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Tuesday, 27 August 2019
The PRESIDENT (Hon. SL Leane) took the chair at 12.04 pm and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (12:05): On behalf of the Victorian state Parliament I acknowledge the
Aboriginal peoples, the traditional custodians of this land which has served as a significant meeting
place of the First People of Victoria. I acknowledge and pay respect to the elders of the Aboriginal
nations in Victoria past, present and emerging and welcome any elders and members of the Aboriginal
communities that may visit or participate in events or proceedings of the Parliament.
Bills
ESSENTIAL SERVICES COMMISSION AMENDMENT (GOVERNANCE,
PROCEDURAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE IMPROVEMENTS) BILL 2019
PUBLIC HEALTH AND WELLBEING AMENDMENT BILL 2019
WATER AND CATCHMENT LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Royal assent
The PRESIDENT (12:05): I have a message from the Governor, dated 20 August:
The Governor informs the Legislative Council that she has, on this day, given the Royal Assent to the
undermentioned Act of the present Session presented to her by the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly for and
in the absence of the Clerk of the Parliaments:
21/2019 Essential Services Commission Amendment (Governance, Procedural and Administrative
Improvements) Act 2019
22/2019 Public Health and Wellbeing Amendment Act 2019
23/2019 Water and Catchment Legislation Amendment Act 2019

ASSISTED REPRODUCTIVE TREATMENT AMENDMENT (CONSENT) BILL 2019
Royal assent
The PRESIDENT (12:06): I have a further message from the Governor, dated 27 August:
The Governor informs the Legislative Council that she has, on this day, given the Royal Assent to the
undermentioned Act of the present Session presented to her by the Clerk of the Parliaments:
24/2019 Assisted Reproductive Treatment Amendment (Consent) Act 2019

