparton and explain to the
constituents of the Shepparton electorate why not one
metre of road maintenance will be carried out within
the entire electorate as part of the recently announced
Regional Roads Victoria road maintenance program
and that he accepts the unfairness of this and provides a
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commitment to ensure much-needed road maintenance
is carried out in the Shepparton electorate.
Last Monday the Andrews Labor government
announced a road maintenance package throughout
regional Victoria. The government distributed
10 cookie-cutter-style media releases to media outlets
throughout the state, only changing the name and
funding amounts for each area. These media releases
talked about roads in Geelong and the Bellarine, central
Victoria, Bendigo, Ballarat, western Victoria, north-east
and south-west Victoria, and eastern and northern
Victoria — it seems everywhere except in the
Shepparton electorate, which does not see one cent and
will not receive one metre of road maintenance from
this package. The closest the government got was to
upgrade the Byrneside-Kyabram Road at Lancaster,
13 kilometres away from the Shepparton electorate. So
why is it that the Andrews Labor government
announced a regional roads maintenance package but
failed to include one of the most populated areas of
Victoria?
The Shepparton electorate is the home of regional
Victoria’s food bowl and is the fourth-largest regional
city in the state. Shepparton is one of the biggest prime
mover transport hubs in Australia, and the condition of
local roads directly affects local transport operators.
When asked by the media last Tuesday about the lack
of funding for roads in the Shepparton electorate,
typically Daniel Andrews ignored the issue and went
the man, personally attacking me. The Shepparton
electorate misses out again, and the minister needs to
reconsider the distribution of funding for regional road
maintenance. The action that I seek is for the minister to
visit Shepparton and explain to the constituents of the
Shepparton electorate why not one metre of road
maintenance will be carried out within the entire
electorate as part of the recently announced Regional
Roads Victoria road maintenance program and that he
accepts the unfairness of this and provides a
commitment to ensure much-needed road maintenance
is carried out in the Shepparton electorate.

Deer control
Mr O’SULLIVAN (Northern Victoria) (00:34) —
My adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change, and the
action I am seeking from the minister is to allow
recreational hunters and shooters to be involved in the
trial of the culling of deer in the Alpine National Park.
What we have seen is an announcement from Parks
Victoria that they would undertake a trial to try and
reduce the number of deer in the High Country, but
they are saying that they are only going to use
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professional shooters. I think that while that might be a
reasonable proposition, there are many, many
recreational shooters who are equally as good if not
better than professional shooters. They would be able to
undertake this task at zero cost to the taxpayer. I fear
that the way that Parks Victoria will undertake this
activity using professional shooters — and I understand
that they will be using some of their own staff as well,
who will all be paid overtime to go and cull a number
of deer in the High Country, would come at an extreme
cost. They are also talking about using helicopters,
which do not come cheaply when it comes to this sort
of thing.
I think there is a need to reduce the number of deer in
some areas of Victoria. We know that the numbers are
approaching somewhere up to a million, and we are
seeing deer starting to appear in areas that we have
never, ever seen them before. When I was driving to
Bendigo last week I saw one very close to the outskirts
of Bendigo that was dead by the side of the road. I have
been hearing stories of them moving along the Murray
River and up towards Kerang, and I have also started to
hear reports of them being in the Mallee. I think the
numbers are increasing, as most of us would know, so
if they are going to undertake a trial in terms of
reducing the number of deer, they should use
recreational shooters who are more than equipped,
more than able and more than skilled enough to be able
to undertake this task.

Sunbury Road duplication
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (00:36) — I wish
to raise a matter this morning for the attention of the
Minister for Roads and Road Safety. I refer to his
announcement around 12 months ago of his decision to
duplicate a section of Sunbury Road, which is already
largely duplicated. I refer in particular to the section of
Sunbury Road between Sunbury itself and the top of
Bulla Hill. The fact of the matter is that the section of
Sunbury Road that desperately needs duplication is
from Bulla to the Tullamarine Freeway. There have
been significant so-called safety works undertaken on
this section of the road recently at a cost of some
millions of dollars but —
Mr Young interjected.
