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Terms of Reference – Scrutiny of Bills
The functions of the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee are –
(a) to consider any Bill introduced into the Council or the Assembly and to report to the Parliament as to
whether the Bill directly or indirectly –
(i)

trespasses unduly upon rights or freedoms;

(ii) makes rights, freedoms or obligations dependent upon insufficiently defined administrative
powers;
(iii) makes rights, freedoms or obligations dependent upon non‐reviewable administrative decisions;
(iv) unduly requires or authorises acts or practices that may have an adverse effect on personal
privacy within the meaning of the Privacy and Data Protection Act 2014;
(v) unduly requires or authorises acts or practices that may have an adverse effect on privacy of
health information within the meaning of the Health Records Act 2001;
(vi) inappropriately delegates legislative power;
(vii) insufficiently subjects the exercise of legislative power to parliamentary scrutiny;
(viii) is incompatible with the human rights set out in the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities;
(b) to consider any Bill introduced into the Council or the Assembly and to report to the Parliament –
(i)

as to whether the Bill directly or indirectly repeals, alters or varies section 85 of the Constitution
Act 1975, or raises an issue as to the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court;

(ii) if a Bill repeals, alters or varies section 85 of the Constitution Act 1975, whether this is in all the
circumstances appropriate and desirable;
(iii) if a Bill does not repeal, alter or vary section 85 of the Constitution Act 1975, but an issue is raised
as to the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court, as to the full implications of that issue;
Parliamentary Committees Act 2003, section 17
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Useful information
Role of the Committee
The Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee is an all‐party Joint House Committee, which examines all Bills and
subordinate legislation (regulations) introduced or tabled in the Parliament. The Committee does not make any
comments on the policy merits of the legislation. The Committee’s terms of reference contain principles of scrutiny that
enable it to operate in the best traditions of non‐partisan legislative scrutiny. These traditions have developed since the
first Australian scrutiny of Bills committee of the Australian Senate commenced scrutiny of Bills in 1982. They are
precedents and traditions followed by all Australian scrutiny committees. Non‐policy scrutiny within its terms of
reference allows the Committee to alert the Parliament to the use of certain legislative practices and allows the
Parliament to consider whether these practices are necessary, appropriate or desirable in all the circumstances.
The Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 provides that the Committee must consider any Bill
introduced into Parliament and report to the Parliament whether the Bill is incompatible with human rights.

Interpretive use of Parliamentary Committee reports
Section 35 (b)(iv) of the Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 provides –
In the interpretation of a provision of an Act or subordinate instrument consideration may be given to any
matter or document that is relevant including, but not limited to, reports of Parliamentary Committees.

When may human rights be limited
Section 7 of the Charter provides –
Human rights – what they are and when they may be limited –
(2)

A human right may be subject under law only to such reasonable limits as can be demonstrably justified in a
free and democratic society based on human dignity, equality and freedom, and taking into account all
relevant factors including—
(a)

the nature of the right; and

(b) the importance of the purpose of the limitation; and
(c)

the nature and extent of the limitation; and

(d) the relationship between the limitation and its purpose; and
(e)

any less restrictive means reasonably available to achieve the purpose that the limitation seeks to
achieve

Glossary and Symbols
‘Assembly’ refers to the Legislative Assembly of the Victorian Parliament
‘Charter’ refers to the Victorian Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006
‘Council’ refers to the Legislative Council of the Victorian Parliament
‘DPP’ refers to the Director of Public Prosecutions for the State of Victoria
‘human rights’ refers to the rights set out in Part 2 of the Charter
‘IBAC’ refers to the Independent Broad‐based Anti‐corruption Commission
‘PCA’ refers to the Parliamentary Committees Act 2003
‘penalty units’ refers to the penalty unit fixed from time to time in accordance with the Monetary Units Act 2004 and
published in the government gazette (as at 1 July 2018 one penalty unit equals $158.57)
‘Statement of Compatibility’ refers to a statement made by a member introducing a Bill in either the Council or the
Assembly as to whether the provisions in a Bill are compatible with Charter rights
‘VCAT’ refers to the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
[ ] denotes clause numbers in a Bill
ii
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Major Transport Projects Facilitation Amendment Bill 2019
Bill Information
Member
Portfolio

Hon Jacinta Allan MP
Transport Infrastructure

Introduction Date
Second Reading Date

5 March 2019
6 March 2019

Summary
The Bill amends the Major Transport Projects Facilitation Act 2009.1 In particular the Bill:‐


Facilitates the earlier engagement of utilities by project authorities in relation to utility
infrastructure affected by declared projects.[7] Note the Second Reading Speech:‐ ‘The Act
currently requires the project authority to give notice to every utility companies[sic].2 This is
an unnecessary burden as some utilities only have infrastructure in limited areas. A more
efficient approach… is to take all reasonable steps to identify all utility infrastructure that may
be affected by the project and engage with those utilities… This removes redundant work for
both the project authority and the unaffected utility companies.’



Facilitates the earlier negotiation of utility agreements between project authorities and
utilities. Either party can trigger the dispute resolution process under Division 4 of Part 7 by
notifying the other party that a dispute exists without the need to wait 50 days.[9] A project
authority may by agreement extend the period within which the utility must comply with the
project authority notice.[7] Note the Second Reading Speech:‐ ‘The amendments will give the
project authority discretion to provide more time for utilities to comply. Unnotified
infrastructure could result in significant costs to utility providers and their customers. This Bill
aims to ensure that there are no surprises for all parties.’

Comments under the PCA
The Committee makes no comment on the Bill with respect to its terms of reference under section 17
of the Parliamentary Committees Act 2003.

Charter Issues
The Major Transport Projects Facilitation Amendment Bill 2019 is compatible with the rights set out in
the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities.