Joint sitting of Parliament
SENATE VACANCY
The PRESIDENT (12:06): I have received a letter from the Governor informing me that she
received a letter from the Governor-General advising of a vacancy in the representation of the state of
Victoria in the Senate through the resignation of Senator the Honourable Mitch Fifield.
Questions without notice and ministers statements
GOULBURN VALLEY HEALTH
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:07): My question is to the Minister for Health.
Minister, last night a 78-year-old woman was left lying on a mattress on the floor in a hallway for
90 minutes at the Goulburn Valley hospital. Could you explain how it is acceptable that there were no
beds and that this woman was left lying on the floor?
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Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:07): I am advised that a New South Wales ambulance arrived at Goulburn Valley Health yesterday
evening with two emergency patients from New South Wales. This is not the usual practice of
Ambulance Victoria paramedic crews, to have two emergency patients with them at the same time. I
am further advised that after the patient was examined and triaged by hospital staff the patient
themselves requested to lie down, at which point New South Wales paramedics found a mat for the
patient to lie down on. I am advised that as soon as the Goulburn Valley Health staff became aware of
this the patient was placed in a wheelchair. What I would say about this matter is that this is
unacceptable, and I understand that the hospital is reviewing the incident and will work with the New
South Wales ambulance service to improve its ambulance off-load process.
What I can say to the community of Shepparton, who rely on Goulburn Valley Health, is that in the
last year we have actually seen a significant improvement in terms of patient transfer times at this
hospital. We have had the latest quarterly data for 2018–19 show 82.5 per cent of patients being
transferred within the required time, up from 73.6 per cent last year. That is as a direct result of the
investment that we have made into this hospital as well as Ambulance Victoria. We are committed to
working with Goulburn Valley Health to ensure that they have the resources that they need. Goulburn
Valley Health have in fact put in place dedicated nursing resources seven days per week to increase
their capacity to transfer patients from the ambulance to the emergency department, and also
Ambulance Victoria and Goulburn Valley Health are committed to actively working together to
maximise opportunities for further improvements at this hospital.
I am proud to say that our government has put in place record investment for our hospital services
right across Victoria, despite what Ms Crozier may seek to peddle across the community and the
absolute lies that she is peddling to communities around Victoria. The Andrews government has
invested $171.2 million for the redevelopment of Goulburn—
Mr Davis: On a point of order, President, that was clearly an unparliamentary word, and the
minister should withdraw it.
The PRESIDENT: Minister, did you indicate the member lied? If you did, you should withdraw.
Ms MIKAKOS: I will withdraw that, President, but I want to continue on with my answer because
it is important that Ms Crozier sticks to the facts, and she is putting about a number of untruths when
it comes to our funding in our health services that are clearly not matched by the facts. So we have
invested $171.2 million for the redevelopment of Goulburn Valley Health. This is designed to ensure
that that hospital is able to treat more patients in the modern facilities that they will need. In addition
to this, we committed $2 million for planning of stage 2 of the Goulburn Valley Health redevelopment
in this year’s budget. We will continue to support the local community by making the investments that
they require.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:10): Minister, you acknowledge this is completely
unacceptable, and it is. The impact of your funding cuts across Victoria’s health networks are having
a true impact, and the number of beds in this situation was clearly not available. You stated the woman
lay on a mat, so I ask: is this the standard of care Victorians can expect from the Andrews government,
or will you demand an immediate, external inquiry into this totally unacceptable outcome?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:11): Well, what we are seeing is exactly the point that I was making, and that is that we have the
member peddling untruths. There has been absolutely no cut. In fact there has been more funding
provided for this hospital to ensure that they can continue to provide good care to patients in their
community. I have made the point that what has occurred here is unacceptable. We have had an
incident here involving paramedics from New South Wales transporting two patients from New South
Wales into Victoria. This matter is being investigated. It is important that we give them that
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opportunity to do that. But based on the information that I have been provided with to date, I have
already provided an explanation to the house about how this has occurred. It is a— (Time expired)
HOSPITAL FUNDING
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:12): My question is to the Minister for Health, Minister
Mikakos. Will the minister advise this house of the criteria on which the government prioritises
hospital upgrades? As part of the answer, could she clarify what level of due diligence the government
typically performs in making its funding decisions on hospital upgrades and whether it is compulsory
each time for specific documentation to be prepared, such as a master plan, business case or any other
kind of cost-benefit analysis?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:13): I thank the member for her interest in this matter. I am very pleased to inform the member
that as a government we have embarked upon in fact the biggest hospital building program in
Victoria’s history. We had $3.2 billion of infrastructure projects funded in our first term as a
government, and we have $3.8 billion of projects underway to ensure that Victorians can continue to
have quality health care in a world-class health system. I am proud that as a government we funded in
this year’s budget the building, or the redevelopment, of the brand-new hospital for Footscray, which
is in fact the biggest ever hospital project in this state’s history.
Members interjecting.
Ms MIKAKOS: It is one that I know members in the western suburbs are very excited about. We
are getting a Mexican wave as I speak. But I know that the community there is also very excited about
that project. What I would say to the member is that of course there are aspirations from communities
and from hospitals wanting similar redevelopments and projects right across Victoria, and I
acknowledge that. I acknowledge that, and I acknowledge the efforts of different communities across
the state who have these aspirations to realise brand-new hospitals for their communities as well. I am
sure there might be some of those communities in the member’s electorate as well. So I acknowledge
that, and I can assure the member that there are absolutely diligent processes that are required as part
of the decision-making process, because of course it is important that that work is done to assess both
the respective needs of our infrastructure right across the state but also the shovel-readiness, so to
speak, of various projects as well and to look at the particular clinical needs and demands of various
populations. So there are a range of considerations that are examined as part of these decisions.
We look to things such as population growth and demand pressures. We look to clinical needs and
working with clinicians and local community hospital boards and local communities around what
those aspirations are in terms of making those decisions. Yes, there are processes that involve master
planning and a whole lot of other processes that go to looking at the service plans and the service needs
of those communities as well. I am happy to sit down with the member and talk to her about particular
projects that she might have in mind. I suspect there might be a few that she does have in mind in
framing this particular question to me today. I do want to acknowledge of course that we have got a
very ambitious building program already, but that is not to say that there is not more to be done. There
is certainly more to be done, and as health minister of course you would expect me to be very ambitious
about what I want to achieve for the healthcare needs of the people of this state.
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:16): Thank you, Minister, for that answer. Given that
answer, I am very thankful and grateful for the aspirations and considerations that are given to the
health sector. I also refer the minister to the long, ongoing wait that the Swan Hill hospital has endured
for funding for upgrades, behind many other hospitals. As the minister would know, many parts of the
Swan Hill site are no longer fit for purpose. The local community have also been told they must wait
for yet another master plan to be devised, yet this is at least the fourth master plan since major capital
works were last performed. Accordingly I ask as my supplementary: in keeping with the criteria and
standards which the minister outlined in her first answer, when can the people of the Swan Hill region
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expect that funding for a redeveloped or new local public hospital, and when will that finally be
prioritised by the government?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:17): I had a sneaking suspicion that that was where the member was going with her question. Can
I firstly say that I have had the great pleasure to visit the Swan Hill hospital, together with Mr Gepp as
the local member, to have a discussion with the clinicians and the board and management of that
hospital about their particular needs. It certainly was very interesting for me to go up there, and I
acknowledge the community campaign that has been underway in that particular community for some
time. In terms of the process, it is important of course that we do have proper processes for these things.
Yes, it is important that we have that master planning work undertaken that is nearing completion. It
is the first step towards informing the orderly future investment at the Swan Hill hospital to meet the
future long-term needs of that community. I look forward to working with that community to develop
those aspirations going forward.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: MILDURA BASE HOSPITAL
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:18): Last Friday I was proud to visit the Mildura Base Hospital, alongside the Premier, Ali Cupper
and Mark Gepp, to announce that from September next year their hospital will return to their
community where it rightfully belongs. The announcement was greeted with huge relief and tears of
joy from the local community, ignored for so long by the coalition and ineffective local Nats. I would
like to acknowledge the advocacy of local healthcare staff and local community representatives who
met with me during the consultation process, and I acknowledge the 20-year-long campaign run by
locals to achieve this outcome.
Ali Cupper has been the most effective member for Mildura in living memory, and I congratulate her
on her efforts. I would also like to thank Mark Gepp and Jaclyn Symes for advocating for their
community. This hospital was privatised by the coalition—firstly by the Kennett government in 1998
and then continued by the Napthine government in 2013. Michael O’Brien, David Davis and Georgie
Crozier signed off on this in 2013 despite the vocal opposition of the Mildura community, leaving it
as the only publicly funded hospital run by a for-profit company in Victoria. The Andrews Labor
government has made this decision at the first available opportunity to un-Jeff this wrong. From next
year all funding will be used for patient care rather than benefiting shareholders in Sydney. A board
of directors will be appointed to give the local community a voice in the future of the hospital. We will
be working with staff, management and unions to ensure a smooth transition next year, and all staff
will transition across to the publicly run hospital. We are also looking ahead to the future to make
Mildura Base a better hospital. That is why we announced $1 million to develop a regional service
plan to identify the future healthcare needs of the region. This work will be undertaken by a community
consultative committee to be chaired by Ali Cupper, and expressions of interest will open soon. This
hospital is the heart and soul of this community. We are giving the community a renewed sense of
ownership and confidence in their hospital. That is what Labor governments do.
HOSPITAL WAITING LISTS
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:20): My question is again to the Minister for Health.
Minister, Jadie is a young woman who has severe endometriosis. She suffers from menorrhagia, her
ovaries are immobile and she has cysts and adhesions. Jadie received a letter from Eastern Health on
1 July saying that she was a category 2 patient and that she was on an elective surgery waiting list. On
Friday, 2 August, Jadie made an inquiry as to her status on the waitlist and was told that she was to
wait ‘many months’ for her surgery to take place. Minister, waiting lists are blowing out across the
state. Your government has cut the health budget, and as a result Victorians like Jadie are languishing
on waitlists and remain in pain. Will you provide to the house advice you have received as to the actual
wait times for laparoscopic surgery for women like Jadie who suffer from endometriosis?
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Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:21): I thank the member for her question. Can I just say as a general principle that I have explained
to the member before that if she would like to forward to me the details of this particular patient,
Jadie’s details, then I am very happy to have my department look into this matter further.
Of course it is Eastern Health that assesses the needs of every patient, as is clearly the case here in
determining the classification of this particular patient, in terms of the particular needs that each patient
has. You would expect that to happen and for these decisions and assessments to be made by clinicians,
not by politicians. That is how the system should work, and that is how the categories are determined
based on clinical need. Of course I would encourage Jadie, if she is experiencing particular pain and
discomfort, to seek the assistance of Eastern Health in the first instance and to talk to the patient liaison
at the hospital and to also speak with her local GP about her particular circumstances.
What I can say to the member just more broadly is that in terms of elective surgery and wait times I
am proud that as a government since we have been in office we have in fact published a lot more
performance data than was the case before. In fact for specialist clinics there was no data published by
the member when she was in government. When she was the parliamentary secretary they did not
publish specialist clinics’ information at all. We have been putting out more and more data and making
it available in the interests of greater transparency, but also to assist clinicians in making these
decisions about appropriate referrals.
In terms of elective surgery the medium waiting time for 2018–19 for treatment was 28 days. That is
the lowest on record—it got to 42 days under the previous coalition government—and this is because
we have been making investments. We made an additional $217 million investment in the last—
Ms Crozier: On a point of order, President, the minister has not answered the specifics of the
question directed to her. She is talking in a general sense. I asked what advice she has received as to
the actual wait times for laparoscopic surgery. Now, if she needs to refer to her mobile phone and get
the information, fine, but she has not answered the question at all, and I would ask you to bring her
back to the specifics of my question.
The PRESIDENT: I have been listening to the minister intently, and I think that she has been
responsive to the preamble and a number of statements that you made during your question, but I will
ask the minister to continue her answer.
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you, President. Ms Crozier does not like factual information when it does
not suit her narrative. But what I can say is the elective surgery wait times have improved. I have just
been referring to the fact that we got down to 28 days in 2018–19. It is the lowest on record. We are
having more patients actually access elective surgery because of the investment that our government
has made. The wait times, I would point out to the member, are not calculated based on a surgery type;
they are categorised based on the area of specialisation. I can refer her to the information that is
available on a public website.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:25): Well, if it is made public, why don’t you tell me
in here in question time? Minister, Jadie is in the gallery today, so I ask: what support are you going
to give Eastern Health so that they can get through these waitlists and deal with cases like Jadie’s?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:26): As I indicated earlier, I am very happy to have my department look into Jadie’s specific
circumstances. If she would like to provide those details, then we would respect her privacy and not
air her private health information in this public forum and in the public Hansard, where it is there
forever and a day. We know Ms Crozier has got into trouble already for having to have information
redacted from Hansard, so I would again caution Ms Crozier in that respect about the privacy of
patients.
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But what I would say is that we have provided record funding in this year’s budget—$2.5 billion of
extra funding—to run our hospitals, more funding for Eastern Health as well as all of our hospitals
right across Victoria. It is important that we have factual discussions about these matters. There has
been no cut to funding. Ms Crozier has been making these claims. There has been absolutely no cut to
funding. We are providing record funding to enable patients to get the care that— (Time expired)
PILL TESTING
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:27): My question is for the Minister for Health.
Minister, the music festival season starts in just a few weeks, and the Andrews Labor government still
has not agreed to a pill-testing trial, an initiative that we know can contribute to keeping young people
safe. We saw overdose statistics come out just today that say that overdoses now cause more deaths
than road accidents. My question to the minister is: how many dead young people will it take for the
minister to recommend a pill-testing trial at major festivals—one, three, 10? How many?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:28): I think that that kind of emotive language is really unhelpful, Ms Patten. First of all, you know
that this sits with Minister Foley as the responsible minister. I have expressed on previous occasions
when I have had these types of questions referred to me in my capacity of representing Minister Foley
in this house my absolute sympathy for all those families who have lost a loved one in these
circumstances. In many cases they have lost very young people, young family members, and it is an
absolute tragedy that they have experienced that loss. My heart does go out to them because it is
absolutely tragic to think that they have sent off a young son or daughter to a music festival to have
fun with their friends, and they have died. It is an absolute tragedy.
I have talked about on previous occasions the investment that our government has made in drug and
alcohol services. A record $273.1 million in drug services in 2019–20 is what we will be investing.
That is a 65 per cent increase over the last four budgets in terms of those types of services. But I will
refer the matter to Minister Foley for a further response. Obviously he will be able to provide the
member with further information about the types of initiatives and programs that he funds through his
portfolio. I have talked about a number of these on previous occasions—the DanceWize program and
other such programs—that have been disparaged by those opposite, who were happy to fund them
when they were in government, not realising that—
Ms Crozier interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS: Ms Wooldridge funded them when she was the responsible minister, but
Ms Crozier of course came in this house and disparaged them. I am not going to go into the details of
that. I will refer it to Minister Foley, and he can provide the member with some further advice.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:30): Minister, I appreciate your response, and while I
understand that you are referring it to Minister Foley I do feel that as Minister for Health this ultimately
does come under you. We saw in the ACT in the recent report on Groovin the Moo and the pill-testing
trial there that seven lethal substances—seven different samples of lethal substances—were found,
and they saved the lives of people who potentially were going to take that. So by way of supplementary
I ask: when someone dies in Victoria what will your response be?
The PRESIDENT: It is a hypothetical question. Minister, do you choose to answer? You do not
have to answer.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:31): I have got nothing further to add.
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MINISTERS STATEMENTS: TAFE FUNDING
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:31): This morning I rise to update the house on the tremendous success of Labor’s free
TAFE initiative. More than 25 000 students had commenced training in free TAFE courses at the end
of June this year, almost double the commencements in these courses compared to the same time last
year. Female students account for 57 per cent of all free TAFE students, up 9 per cent, and female
participation has doubled in traditionally male-dominated courses such as agriculture, horticulture,
building surveying and cybersecurity. Labor continues to ensure that students are well supported to
complete their free TAFE courses.
We are providing $8.3 million for work placements assisting TAFEs to employ more staff to identify
and support students to find placements with employers and industry; $6 million for support services
to assist students facing disadvantage, including new course materials to help students improve their
time management, study skills and literacy; $5 million to ensure TAFEs keep up with demand so
eligible students can enrol in their preferred free TAFE course; half a million dollars for teaching
scholarships to professionals with industry experience to address staffing vacancies in priority areas;
and $200 000 for TAFEs to work with the not-for-profit early childhood sector to support placements
for students enrolled in our early childhood education free TAFE courses that will commence next
year. And I should not forget Labor’s TAFE jobs board website, bringing together all TAFE teaching
and administrative jobs across Victoria to a single location and our new Teach at TAFE recruitment
campaign. This is vital support that will help young Victorians studying for their first job and
Victorians retraining for their next career change leading to the jobs that we are creating. It will support
extra staff and help more Victorians get the full benefits of free TAFE.
LATROBE VALLEY AUTHORITY
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:33): My question is to Minister Symes, the Minister for
Regional Development. Minister, how much has the Latrobe Valley Authority spent on overseas travel
for its staff or other individuals over the last 12 months?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:33): I thank Mr O’Donohue for his question. Obviously we have always
believed that with the right decisions and investment the Latrobe Valley can be home to the jobs and
industries of the future. There are record unemployment rates in that area as a result of intervention
from our government. A $266 million transition package for the Latrobe Valley was announced
following the closure of Hazelwood. It is helping to stimulate economic growth and create jobs and
grow local businesses. As I said, the Gippsland unemployment rate has dropped from 5.9 per cent
when we came to government to 3.5 per cent, with over 8000 more people in a job. The record speaks
for itself in the Latrobe Valley. The Latrobe Valley Authority takes every opportunity to build on the
strengths of the Gippsland community, attracting investment in the valley and growing local jobs.
As I said, our government provided $266 million to get on with it, and this is all part of the Latrobe
Valley Authority’s mandate. This includes looking outside our region and investigating how models
of regional development and industry transition are used around the world and can be applied in
Victoria. In relation to specific expenses, they are all provided for in the annual report.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:35): I do not think the detail that perhaps the community
would expect is provided in the annual report, and hence why I asked the substantive question. But I
ask by way of supplementary: Minister, what processes do you have in place to assure yourself as the
responsible minister that taxpayers are receiving value for money for the overseas travel paid for by
the Latrobe Valley Authority?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:35): I thank Mr O’Donohue for his question. As I would just repeat, it is
really important that we do not just have an insular look to the policies that the government provides,
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particularly in job creation. There are some really great things happening across the world. I recently
visited New Zealand myself to go and see some of the practices in the dairy industry that they are
undertaking. So I will not apologise for overseas travel that departments take, that ministers take; it is
a necessary part of government. On that note, I think it is not something that should ever be treated as
a junket. It should be curtailed, it should be appropriate and targeted and it should deliver results.
TIMBER INDUSTRY
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:36): My question is to the Minister for Agriculture.
The world’s forests are precious. They are necessary for life on earth. We have seen governments and
people around the world in despair at the burning of the Amazon in recent days. Native forests here in
Victoria are essential for the wellbeing of Victorians into the future. On Friday, 2 August, my Greens
colleagues Sam Hibbins and Dr Tim Read visited Kinglake to witness the devastating logging this
government is undertaking in those forests. These are forests that have never been logged before. They
are forests that have survived three major bushfires, including a devastating Black Saturday fire.
Minister, why is the government continuing to log these forests, knowing this logging increases future
fire risk in a region still in trauma following Black Saturday?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:37): We do understand that forest policy is a complex issue. It is quite
challenging for a government that wants to protect jobs as well as protect the environment, and often
we lose a little bit of that in here, where we have two sides arguing either/or. We are a government
that has to balance the complexities, and forestry is something that is done in a very sustainable way.
It is managed particularly well by VicForests, and I make no apologies for getting on with that sort of
practice here in our state.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:37): Thank you, Minister, for your response. I would
offer that there is nothing sustainable about logging these precious forests that have existed for
hundreds of years. Mature mixed-species eucalypt forests, like those being logged right now at
Kinglake, are the most effective means for addressing climate change and reducing devastating
bushfires into the future. Minister, when will the government recognise Victoria’s forests for their
stored carbon and stop turning them into cheap paper?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:38): Asked and answered.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: RURAL COUNCILS TRANSFORMATION PROGRAM
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:38): I am pleased to update the house that the Andrews Labor government has
awarded $18.5 million to rural and regional councils across Victoria through the rural councils
transformation program. The rural councils transformation fund helps councils across rural and
regional Victoria save millions of dollars by collaborating on their work, decreasing the overhead or
start-up costs for each individual council. It backs large-scale, transformative projects at a regional
level, which will see much-needed support given to councils without levels of income comparable to
metropolitan ones.
This money went to four different projects. All four projects funded will see rural councils developing
shared IT and software for their back-end services. It will make their processes more efficient, saving
residents time and energy in getting things done with councils. Councils, in turn, will save millions of
dollars in productivity benefits and reduced costs as well as securing the capacity to provide highquality services in the long term. Victoria’s 48 rural and regional councils are the lifeblood of more
than 1.5 million residents, and we want them to remain stable and sustainable in a context of lower
rate bases and higher costs associated with dispersed populations.
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DROUGHT RELIEF
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:39): My question is to the Minister for Agriculture. Minister, I
refer to the drought in parts of Victoria, including East Gippsland, and the dire situation our farmers
are in. You dithered on council rate relief subsidies, saying at one point that it is a matter for councils,
which it is not—it is a matter for the state to subsidise councils—and then saying the $3000 payments
could be put towards rates when this payment is equivalent to a two-day feed bill for some and is less
than 10 per cent of rate bills, showing that you are just so out of touch. With rain desperately needed
in the next three weeks for a spring break and no rain forecast, will you now commit to providing a
full rate subsidy to drought-impacted farmers?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:40): I thank Ms Bath for her question. When we talk about the question
that you have put to me, it is probably not best put to me. I am not the minister responsible for rate
relief. I am happy to answer you in response, but I think you have directed the question to the wrong
person. Of course we know that farmers are doing it tough in parts of this state, particularly in Central
and East Gippsland and in the north and north-west, and that is why we are delivering a drought
package of up to $50 million, which helps ease the financial burden—
Members interjecting.
Ms SYMES: I am just going to run through the same thing that I continually run through when I
get asked this question. What is important to note is that, whilst there are people out there saying there
is no support for farmers, that could not be further from the truth. The package includes $5000 onfarm drought infrastructure support grants to help farmers manage now and prepare for future
droughts. We recently gave the program an additional $3.9 million because we have had such a strong
uptake; 4000 farmers have accessed these grants, showing how popular and purposeful they are. The
package also includes $2 million for pasture recovery grants, which have been very well taken up in
your area, Ms Bath. That is $5000 for farmers in Wellington and East Gippsland to help minimise the
impacts of the harsh conditions on their paddocks. These dollar-for-dollar grants were actually called
for by the Victorian Farmers Federation and local councils, and they are proving both popular and
useful.
When we talk about the $3500 program, which provides one-off payments—that is, cash payments—
to farmers in some of the areas hardest hit by drought and dry conditions, these are unattached. You
can spend the grant on what you like. As I have reminded the house on several occasions, $3500 is
equivalent to 30 per cent of the average farm household’s rate bill, so that is how the determination of
that amount was factored into. This is a payment that people can use on any business pressure that
they feel appropriate. I accept most people will probably use it on their rates, because that is what
people are telling me they want to spend the money on, but not all farmers own their farms. Some
people might want to spend it on other pressures that affect them because they do not have a rates bill.
We are continuing to monitor conditions. We will continue to be on the ground in support. In addition
to our regional drought support coordinators and the wonderful ag staff that are on the ground every
single day, the CEO of Agriculture Victoria will be in your region this week with her senior executive
team, talking to farmers, making sure they are accessing the supports that are available and making
sure of any future support packages that may be required if a spring break indeed does not arrive. It is
appropriate that we are doing the work now to make sure that we can be supporting them now and into
the future.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:43): I note the minister’s response. Minister, in relation to the
drought, the supports offered by the New South Wales government embarrass Victoria and shows just
how much more they care about their farmers. For example, farmers recently received access to their
second round of $40 000 fodder subsidies—their second round. Minister, will you now match this to
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ensure that what hay we have cut in Victoria does not disappear over the border due to the unfair
playing field that you will not address?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:43): I thank Ms Bath for her supplementary question. I have on several
occasions made it very clear that all that subsidies in relation to feed in particular do is distort the
market. It does not actually support farmers, and farmers here in Victoria tell me that it is a terrible
policy. In fact I do not think it is even National Party policy, now I come to think about it. Subsidies
in relation to feed and things are not an appropriate way to support farmers in Victoria, and I am pretty
firm on that.
DROUGHT RELIEF
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (12:44): My question too is for the Minster for Agriculture. It
was originally going to be pretty much the same as the opposition’s, but getting down to business, I
went to Dargo on the weekend and to get there I had to drive through Traralgon and Sale, past Stratford
and then up into Dargo. The irony of it is that as you drive between Traralgon and Sale it is flooded—
like, really getting towards a serious flood there—but as you get out past Sale and towards Stratford
and turn left it suddenly gets dry. So we have got this problem where about half of Gippsland is
flooding and the other half is dry. Basically we have a lot of people that are really desperate for help,
and some of them need sandbags and some of them need help with the drought. The problem is the
criteria—I think it is three continuous years of drought—so will the government commit to revising
the drought relief criteria to ensure that our farmers do not have to wait until their backs are against
the wall before they can get help?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:45): Thank you, Mr Bourman, for your question, and of course I will not
repeat the $50 million drought package and the support that is available for farmers in your region and
the regions that you talk about. I concur it is heartbreaking. It is like there is a rain shadow that is
protecting particular areas, and it is heartbreaking. I have never been more addicted to weather apps
than since I became the Minister for Agriculture, and I go through them all, hoping that one of them,
like a horoscope, indicates it is going to actually rain where I want it to rain and not rain where it does
not need to rain.
But what is very important is that, regardless of where your farm is in Victoria, there is support
available. We target the areas that have had several failed seasons, appropriately so, but there is support
available for all farmers, and Agriculture Victoria rural financial counsellors are on the ground every
day identifying those people that need help, and for those people that we have not been able to locate—
and if you know any of them—it is really important to make sure that they are advised of the support
that is available, because there is continual misinformation out there predominantly peddled for
political benefit that there is no support available, and that is just not true. There is support available
for every farmer in our state, and there will continue to be so.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: BALLARAT GOVHUB
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:47): The Andrews Labor government’s Ballarat GovHub is delivering
ongoing local jobs ahead of schedule. Today I can inform the house that over 30 workers from
Consumer Affairs Victoria will begin working from a staging office in Ballarat this month to prepare
for their long-term presence at the GovHub, and that GovHub is scheduled for completion in late 2020.
The Andrews Labor government will continue its recruitment drive for additional positions that will
be located in Ballarat, providing fast-tracked opportunities in coming months for professionals who
live in that region or indeed who may want to move to that region. Ballarat GovHub will be home to up
to 1000 workers and government agencies, including Regional Development Victoria, the Department
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of Education and Training, the Department of Justice and Community Safety, the State Revenue
Office, VicRoads and Service Victoria.
Construction at the GovHub is progressing, with extensive demolition and excavation works now
complete—and I am sure Ms Pulford has gone and had a look—and over the coming months piling
work will continue to prepare for the concrete pour of the basement slab. This is just one example of
our record investment in regional Victoria and the real impact that we are having on the lives and
prosperity of those living in regions. We currently have the lowest regional unemployment record not
only in the nation but also since records were ever kept, and that is because of our significant
investment in regional Victoria. We have made it easier for people to move and settle down in our
regions, with our Homes for Victorians package which abolished stamp duty for first home buyer
purchases under $600 000 and doubled the first home owner grant to $20 000 for those that choose
regional Victoria. So today’s announcement is a great outcome for Ballarat, and it continues our track
record of delivering for regional Victoria, ensuring it is an even better place to live, work, visit, invest
and prosper.
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:48): On today’s questions, I know Minister Mikakos offered to get some
extra information from Minister Foley for Ms Patten’s question, but that offer is outside the time limits
of the standing orders.
Mr O’Donohue: On a point of order, President, I submit to you that in the supplementary answer
to the question I put to Minister Symes, the minister failed to provide an answer to the question. I
would ask that she provide a written response.
The PRESIDENT: My short-term memory is really struggling with that particular answer, so if
you give me licence, Mr O’Donohue, maybe I could get it reviewed and get back to you. That is one
that I seriously have trouble remembering.
Ms Wooldridge: On a point of order, President, I wanted to bring to your attention that I did receive
a written response today from the Minister for Regional Development for a question asked on
15 August. The standing orders require a response within one business day. This response, while
appreciated, is seven days late, and I would appreciate if you would remind ministers that one business
day is the requirement of the standing orders when written responses are required.
The PRESIDENT: The requirement has changed from sitting days to business days, so I uphold
the point of order and remind ministers of that change to the standing orders, which was made at the
start of this term.
Dr Ratnam: On a point of order, President, on the question that I asked the Minister for Agriculture,
I do not believe my supplementary question was answered adequately at all. I think my main question
was not answered either. There were two separate issues—fire risk and carbon storage—and I would
like a written response to be provided for the supplementary question, please.
The PRESIDENT: I will ask the minister for a written response on the supplementary question.
Questions on notice
ANSWERS
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:51): President, your shortterm memory is excellent in relation to remembering that I need the call to inform the house that there
are six written responses to the following questions on notice: 125, 385, 386, 424, 552, 691.
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Constituency questions
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (12:51): My question today is for the Minister for
Education in the other place, and it concerns the Sydney Road Community School in Brunswick in
my electorate of Northern Metropolitan Region. Parents are rightly concerned around the lack of
planning around the proposed relocation of the school. The school has been around for almost
50 years, and parents have been informed that in 2023 the school will be relocated. Parents have
reported to me that they are not getting clear direction from the Department of Education and Training
about the future of the school and are concerned that it will close forever rather than be relocated. My
question to the minister is: could you confirm to my constituents that the Sydney Road Community
School will continue after 2023 and update them as to where the school will be moving to?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:52): My constituency question is for the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services. Last week a heading in the Mansfield Courier newspaper was ‘State Gov
says no’ to the proposal for the Andrews Labor government to purchase the old Mansfield saleyards
site, the current home of the Mansfield SES unit. In the newspaper article it was reported that the
minister had informed the Mansfield Shire Council that the current state of emergency services
infrastructure in Mansfield, with the exception of the ambulance station, did not warrant the purchase
of a site of this magnitude. With the potential relocation of the Mansfield SES a priority for Victoria
SES, the minister must acknowledge that there is no other location available that will allow the unit to
respond to emergencies within the committed 8-minute response time. With the council already
agreeing to subdivide the old saleyards site into numerous lots, will the minister commit to purchasing
a portion of the land from the Mansfield Shire Council so that it can be secured as the future site of the
Mansfield SES and a potential home for a future emergency services hub?
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:53): My constituency question today is for the Minister
for Planning, Minister Wynne. A council-owned area of land at Websters Road in Templestowe has
been identified as a potential site for Bulleen industrial zone businesses that will be displaced by the
North East Link tunnel. This area is currently zoned for public use and sits immediately outside the
urban growth boundary. The site could take around a third of the businesses from Bulleen and possibly
more if smart subdivision planning is undertaken. I have met with some of the business owners in
Bulleen, and many are in disbelief that they will have to move. Some have resigned to closing up
completely. Most just do not know what the next step will be. The Websters Road option gives them
hope and a plan to work towards, so I ask the minister: will he undertake the required rezoning of the
Websters Road site in a timely manner and allow the council to subdivide the area to accommodate
businesses from Bulleen?
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:54): I raise a constituency question for the Minister for
Public Transport. Yesterday I was contacted by a constituent whose children live in the Pakenham
area but attend Koo Wee Rup Secondary College. The Kingston bus company apparently went into
liquidation, leaving students stranded at the Pakenham railway station, unable to access Koo Wee Rup.
There are normally three morning services and only one proceeded yesterday. I understand that a shortterm arrangement has been put in place with the insurer, but the question I have is: will the minister
guarantee the current three services from the Pakenham railway station to Koo Wee Rup in the
morning to enable students to get to Koo Wee Rup Secondary College are retained and contracted to
another provider so that this service continues? Public transportation between Pakenham and Koo Wee
Rup is limited, and these bus services are critical to get students from the Pakenham area to Koo Wee
Rup and back again at night-time.
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WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (12:55): My constituency question is from Heidi Wane from
the Bellarine and is for the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change in the other place.
Earlier in the year I raised in this place the imminent disaster awaiting the animals at TLC Aged Care
in Wallington, particularly eastern long-necked turtles and species of frogs that would be suffocated
to death if the lakes they call home were filled in to make car parks. It grieves me to inform this house
that this has indeed happened, with wildlife rescuers forced to stand by and watch. TLC deliberately
operated a cone of silence on the issue, refusing to respond to requests to meet with me or the local
member, Lisa Neville, or to letters requesting mediation from a local lawyer. Ms Wane’s question is:
will the minister now explore what laws regarding the deliberate killing of native wildlife TLC may
have broken and what her department will do about it?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:56): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Tourism, Sport and Major Events. I take note of the minister’s response to my recent adjournment
matter inviting him to join me to inspect the failing St Albans Leisure Centre. I will try hard not to be
mortally offended by his refusal. The people of St Albans should not suffer just because they live in a
safe Labor seat and have been lumbered with a spud. The St Albans Leisure Centre’s time has come
to be replaced. Brimbank council has some very exciting plans for a wellness centre on the Taylors
Road site. I ask the minister: when can my constituents in the St Albans area and surrounds expect the
Andrews government to contribute to this vitally important project?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:56): My question is for the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure. I have been meeting with the community as well as the team from the Level Crossing
Removal Project in relation to the designs for the upgrades to the Upfield line. Of specific interest to
the community is the area around the Gandolfo Gardens. I had been told that extensive community
consultation would take place before the release of the plans around the gardens. This seems to have
not taken place, and I was quite surprised to see plans in the Age yesterday. It showed that trees would
have to be removed to make way for heavy machinery access. The west side of this beautiful Moreland
reserve was named after Coburg councillor Sam Gandolfo, the first foreign-born mayor of Coburg.
These trees are 108 years old. The Gandolfo trees have been there for, as I said, over 100 years, and
the many residents want to ensure that they will not be removed. My question to the minister is: will
the minister meet directly with residents to hear their concerns about the Gandolfo Gardens and ensure
they find an alternative site for their heavy machinery and plant during the level crossing construction?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:58): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Roads and concerns my apparent cultural inappropriateness in suggesting a possible solution to the
international driver issue that is contributing to 21 per cent of crashes on the Great Ocean Road. I am
personally concerned to promote any idea to reduce death and injury on this iconic yet treacherous
road—and all other roads for that matter. Over the weekend the Premier dismissed my call for a
solution to the international driver issue that is putting motorists and pedestrians at risk on the Great
Ocean Road by suggesting that my comments were bordering on being culturally inappropriate. Given
that VicRoads currently recognises foreign drivers from only 27 countries and jurisdictions to the
extent that they can obtain a Victorian drivers licence without being required to take any tests, I ask
the minister: given the Premier’s standard, is VicRoads being culturally inappropriate by
discriminating against the countless other jurisdictions, and why is it that VicRoads does not recognise
other jurisdictions?
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SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:59): My question is to the Minister for Tourism, Sport
and Major Events, Minister Pakula, and it relates to Chapel Street traders in my electorate of Southern
Metro. Mr Davis, who is in the chamber with me, would also understand that traders along Chapel
Street are doing it extremely tough. They are being hit by a property tax and other issues that are really
having a massive impact on that once-thriving shopping strip that used to be a destination for
international tourists, fashion buffs and a whole range of others that came to Chapel Street. I would
like to ask the minister what the government is doing to support the once-proud reputation of Chapel
Street as an international tourist destination and how it can assist in getting it back to the state where
the traders are not begging buyers to come back into the strip but that they can have a vibrant shopping
strip again.
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (13:00): My constituency
question if for the Minister for Public Transport in the other place. I refer to the dealings that the
Andrews government has had through its agency, Public Transport Victoria, with a small leaseholder
at the Middle Park station tram stop, the Anstee family. They have strung this family out for an
enormous period of time, refusing to come to a proper outcome with the lease arrangements and the
reinstatement of the station that was burnt down. What I ask is: is it a fact, Minister, that the
government is proceeding, along with its franchisee Metro, to prevent the Anstee family from
resuming their lease and to prevent the Anstee family from undertaking the service to the community
that they have provided at the Middle Park station tram stop?
Petitions
Following petitions presented to house:
HEATHMONT EAST PRIMARY SCHOOL
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council the
need for urgent action and funding to upgrade Heathmont East Primary School to provide safe drinking water
and make it free from asbestos and termites.
The Andrews Government made a commitment in 2014 that all schools would be asbestos free by 2020, but
there is no funding for Heathmont East Primary School in the 2019–20 Victorian State Budget to undertake
the remediation works that are needed.
Three play areas remain fenced off after asbestos-filled materials were found in a playground and last month
termite damage was discovered in the schools main building.
Now students at Heathmont East Primary School have had to drink bottled water because old brass tapware
and copper pipes are turning the water blue.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Government to urgently fund the
upgrade of Heathmont East Primary School to ensure that students, teachers and the broader school
community are safe, there is access to free and clean drinking water, and the buildings and grounds are clear
of asbestos and termites.

By Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (525 signatures).
Mr ATKINSON: I acknowledge that the minister has done something in respect of this petition;
nevertheless, I seek to table it on this occasion.
Laid on table.
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PUBLIC LAND MANAGEMENT
To the Legislative Council of Victoria
The Petition of these residents of Victoria requests that the House establish a Parliamentary Inquiry into public
Land management.
Terms of Reference for this Inquiry should include:
1.

Investigate why the policy of changing public land into Parks and Reserves has failed to deliver the
promised environmental improvement, economic benefits and social outcomes.

2.

Investigate why several recommendations of the Bushfires Royal Commission and the Parliamentary
Inquiry into Public Land Management have not been implemented, especially those in relation to the
lack of adequate fuel reduction burning.

3.

Make recommendations on the establishment of a new public land advisory body, which includes
representation of recreational and commercial users of public land and the Country Fire Authority, to
replace the narrow focus of the Victorian Environmental Assessment Council.

4.

Investigate the role of current public land management policies on the extent and severity of bush fires,
on the environment and on adjoining private property.

5.

Make recommendations to create a modem land management system that allows for recreational and
resource use of public land whilst maintaining environmental safeguards.

By Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (4431 signatures).
Ms BATH: I note that the Bush User Groups United administration is here today, and I thank them
for being here.
Laid on table.
WAURN PONDS TRAIN STABLING DEPOT
To the Legislative Council of Victoria
The Petition of residents of Waurn Ponds, Mt Duneed, Freshwater Creek, Moriac and surrounding
communities of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council, the Planning Scheme
Amendment application at 255 Reservoir Road, Mt Duneed, for the purpose of building a 60 hectare, Waurn
Ponds Train Stabling & Maintenance Yard. This prime farming land will be rezoned from Farming Zone to
Public Use Zone. The landowners and community strongly object to prime farming land being rezoned for a
Train Facility. Once it is gone, it is gone forever. In addition, the train facility will significantly impact this
established and successful farm and the 3 generations of family who operate the farm. The family have held
the land for 112 years and have no plans to reduce or cease farming on this property. The farm is Victoria’s
oldest Merino property and currently runs 8,000 merino sheep. The proposed train facility will dissect the
farm, block the farms’ access between the grazing land and the farms’ shearing sheds, machinery sheds, yards,
silos and other infrastructure. It will also block environmental water flows to the farm dams used for watering
stock. Rail Projects Victoria (RPV) have not consulted with the landowners over a workable solution for farm
access around the train facility. The train facility proposal is unreasonable and devastating to the farm and
family. The location will also impact the amenity of the community with noise and light pollution. RPV have
not consulted with the landowners and their families, or the community, regarding the 60 hectare train
development.
There is an alternate site, the 9.5 km2 site adjacent to the farm, it is industrial and vacant land. The site is zoned
Special Use and is owned by Boral Australia. Since 2015, Boral have ceased quarrying operations on this site.
They plan to close the cement works while relocating these operations to the Port of Geelong in the near
future. This site offers a number of options, and it is not Farming Zone.
The Petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council of Victoria directs the Minister for
Transport and Rail Projects Victoria to develop the Waurn Ponds train facility on the alternate site to secure
a sustainable and strong outcome for all stakeholders.

By Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (58 signatures).
Laid on table.
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TARELLA ROAD, CHELSEA, OPEN SPACE
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council the
plan to purchase the vacant land located at 19 Tarella Road, Chelsea to be used as a pocket park by local
residents for passive recreational purposes.
The City of Kingston has designated the Tarella Road planning area as having a significant shortfall of public
open space. A pocket park for the space has strong community support. In 2017 over 1,200 Kingston residents
signed a petition to local councillors, requesting this site be acquired and turned into a public reserve. A pocket
park here would help to provide much needed open space for local residents to enjoy.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council support the purchase of land at 19 Tarella Road,
Chelsea to be used as a pocket park to alleviate the significant shortfall of open space in the Tarella Road
planning area.

By Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (158 signatures).
Laid on table.
SHEPPARTON EDUCATION PLAN
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
proposed amalgamation of the four public secondary schools in Shepparton and Mooroopna (known as The
Shepparton Education Plan) into one sole secondary school (known as The Greater Shepparton College—
Interim Name).
The Petitioners therefore request that The Legislative Council call on the government to cease and desist The
Shepparton Education Plan so that the four secondary schools remain functioning as single entities. The
Petitioners are of the belief this Plan is entirely detrimental to the Shepparton Community and its students and
families and do NOT wish to have it supported.

By Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (1157 signatures).
Laid on table.
Ms LOVELL: I move:
That the petition be considered on the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
Bills
PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Introduction and first reading
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (13:04): I move to introduce a bill for an act to amend the
Public Administration Act 2004 to clarify standards that apply to public sector bodies in relation to
publication of public sector communications and for other purposes, and I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

Motion agreed to.
Read first time.
Mr O’DONOHUE: I move:
That the second reading be made an order of the day for the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
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Committees
LEGAL AND SOCIAL ISSUES COMMITTEE
Inquiry into a Legislated Spent Convictions Scheme
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (13:05): Pursuant to standing order 23.29, I lay on the table
a report from the Legal and Social Issues Committee on the inquiry into a legislated spent convictions
scheme, including appendices, extract of proceedings and a minority report. I further present
transcripts of evidence, and I move:
That the transcripts of evidence lie on the table and the report be published.

Motion agreed to.
Ms PATTEN: I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

In doing so I am very pleased to present this first report from the Legal and Social Issues Committee
for the 59th Parliament. In fact it is the first report from a committee for the 59th Parliament, with the
exception of my good friends’ Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee reports that come out to
us regularly.
This I think is an excellent report. I think we turned it around in a very quick process, and that was
really because of the great work of the secretariat. I would initially like to very much thank the
secretariat: Lilian Topic, Caitlin Connally, Vivienne Bannan and of course Matt Newington, and
Caitlin has left us for other fields. I would also like to thank the deputy chair, Dr Kieu, and the other
members—Ms Lovell, Ms Maxwell, Mr Ondarchie, Ms Vaghela and Ms Garrett—and the many
participating members, but in particular Mr O’Donohue.
This was an excellent process that started from a bill that I actually tabled in this Parliament. We
managed to have a number of firsts in this, but this report really did address the issues around spent
convictions and the need for urgent action from the government. Every single submission that we
heard from and that we received recommended that we act on this and that we act on spent convictions
as a matter of urgency. And that came from everyone, from Liberty Victoria right through to the Police
Association Victoria.
When we talk spent convictions in the report, you will note that we have actually tried to refer more
to the notion of controlled disclosure, because I think many people when they think ‘spent convictions’
think that at a certain time someone’s conviction will be wiped and they will have a clear slate. This
is not the case at all. In fact what spent convictions mean—better termed ‘controlled disclosures’—is
that for some people we will control who that information is disclosed to. But of course for the police,
for the courts and for many other bodies that need that information to ascertain whether a person is
right for certain jobs, like the police, or certainly for further investigations this information is very
important. So it is finding that balance of protecting community safety while also allowing for the
effective rehabilitation of offenders.
We know that this is a growing issue. Ten years ago there were only 7000 police checks. Last year
there were 700 000 police checks. And certainly we are finding that employers are very much relying
on police checks as a way of judging someone’s character. And a historical conviction is not who you
are. These people were so brave to come and tell us their stories. We had a great first: an open mic
night where we had members of the public come and tell their stories and talk about the effect that a
historical conviction had on their lives, moving forward. We heard in Shepparton from an employment
agency that the major reason for people not getting jobs was a historical criminal conviction that was
very much a conviction irrelevant to the work.
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In another first I would really like to thank the Winda-Mara Aboriginal Corporation for their
generosity in inviting us down onto country where we could speak about this inquiry. I really would
like to pay my respects to Michael Bell, who is the CEO. I hope that other committees do come down
onto country and undertake what we found to be a very rewarding process of speaking on country
about these important issues. In the short time that I have left I would just like to quickly say that spent
convictions and historical convictions affect our Aboriginal community, and I would really like to
thank the Woor-Dungin criminal record discrimination project for providing us with an excellent
report. I commend this report to the house.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (13:11): I am pleased to speak on the tabling of this
important report and congratulate first of all the secretariat, who did a fantastic job under Lilian Topic
and her team. And I thank the chair and fellow committee members for their work in putting together
this important report.
The issue of a spent convictions scheme is supported across the Parliament. I believe, and I think my
colleagues on this side believe, that a spent convictions scheme is necessary and that it is time,
particularly with the rising rate of recidivism we have seen in recent years. It is important to give
certain former offenders the opportunity for a fresh start without the taint or stigma of their criminal
record holding them back. However, I believe, together with Ms Lovell and Mr Ondarchie, that the
majority of the committee has erred in failing to make clear recommendations about both the time
required before a conviction is spent and the period of potential incarceration that would disqualify an
offender from such a scheme.
Ms Patten in her contribution said we need urgent action to legislate a spent convictions scheme. I
agree. But unfortunately the majority report does not have clear recommendations and actually puts
the onus back on government to do further work. That will require time and delay the thing that
Ms Patten and the majority are seeking to have legislated immediately. Together with Ms Lovell and
Mr Ondarchie, I believe a spent convictions scheme modelled on the conservative models around
Australia—namely, a six-month incarceration threshold for offences that carry a six-month jail time
or less and a 10-year period before someone is eligible for a conviction to be spent—is necessary. So
this is a matter of disagreeing over where to draw the line, not with the idea itself. I hope the
government gets on and legislates such a scheme as soon as possible.
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (13:13): I would like to join the chair and also the
opposition in thanking the secretariat and all the members of the committee for their work in finalising
the report and in a timely manner as well. I acknowledge the minority report and also understand the
support behind the general principle and the differences in the term and parameters of the
recommendations. However, I would like to emphasise that this is the first report into a spent
convictions scheme in Victoria. We are the only state where there is not such a scheme. We all strongly
believe that certain people being sentenced for certain crimes within certain parameters should not be
carrying the burden and the stigma on their shoulders for the rest of their lives, which is the principle
behind the report. The parameters in the recommendations in the majority report are actually based on
other schemes which exist in several jurisdictions and also the policy that VicPol has at the moment.
So the differences between the minority and majority reports will be taken hopefully into account by
the government in proposing a bill. Once again, I thank all who were involved.
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (13:15): I also want to thank everyone who contributed to the
report—the staff, my colleagues and particularly those from the community who made submissions
or presented before us at our hearings. Ms Patten mentioned the open mic session, and that was a real
eye-opener for most of us who have never been exposed to having a conviction on our record. The
people who presented to us at that session showed genuine remorse and regret for their actions that
had led to convictions that have impacted on them for life. We also heard from family members about
the impact it has had on their loved ones but also the impact that it has had on the broader families.
That was most useful to all of the committee.
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I agree that there needs to be a legislated spent convictions scheme, but I also agree with
Mr O’Donohue that the majority report will only delay a spent convictions scheme being implemented
in Victoria by requiring the government to do further work. Therefore I support the minority report,
which is modelled on the conservative schemes that exist already around Australia and would see a
spent convictions scheme implemented more efficiently in Victoria.
Motion agreed to.
SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 10
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (13:17): Pursuant to section 35 of the Parliamentary Committees
Act 2003, I lay on the table Alert Digest No. 10 of 2019 from the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee, including appendices. I move:
That the report be published.

Motion agreed to.
Annual Review 2018: Regulations and Legislative Instruments
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (13:17): Pursuant to section 35 of the Parliamentary Committees
Act 2003, I lay on the table the Annual Review 2018—Regulations and Legislative Instruments from
the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee, including appendices. I move:
That the report be published.

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

In doing so, I am proud to present the report of the operations of the regulation review subcommittee.
It is not all fun and good times on the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee. Of course very
little is known about the regulations review subcommittee that exists in the Parliament. This is where
the real work gets done—where the mice are busily turning the wheels of the main committee. But the
role of the subcommittee is actually a very important one, because it does examine and review
regulations and legislative instruments within the meaning of the statutory rule contained in the act
and in the state environment protection and waste management policies made under the Environment
Protection Act 1970.
The subcommittee meets regularly. It meets prior to the main committee, although I can inform the
house that, pleasingly, we did not actually meet yesterday because we are up-to-date, so we have
cleared all of the backlog that existed. We have worked very hard since the commencement of the
59th Parliament, I can happily report, and we are up-to-date.
In saying that, can I also pay tribute of course to the staff. We all know in the work that we do in terms
of our committee work that it would not be possible for us to do the work that we do without those
hardworking staff. Helen Mason leads a fantastic team across the road there at 55 St Andrews Place.
Lauren Cook joined the team only a couple of months ago—she commenced working in April—and
her specific role is in relation to the subcommittee and performing the legal scrutiny of the statutory
rules and legislative instruments. Lauren has only been with us a short time but she does a fantastic
amount of work. Raylene D’Cruz formerly assisted the committee, and we thank Raylene for her
work. We were ably assisted by Ms Sonya Caruana and Mr Simon Dinsbergs, who have provided us
with tremendous administrative support during the course of the year. We are also well supported by
Professor Jeremy Gans, who is a legal consultant for the provision of human rights advice.
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I should also inform the house very quickly that the current subcommittee members are me, Mr Neale
Burgess in the other place, Ms Sarah Connolly in the other place and Ms Nina Taylor from this house.
The members of the subcommittee during 2018—the period of the review—were the chair, Ms Lizzie
Blandthorn from the other place, Ms Melina Bath from this house and the Honourable Richard DallaRiva, who of course is no longer with us—
A member interjected.
Mr GEPP: with us in this place, I should say—Mr Steve Dimopoulos from the other place and
Ms Sonya Kilkenny from the other place. I commend the report to the house.
Motion agreed to.
ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
Inquiry into Recycling and Waste Management
The PRESIDENT (13:22): Before I call for the next report to be tabled, I would like to read a letter
from the Clerk of the Legislative Council regarding a website publication error:
I advise you that this morning a copy of an untabled report, the Environment and Planning Committee’s
interim report into recycling and waste management, was published in error on the Parliament website. The
report was removed as soon as the error was discovered. However, a journalist has copied the report findings
onto Twitter.
At this stage I understand that an incorrect link was attached to a test publication, but further investigation
will be necessary to identify how it occurred and review our processes.
I apologise to the house and the committee for the error.

In regard to that, can I show the house’s appreciation to all of the members of the committee, especially
the chair, for bringing this matter forward a bit earlier than they planned to.
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (13:23): Pursuant to standing order 23.29, I lay on the
table an interim report for the Environment and Planning Committee on the inquiry into recycling and
waste management, including appendices, and I move:
That the report be published.

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

President, I share your comments in relation to the error today. I just want to make the point quite clear
that the committee has full confidence in the Clerk’s office and all the staff who have been supporting
committees for many, many years. We are all human, and from time to time errors do occur. But make
no mistake: we have full confidence in our support staff. They do tremendous work, and we commend
them all on the good work. That error definitely should not be a reflection on their professionalism.
The inquiry into recycling and waste management was referred to the committee in early March 2019
with terms of reference which include the effect that the changes to China’s recycling policy have had
on Victoria’s management of recycling and waste, as well as strategies to reduce waste generation and
better manage waste, such as product stewardship, the potential for a container deposit scheme and the
banning of single-use plastics. The inquiry commenced its hearings, and we received over
700 submissions. We have done at least 10 hearings and we have another 10 hearings to go by the end
of November. The committee’s main focus has been on the recent fires in Campbellfield and Footscray
and that is why the interim report only deals with them, but we have received a lot of evidence and
witnesses have provided evidence in public hearings and also in various submissions which the
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committee will address in the coming weeks. We are looking to table the final report by 29 November
this year.
I just want to take the opportunity to thank all the committee members. This is an inquiry that is
bipartisan. There are no politics being played in this particular inquiry; it is a bipartisan approach. We
are trying to put together a quality report so we can address these very important issues which
Victorians care about. That is why I want to thank my fellow committee members for the privilege of
working with them and the way in which we have conducted this inquiry so far. I am looking forward
to the final report.
I would also like to thank the extremely efficient and professional staff of the committee: the secretary,
Michael Baker; the inquiry officer, Kieran Crowe; research assistant Alice Petrie; and the committee
administrative staff, particularly Justine Donohue and Christina Smith.
The interim report has got six findings. As the President has said, it is already on the website and some
journalist has got it. I am sure they may withdraw it, but in the last few minutes it has become official.
Finding 1 states:
Emergency services personnel have been put at serious risk as a result of regulatory non-compliance by
private companies and individuals.

Finding 2:
While the information provided by the EPA and other agencies suggests that for the most part, air and
waterway quality did not exceed human health guidelines, the Committee is concerned that some community
members have reported adverse health impacts as a result of the fires.

Finding 3:
The Committee notes that while there are structures in place to ensure communication to the public during
emergency responses, it is apparent there is not strong awareness about these communication channels in
metropolitan areas.

Finding 4:
The Committee also finds that there was inadequate communication from the relevant agencies to the
community about public health risks during and after the emergency.

Finding 5:
The Committee is concerned that there may have been inadequate investigatory, compliance and enforcement
responses to reported pollution events, particularly in metropolitan waterways, in recent years.