Mr FINN — Exactly right, Mr Young. All we have
got are a few barriers and exactly the same old
problems that we had before with the traffic congestion
and the bottleneck at Oaklands Road. It is just an
intolerable situation. The fact of the matter is that the
minister’s proposal to duplicate Sunbury Road — as I
said, a road that is already largely duplicated between
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Sunbury and Bulla Hill — has stuff-up written all over
it. He really needs to go back to the drawing board to
speak to his bureaucrats or whoever he speaks to at
VicRoads and come up with a plan which is actually
going to produce some results that will bring benefit to
the people of Sunbury and surrounds.
It is a pretty simple proposition that I put to the
minister. I ask him to come up with a plan which will
enable the duplication of that section of Sunbury Road
that does actually need duplication. The land is there; in
fact I thought just for a brief period earlier this year they
might have actually been doing it. I almost got excited
about it, and then I realised that they were not doing
that. They were putting up barriers so we could not use
anything apart from where they tell us to go. That is
VicRoads for you. I ask the minister to return this plan
to VicRoads, ask them to think again and ask them to
come up with a realistic, sensible plan to provide relief
for congestion on Sunbury Road and in particular
Sunbury Road between the township of Bulla and the
Tullamarine Freeway.

Foster and kinship carers
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan)
(00:39) — My adjournment matter is for the Minister
for Families and Children. All children need and
deserve a safe, supportive and loving family
environment. The quality of that environment and the
relationships within it are the most critical factors in a
child’s development and their ability to thrive and grow
into happy, healthy adults. Where families cannot
provide that environment, the state must step in. In
extreme cases this requires the state to provide care for
children outside their families, ideally in a home-based
care environment with foster or kinship carers, while
working towards safe reunification of families.
Despite the promise from the Andrews government of
extensive reform, our foster and kinship care system is
under extreme strain and is still failing to provide
adequate supports and transitions for Victoria’s most
vulnerable children. Young people are still having
supports cut off or are facing a significant reduction
when they turn 18, which is far too young. Most young
people who live with their biological families are
remaining in the family home beyond 18 years old,
often well into their 20s. The reasons for this are
obvious: changing norms are being driven by wage
stagnation, the increasing cost of living, the growth in
insecure work and the challenges of transitioning from
a supported family environment to independence. Few
of us would willingly cut off support to our biological
children at 18 and refuse to provide help when they
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need it, so why on earth would we be doing that to the
most vulnerable young people in our communities?
Our current laws and policies are compounding
growing inequality, they are entrenching disadvantage
and they must be changed. The age of care has been
extended to 21 in a number of jurisdictions
internationally, and the evidence underpinning this
reform is clear and it is compelling. Extending the age
of care will have significant positive outcomes for
children and young people, not just throughout their
transition into adulthood but throughout their lives and
potentially those of their own families. It will also result
in substantial savings in emergency and support
services, which many young people rely on without the
ongoing support of a supportive home environment.
We have this evidence base, and failing to commit to
this policy is a failure to commit to the safety and
security of our most vulnerable young people. The
Andrews government have made welcome
commitments to increasing specific support beyond the
age of 18 and boosting funding and capacity for respite
care for carers, but it is not enough. The action I seek
from the minister is that she and the Andrews
government commit, if re-elected, to increasing the age
of care and support for young people in kinship and
foster care to the age of 21.

Traralgon train stabling facility
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (00:42) — My
adjournment matter this morning is for the Minister for
Public Transport, the Honourable Jacinta Allan in the
other place. The action I seek from the minister is to
analyse alternative locations for the VicTrack stabling
yard development rather than commandeering farmland
at the eastern end of Traralgon, and a key component of
that analysis is comprehensive consultation with
stakeholders, including the residents, to address their
concerns.
Recently I met with the Minniedale Action Group to
hear their concerns about the preferred location of the
rail stabling, and potentially shunting, yard. With the
location earmarked for the corner of Minniedale Road
and the Princes Highway in Traralgon, the move will
greatly impact these local residents and landowners
alike. As it is a rural living area, concerns surrounding
the compulsory acquisition of land and environmental
impacts to date remain unanswered and unresolved.