1

2

Note the Second Reading Speech:‐ ‘The Bill amends the Major Transport Projects Facilitation Act 2009 (Act)
to improve the operation and efficiency of the regime established in Part 7 of the Act relating to the
identification of interfaces between declared major transport projects and utility infrastructure to align the
provisions with best practices, including the development and procurement phasing of major transport
projects. Part 7 is to identify utility infrastructure that may interface with a declared project under the Act
and facilitate the project authority for the declared project and affected utilities reaching agreement on
how the utility infrastructure will be removed, relocated or protected to enable the declared project to
proceed.’
Please note the Second Reading Speech incorrectly uses the plural instead of the singular where indicated.
1
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Primary Industries Legislation Amendment Bill 2019
Bill Information
Member
Portfolio
Member
Portfolio

Hon Jaclyn Symes MP
Agriculture
Hon Jaala Pulford MP
Fishing and Boating

Introduction Date

5 March 2019

Second Reading Date

6 March 2019

Summary
The Bill makes amendments to a number of Acts related to primary industries. In particular the Bill:‐

3

2



Amends the Catchment and Land Protection Act 1994 to provide for court orders to
compensate the Secretary for expenses in carrying out work to have been carried out by
landowners who have been found guilty of offences relating to the failure to carry out that
work;



Amends the Dairy Act 2000 to allow production of camel milk to be regulated under that
Act[5];



Makes miscellaneous amendments to the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act
1981;



Amends the Fisheries Act 1995 to abolish the Licensing Appeals Tribunal and transfer its
review functions to VCAT[32]. It allows early surrender of netting entitlements by eligible
Port Phillip Bay commercial fishers.[36,37]



Amends the Game Management Authority Act 2014 to improve governance arrangements in
that Act;



Amends the Livestock Disease Control Act 1994 to improve enforcement powers and
prescribe new infringement offences;[55, 58]



Amends the Meat Industry Act 1993 to allow vehicles to be used as meat processing
facilities;3



Amends the Melbourne Market Authority Act 1977 to give greater autonomy to the
Melbourne Market Authority Board by allowing it to determine its own meeting frequency
and raise the threshold for ministerial approval on expenditure from $250,000 to
$750,000.[68] The Melbourne Market Authority (MMA) may enter into leases, tenancies,
permits and licences as lessee, tenant, permittee or licensee for terms of 10 years or less
without the consent of the Minister;[66]



Amends the Plant Biosecurity Act 2010 to improve enforcement powers. An inspector has
the option to issue a written direction authorised by the Governor in Council in a declared
control area for pest or disease control;[81]



Amends the Veterinary Practice Act 1997 to provide for the service of infringement notices
in relation to certain offences. Regulations prescribe offences for which infringement notices
can be served;[94]

Note the Second Reading Speech:‐ ‘More broadly, mobile businesses are a growing trend but are not
supported by the existing legislative framework for the meat industry. Amendments to the Meat Industry
Act 1993 have been made in recognition of the industry development opportunity that mobile operators
provide for producers and butchers across Victoria.’
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Amends the Wildlife Act 1975 to include the offence of hunting, taking or destroying game
during an open season without a licence or other authorisation as a relevant offence to which
a controlled operation may be conducted;[96]



Repeals the Broiler Chicken Industry Act 1978. Note the comments in the Second Reading
Speech:‐ ‘This Act was originally conceived to counter the imbalance in market power
between individual broiler farmers and large vertically‐integrated processing companies.
However, over time, the industry has transitioned to collective bargaining arrangements
under authorisation by the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission (ACCC). The
ACCC authorisations allow current and future broiler farmers to collectively bargain with a
processor to which they provide services. Most recently, on 16 June 2016, the ACCC granted
authorisation for Victorian broiler farmers to collectively bargain with processors for the next
10 years.’;



Makes various other miscellaneous and consequential amendments to other Acts.

Comments under the PCA
Presumption of innocence – Criminal offences – Extension ‐ Reverse onus provisions (section 17(a)(i),
PCA)
As discussed in the Charter Report clause 17 amends section 68A4 of the Fisheries Act 1995 which
contain offences for non‐compliance with prescribed size and catch limits. Clause 17(4) and (6) amend
section 68A(2)5 and section 68A(4B)6 of the Fisheries Act 1995 respectively to replace the different
maximum penalties for first and subsequent offences with a single maximum penalty of 100 penalty
units or imprisonment. Existing defences to the offences are available in sections 68A(4C)7 and 68A(6)8
respectively. Clause 27 also inserts new section 116(2A)9 to create a new offence of hiding or
concealing fish. The relevant penalty is 100 penalty units or imprisonment for 6 months or both.
Section 116(2)10 provides a defence to the offence. The Committee notes the criminal penalties and
the matters of proof which may be required by a person charged with an offence to defend a charge
in proceedings under those provisions.
The Committee refers to the Charter Report and will write to the Minister to seek further
information.

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

See Section 68A of the Fisheries Act 1995 which sets out offences and penalties in relation to size and catch
limits.
See Section 68A(2) which provides that a person must not possess fish that are less than the minimum or
more than the maximum size (as specified by the regulations or a fisheries notice).
See Section 68A(4B) which provides that a person who takes or possesses more than twice the catch limit
for abalone is guilty of an offence.
See Section 68A(4C) which provides ‘it is a defence to a charge… if the person charged can prove that the
fish were taken in accordance with this Act.’
See Section 68A(6) which provides ‘subsections… do not apply to a person in the business of processing or
selling… if he or she can prove that any fish… that are in excess of the catch limit were taken in accordance
with this Act.’
See new Section 116(2A) which creates a new offence of hiding or concealing fish that has been taken or
otherwise dealt with in contravention of the Fisheries Act or a corresponding Commonwealth law or law of
another State or Territory.
See Section 116(2) which provides a defence ‘if the person charged proves that at the time… the person did
not know or could not reasonably be expected to have known that the fish had been taken… in
contravention of the Act.’
3
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Charter Issues
Criminal defendants – Sentencing court can order criminal defendant to pay expenses necessarily
incurred in carrying out order or notice – Secretary’s certificate is evidence of the expenses’ value
Summary: The effect of clause 4 is that a sentencing court can use a certificate to find the value of an
amount necessarily incurred in carrying out the condition or notice, without evidence from any person
or admissible business record as to that value. The Committee will write to the Minister seeking further
information.
Relevant provision
The Committee notes that clause 4, introducing a new section 79AA(1) of the Catchment and Land
Protection Act 1994, provides for the Secretary to apply to a sentencing court for an order that a land
owner found guilty of offences of not complying with a land use condition or disobeying a land
management notice to pay for expenses necessarily incurred by the Secretary carrying out the
condition or notice. New sub‐section 79AA(4) provides:
A statement in a certificate under the seal of the Secretary as to the amount of expenses
incurred by the Secretary referred to in subsection (1) is evidence of the value of that amount.
The Committee observes that the effect of clause 4 is that a sentencing court can use a certificate to
find the value of an amount necessarily incurred in carrying out the condition or notice, without
evidence from any person or admissible business record as to that value.
Charter analysis
The Statement of Compatibility does not address new sub‐section 79AA(4).
The Committee notes that new section 79AA(4) may engage the Charter rights of a person charged
with a criminal offence ‘to examine, or have examined, witnesses against him or her, unless otherwise
provided for by law’.11
Conclusion
The Committee will write to the Minister seeking further information as to the compatibility of new
sub‐section 79AA(4) of the Catchment and Land Protection Act 1994 with the Charter right of
criminal defendants to examine witnesses against them.