Finding 6:
There is regulatory overlap and a lack of a coordinated approach to fire safety regulation in the waste and
resource recovery industry. The Committee looks forward to the outcome of the review of the regulatory
framework governing fire risks at sites storing combustible recyclable and waste materials, including making
significant recommendations and changes to the regulation, oversight and coordination of the response to fire
risk at these sites.

In conclusion, I just want to congratulate the government on today’s announcement in relation to
putting new legislation before the Parliament to impose a penalty of up to 10 years imprisonment on
individuals or companies who continue to break the law in relation to the stockpiling. I think it is an
area the committee was considering and talking about, so I am pleased that the government is already
looking at acting in relation to that point. Also, there is the investment which the government
announced yesterday in relation to SKM Recycling and the putting in of $10 million to assist in making
sure that stockpiling in the recycling industry is addressed. Finally, I would just like to again thank the
committee members for all their hard work, and I look forward to the final report at the end of
November this year.
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Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (13:28): I just wish to say a few words about the early tabling
of the interim report of the Environment and Planning Committee on recycling and waste
management. Just the fact that it has come forward early, that is not a bad thing. I think that the sooner
we get this report out into the public the better. I want to say thank you very much to the staff especially
that worked on this: to our secretary, Michael Baker, and to all the staff that helped get this report on
the road. As I say, we are halfway through now. This is the interim report. I want to thank my fellow
members who serve on the committee and have worked so hard and the myriad people and
organisations that came to our committee meetings and made very passionate submissions on this
subject that has received a lot of comment in the press and in public.
As we all know now, and as I better understand from serving on this committee, we are facing a waste
and recycling crisis, and waste and recycling and re-use should be considered by the government as
an essential service. There is a lot of work to do to restore public confidence now that the public know
that material that should be being recycled at this very moment is going into the waste stream to go to
landfill, which is a really bad situation to be in. We have had significant pollution events from the
fires, which we cover in quite a lot of detail, and from poor waste management in the past. We hope
to see a vast improvement arising out of this report and the government already taking action on it.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (13:31): I rise to have the opportunity to speak to the
interim report of the inquiry into recycling and waste management. Can I also commend those
members of the committee that have participated in this very important inquiry and all those in the
secretariat that have put their assistance into what is a very big issue for the state of Victoria. This
inquiry is looking at a number of issues that I think all households and businesses and in fact many
people across the state have huge concerns about, and that is the recycling crisis that Victoria is
currently facing.
The Andrews government has been asleep at the wheel on this. The inquiry that we instigated in this
house to look at this issue was designed to identify some solutions and understand the full effects of
the recycling crisis. As I said, households across the state and indeed councils are bearing the brunt of
the impacts of the recycling crisis and are having to find different avenues through which they can
deal with landfill and also the inability to be able to recycle waste.
We have been calling on the government to get rid of the landfill tax because of the recycling crisis,
as it is being passed onto households. This inquiry has a long way to go to look at the other issues
around what is actually happening in the current climate, but I would urge the government and the
Premier to get on with it because it is clearly an enormous issue. I know that I have been out in my
electorate of Southern Metropolitan Region talking to members of the community and they feel that
the government has been very inadequate with their responses to the recycling crisis and are calling
for more to be done.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (13:33): I too rise to make an initial contribution—I will
make a longer contribution in statements on reports, papers and petitions tomorrow—on the interim
report of the waste and recycling inquiry. I would like to echo the thanks of the chair, the deputy chair
and other committee members to the committee secretariat and staff who have worked under quite
tight time lines to compile this report so that we are able to make an interim statement about the work
the committee has been undertaking. As has been noted, the scope of the work of the committee is
quite broad. We have decided to focus particularly on the recent fires and toxic storage for the scope
of this report. That being said, there is a considerable amount of work the committee is still to
undertake, and we look forward to reporting more broadly on the waste and recycling sector and the
crisis that we are facing in the coming months.
The report makes a number of interesting findings. We have looked at both the causes and the
consequences of stockpiling and the recent fires that have captured the attention of Victorians, who
are rightly concerned about what is occurring and how we can prevent this from happening in the
future. In terms of the causes, we have canvassed issues regarding non-compliance and people doing
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the wrong thing, chemical waste being stored in inadequate facilities, a lax culture around monitoring
and enforcement, and inadequate communications upon the fires occurring.
In terms of consequences, we have seen trauma and distress of community members and residents
particularly and heard very compelling evidence at the inquiry. We have seen risks to community
members and emergency service workers as well as material and property loss—very significant
loss—by so many people. So the committee looks forward to continuing the next tranche of its work
but is pleased to offer this initial contribution in terms of what is occurring around toxic storage and
fire risk in the community.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (13:35): As a participating member of this committee it
has been very heartening to see my community out in force to give their concerns around what they
see as a recycling crisis and a waste crisis but also to see their testimonies on how they were directly
affected in the Coolaroo fire, the West Footscray factory fire and the Campbellfield fire. The
Campbellfield fire occurred in April of this year, and to hear Mr Timmins’s testimony around how it
directly affected him and his factory was quite moving on the day.
My community still feels that they wish for urgent action on this particular topic, and only yesterday
did I receive another letter from the Anti-Toxic Waste Alliance, conveying on behalf of the wider
community that they wish for this Parliament to act urgently on this particular topic. They brought to
my attention just in the last week that there was a council officer that went to the Magistrates Court
from Hume City Council around issues of stockpiling and issues of fire safety, and their concerns
obviously are around: how can it be left in the hands of council officers? There needs to be urgent
action from the government, the Environment Protection Authority Victoria, WorkSafe or larger
authorities. I understand this is an interim report. We are only halfway through, and I am looking
forward to the final report.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (13:37): I want to make a number
of comments about this report. First of all, I compliment the staff on the work they have done. I indicate
that the leak of material should not be regarded as a serious point, other than the fact that it has actually
had a couple of consequences. I do make the point that the inquiry is a very important one. The
evidence we have heard makes it clear that there is a very serious problem with dangerous and toxic
waste around our suburbs. This has been for a significant period of time; I concede that. But I do make
the point that the Environment Protection Authority Victoria needs stronger powers, yes, but it has
failed to use the powers that it has currently. It has enormous powers if you look at the act, and it has
been a tame cat, a weak cat. It has not been prepared to actually take the fight up to some of these
people who have stored toxic waste, toxic materials, at the risk of not only firefighters—and that is
very important—but particularly local communities who are near to that waste. The community
deserves a better system here, and no doubt part of the work that is being done by this committee and
indeed by Infrastructure Victoria will see some of those better outcomes occur.
I might say that I think this report is an important report but I do think it is too weak. I am going to put
that on the record now, right here and directly. I think we need a very tough report in the final report—
a report that calls out individuals and the failure of the agencies more strongly. I do not think it is
sufficient to stay in the generalities that are in this interim report. I think we are going to have to get
down to some real tin tacks in the period ahead.
I should say as a participating member it is a very significant list of people who have come before the
inquiry. I particularly pay tribute to those local communities that have been prepared to step forward,
and I indicate that the committee, I believe, will want to work with them as we go forward to the final
report.
Motion agreed to.
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Papers
PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978—
Minister’s Order of 21 July 2019 giving approval to the granting of a lease at Flagstaff Gardens Reserve.
Minister’s Order of 21 July 2019 giving approval to the granting of a licence at Alexandra Gardens
Reserve.
Minister’s Order of 15 August 2019 giving approval to the granting of a lease at Cape Paterson
Foreshore Reserve.
Planning and Environment Act 1987—Notices of Approval of the following amendments to planning
schemes—
Melbourne Planning Scheme—Amendments C271 and C355.
Victoria Planning Provisions—Amendment VC159.
Professional Standards Act 2003—Chartered Accountants Australia and New Zealand Professional
Standards Scheme (Gazette No. S314, 7 August 2019).
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament—
County Court Act 1958—No. 69.
Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004—No. 71.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994—No. 70.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994—Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule No. 67.

A proclamation of the Governor in Council fixing an operative date in respect of the following act:
Disability Service Safeguards Act 2018—Parts 1 and 2, Division 3 of Part 16 and Sections 287(1), 291 and
292—20 August 2019 (Gazette No. S324, 20 August 2019).

Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Notices given.
NOTICES OF INTENTION TO MAKE STATEMENTS
Notices given.
GENERAL BUSINESS
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (13:48): I move, by leave:
That precedence be given to the following general business on Wednesday, 28 August 2019:
(1) order of the day made this day, second reading of the Public Administration Amendment Bill 2019;
(2) order of the day for the second reading of the Racial and Religious Tolerance Amendment Bill 2019;
(3) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Meddick in relation to duck shooting;
(4) notice of motion 115 standing in the name of Mr Grimley referring a matter to the Legal and Social
Issues Committee relating to child sexual offenders;
(5) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Davis in relation to the Eastern Freeway;
(6) the notice of motion given this day by Ms Crozier in relation to public health funding;
(7) the notice of motion given this day by Ms Patten, on behalf of the crossbench, in relation to International
Overdose Awareness Day; and
(8) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Grimley, on behalf of the crossbench, in relation to organ
donation awareness and Jersey Day.

Motion agreed to.
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Members statements
MICHAEL HODGE
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (13:50): I would like to congratulate Mr Michael Hodge,
who has resigned as the CEO of Pakenham Racing Club to move on to be CEO of the Warragul
Country Club. His name will now be immortalised with other legends of the Pakenham racing
community who themselves have been pillars of the broader Pakenham community—the Bourke
family, people like George Dore, Don Duffy and others. During his tenure as CEO, the Pakenham
Racing Club moved from the old racecourse adjacent to the Pakenham CBD to Tynong, a significant
exercise that required the approval of this house and the other place and an investment from Racing
Victoria and the racing club. It has laid the foundation for the racing industry in Pakenham and West
Gippsland now for the next 50 to 100 years—a visionary project that Michael as CEO helped to
oversee with the support of Don Duffy and the board at the time. I congratulate him and wish him well
in his future endeavours.
BIGGEST EVER BLOKES LUNCH
Mr O’DONOHUE: I would also like to congratulate the Biggest Ever Blokes Lunch, which was
held recently with around 500 people at the Cardinia Cultural Centre. Approximately $100 000 was
raised at this fantastic get-together, with David Parkin as guest speaker, promoting men’s health and
raising funds for much-needed causes. I congratulate all those involved.
SRI KRISHNA JANMASHTAMI FESTIVAL
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (13:51): It was a delight to attend the Sri Krishna
Janmashtami festival on 24 August to celebrate Lord Krishna’s birthday. Can I tell you, there were
thousands—thousands!—of people attending this, but it was a seamless process, and I credit that to
the supreme organisation of ISKCON, the International Society for Krishna Consciousness. Just to
give context to this organisation, through Food for Life they provide 300 free meals per day and have
been conducting charitable works for the last 40 years.
Can I say when it came to the point of actually offering to the deities—there was this beautiful altar—
I actually felt very emotional and had to stop myself from crying, because when you have that many
people in a room all with a strong sentiment of love, peace, harmony and devotion, it is quite
overwhelming because it is like everyone lets go of all their baggage and in that moment they are
focused on one purpose. It also reminds me I have a similar sentiment when I sing the national anthem.
I know that sounds a little odd, but I can never get through the national anthem, because I am a bit
overwhelmed with the emotion of everyone letting go all their baggage in that moment and unifying,
and that is actually quite genuine for me.
It is also with pride that our government has allocated $200 000 so that fantastic organisations like
ISKCON can help to celebrate the Hindu— (Time expired)
FIND YOUR VOICE ALL-ABILITIES CHOIR
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (13:53): I do not know if many of the members in this chamber
spend time watching Australia’s Got Talent. I do not usually, but it caught my attention when I heard
the words ‘from a little town called Warrnambool’ pop out of my television a few weeks back. The
Find Your Voice choir from my electorate’s south-west amazed not only me but also the 2500 people
in the audience and the four judges. They sang a mashup of The Lion Sleeps Tonight and Queen’s I
Want to Break Free—and they enjoyed every moment of it. When the curtain was raised 170 people
were smiling, waving and giggling. For most this was their biggest performance by far. Their founder,
a singer-songwriter, stood at the front, guitar in hand, and encouraged a few choir members’ visible
nerves to disappear. Make no mistake: big things can absolutely come from small towns.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
2642