Residents feel that they have been left in the dark in
terms of whether this project would affect their property
values, increase noise, decrease air quality and obstruct
views. In addition there are concerns that a pony club
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which is located opposite the preferred site will be
greatly impacted if the stabling development proceeds.
There have been a number of meetings. There have
been two meetings that I am aware of — one was in
August and one was this week — and the residents still
feel that their voices are not being heard. They are still
feeling frustrated that the government is not looking at
alternatives to this site. Indeed if you look at the
long-term view of this, Traralgon is a town that will
grow and develop, and putting a stabling yard on what
could potentially be good land for housing development
seems to be a retrograde step, certainly from the
Minniedale Action Group’s point of view. So it is
important that they look at other areas and it is not
limited to but including —
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms BATH — Thank you, Greens, for talking so
loudly while I am trying to make my adjournment
debate contribution.
The Gippsland intermodal freight terminal is called the
GIFT in the Morwell site — a site that should be
considered for its location and integration into other
developments such as the proposed Gippsland logistics
precinct. These people are valuable people, and they
deserve to have their voices and concerns analysed and
listened to. The minister needs to take hold of this and
really comprehensively analyse a long-term view of
where these stabling yards should go and in the process
bring those stakeholders along with them.

The Home Stretch
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (00:45) —
My adjournment matter at this late hour is also to the
Minister for Families and Children, and it relates to the
very real issues that so many of our dedicated foster
carers are dealing with each and every day and have
done over the past four years.
Last week during the foster carer celebrations, and in
particular the ones that were held in Queen’s Hall, there
were so many dedicated foster carers who really
showed their dedication and spoke to so many of us that
were in attendance, including the minister and
Ms Springle, who was also there. I just want to recount
some of those issues that were raised because this is
what is real and this is what is affecting these very
dedicated people.
There was a carer who has a 17-year-old girl with
profound disabilities and who is worried about how she
is going to cope when the girl turns 18 and she loses
support. She called on the government to extend care,
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funding and support to 21 years. Then there was
Debbie, who has three children in her care, who asked
for respite carers who are professionally trained in
trauma care so she can take a much-needed break with
confidence, knowing her children will be well looked
after. She also said that extending care to 21 must be a
top priority. We then heard from Bev, who said she lost
a place in four-year-old kindergarten for her foster child
while the bureaucracy deliberated for more than six
weeks over payments for an additional day of funding.
The claim for a second day of funding was eventually
denied. This family funded the second day from their
own pocket to give their foster child much-needed
education.
Another story was told by Kerryn, who spoke with
passion and anger. She said she was feeling powerless
and undervalued. She said that her input is not valued
and her opinion is not sought on the decisions for the
six-year-old foster child in her care. Her child is
experiencing major speech developmental delays, and
she was initially told that a speech therapist would not
be funded as it is an intervention. Kerryn, fearing the
child would be relentlessly bullied at school, paid for
speech therapy for her foster child at a cost of $180 per
week out of her pocket. Eventually, some months later,
the department came back and told Kerryn that they
would give her permission to access speech therapy but
at her own cost.
Services are being denied or are not accessible. This is
the status quo of a broken system. There was also the
very inspiring story from Genevieve and her foster son
of 15 years, 19-year-old Jesse. He is a very, very real —
Ms Mikakos — On a point of order, President, the
member has really engaged in a set speech during the
course of her adjournment contribution. She has
canvassed a number of different issues, and it has not
been clear exactly what the action is that the member is
seeking. Maybe if she had started off with that it would
have been a little bit clearer, rather than just using this
as an opportunity to canvass broad-ranging issues.
The PRESIDENT — Minister, the member is
entitled obviously to put a context to the action she is
going to request. I am assuming that the action might
relate to some systemic application, because it would be
true that if the member was raising a range of different
matters or instances it would not fit the adjournment on
the basis that the adjournment can only go to one
matter. So in that context I do understand the point you
are making, but my expectation is — and I will
listen — that the member is coming to a point where
the various issues that she has raised are part of
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addressing some sort of systemic issue or something of
that nature. So I will be listening.