Expression – Criminal defendants – Extension of enforcement provisions of the Dairy Act 2000 –
Practice Note
Summary: The effect of clause 5 is to transfer regulation of farms that produce milk for profit or sale
from non‐standard milking animals from the Food Act 1984 to the Dairy Act 2000. The Statement of

11

4

Charter s. 25(2)(g).
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Compatibility does not discuss various enforcement provisions of the Dairy Act 2000. The Committee
will write to the Minister seeking further information.
Relevant provision
The Committee notes that clause 5, amending existing s. 3 of the Dairy Act 2000, expands the definition
of:


‘dairy farm’ from ‘any premises where cows, goats, sheep or buffalo (a) are kept; or (b) are
milked— for the purpose of producing milk for profit or sale’ to ‘any premises where an
animal is kept or milked for the purpose of producing milk for profit or sale’; and



‘milk’ from ‘milk derived from a cow, goat, sheep or buffalo’ to ‘the mammary secretion of
any milking animal’.

The effect of clause 5 is to transfer regulation of farms that produce milk for profit or sale from non‐
standard milking animals from the Food Act 1984 to the Dairy Act 2000.
The Committee observes that existing Part 5 of the Dairy Act 2000 includes the following provisions:


an authorised officer who ‘suspects on reasonable grounds’ that any dairy premises are
unclean or substandard, any dairy food is unfit for human consumption, any milk is below
the prescribed standard or any dairy premises or food otherwise does not comply with the
Act may make a variety of orders: existing s. 46.



it is a criminal offence to ‘insult’ an authorised officer or other person exercising functions
under the Act: existing s. 50(2)(c).



it is a defence to a charge of failing to comply with a requirement to answer questions put by
an authorised officer ‘if the person charged with the offence proves’ that the officer has not
informed the person in accordance with the Act’s requirements: existing s. 51.



it is ‘not a defence to a prosecution relating to dairy food purchased for analysis to prove that
a sample retained for future comparison ‘has from spontaneous natural causes deteriorated,
perished or undergone a material change in its constitution’: existing s. 52.



it is a defence for a person charged with offences under the Act ‘to prove that he or she
exercised due diligence to prevent the commission of the offence’: existing ss. 55C & 56.

Charter analysis
The Statement of Compatibility remarks:
The main effect of this amendment is that certain milk processors who are not currently
subject to the Dairy Act will now be subject to the responsibilities and obligations relating to
the licensing regime for the dairy industry and the provisions for dairy food safety, including
the compliance and enforcement powers of authorised officers under the Dairy Act. This
includes being subject to the general powers of authorised officers under Part 5 of the Dairy
Act, which are relevant to the following Charter rights:


of freedom of movement (by way of powers of officers to stop and detain vehicles);



of privacy (by way of powers of officers to enter dairy premises and conduct searches);



of property (by way of powers of officers to seize certain items and destroy dairy food);
and



not to be compelled to testify against oneself or confess guilt (by way of the power of
officers to require information from persons on dairy premises).

5
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…
[W]hile this amendment will result in new persons being subject to various powers under the
Dairy Act that affect human rights, in my view it will not result in the imposition of any new
limitations on human rights due to such persons already being subject to similar regulatory
powers under the Food Act. However, should an alternative view be taken that the
enforcement provisions in the Dairy Act are more onerous than the Food Act, it is my view that
these existing enforcement powers in the Dairy Act are compatible with the Charter. I note
that it is common for Parliament to provide regulatory authorities with broad powers to enter
industry premises to monitor compliance with a regulatory scheme on the basis that such
powers should not be broader than necessary to allow authorised officers to carry out their
duties.
However, the Committee notes that the Statement of Compatibility does not discuss existing ss. 46,
50(2)(c), 51, 52, 55C & 56 of Part 5 of the Dairy Act 2000.
The Committee observes that:


existing s. 46, by providing that people merely suspected of breaching a law must obey orders
or face a criminal penalty, may engage the person’s Charter’s right to be presumed
innocent.12 The Committee’s Practice Note states:
The explanatory material for any Bill that creates a provision permitting a person
suspected of a criminal offence to be given a notice that specifies actions the person must
take, must state whether or not the commission of the suspected offence must be proved
in any proceedings for breach of the notice. If no such proof is required, then the
Statement of Compatibility should examine whether the provision reasonably limits the
right to the presumption of innocence in Charter s. 25(1). The discussion may consider
whether expressly providing for a court to review the notice, before or after any alleged
contravention, is a less restrictive alternative reasonably available to achieve the
provision’s purpose.



existing s. 50(2)(c), by providing that insulting an authorised officer is a criminal offence, may
engage the Charter’s right to freedom of expression.13



existing ss. 51, 55C and 56, by providing that a person charged with a criminal offence must
‘prove’ certain matters, may engage the defendant’s Charter’s right to be presumed
innocent. The Committee’s Practice Note states:
The Statement of Compatibility for any Bill that creates a provision that reduces the
prosecution’s burden to prove the accused’s guilt or requires an accused to offer evidence
of their innocence (or extends the operation of or increases the applicable penalty in
respect of such a provision) should state whether and how that provision satisfies the
Charter’s test for reasonable limits on rights… In the case of a provision that places a legal
onus on an accused, the analysis may address whether an evidential onus would be a less
restrictive alternative reasonably available to achieve the provision’s purpose.