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 27 August 2019

Find Your Voice includes members who are non-verbal, simply happy to be part of something strong
and meaningful. As revealed by travelling around western Victoria, people with disabilities within my
electorate often face difficulties in having adequate education, access to services such as speech
therapy and hydrotherapy and accessible transport to gain independence.
I would like to congratulate all 170 people on stage who ‘found their voice’ on the Australia’s Got
Talent stage and their two coordinators. I never thought I would quote a Pussycat Doll in Parliament,
but just as Nicole Scherzinger said to the choir on audition day, this group has shown us that ‘the only
boundaries holding any of us back are the boundaries that we hold in our minds’, and this is so true.
Let us see through the disability and notice the ability. It was a truly inspirational performance—
congratulations to the Find Your Voice choir.
ENERGY POLICY
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (13:54): There is a climate emergency in this state. When insane
climate policy forces power prices up to the point that working families cannot heat their homes, we
have an emergency. When those same policies put pensioners in a situation where they may freeze to
death in their own homes, we most assuredly have an emergency. When those same ludicrous policies
threaten to slug the Victorian community with an $18.7 billion bill to prop up ineffective and
expensive so-called ‘renewable’ power supplies, yes, we have an emergency. When the Andrews
government puts lame ideology ahead of what is best for people right across this state, we have an
emergency. When an environment-cum-energy minister displays the sort of total incompetence Lily
D’Ambrosio does on a daily basis, we have a major emergency.
Now, I do not expect jet-owning Hollywood elites, much less Prince Charles or Meghan Markle’s
husband, to even begin to appreciate the emergency Victorian families feel as a result of the Andrews
government’s dogmatic doctrine on climate change, but I do expect those Labor MPs paid to represent
those families to have some understanding of the pain they are going through. There was a time the
ALP would never have dreamt of inflicting such suffering on working people. Sadly, that time is now
long ago—and that is where Victoria’s climate emergency begins.
DJAB WURRUNG SACRED TREES
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (13:56): It is hard to put into words what it feels like to be
on Djab Wurrung country at the embassy that is keeping vigil over their sacred cultural lands. The
landscape is breathtaking. The people are warm and loving. Elders and allies welcome those who have
come to offer support, whether it be for a few hours or days, weeks or months, with the sharing of
stories about why this land is so sacred and how it should not be destroyed for the sake of a road.
From the birthing trees to the directions trees to the landscape and all that inhabits it, I do not think our
language is able to capture the depth of what it means to our First Nations and what it should mean to
us. The only way to begin to understand it is to be in it, to feel it and to listen. What I felt was a deep
heartache as I heard about sadness—sadness that after hundreds of years of traumatic colonisation our
First Nations people continue to be sidelined and silenced. Their voices are given authority when it
suits someone’s agenda but disregarded if they are not convenient.
‘Like the dinosaurs’, one aunty said to me, ‘they want to make us extinct like them’. Destroying what
a culture values destroys the people who value it. You and I may not understand the depth of the
connection to land that our First Nations have, but we owe it to them, to the thousands massacred, to
the thousands suffering and to the Djab Wurrung people to listen to them deeply now. All power to
those keeping watch. We stand with you.
LAND TAX
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (13:57): Last week hundreds of people attended two
forums on land tax. Business owners, pensioners, mums, dads, sons and daughters came to tell of their
experiences and how they have been affected by Daniel Andrews’s massive increase in property tax,
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a tax that has increased by 109 per cent since the election of the Andrews government. It is
disproportionate and it is unfair.
Remember what Daniel Andrews told Victorians on the eve of the 2014 election when asked by Peter
Mitchell from Channel 7 news about increasing taxes or introducing new ones? The now Premier said,
and I quote, ‘I make that promise to every single Victorian’. Well, we have had 20 new or increased
taxes under Daniel Andrews and this is just another one. Hardworking Victorians are being hit because
Daniel Andrews has mismanaged the Victorian budget. So many people, one after the other, told of
their stories; whether it was the widower who was yelled at by the State Revenue Office at 8.00 pm
on a Thursday night for not paying the instalment owed; or the son who was caring for his mother with
Alzheimer’s and his brother, who was nearly blind, but who was being forced to sell an additional
property because he could not pay the tax; or the business owner who was paying $2500 per week so
was considering putting off staff.
This tax is having a real impact on people who are not rich; they are just trying to get on with their
lives and not rely on government handouts but instead in many cases will be forced to go on the
pension or sell their businesses and lay off staff. The unfair hike of this tax, which is hurting thousands
of people, is a result of the Andrews government’s hopeless ability to manage money, and what we all
know is that when Labor run out of money they come after yours.
POPULATION GROWTH
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (13:59): According to a recent report in the Age, we must
spend even more money on infrastructure. Infrastructure Australia does recognise in the report the
harrowing effects of this government’s rapid population growth agenda, but their futile proposed
solution is for us to build our way out of it. We cannot build our way out of congestion. Melbourne’s
population growth is exploding and is no longer sustainable. We are creating a Third World city.
Megacities in Asia, like Jakarta, are now crippled by gridlock and characterised by high-rise concrete
heat islands, severe loss of vegetation and open space and more and more people living in substandard
buildings. Is this what we want here?
Melbourne is now growing by over 2500 people per week, with 70 per cent of this arising from
overseas migration—not from country Victoria or interstate as many would have us believe. It is time
we have a sensible and educated discussion about population growth before it is too late. Scott
Morrison claimed he would cap migration numbers at 160 000. Now we have seen more than
270 000 people arrive last year, factoring in temporary and student visas. Where is the cap? The
community wants Melbourne to be the world’s most livable city, as it once was rated, not a Third
World, overpopulated, environmentally substandard megacity. Government-sponsored population
growth is the elephant in the room.
MICHAELA DUNN
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (14:01): Recently in Sydney a young woman was murdered
by a violent man. I will not say his name, but I will say hers: Michaela Dunn. Following this evil act
it came to light that Michaela was a sex worker, and suddenly a great deal of community sympathy
evaporated. Michaela was a woman, a community member and a whole individual who will be missed
and mourned by both her family and all who knew and loved her. My deepest sympathy to all of them.
Emphasising the occupation of a victim perpetuates stereotypes of sex workers and in this case detracts
from the tragic fact that a young woman was murdered. This attitude is not confined to the harbour
city. Many of us would not know if the person living next door and sending their children to university
or financing their own degree or just trying to get by was a part of the industry. Sex work is real work.
Sex workers deserve the same protections as other workers, and they are equally deserving of empathy
and consideration. It is time to remove the societal stigma attached to sex workers. The first step
towards doing so is for this Parliament to pass legislation to decriminalise sex work in Victoria, just
as we pass legislation to improve working conditions for all other workers.
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Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (14:02): I move:
That the consideration of notices of motion, government business, 127 to 141, be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
Bills
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS REGISTRATION BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Mr SOMYUREK:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (14:03): I rise this afternoon to speak in
opposition to the Professional Engineers Registration Bill 2019, which is before the house. This is a
bill which provides a solution without a problem. It is a bill which seeks to enshrine vested interests
over the interests of the engineering profession and ahead of the interests of the Victorian community,
and it does that in a number of ways. I will go through briefly the operative functions of the bill and
then talk about why the Liberal-Nationals coalition has concerns with this bill and why we are going
to oppose it. I note that this bill is very similar to a bill which was introduced in the previous Parliament
in 2017 which did not proceed to a vote in this place. With one or two minor differences this bill is
essentially the same bill.
What this bill seeks to do is create a threshold offence of providing engineering services if a person—
an engineer—is not a registered engineer or is not operating under the supervision of a registered
engineer in the disciplines of structural engineering, civil engineering, mechanical engineering,
electrical engineering or fire safety engineering. The bill provides for those disciplines to be expanded
by way of regulation beyond those core five disciplines. In fact the government in its second-reading
speech and statement of compatibility has foreshadowed its intention to do that without yet naming
what disciplines will be picked up. So having created the offence of providing engineering services
without being registered, the bill then creates a registration regime. Essentially the way in which the
bill does that is that it empowers the Business Licensing Authority (BLA) to approve assessment
schemes for the registration of engineers that will be submitted by industry associations. So
associations purporting to represent the engineering profession will be able to propose an assessment
scheme. The BLA will approve or not approve that scheme—there is a five-year period which a
scheme is to be approved for. Then that industry association will be able to assess applicants for
engineering registration against that assessment scheme and make recommendations to the BLA as to
whether an individual engineer should be registered against that assessment or not. That registration
for an individual engineer will be for a period of up to three years.
Part of that registration requirement will be for the individual engineer to undertake compulsory
professional development in the order of 150 hours over the three-year registration period. So the bill
creates the offence of conducting engineering services in those disciplines without being registered or
under the direct supervision of a registered engineer; it creates a regime for registration through the
submission of assessment schemes by industry associations and the assessment of individual engineers
against those assessment schemes; and it then creates an extraordinarily heavy-handed compliance
regime, which even includes coercive powers for the production of documents and for the answering
of questions in relation to compliance under that structure. It is quite an extraordinary path the
government is seeking to go down with respect to that compliance regime.
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It is not on many occasions that this Parliament has agreed to create coercive compliance regimes
where documents can be demanded and required to be presented and where answers to questions can
be required. In fact there are very few examples on the Victorian statute where those sorts of provisions
are put in place, because it is recognised that those coercive powers fly in the face of some very basic
principles of our justice system. So it is only on very rare occasions that the Parliament has agreed to
remove the right to silence and make compulsory interrogation enshrined in statute where people are
compelled to give answers and provide documents. It is used in cases where we are seeking to fight
terrorism, it is used in cases where we are seeking to fight issues surrounding outlaw motorcycle
gangs—but it is extraordinary to put it in a bill for the registration of engineers. That is just one of the
very extraordinary things in this piece of legislation.
The other thing the bill does and which has implications for the broader profession is to create the
offence of using the term ‘professional engineer’ if an individual is not registered under the scheme.
As members of the house may be aware, there are any number of titles and references that people can
use. For example, any person can choose to use the title ‘doctor’. ‘Doctor’ is not protected—anyone
can call themselves a ‘doctor’. Yet for some reason the title ‘professional engineer’ now needs to be
protected under this legislation. It is something that the government has not provided an explanation
for.
The threshold question is: what problem is the government seeking to solve with this bill? We know
the second reading refers to a vague commitment made by the then Labor Party in opposition prior to
2014 that it would seek to introduce engineer registration and that it would undertake consultation with
what it described as ‘relevant stakeholders’ on the introduction of a mandatory statutory registration
scheme for engineers. As I said, a bill was introduced in the last Parliament, it did not progress because
of the effluxion of time and the bill has subsequently been brought back with minor changes.
The Treasurer in his second-reading speech makes a vague reference to the Opal Tower debacle, which
took place in New South Wales. In fact that is the only example used in the second-reading speech
where the Treasurer seeks to justify why this bill is coming forward. He says in the second-reading
speech that despite this bill having lapsed last year:
… the government remains determined to deliver on its commitment, particularly in light of the recent
structural problems with the Opal Tower in Sydney which highlights the problems that can occur with poor
engineering.