Ms CROZIER — Minister, I know you were in the
room and heard every single word, as did I and the
others who were also in attendance. The problems with
the system are numerous, and they do not stop at the
age of 18. There are people in this sector who are
calling on the Home Stretch program. The action I seek
from you, Minister, is to follow the leadership shown
by Matthew Guy, who believes, like I do, that this is the
right and fair thing to do, and support Home Stretch.
The PRESIDENT — The action is to support
Home Stretch.
Ms CROZIER — Yes. She knows what it is.
The PRESIDENT — That is the action. It is
actually not helpful in putting an action that calls on a
government to support the position of the leader of
another party, but it is within the bounds, obviously, to
request support for the Home Stretch program.

Responses
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) (00:50) — This evening there have been a
number of adjournment matters, and I propose to refer
the following matters to the relevant ministers for
response: from Ms Lovell to the Minister for Roads and
Road Safety; from Mr O’Sullivan to the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change; from
Mr Finn to the Minister for Roads and Road Safety; and
from Ms Bath to the Minister for Public Transport.
Given that the house in all likelihood will not be sitting
again, obviously there is no real opportunity, as I would
anticipate under the standing orders, for these matters to
be formally responded to, but nevertheless they will be
forwarded on.
There have been a number of other matters raised that I
propose to discharge this evening. Firstly,
Ms Wooldridge referred a matter to the Premier. I
actually propose to discharge this matter. It was a rather
convoluted matter, but she did ask for the member for
Eltham to deliver on her commitments to her Assembly
electorate. I am well aware of the many achievements
of Ms Ward in her electorate as the member for Eltham,
and I think she is actually doing a wonderful job on
delivering on her commitments.
One of the key commitments of the Labor Party in
coming into office during this term was actually to save
Greensborough TAFE. I know that Ms Ward, together
with the Speaker in the other house, took enormous
personal pride in seeing that campus saved from being
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locked up and no longer being an asset to that particular
community. I take this opportunity to commend
Ms Ward on the work that she did in that respect. She
has certainly been, I am well aware, a very keen
advocate for her community. It has been a great
pleasure for me to go out and meet with her and her
constituents, whether it has been in her local
kindergartens or her local men’s shed. She has had
many opportunities to deliver to her local community.
I noticed recently that she was very proud to stand with
the Premier, together with the Deputy Premier, in
seeing the new Banyule-Nillumbik Tech School open.
It was the sixth tech school to open in Victoria as part
of our government’s $128 million investment to
establish 10 tech schools and make Victoria the
Education State. This new facility is located at
Melbourne Polytechnic’s Greensborough campus,
which, as I mentioned before, our government saved
from closure and reopened back in 2016. So I can
certainly assure Ms Wooldridge that Ms Ward is in fact
delivering in many respects to her local electorate. She
has also stood up for her electorate in relation to plans
that Ms Wooldridge has for the Eltham electorate. I
note that Ms Ward has raised concerns about a secure
drug treatment facility that Ms Wooldridge plans to
build in the Eltham electorate. Ms Wooldridge is yet to
come out publicly and categorically say where this
secure drug treatment facility for young offenders —
which is in fact an election commitment of the
coalition — is going to go.
From the fact that the announcement was made
together with the CEO of a facility that is actually in the
Eltham electorate, it is pretty clear that the coalition’s
plans, and Ms Wooldridge’s plans, are in fact to build
this secure drug treatment facility for young offenders
who are addicted to ice in the Eltham electorate, and
Ms Ward has been calling for the coalition to be clear
about its intentions in this respect and to make sure that
her community is aware of their intentions ahead of the
state election. Ms Ward has in fact been a very strident
advocate for her community. She is doing an excellent
job as the local member for Eltham, and I am absolutely
confident that she will continue to do that post the state
election.