12
13
14

6

existing s 52, by providing that ‘proof’ that a sample has deteriorated or changed is ‘not a
defence’ to a criminal prosecution, creates an irrebuttable presumption that a sample did
not deteriorate or change after it was obtained but before it was analysed, which may engage
the defendant’s Charter rights to a fair hearing, to the presumption of innocence and to
defend himself or herself.14

Charter s. 25(1).
Charter s. 15(2).
Charter ss. 24(1), 25(1) & 25(2)(d).
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The Statement of Compatibility does not discuss the compatibility of clause 5 with these Charter rights.
Relevant comparisons
The Committee notes that, under the Food Act 1984:


a person aggrieved by an order made by an authorised officer may appeal it to the
Magistrates Court;15



a person charged with breaching such an order does not have to ‘prove’ that the officer did
not inform him or her of the order.

However, the Food Act 1984 contains equivalents to the provisions on insulting an authorised officer
and the reverse onus provisions of the Dairy Act 2000.16
The Committee also notes that, under Victoria’s meat industry legislation and New South Wales’s,
Queensland’s and Tasmania’s primary industries legislation, it is not an offence to ‘insult’ an authorised
officer.17 However, under South Australia’s and Western Australia’s legislation, it is an offence to
address ‘offensive language’ or ‘abusive language’ to an authorised person.18
Conclusion
The Committee will write to the Minister seeking further information as to the compatibility of
existing ss. 46, 50(2)(c), 51, 55C and 56 of the Dairy Act 2000 with the Charter rights to freedom of
expression and of criminal defendants.

Arbitrary interference in family – Licence to cultivate or process low‐THC cannabis – Relatives of some
criminals may be ineligible for licence
Summary: The effect of clause 7 is to bar a person from obtaining permission to cultivate or process
low‐THC cannabis if the person’s spouse, parents, child or sibling has been convicted of possession of
drugs or an interstate assault or theft in the past 10 years. The Committee will write to the Minister
seeking further information.
Relevant provision
The Committee notes that clause 7, amending existing s. 61 of the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances Act 1981, extends the definition of ‘serious offence’ from ‘an indictable offence involving
dishonesty, fraud or cultivation or trafficking in drugs of dependence where the maximum penalty
exceeds 3 months imprisonment’ to:
(a) an indictable offence involving dishonesty, fraud or assault; or
(b) an indictable offence involving possession, or cultivation of, or trafficking in, a drug of
dependence; or
(c) any other indictable offence under this Act; or

15
16
17

18

Food Act 1984, s. 19BA.
Food Act 1984, ss. 29(g), 50(1)(h) & (i) and 51B.
Meat Industry Act 1993, s. 73(1); Food Act 2003 (NSW), s. 43; Food Production (Safety) Act 2000 (Qld), s.
124; Dairy Industry Act 1994 (Tas), s. 47.
Primary Produce (Food Safety Schemes) Act 2004 (SA), s. 29(1)(b); Agriculture and Related Resources
Protection Act 1976 (WA), s. 87(d).
7
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(d) an indictable offence under the law of another jurisdiction involving — (i) dishonesty, fraud or
assault; or (ii) possession, or cultivation of, or trafficking in, a drug of dependence.
Existing s. 64(1)(a) of the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981 provides:
In order to prevent criminal activity in the cultivation and processing of low‐THC cannabis, the
Secretary must not issue an authority to an applicant unless the Secretary is satisfied that…
the applicant or any associate of the applicant has within the 10 years preceding the
application not been found guilty of a serious offence.
Existing s. 61(2) provides that an associate of an applicant includes the applicant’s relatives of the
applicant defined as ‘spouse (including de facto spouse), parent, child or sibling (whether of the full or
half blood)’.
The Committee observes that the effect of clause 7 is to bar permission for a person to cultivate or
process low‐THC cannabis if the person’s spouse, parents, child or sibling has been convicted of
possession of drugs or an interstate assault or theft in the past 10 years. For example, a person cannot
be given a licence to cultivate or process low‐THC cannabis if, in the past decade, his or her spouse was
convicted of assaulting him or her (including interstate), his or her sibling was convicted of shoplifting
(including interstate) or his or her child was convicted of possessing cannabis, including where the
sibling or child is under 18 years of age.
Charter analysis
The Statement of Compatibility does not discuss clause 7.
The Committee notes that clause 7 may engage the Charter’s right against arbitrary interference in
family.19
Relevant comparisons
The Committee notes that clause 7 is in similar terms to existing s. 69N of the Drugs, Poisons and
Controlled Substances Act 1981, governing poppy cultivation, and the Access to Medicinal Cannabis
Act 2016, governing medicinal cannabis. However, both of these regimes are limited to relatives aged
18 years or over.20
The Committee also notes that the hemp production statutes of the ACT, New South Wales and
Queensland do not require an investigation into the criminal histories of relatives of the applicant.21
In South Australia, the criminal histories of relatives of the applicant must be considered but do not
automatically bar granting a licence.22
Conclusion
The Committee will write to the Minister seeking further information as to the compatibility of
clause 7 with the Charter’s right against arbitrary interference in family.

19
20

21

22

8

Charter s. 13(a).
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981, s. 69NA(1); Access to Medicinal Cannabis Act 2016, s.
4(1)(a).
Hemp Fibre Industry Facilitation Act 2004 (ACT), ss. 8(1) & 17; Hemp Industry Act 2008 (NSW), ss. 4(1) & 9;
Drug Misuse Act 1986 (Qld), ss. 46 & 57(1)(d)(iv); Industrial Hemp Act 2015 (Tas), s. 9.
Industrial Hemp Act 2017 (SA), s. 10(2)(a)(iii).
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Presumption of innocence – Extension or enhancement of reverse onus offences – Practice Note
Summary: The effect of clauses 17(4) & (6) and 27(2) is to enhance or extend criminal offences that
require the person charged to prove certain matters. The Committee will write to the Minister seeking
further information.
Relevant provision
The Committee notes that clauses 17(4) & (6) and 27(2) extend or enhance the penalties of criminal
offences in existing ss. 68A(2) & (4B) and 116 of the Fisheries Act 1995.
The Committee observes that:


existing s. 68A(4C) provides a defence to the offences in existing ss. 68A(2) (of possessing
under‐ or over‐sized fish for sale) & 68A(4B) (of possessing more than twice the catch limit
for abalone) ‘if the person charged can prove that the fish were taken in accordance with this
Act.’



existing s. 68(6) provides a defence to the offence in existing s. 68A(4B) (of possessing more
than twice the catch limit for abalone) for a fish processor or seller ‘if he or she can prove
that any fish in his or her possession that are in excess of the catch limit were taken in
accordance with this Act.’



existing s. 116(2) provides a defence to the offence in existing s. 116(1) (of possessing or
selling fish taken or dealt with in contravention of the Act) ‘if the person charged proves that
at the time of the alleged offence the person did not know, and could not reasonably be
expected to have known, that the fish had been taken or otherwise dealt with in
contravention of this Act’.