Now, it is worth noting that, firstly, the scenario in Sydney with Opal Tower bears no resemblance to
the situation in Victoria, where building engineers are subject to oversight. It is not the case in New
South Wales—it is the case in Victoria. So it is a bizarre example for the Treasurer to give. I can only
assume the reason the Treasurer is using that one New South Wales example is because he does not
have any Victorian ones. Yet he sought to use that example as the reason for this piece of legislation.
Of course what is not clear from the second-reading speech is, if that scenario of the Opal Tower had
occurred in Victoria and we did not have the existing regime for building engineers in Victoria, how
this registration scheme would change it, because this registration scheme is a paper exercise. It will
seek to check the university qualifications of engineers and put them through a compulsory
professional development regime, but it is a paperwork exercise and it is not at all clear how this
paperwork impost that the government is seeking to put in place will address what it claims are
instances of poor practice in engineering.
The government in its second-reading speech and indeed last year, as I said, indicated that it had
undertaken to work with relevant stakeholders to get industry input into this piece of legislation. What
has become very clear through the debate last year and the reintroduction of the bill and its progress
through the Parliament this year is that the engineering profession broadly has not been consulted. It
does not believe that there has been adequate and appropriate consultation with a number of industry
bodies and with individual engineers in the development of this bill.
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It is certainly the case that bodies like Engineers Australia support the introduction of this bill and have
made it quite explicit to an extraordinary extent that they support this legislation. Of course there is an
underlying reason why bodies like Engineers Australia support this legislation, and that is that they
will be beneficiaries of it. This is creating a regime where anybody who seeks to practice as an engineer
in Victoria other than under the direct supervision of another engineer is required to be registered, and
that is required to be done through an assessment scheme put in place by a body like Engineers
Australia, and is then subsequently subject to a compulsory professional development regime,
conveniently also available through entities like Engineers Australia. This highlights that this is going
to be a very significant opportunity for Engineers Australia at the cost of engineers and at the cost of
the Victorian community and those businesses and government entities which will be engaging
engineers. So it is no surprise that Engineers Australia have highlighted their support for this bill. The
government is gifting them effectively a duopoly with Professionals Australia to control a major
revenue stream that is going to arise from the creation of this registration framework.
What is interesting, though, is to drill into that support that is being expressed by Engineers Australia
and the breadth of that support by Engineers Australia, because since a similar bill came through
Parliament last year and this bill was introduced in this Parliament the number of individual engineers
who have indicated they are members of Engineers Australia but do not support this legislation has
been quite extraordinary. The number of engineers who have said they have been pressured not to
make submissions that oppose this bill is also quite extraordinary and quite concerning. The very
suggestion that a peak body which purports to represent engineers has encouraged its members not to
make submissions which are unsupportive of this bill is of concern. We know that Engineers Australia
does not represent the majority of engineers in Australia. Some figures estimate its coverage in the
order of 16 per cent of the total number of engineers in Australia and presumably a similar proportion
here in Victoria. So the impost of this registration scheme will be of major commercial benefit to the
industry associations which are assessment bodies, of which currently there appear to be two potential
ones: Engineers Australia and Professionals Australia. We know there is a very strong incentive for
those bodies to be supporting and pushing this scheme, but we also know this is going to come at
substantial cost to the profession.
The government has declined or is not able to provide an estimate of the cost of this scheme to the
professionals. In the absence of that estimate by the government through a regulatory impact statement
or a legislative impact statement, which has not been made available to the Parliament, it is very
relevant that the Parliamentary Budget Office (PBO) has in fact undertaken an assessment of the cost
of this scheme. I note and give credit to Mr Limbrick, who commissioned the Parliamentary Budget
Office to assess the expected cost of this scheme on the engineering profession in Victoria if it is
implemented as proposed through the legislation. The headline numbers which have been published
by the PBO in this assessment, which came out earlier this year, are that the PBO estimates the
additional cost of the scheme for those engineers who are not currently members of an industry
association and are not currently undertaking compulsory professional development—who will be
new entrants as members of the industry bodies going through the registration process and required to
undertake compulsory development—is between $140 million and $189 million annually. So it is an
extraordinary cost for the profession, which will be passed along of course to the clients of the
profession, be they private sector clients or government sector clients. On a per engineer basis the PBO
has estimated that cost at around $6000 per year for each registered professional engineer. So this cost
is material. This is not $20 for registration; this is a very, very significant cost which is going to be
imposed on the engineering profession and which is going to have consequential costs, consequential
impacts on the clients of engineers in this state.
It is going to make the use of international engineers more difficult if they are not operating under the
direct supervision of a Victorian registered entity. It is going to make flexibility across state borders
more difficult for engineers based interstate seeking to operate here in Victoria. The government has
not made a case as to why this is necessary or what problem it is going to fix. It is very clear this will
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deliver for vested interests; it is not clear that it will deliver for the Victorian community or that it will
deliver for the engineering profession.
Interestingly, in some of the rhetoric which has gone around about this piece of legislation—and I
have numerous pieces of correspondence from engineers who are opposed to this; I have numerous
pieces of correspondence from industry bodies who are opposed to this—Heavy Vehicle Industry
Australia has expressed its strong opposition to this bill. It has expressed its concern at the lack of
adequate consultation with engineers in the heavy vehicle industry and the government’s failure to
undertake that consultation. We have got correspondence from the Victorian Automobile Chamber of
Commerce, which has expressed its strong opposition to this bill on the grounds of the cost that is
going to be imposed on consumers and on the grounds of the government’s failure to adequately
consult. As I said, we have numerous other pieces of correspondence from individual engineers and
also those representing branches of Engineers Australia who oppose this piece of legislation.
Now, the rationale that has been put forward for what I said at the outset is a paper exercise, in terms
of the assessment scheme that will be approved, is that the industry associations—Engineers Australia,
Professionals Australia—will go through the individual applicants for registration to supposedly weed
out people who are not appropriately qualified, who have not undertaken appropriate professional
development. And indeed a case was cited where this had occurred in Queensland, which is the only
other jurisdiction that currently has a registration scheme for engineers. The case of one Gerald
Shirtcliffe was raised in some of the correspondence that I have received as an example of an engineer
who had faked their identity, had faked qualifications and had practised for a number of years before
it was discovered that they had faked their qualifications, faked their identity and subsequently
practised as an engineer in that period. But what is telling about this Shirtcliffe case is that that person
was actually registered under the Queensland scheme. So despite having a fake identity and despite
having fake qualifications they had been assessed, I understand, by Engineers Australia and had been
registered under the Queensland scheme for more than a decade. So the suggestion that this somehow
prevents people using false qualifications et cetera to practise as an engineer or to practise when not
qualified is negated by the example of that Queensland case, that Shirtcliffe case, where the person
with the fake qualifications using a fake identity was able to obtain registration under the Queensland
scheme through Engineers Australia and be registered as an engineer under that scheme for more than
a decade before they were found out and subsequently prosecuted.
So the notion that this scheme somehow will prevent that has been disproved by the example in
Queensland. As I said, the rationale and the need for this scheme are unclear. The government has not
made the case. The beneficiary of this scheme is very clear: the industry associations that purport to
represent engineers, who will receive a massive income windfall from this. And the cost will be to the
engineering profession, to individual engineers and to the community that uses and engages with
engineers.
We believe this bill is unnecessary, that it should not proceed and that this model, which delivers a
duopoly benefit—rent-seeking, if you like—is not in the state’s interest, is not in the community’s
interest and should not be supported. So the coalition has recognised the very strong level of opposition
that has come from industry associations who are not beneficiaries of this and from individual
engineers who will be the victims of this, and accordingly we will be opposing this bill today.
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (14:25): I rise to speak to this bill today. At the outset of my
contribution let me say there is no problem, as far as Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party is concerned, with
the stated aim of this bill. Broadly we agree with the government that finding a means of providing
the general public with confidence and peace of mind about the capacities and qualifications of
professional engineers is perfectly sensible in itself, especially in the midst of a period of significant
infrastructure spending and activity in Victoria. Therefore, if this bill required us merely to make a
decision on that basic principle, free of other serious consequences and implications, then our party
would have no problem with the idea of legislating for a genuinely improved registration or
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accreditation scheme for engineers, especially when one takes into account various cases around the
world of engineering projects ending in ruins, literally and metaphorically, because they were
undertaken by people who were not appropriately qualified and/or made very poor engineering
decisions.
However, the bill asks us to pass judgement on far more than that fundamental question. Accordingly,
and in the final analysis, our party therefore ultimately came to share the concerns of an extraordinarily
large number of people who contacted us about this legislation. There were many critical assessments
that clearly had to be made about the bill in relation to its content as distinct from its conception. Indeed
I should take this opportunity to thank all those people who reached out to us on both sides of the
argument; collectively they helped us to better understand the diversity of issues and implications
associated with this legislation. Among those people I include the member for Oakleigh in the
Legislative Assembly and his staff, who very generously offered their time and the benefit of their
expertise on the bill to Mr Grimley and me.
All of that said, and notwithstanding that it has had a long gestation to reach this point, it is
unfortunately very clear that there still remains much disagreement within the industry about this
legislation. The more we have consulted with interested parties the more apparent it has become that
there are many thousands of engineers who not only are opposed to the bill but feel that very few
people in government and in professional associations have listened to, let alone recognised or
addressed, their concerns about it.
Just as a quick extension to that—I do not propose to dwell at length on a point that has been raised
with us very regularly—there are only two industry organisations of any substantive size that are in
favour of this legislation. Moreover, those two organisations both have a substantial commercial
interest in seeing it passed. It is, nevertheless, important to acknowledge that general issue; it has
featured in a significant number of our discussions with a vast range of interested parties about the
legislation. It has also been cited frequently when people have talked about what they believe is the
real motivation behind it.
To return specifically to the content of the bill, the devil, as far as we are concerned, is in the detail. I
will work my way through some of that detail over the next few minutes, but the bottom line is that
there are unfortunately simply too many flawed elements in this bill for us to agree to allow it to pass.
At the core of our concerns is the rather obvious and unfortunate problem that it is simply not clear to
us, indeed we do not think the case has sufficiently been made at all, that the bill will necessarily do
anything to foster what it is supposedly meant to achieve—that is, to guarantee higher safety or quality
within Victorian engineering. In turn it should be stressed that there are already many relevant forms
of regulation in place to help fulfil these aims.
Early on in the process of considering this bill we were drawn to the idea of making a series of
amendments. We thought that might be a good middle way of moderating the most concerning aspects,
and indeed we are glad to see others doing so. However, I will add that the idea of moving amendments
and then passing a hopefully revised bill appealed to us only until we began to realise just how many
problems there were, that not all of them were going to be corrected by heading down that path and
that it would therefore be better to oppose the bill outright.
We believe there should also be very regular monitoring of the area covered by clause 4. While we
acknowledge the wide scope of the wording of subclause (1)(f), the four prescribed areas of
engineering listed in paragraphs (a) to (d) of subclause (1) are simply not expansive enough in and of
themselves to capture correctly the myriad and specialist facets of engineering that are undertaken in
contemporary Victoria. As a quite perverse extension to that point, the new regime would also create
a bias against those engineers with decades of day-to-day experience—that is, highly accomplished
engineers with qualifications gained before 1989 and/or pre the Washington Accord will apparently
be among those most urgently in need of assessment and scrutiny and whose suitability for
employment will be most in question in the eyes of the new registration scheme.
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On a separate but other very important front, we have a number of concerns about the likely cost
impact of the bill. We are extremely grateful to Mr Limbrick and the Parliamentary Budget Office for
now quantifying these costs. As we and others suspected, they are indeed monumental. They extend
into the hundreds of millions of dollars for regular engineers.
Yet another concern for us is how the various clauses relating to the right of entry to engineers’
premises and personal records may be implemented in practice. Indeed this issue gives rise to a number
of additional questions, foremost among them is how that might well infringe on the very legitimate
and indeed separate legal rights and claims of engineers in many cases to confidentiality and privacy
and what should be safeguarded intellectual property in their own work.
We also have difficulty with the new direct supervision requirement on a number of levels, especially
in the sense that such a concept does not fit easily with the nature of the division and organisation of
labour on most engineering projects. In turn people are quite rightly exercised by the thought of an
extensive new penalty regime for non-compliance with this legislation. There is a genuine fear
amongst many about the prospect of what they regard as heavy-handed new investigation and
disciplinary processes that they feel will invariably result in dubiously enforced punishments,
especially when it seems quite possible that non-engineers will be handing down some of those
decisions.
Our party has also been left very disappointed on those occasions when we have asked questions of
supporters of the bill as to what its potential passage through Parliament might mean for engineers in
rural and regional Victoria. Typically the response to us has, sadly, been along the lines of, ‘We’re not
really sure’ or, ‘We don’t think it really has any consequences beyond Melbourne’. There is indeed a
large concentration of Victorian engineers in and around Melbourne. This quite clearly does not mean
that it will not cause serious adverse ramifications in rural and regional Victoria. In fact we have heard
story after story from engineers who live away from our major population centres of their concerns
about what this legislation will do to their lives and livelihoods. Indeed in a number of cases we heard
some very disturbing and sad tales from people who said that if this legislation passes, they will
ultimately regard themselves as having little choice other than to leave the engineering profession.
Anyone seriously interested in engineering activity in regional Victoria should know almost
immediately that an attempt to mandate registration in the way this bill does will clearly escalate costs
and further impinge on the availability of engineers in those areas. Undoubtedly it will seriously inhibit
the recruitment and retention of engineers in regional areas, especially those with broad engineering
skills across a number of disciplines. It is also worth noting that it will be local government that will
bear the worst brunt of this.
To us another very telling point in our deliberations on this bill was the example of Queensland, more
specifically what I mean by that is that we had supporters of the bill continually telling us that the
Queensland legislation—that is, the legislation in the only other state to have established a compulsory
registration regime for engineers—has been a great success. This always seemed to be one of their key
arguments, yet even after several months we have still not once been presented with practical, detailed
proof that supports this view. In fact there was essentially silence on each of the multiple occasions
when we asked supporters of the bill for clear, verifiable evidence behind their claim that the
Queensland legislation has been effective or even necessary. When it came down to it, no-one
appeared to be able to actually make either case, not only in terms of its effect in improving safety but
indeed for any other reason at all.
Ironically one thing it is possible to glean from the Queensland experience is further confirmation that
the cost of engineering will rise substantially in Victoria if this bill is passed. The combination of the
increase in regulatory costs and the decrease in the supply of engineers alone in Queensland has clearly
led to greater expense and time delays for engineering projects throughout the state.
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Acting President, I could go further, and indeed I may well do so in the committee-of-the-whole stage,
but I am sure you get my drift by now. So to summarise and to return to where I began, Derryn Hinch’s
Justice Party genuinely approached its examination of this bill with a very open mind right from the
beginning. However, we have ended up being concerned about a number of the legislation’s potential
consequences. One of the key responsibilities of anyone in an upper house is to properly scrutinise
legislation and in this process to ensure that it does no harm. Mr Grimley and I take that task very
seriously and we have become increasingly worried that this bill has the potential to do harm. The two
of us have been elected to this Parliament specifically to represent the best interests of constituents in
Western and Northern Victoria respectively, and we represent those people proudly and passionately.
On balance we do not think they will benefit from this bill at all, irrespective of whether they are
engineers or not.
On this occasion we obviously stand for and seek to give at least some form of a voice to many
engineers right across the state who feel completely disenfranchised by this legislation. Moreover, we
would like to express our gratitude to the thousands of highly competent and brilliantly skilled
engineers in Victoria who are already performing their work, and indeed have always done and
hopefully always will do, to the highest possible standards of safety and quality. Out of our
considerable respect for all of those people, we know morally, ethically and practically that voting
against the passage of this legislation is entirely the right thing for us to do.
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (14:39): It gives me great pleasure to rise today to speak on this bill.
From the outset can I talk a little bit about where this bill has come from. Of course two elections have
transpired since this government, then in opposition, took to the election a commitment to introduce
this legislation if it were elected into government. And we are fulfilling that promise. Of course in
2018 when the bill was introduced into the other place the Parliament expired prior to the legislation
being passed by the Parliament. So this fulfils that election commitment that has now been franked by
two elections since 2014. It delivers on that promise.
What it does is deliver a single registration scheme for engineers to promote professional development
within the engineering profession, reduce the risk of loss and harm to the public and give consumers
more confidence in procuring professional engineering services. The bill will require individuals to be
registered in one or more areas of engineering—and there are five that we are talking about: civil,
mechanical, structural, electrical and fire safety—to be able to lawfully provide professional
engineering services in Victoria. It is intended that over time other areas of engineering will also be
included in the scheme and that a register of engineers will be established under the act.
It actually beggars belief I think when you start to dig into this a little bit that of all of the professions
that exist in this state that require registration engineering is not one of them. It just beggars belief. I
cannot tell you the number of times I have stood in this place and talked about workplace deaths and
workplace health and safety, and many of those occasions were attributable to problems with
engineering. It just beggars belief that the responsibility that we place on our engineers—the great
responsibility that they have—has not been supported for so long by legislation that requires
professional development and support from the industry throughout their registration.
The bill today more or less replicates the bill that was introduced to the 58th Parliament. There have
been some minor and technical amendments to improve technology, but by and large it is the same
bill that was introduced into the last Parliament.
I will take up a couple of points that Ms Maxwell made in her contribution. Let it be clearly understood
by everybody that the government, as much as anybody else in this place, is very grateful for the work
our engineers do. There are thousands of engineers in the state of Victoria, and they contribute an
enormous amount of money to our economy. We are very, very grateful for the work that they do, and
we understand the contribution that they make financially and economically to the state. That is why
the Andrews Labor government is delivering on its election commitment to introduce this mandatory
registration scheme for engineers. The scheme will promote the accountability, the quality and the
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safety of engineering services in Victoria. The scheme will give Victorian engineers an edge, and it
will be a win for the profession, for consumers of engineering services and for community safety.
In delivering our $107 billion worth of major infrastructure projects right around this state comes the
need for suitably qualified and experienced engineers. We have heard how many engineers we
currently have in the state of Victoria and how many are needed. We understand on this side of the
house exactly how many engineers are needed in the state of Victoria and the very important work
they do. We have a massive infrastructure program, one that has never been seen before in this state,
and engineers are at the core of that work. That is why we think that this industry, this profession,
deserves to be supported by legislation that acknowledges the work that engineers do, their
professionalism and the qualifications that they have and that mandates proper professional
development over the period of their registration. We need it for the quality of their work, and the
community needs it for the quality and safety of their work as well.
We think that registration will bring much-needed transparency for consumers and businesses who
deserve to know that their engineers are qualified and that their homes and businesses are safe. I am
sure that with all of the infrastructure projects that are going on around Victoria today Victorians would
want to be sure that the engineers who are engaged in performing that very, very vital work that they
do are suitably qualified, professionally developed and supported by the industry.
The registration scheme covers an existing gap in Victoria’s registration and licensing regimes. As I
said at the beginning of my contribution, the scheme will address an anomaly where despite the
complex nature of engineers’ work, which often has safety implications for the wider community, they
currently do not need to hold a formal registration or licence like lawyers, doctors, nurses, architects,
teachers et cetera. This scheme, when it is introduced, will improve consumer confidence in
engineering services; ensure the qualifications and experience of engineers working on Victoria’s
infrastructure pipeline are checked; help to promote professional development within the engineering
profession, as I have said; reduce the risk of loss and harm to the public; and improve the standing of
Victoria’s engineering profession in the global marketplace by providing assurances of suitable
qualifications and experience against international professional benchmarks.
I just want to touch very quickly on some comments that Mr Rich-Phillips made. Apparently anybody
who is supportive of this scheme is a shonk. They are in it for their own personal benefit. There cannot
possibly be any logical or rational reason for them to support the registration of professional engineers
in the state of Victoria, because if they do, they are somehow on the take. There is going to be
something in it for them. This is part of the permanent outrage that we hear from that side of the house
all the time. They are the permanently outraged. It does not matter what you do; they are permanently
outraged. If we were not here today talking about the registration of engineers, they would be on their
feet saying, ‘How on earth can you let anybody hang a shingle out and practise as an engineer?’. So it
really does not matter. Is it any wonder that the only time they have occupied these benches is four out
of the last 20 years? For 16 years they have been over there. If they keep carrying on the way they are,
as the permanently outraged, without any logical or coherent alternative policies, they are going to
enjoy those benches over there for a lot longer, and long may that continue.
The support for this bill has come from some key players. We do not trash Engineers Australia, as
Mr Rich-Phillips has; rather, we welcome their support for this bill. We welcome the Victorian
president of Engineers Australia, Alesha Printz, who said:
There is an infrastructure boom in Victoria at the moment and taxpayers spend a huge amount on
infrastructure, and it’s very important that this legislation is passed because we want the very best engineers
working on these projects across the state.
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We say ‘Hear, hear’ to that. This is also a sentiment echoed by the CEO of Professionals Australia,
Mr Chris Walton:
A registration system … would guarantee the engineer signing off on plans for major projects and …
infrastructure is a qualified and registered person, with the right knowledge and qualifications.