In relation to the other matters that have been raised this
evening, they are substantially the same. Both
Ms Springle and Ms Crozier referred to issues around
foster carers. Just in respect of Ms Springle’s matter, hers
was a little bit more wideranging in nature and she did
talk in her adjournment matter about supports for foster
and kinship carers. I make the point, as I have on many
occasions over the past four years in singing the praises
of our carers, that they are the unsung heroes of our
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community. I have the utmost admiration for the work
and support that our foster and kinship carers and our
permanent carers give to vulnerable children and young
people in our state. They do incredible work in very
challenging circumstances, and we as a government have
put in place a number of new measures to support them.
We, in our first budget, delivered the first increase in care
allowances in a decade — something that the coalition
failed to address. They had no interest in increasing those
allowances during their four years.
We have also put in place the Carer KaFÉ, which is a
training and development program that enables our
carers to receive formalised training opportunities for
the first time. We have introduced new initiatives, such
as the targeted care packages. This is an initiative that
meets the specific tailored needs of children in our
out-of-home care system but obviously supports the
carers that they live with as well, and I am very proud
that through the investment that we have made
640 children have been either transitioned out of
residential care or prevented from being placed in
residential care in the first place.
We have also announced a social impact bond called
Compass. This initiative involves a $14.2 million
investment. This is very much designed to ensure that
we can trial some new approaches to support more than
200 care leavers aged between 16 and 18 years over the
next two years to assist them in their process of
transitioning from out-of-home care.
We have also provided continuing care allowances for
home-based carers where young people undertake a
senior secondary qualification in the years beyond
which the young person turns 18 up to the age of
21 years, and these young care leavers can complete
their senior secondary qualification studies at school or
at an authorised provider such as a TAFE. We provide
tuition fee waivers for accredited training at TAFEs and
other registered training organisations through the
Department of Education and Training. We provide
registered access to social housing under the Victorian
Housing Register and eligibility for a range of
homelessness supports and other supports as well.
We also funded in the budget this year the continuation
of a trial called Better Futures. This was supported with
$2.3 million of funding in the budget, and this is a model
that offers early engagement and tailored supports to
young care leavers up to 21 years of age. What I would
say to both Ms Springle and Ms Crozier in discharging
their matters this evening is that we as a government
have already put in place a range of measures to support
young people who are leaving care. In our first budget
again we funded the Springboard program, which is an
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employment and training program, to give young people
those further opportunities as well.
I say to Ms Crozier in relation to the matters that she
raised — obviously all the matters I have said in
relation to Ms Springle’s adjournment matter apply
equally to hers — that the matters that were raised at
that carers forum, that celebration we had last week, I
did seek further details from the Foster Care
Association of Victoria in relation to those matters and
have in fact asked my department to follow up with
those carers.
I am disappointed that some of those issues that were
raised last week were actually community sector
organisations not following up issues with the
department. They are in fact engaged and funded by the
department to act as advocates for carers and they have
an appropriate role to take up these issues, but where it
is in fact my department that needs to have taken
further action, then I certainly expect better of them in
making sure that they can appropriately support our
carers. This is why we have developed a new kinship
care model to better support our kinship carers —
36 new dedicated staff supporting kinship carers as well
as a kinship finding service that I talked about in my
ministers statement yesterday morning. It seems like
such a long time ago now.
What I can say to Ms Crozier is that she announced
with her leader a very limited scale trial involving
supporting only 75 young people, but then I understand
that at the event in Queen’s Hall she sought to represent
that commitment as something beyond what it actually
is. I think she needs to be honest with foster carers
about what the extent of the coalition’s commitment
actually is — that it is only 75 young people — rather
than seeking to suggest, as she has, that somehow she is
rolling out the Home Stretch initiative, because it does
not appear that that is in fact what has been committed
to. We will continue to do what we can to better
support our carers, including our foster carers, as a
government as we have over the past four years.
President, I am pleased to advise you that I have written
responses to 42 adjournment debate matters this
evening, and I too join others in saying that I certainly
wish all members all the very best for the future, but
certainly I am biased in wishing my colleagues all the
very best for the coming state election.
The PRESIDENT — I indicate that the house now
stands adjourned. Thank you all.
House adjourned 1.03 a.m. (Friday) until a day and
hour to be fixed.