Accordingly, the effect of clauses 17(4) & (6) and 27(2) is to enhance or extend criminal offences that
require the person charged to prove certain matters.
Charter analysis
The Statement of Compatibility addresses clause 14 (which amends an existing reverse onus defence)
but does not address clauses 17(4) & (6) and 27(2) (which enhance or extend criminal offences that
are subject to reverse onus defences.)
The Committee’s Practice Note states:
The Statement of Compatibility for any Bill that creates a provision that reduces the
prosecution’s burden to prove the accused’s guilt or requires an accused to offer evidence of
their innocence (or extends the operation of or increases the applicable penalty in respect of
such a provision) should state whether and how that provision satisfies the Charter’s test for
reasonable limits on rights… The Committee would prefer that the analysis of reasonable limits
assess the risk that the provision may allow an innocent person to be convicted of the offence
and set out the demonstrable justification for allowing such a risk. In the case of a provision
that places a legal onus on an accused, the analysis may address whether an evidential onus
would be a less restrictive alternative reasonably available to achieve the provision’s purpose.

9
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Previous Committee comment
The Committee notes that a previous committee reported, in relation to a previous Bill that extended
existing s. 116(1) of the Fisheries Act 1995 to include fish ‘otherwise dealt with in contravention of this
Act’:23
The Committee observes that a person can ‘fail to comply’ with s. 116 merely by possessing a
fish, even if the person knows nothing about how that fish was previously dealt with. So, the
offence is considerably broader than the usual regulatory offences that typically attract reverse
onus defences. In particular, it is not limited to people involved in the fishing industry but
rather extends to ordinary end sellers and consumers (such as workers and shoppers at a
supermarket). Such people may find establishing an affirmative defence (containing both
objective and subjective elements and concerning a breach of any law in Australia in relation
to anything every[sic]24 done with the fish) to the civil standard confusing, distressing, difficult
and expensive…
The Committee is concerned that people may be convicted of the offence and sentenced to
prison despite evidence raising a reasonable doubt about whether or not they have any
knowledge about the illegality affecting their fish. Such outcomes may not advance (or
significantly advance) the effective regulation of fisheries or fish. The Committee also notes
that the headings of the existing offence – ‘Sale of fish taken in contravention of this Act or
corresponding law’ – and clause 68 do not adequately describe the scope of the offence, which
extends to the possession of such fish. Overseas courts have held that adequate notification
of laws is an essential precondition for any law that limits a human right. The Committee
considers that it should be made clear that mere possession of a fish, with no intention to sell,
may expose the possessor to liability and imprisonment in the absence of an affirmative
defence.
The then Minister responded:25
The right to be presumed innocent is an important right. However, the courts have recognised,
especially in a regulatory regime that it can be subject to limits. In this instance the legal burden
imposed is necessary to ensure the effectiveness of the regulatory regime that protects
important environmental resources… I also point out that the Fisheries Act 1995, including
s116 with its reverse onus of proof, was reviewed against the Charter of Human Rights in 2007
and found to be reasonable and justifiable.
The then Committee reported:26
The Committee also expresses its surprise at the Minister’s remark that existing s116 was
found to be reasonable and justifiable when it was reviewed for Charter compatibility in 2007.
The Committee reiterates its concern that exposing ordinary end sellers and consumers to a
potential prison sentence merely for possessing a fish that someone else has handled illegally,
unless they establish a complex defence in court, may go beyond what is necessary to achieve
the purpose of protecting environmental resources. The Committee therefore considers that
clause 68 may be incompatible with the Charter’s right for criminal defendants to be presumed
innocent until proven guilty.

23

Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee, Alert Digest No. 13 of 2008, pp. 20‐21 (reporting on the Primary
Industries Legislation Amendment Bill 2008)
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Please see Alert Digest No 13 of 2008.

25

Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee, Alert Digest No. 15 of 2008, p. 19 (reporting on the Primary
Industries Legislation Amendment Bill 2008)
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee, Alert Digest No. 15 of 2008, p. 20 (reporting on the Primary
Industries Legislation Amendment Bill 2008)
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The Committee will write to the Minister again concerning the headings to clause 68 and s. 116
of the Fisheries Act 1995, and also expressing its concern about these provisions’ Charter
compatibility.
The then Minister responded:27
On the first matter – the headings to clause 68 of the Bill and section 116 of the Fisheries Act
1995 – the Committee’s point is well‐made. I have asked the Department of Primary Industries
to ensure this matter is addressed at the earliest opportunity in an appropriate amending Bill.
On the Second matter, I note the Committee’s further comments. I reiterate that, for the
reasons set out in the Statement of Compatibility, I am of the opinion that the Bill is compatible
with the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities.
The Committee observes that the heading of existing s. 116 of the Fisheries Act 1995 remains ‘sale of
fish taken in contravention of this Act or corresponding law’ and continues not to refer to possession
of fish in contravention of the Act.
Relevant comparisons
The Committee notes that, in the ACT, the Northern Territory and Queensland, the offence of
possessing fish obtained illegally requires proof by the prosecution that the accused knew or was
reckless about the illegal obtaining.28 However, in NSW, South Australia and Western Australia,
reverse onus defences apply to the offences of taking fish of the wrong size or quantity and possessing
illegally taken fish.29
Conclusion
The Committee will write to the Minister seeking further information as to:
•

the compatibility of clauses 17(4) & (6), 27(2) and 28(b) with the Charter’s right to be presumed
innocent; and

•

whether amending the heading of existing s. 116 to refer to the possession of fish is a less
restrictive alternative reasonably available to achieve the purpose of clause 27(2).

Expression – Advertising of veterinary practices
Summary: Clause 91 prohibits advertising a veterinary practice or veterinary services in various ways.
The Committee will write to the Minister seeking further information.
Relevant provision
The Committee notes that clause 91, substituting existing s. 51(1) of the Veterinary Practice Act 1997,
prohibits ‘advertis[ing] a veterinary practice or veterinary services in a manner’:

27

28
29



‘which is false’



‘which is misleading’

Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee, Alert Digest No. 4 of 2009, p. 15 (reporting on the Primary
Industries Legislation Amendment Bill 2008)
Fisheries Act 2000 (ACT), s. 77; Fisheries Act 1988 (NT), s. 42(1)(b); Fisheries Act 1994 (Qld), s. 88A.
Fisheries Management Act 1994 (NSW), ss. 21(1)(c) & 35(2); Fisheries Management Act 2007 (SA), s. 72(5);
Fish Resources Management Act 1994 (WA), ss. 51(4)(a) & 173(2)(a).
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‘that is deceptive’



‘which is intended to be false, misleading or deceptive’



‘that offers a discount, gift or other inducement to attract persons to a veterinary practitioner
or veterinary practice unless the advertisement also sets out the terms and conditions of that
offer’



‘that unfavourably contrasts veterinary services provided by a veterinary practitioner or
veterinary practice with services provided by another veterinary practitioner or veterinary
practice’

punishable in each case by a maximum of 50 penalty units for natural persons.
The explanatory memorandum remarks:
Clause 91 substitutes section 59(1) of the VPA 1997, which contains offences for false,
misleading and deceptive advertising, offering inducements, and unfavourably contrasting the
services of another veterinary practitioner to divide section 59(1)(a) into 4 provisions.
However, the Committee observes that the first three offences are new additions to existing s. 59(1)
and may not require proof that the accused intended to make a false, misleading or deceptive
statement.
Charter analysis
The Statement of Compatibility does not discuss clause 91.
The Committee observes that clause 91 may engage the Charter’s right to freedom of expression.30
Relevant comparisons
The Committee notes that Western Australian regulations provide:31
A registered veterinary surgeon shall not publish, or cause or permit to be published, an
advertisement in connection with a veterinary practice that —
(a) is false or misleading; or
(b) is vulgar or sensational; or
(c) is likely to adversely affect the reputation or standing of any veterinary surgeon or the
veterinary profession; or
(d) expressly or impliedly claims superiority for the veterinary surgeon over any or all other
veterinary surgeons.
Conclusion
The Committee will write to the Minister seeking further information as to the compatibility of
clause 91 with the Charter’s right to freedom of expression.

30
31
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Veterinary Surgeons Regulations 1979 (WA), reg. 33.
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Professional Engineers Registration Bill 2019
Bill Information
Member
Portfolio

Hon Tim Pallas MP
Treasurer

Introduction Date
Second Reading Date

5 March 2019
6 March 2019

Summary
The Bill establishes a single registration scheme32 (the Scheme) for professional engineers. In particular
it:‐


Establishes a register of professional engineers.[28] The Scheme will be jointly administered
by the Business Licensing Authority (BLA), Consumer Affairs Victoria (CAV) and in relation to
engineers engaged in the building industry by the Victorian Building Authority (VBA) with
assessment undertaken by approved assessment entities. Note the comments in the Second
Reading Speech:‐ ‘The BLA will approve assessment entities… After an engineer is approved
by the assessment entity, they may then apply to the BLA to be registered.’ Registration
decisions and applications of refusal to grant an application for an assessment entity are
reviewable by the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT).[Part 3, 27, 52] VCAT
may conduct disciplinary proceedings;[60]



Requires individuals to be registered in one or more areas of engineering to be able to
lawfully provide professional engineering services in Victoria;



Confers on CAV a range of entry and inspection powers for enforcement purposes;



Contains transitional provisions so that engineers currently registered under the Building Act
1993 can move to the Scheme when their current registration renewals fall due.

Comments under the PCA
Delegation of legislative power – Delayed commencement – Whether justified (section 17(a)(vi), PCA)
Clause 2 provides that subject to subsection (2), the Act comes into operation on a day or days to be
proclaimed. Subsection (2) provides that if a provision of the Act has not come into operation by 1 July
2021, it commences operation on that day. The Committee notes the Explanatory Memorandum:‐
‘Applications for registration and for renewals of registrations will be made online, and a system to
enable this must be developed before the scheme can commence. An extended default commencement
date will enable sufficient time for the online system to be built. An extended default commencement
date also ensures registered professional engineers are provided with sufficient time to understand the
new scheme and determine whether they need to re‐organise their affairs, if necessary to ensure they
are eligible to be granted a registration. This will be in addition to regulations that will enable
exemptions of engineering to be prescribed, with those exemptions being phased out over time.’
The Committee is satisfied that the delayed commencement of the Bill is justified.

32

Note the Second Reading Speech: ‐ ‘The Bill… will at its onset regulate five areas of engineering including
civil engineer, structural engineer, mechanical engineer, electrical engineer and fire‐safety engineer. A
separate endorsement will apply for professional engineers who are ‘engaged in the building industry’.
Feedback from stakeholders indicates that these areas of engineering cover most of the engineers operating
in Victoria… Registration in these specified areas will be rolled out progressively…’
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Broad delegation power – Practice Note (section 17(a)(ii), PCA)
Clause 9 is a power of delegation. Subclause (2) provides that the VBA by instrument ‘may delegate
any of its functions or powers under this Act to any person.’ The Committee notes the Explanatory
Memorandum which provides that the power of delegation cannot be delegated pursuant to section
42A33 of the Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984.
The Committee notes the broad delegation power. The Committee refers to the Practice Note34 and
will write to the Minister seeking additional information in relation to the need for the broad
delegation power.
Privilege against self‐incrimination – Limited abrogation – Production of documents (s. 17(a)(i), PCA)
Clause 84 enables a warrant issued by a Magistrate to authorise an inspector to require a person with
knowledge of a computer or other electronic device to provide reasonable and necessary information
and assistance. Clause 93 provides generally for protection against self‐incrimination. However clause
93(3) provides ‘it is not a reasonable excuse for a person to refuse or fail to provide information or
assistance that a person is required under section 84 to provide, if the provision of the information or
assistance would tend to incriminate the person’.
The Committee notes the comments in the Statement of Compatibility:‐
Clause 93... is… a limited abrogation of the privilege against self‐incrimination. The primary
purpose of the abrogation of the privilege in relation to documents is to facilitate compliance
with the scheme by assisting inspectors to access documents and evidence that is difficult or
impossible to ascertain by alternative evidentiary means… there is significant public interest in
ensuring that professional engineering services are being provided in compliance with the
provisions of the Bill and the regulations… The documents that an inspector can require to be
produced are those connected with an engineer’s practice as a professional engineer and for
the purpose of monitoring compliance with the Bill or regulations. Importantly, the
requirement to produce a document to an inspector does not extend to having to explain or
account for the information contained in that document. If such an explanation would tend to
incriminate, the privilege would still be available… The duty to provide those documents is
consistent with reasonable expectations of persons who operate a business within a regulated
scheme. Moreover, it is necessary for the regulator to have access to documents to ensure the
effective administration of the regulatory scheme.
The Committee is of the view that the operation of clause 93(3) insofar as it relates to clause 84 is
justified.
Power of entry, search and seizure without a warrant (section 17(a)(i), PCA)
Clause 80 provides an inspector with a power of entry, search and seizure without a warrant at any
time during normal business hours (without the consent of the occupier35), in relation to premises at
which a registered engineer or their employer is conducting a business of providing professional
engineering services. (Note subsection (4) provides that premises excludes any part of a place of
business which is the permanent place of residence of a person.)

33

34

35
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See Section 42A(1)(aa) of the Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 which provides that ‘the power to
delegate does not include the power to delegate that power of delegation.’
See Practice Note: ‘Practices of concern to the Committee include provisions in Bills that inadequately
explain and justify:… wide or undefined delegation of administrative powers or functions.’
Compare clause 79 which provides for entry or search with consent.
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The Statement of Compatibility provides:‐
The Bill also provides for the entry, search and seizure powers of CAV inspectors… In the case
of premises at which a registered professional engineer or their employer is conducting a
business of providing professional engineering services, inspectors may, for the purpose of
monitoring compliance and only during ordinary business hours, enter and search those
premises without consent and seize items and inspect of make copies or documents…
Engineers and others engaged in providing professional engineering services have a diminished
expectation of privacy in the regulatory context, and it is reasonable that they can be required
to produce information and permit entry to business premises for compliance purposes. In the
case of persons who are not involved in providing professional engineering service, inspectors’
powers to require third parties to answer questions or provide information, or bodes that are
likely to hold relevant information and only for the purpose of monitoring compliance. If it
becomes necessary for enforcement purposes to require any other third party to answer
questions or produce information, the Bill only provides inspectors with these powers where
a magistrate has first made an order.
The Committee is satisfied that the power of entry, search and seizure without a warrant is justified.

Charter Issues
Freedom of expression – Offence to use the title ‘professional engineer’
Summary: Clause 68(4) which bans the use of the title ‘Professional Engineer’ may not be limited in
relation to an ‘area of engineering’, e.g. ‘professional software engineer’. The Committee will write to
the Minister seeking further information.
Relevant provision
The Committee notes that clause 68(4) provides:
A person who is not a registered professional engineer must not use the title professional
engineer.
Penalty: 500 penalty units.
Clause 12 provides that the Business Licensing Authority must, if satisfied of eligibility and the payment
of a fee, ‘register an applicant in an area of engineering applied for’. Clause 4(1) provides:
area of engineering means any of the following—
(a)

structural engineering;

(b)

civil engineering;

(c)

mechanical engineering;

(d)

electrical engineering;

(e)

fire safety engineering;

(f)

any other prescribed area of engineering.
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The Committee observes that clause 68(4) may not be limited to uses of the title ‘Professional
Engineer’ in relation to an ‘area of engineering’. For example, it may prohibit the use of the title
‘Professional Engineer’ by or in relation to a software engineer.36
The Committee also observes that clause 68(4) is not limited to a commercial context and therefore
may include uses of the title ‘Professional Engineer’ in correspondence, in social media or in online
dating.
Charter analysis
The Statement of Compatibility remarks:
In light of the fact that these new sections serve to protect consumers from being misled by
persons who are providing professional engineering services but who are not appropriately
registered or qualified, these provisions do not in my view limit the right to freedom of
expression. They do not fall within the protected scope of section 15(2) of the Charter, or in
the alternative, they fall within the exceptions to the right in section 15(3) of the Charter, as
reasonably necessary to respect the rights of other persons and for the protection of public
order and public health.
The Committee notes that this statement is in identical terms to the statement for clause 68 of the
Engineers Registration Bill 2018, which did not prohibit the use of the title ‘Professional Engineer’.
Relevant comparisons
The Committee notes that the previous Engineers Registration Bill 2018 did not contain an equivalent
to clause 68(4). Rather, that Bill only barred persons who are unregistered in an ‘area of engineering’
from representing ‘that the person is able to provide professional engineering services in that area of
engineering’.
The Committee also notes that Queensland’s statute contains the following prohibition:37
A person who is not a registered professional engineer must not—
(a) claim, or hold himself or herself out, to be a registered professional engineer; or
(b) allow himself or herself to be held out as a registered professional engineer.
Maximum penalty—1000 penalty units.
Conclusion
The Committee will write to the Minister seeking further information as to the compatibility of
clause 68(4) with the Charter’s right to freedom of expression and as to whether or not clause 68(4)
prohibits a person using the title Professional Engineer in relation to engineering that is not in a
registrable ‘area of engineering’, e.g. ‘professional software engineer’.

36

37
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E.g. <https://au.indeed.com/viewjob?jk=29ef915ed37633fc&tk=1d5g9ej5l81sk803>, a recent Melbourne
advertisement for a position of ‘Senior Professional Software Engineer’.
Professional Engineers Act 2002 (Qld), s. 113. See also Chartered Professional Engineers of New Zealand Act
2002 (NZ), s. 7.

Ministerial Correspondence
The Committee received responses on the Bills listed below.
Responses are reproduced here – please refer to Appendix 3 for additional information.

Open Courts and Other Acts Amendment Bill 2019
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Appendix 1
Index of Bills in 2019
Alert Digest Nos.
Audit Amendment Bill 2018
Energy Legislation Amendment (Victorian Default Offer) Bill 2019
Essential Services Commission Amendment (Governance, Procedural and Administrative
Improvements) Bill 2019
Fair Work (Commonwealth Powers) Amendment Bill 2018
Guardianship and Administration Bill 2018
Integrity and Accountability Legislation Amendment (Public Interest Disclosures, Oversight and
Independence) Bill 2018
Justice Legislation Amendment (Police and Other Matters) Bill 2019
Justice Legislation Miscellaneous Amendment Act 2018 (House Amendment)
Major Transport Projects Facilitation Amendment Bill 2019
Open Courts and Other Acts Amendment Bill 2019
Parliamentary Committees Amendment Bill 2019
Primary Industries Legislation Amendment Bill 2019
Professional Engineers Registration Bill 2019
Safe Patient Care (Nurse to Patient and Midwife to Patient Ratios) Amendment Bill 2018
Spent Convictions Bill 2019
Statute Law Revision Bill 2018
Transport Legislation Amendment (Better Roads Victoria and Other Amendments) Bill 2018
Victorian Independent Remuneration Tribunal and Improving Parliamentary Standards Bill 2019
West Gate Tunnel (Truck Bans and Traffic Management) Bill 2019

1, 2
3
3
2
1
1, 2
2
1
4
3, 4
2
4
4
1
2, 3
3
2
2, 3
3
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Appendix 2
Committee Comments classified
by Terms of Reference
This Appendix lists Bills under the relevant Committee terms of reference where the Committee has
raised issues requiring clarification from the appropriate Minister or Member.
Alert Digest Nos.

Section 17(a)
(i)

trespasses unduly upon rights or freedoms

Justice Legislation Miscellaneous Amendment Act 2018 (House Amendment)
Primary Industries Legislation Amendment Bill 2019
Spent Convictions Bill 2019
West Gate Tunnel (Truck Bans and Traffic Management) Bill 2019
(ii)

1
4
2, 3
3

makes rights, freedoms or obligations dependent upon insufficiently defined
administrative powers;

Professional Engineers Registration Bill 2019

4

(viii) is incompatible with the human rights set out in the Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities
Audit Amendment Bill 2018
Integrity and Accountability Legislation Amendment (Public Interest Disclosures, Oversight and
Independence) Bill 2018
Justice Legislation Miscellaneous Amendment Act 2018 (House Amendment)
Open Courts and Other Acts Amendment Bill 2019
Primary Industries Legislation Amendment Bill 2019
Professional Engineers Registration Bill 2019
Spent Convictions Bill 2019
Victorian Independent Remuneration Tribunal and Improving Parliamentary Standards Bill 2019
West Gate Tunnel (Truck Bans and Traffic Management) Bill 2019

1, 2
1, 2
1
3
4
4
2, 3
2, 3
3

Section 17(b)
(i) and (ii) repeals, alters or varies the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court
Victorian Independent Remuneration Tribunal and Improving Parliamentary Standards Bill 2019 2, 3
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Appendix 3
Table of Ministerial Correspondence
Table of correspondence between the Committee and Ministers or Members
This Appendix lists the Bills where the Committee has written to the Minister or Member seeking
further advice, and the receipt of the response to that request.
Bill Title

Minister/ Member

Date of
Committee
Letter /
Minister’s
Response

Alert Digest No.
Issue raised /
Response
Published

Audit Amendment Bill 2018

Special Minister of State

05.02.19
14.02.19

1 of 2019
2 of 2019

Integrity and Accountability
Legislation Amendment (Public
Interest Disclosures, Oversight
and Independence) Bill 2018

Special Minister of State

05.02.19
14.02.19

1 of 2019
2 of 2019

Justice Legislation Miscellaneous
Amendment Act 2018 (House
Amendment)

Attorney‐General

05.02.19

1 of 2019

Spent Convictions Bill 2019

Fiona Patten MP

19.02.19
21.02.19

2 of 2019
3 of 2019

Victorian Independent
Remuneration Tribunal and
Improving Parliamentary
Standards Bill 2019

Special Minister of State

19.02.19
01.03.19

2 of 2019
3 of 2019

Open Courts and Other Acts
Amendment Bill 2019

Attorney‐General

05.03.19
18.03.19

3 of 2019
4 of 2019

West Gate Tunnel (Truck Bans and
Traffic Management) Bill 2019

Transport Infrastructure

05.03.19

3 of 2019

Primary Industries Legislation
Amendment Bill 2019

Agriculture

19.03.19

4 of 2019

Fishing and Boating

19.03.19

4 of 2019

Professional Engineers Registration
Bill 2019

Treasurer

19.03.19

4 of 2019
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Appendix 4
Statutory Rules and Legislative
Instruments considered
The following Statutory Rules were considered by the Regulation Review Subcommittee on
18 March 2019.
Statutory Rules Series 2018
SR No. 119 – Child Wellbeing and Safety (Information Sharing) Regulations 2018
SR No. 139 – Subordinate Legislation (Second‐Hand Dealers and Pawnbrokers Regulations 2008)
Extension Regulations 2018
SR No. 140 – Gas Safety (Gas Installation) Regulations 2018
SR No. 141 – Gas Safety (Safety Case) Regulations 2018
SR No. 142 – Voluntary Assisted Dying Regulations 2018
SR No. 143 – Public Administration (Public Sector Communication) Regulations 2018
SR No. 144 – Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Amendment (Electronic Collars) Regulations 2018
SR No. 147 – Children, Youth and Families Further Amendment Regulations 2018
SR No. 148 – Public Health and Wellbeing Further Amendment Regulations 2018
SR No. 150 – Transport (Compliance and Miscellaneous)(Ticketing) Amendment (Electronic Testing of
Tickets) Regulations 2018
SR No. 151 – Magistrates’ Court General Amendment Regulations 2018
SR No. 152 – Oaths and Affirmations (Affidavits, Statutory Declarations and Certifications)
Regulations 2018
SR No. 153 – Liquor Control Reform Amendment Regulations 2018
SR No. 154 – Owners Corporations Regulations 2018
SR No. 157 – Transport (Infringements) Amendment Regulations 2018
SR No. 165 – Heavy Vehicle National Law Application (Infringements) Amendment Regulations 2018
SR No. 167 – Magistrates’ Court General Civil Procedure and Miscellaneous Civil Proceedings (Costs
Amendment) Rule 2018
SR No. 168 – Supreme Court (Chapters I, IV and VI Further Amendment) Rules 2018
SR No. 169 – Children’s Court (Family Violence Protection) Rules 2018
SR No. 170 – County Court Civil Procedure Rules 2018
SR No. 171 – Livestock Disease Control Further Amendment Regulations 2018
SR No. 172 – County Court (Fees) Regulations 2018
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