They are two pre-eminent bodies within the industry, and they have both stood up and applauded the
government’s legislation because it will deliver the necessary professionalism and ongoing support
for people who are performing this vital work for the people of Victoria.
I do not want to go on—I could for hours—talking about elements of the bill that have been covered
off elsewhere. But I do want to talk very quickly about Mr Limbrick’s amendments, and I am sure
more will be discussed during the course of the committee stage later on today. The first amendment
proposed by Mr Limbrick we say will undermine a core purpose of the bill—to ensure that only fit
and proper persons are engaged in the engineering profession, including being appropriately qualified
and experienced. This is your first amendment, Mr Limbrick, about removing indictable offences.
Removing indictable offences as a factor in determining whether a person is a fit and proper person
would include serious indictable offences such as fraud, murder, rape and child pornography. The
effect of the amendment is that these could not be considered as determining whether a person is a fit
and proper person to be registered as a professional engineer. When you compare this with other
professions that also have a registration it would be in stark contrast to them. There are a number of
other elements of Mr Limbrick’s proposed amendments, which we will also cover off during the
committee stage, which we do not support and which we say will undermine the great purposes of the
bill.
In summary, this legislation is important when we have so many people who work in the profession
in this great state with so much going on, particularly around infrastructure, and with so many people.
We have all heard the horror stories—again and again and again and again. What we want to do is get
rid of those horror stories. We want to make sure that everybody in the system is accountable for the
work that they do. We do not think it is right that people can just hang out a shingle and call themselves
an engineer without any real checks and balances in the system. We do think that consumers need to
be provided with the necessary protections and safety of having professionally qualified and
professionally developed engineers through a proper registration system. We do believe that
workplace safety is a massive issue in this state and that people who are providing engineering services
across a variety of different industries, where worker safety is reliant upon the quality of their work,
can be accountable through a proper system. We believe that this system does that. I am glad that the
Treasurer has brought this scheme to the Parliament. I think it is long overdue. It is five years since we
first talked about it being done. There has been widespread consultation, despite the assertion of those
opposite who think that we just snap our fingers and this stuff just sort of magically appears. We have
talked about it across this great state. We will continue to talk to the industry about these very important
changes. They are very, very important changes and they are changes that deserve the support of the
house. The profession needs them; Victoria needs them. I commend the bill.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (14:54): I have a few words to say about the
Professional Engineers Registration Bill 2019: atrocious, dreadful, dictatorial, terrible, awful,
appalling, abominable, rotten, unnecessary, ineffective, useless, unpleasant, unfortunate, putrid, rank
and very, very, very bad. If this legislation was fashion, it would be a fashion show designed by Kath
from Kath and Kim. If this legislation was a birthday cake, it would be spam with strawberry icing
and anchovies on top. If this idea were an artwork, it would be one that was described in the movie
Talladega Nights as not being worth a velvet painting of a white whale and a dolphin. This legislation
is terrible. Do you think I exaggerate?
Ms Shing: What do you really think?
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Mr LIMBRICK: What do I really think? Allow me to tell you the story of an engineer from
Queensland, where a similar scheme has been in place for decades. One engineer my office spoke to
had the wrong date on an inspection report. This led to a $15 000 fine, a 12-month deregistration of
his engineers license, the closing of his company and the laying off of staff—in total about $300 000
worth of expenses. To this day there has not been a single safety issue identified with the actual work,
only the paperwork. He has not bothered to register again in Queensland and simply works in other
states. However, he will not be eligible to work in Victoria once this legislation is passed as his 1972
diploma and 40 years of experience as a structural engineer apparently is not adequate—I hope he is
not currently on one of the Victorian government’s many projects. Despite this, as a chartered engineer
with the institute of engineers, he can practise all over the world.
Queensland engineers report that it takes approximately 40 hours to prepare a submission for their
registration body. They rue the day their profession was overrun by administrators and lawyers and
strangled in red tape. But, you might say, although there is a cost, surely buildings are safer in
Queensland. I remind you that this is the state where sudden water releases led to the flooding of
Brisbane in 2011 and a catastrophic failure led to the Dreamworld accident in 2016. In fact despite the
fact that this regime has been held in place for decades, combustible cladding was found on the very
building of the organisation that oversees the engineers. In fact just last year there was a bridge collapse
in Florida, where they have a scheme just like this one. The last great failure in Victoria, the West Gate
Bridge collapse in 1970, was overseen by senior engineers of the kind who would have had no trouble
with this registration. Victorian engineers have had such a great record in recent years that you could
describe this as a solution in search of a problem. There are thousands of engineers in Victoria who
will be affected, and these kinds of costs can be borne by the big end of town but will be a hammer
blow for smaller firms and contractors, and a killer for start-ups.
In addition, powers for warrantless search and seizures are a risk to intellectual property where plans
must be seen by other engineers. This part of the bill is not an afterthought—20 per cent of the bill is
about powers of warrantless search and seizure. This is an amazingly tyrannical approach that treats
engineers like criminals. The rancid cherry on top of the anchovy and spam cake is the fact that female
engineers fear that the onerous terms of the legislation mean that they could be deregistered while they
are on maternity leave, making it illegal for them to provide advice on projects for which they may be
the pre-eminent experts.
None of this is to mention the cost. Figures I obtained from the Parliamentary Budget Office found
the scheme will force engineers to pay $6000 a year for professional development and add up to
$200 million a year to building costs across the state. I guess the government disputes these figures,
yet it refuses to release its own cost-benefit analysis, no doubt because it is embarrassed by it. There
are no benefits here; there is only cost. There can be no other good reason. But it would be a mistake
to believe these costs will be just imposed on engineers. The costs will be passed on to all of us. This
bill is effectively a tax on the time and resources of all of us. It will make Victoria a red tape factory,
uncompetitive with other states.
Unfortunately this legislation forms a pattern that we have seen before from the government. Step one
is choose a respected segment of society that has been working effectively or minding its own business
for years. Step two is identify problems that do not exist. Step three is come up with authoritarian
reforms that make it harder, if not impossible, for them to continue. Step four is do not consult with
them, and step five is impose it on them with little notice. The government has done this to rock
climbers; now it is doing it to engineers.
Mr Gepp: Rock climbers?
Mr LIMBRICK: Yes. Who is next? Blacksmiths, milliners or the Country Women’s Association?
Everything about this legislation stinks, and the Liberal Democrats condemn this bill. Notwithstanding
this, I have two sets of amendments in my name that I would like circulated now, please.
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Liberal Democratic Party amendments circulated by Mr LIMBRICK pursuant to standing
orders.
Mr LIMBRICK: The first amendment that I have proposed is to do with whether someone
becomes deregistered if within the preceding 10 years they have committed some crime. The general
gist of this is that, under the bill as it is, if someone has committed a serious crime, they will be
deregistered for a number of years. This amendment changes that so they will be deregistered if they
have committed a crime that is related to the provision of engineering services. It is my belief that if
someone has committed a crime that is unrelated to engineering services, whether or not they should
be employed as an engineer is the decision of their employer and them—that is their agreement. The
example that I have been given is that someone who is guilty of bigamy could be excluded from
becoming an engineer because of this clause. This is the first amendment.
The second set of amendments is to—
Mr Gepp: I think you left the rock climbers out.
Mr LIMBRICK: I left the rock climbers out, yes. The second set of amendments is to remove
clauses 80 and 81 from the bill. These are the search and seizure provisions. There have been many
cases of people that are very concerned about this. They are concerned about intellectual property.
They are concerned about how this is going to be implemented—these draconian powers over
engineers. There have also been concerns given to us from people who work in the defence industry
that this may interact with international trade in arms regulations and may actually cause some of those
contractors to move from Victoria. We will get more details on that in the committee of the whole, I
suspect. We will talk about these amendments further in the committee of the whole, so thank you.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (15:02): I would just like to make a few comments in relation to the
Professional Engineers Registration Bill 2019. Indeed the government has an intent, but in no way
does this bill meet its intent. The intent of the bill is to ensure that engineers who are providing a
service in terms of design and in terms of construction, production and operational maintenance in
Victoria will be required to be registered. This will happen if this bill goes through. The commentary
that we have heard today from my colleague Mr Rich-Phillips and others is that the idea behind the
bill is around improving standards; however, the actual effect will be inflicting pain, specifically on
rural and regional Victoria. The registration scheme, if implemented, will involve an application and
registration fee, and it will be an offence to provide a professional engineering service within Victoria
unless that person is actually registered or providing services under the direction of a registered
engineer.
The Nationals and I of course have a number of concerns in relation to this bill. I will pay homage to
a colleague in the former Parliament, Mr Peter Crisp, who is a very decent and thoughtful former
engineer and now former MP for Mildura. He has raised a number of concerns in relation to this bill.
They include, but are not limited to, the impact of the bill on rural and regional areas, the lack of
evidence pertaining to the Queensland scheme, which has been in operation for some time, and the
resulting increases in revenue streams for industry bodies who will benefit from forced registration.
The Andrews government has refused to release the legislative impact statements, including cost and
benefit analysis. There has been considerable opposition from different public sector bodies, including
the Municipal Association of Victoria and the Victorian Automobile Chamber of Commerce, the
VACC, and I will speak to some of their submission to me and others in this house in relation to their
concerns.
In terms of impact on country Victoria—and that is where my focus will always remain—the
recruitment of engineers in rural areas is often already difficult, and we know that. We know that
recruitment agencies often put out again and again to access and find personnel to work in the country.
We who live in the country all know that it is a great place to live and work, but we also know that
there is a shortage in terms of qualified engineers and often they work from a very small pool. There
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is a concern in there that rural and regional areas will suffer from reduced access to these services, that
the lack of registered engineers will also limit the service available and that ultimately the cost will be
borne by somebody and it will drive costs up and the end consumer will be wearing that burden in
rural Victoria.
The Municipal Association of Victoria talks about that—the drying up of engineers in terms of local
government. Given that some engineers in small rural areas offer a very broad based engineering
consultancy and that with this bill there will be multiple registrations required, it will add an extra
burden. For example, there are different engineering categories that will still require registration. So a
business that looks at soil testing, civil design and structural engineering would be required to register
in all three categories. The requirement for registration of all three categories will mean an added cost
burden. Indeed in terms of professional development there is supposed to be under this bill 150 hours
of continuous professional development every three years. It does beg the question in terms of
professionalism whether, under the burden of that considerable amount of professional development,
there will be a level of compliance rather than deep and ongoing professional development. We know
that engineers take their profession most seriously and we know that they often undertake extra
professional development, but will this added burden end up creating an administrative cost again on
the system?
To relate some of the comments from the VACC, they are certainly concerned. One of the key
concerns—and I will go through a number of their concerns—is that this bill was drafted without
proper industry consultation and there has been no conclusive evidence to suggest this bill will benefit
the profession in general, the consumers or the community. If there is one thing that this Labor
government has done well in the past term and very well in this term, it is a lack of proper consultation.
We have seen it in many, many other avenues, and the CFA is certainly one of them.
Looking at VACC’s reasons for rejecting this bill, I will go through some of their commentary that I
think is valid to put on record. Their idea is that registration does not equate to a safer industry. The
VACC talk about there being no evidence to demonstrate that registration will actually improve quality
or safety standards, and they feel that there are plenty of checks and balances in relation to this. There
are already—just as I said—many oversight bodies overseeing engineers’ work. We have occupational
health and safety, we have VicRoads, we have Australian Consumer Law and we have the Victorian
Building Authority and Australian design rules as well as civil protections. Therefore it is considered
that additional regulation is unnecessary, serving no purpose.
Their other concerns include that it will drive costs up for consumers. I know Mr Gordon Rich-Phillips
has related the Parliamentary Budget Office’s comments in relation to the annual costs increasing year
on year. The VACC also talk about the penalisation of women and others who are taking leave from
the profession and the registration ramifications when women are taking maternity leave or men are
taking paternity leave or they are taking sick leave or taking a career break. This also adds to stress,
when people have to register and their registration can lapse. They talk to the point that this can in the
end kick down productivity, increase the duration of projects and certainly cause the reduction of
creativity.
They also speak to vexatious claims and state that complaints against engineering work can be
anonymous, vexatious and/or frivolous and that the bill also looks at present and past engineering
work. This means that retrospective claims could harass engineers years and years after projects have
finished, with additional costs related to insurance premiums and extended insurance once an engineer
retires. If we look at it in general terms over the course of an engineer’s life, there could be
20 000 projects that could, in effect, come back to haunt them.
Their other point relates to mandatory codes that are yet to be determined. It is a bit like, ‘Sign up now
and we’ll fill in the details and your liability later’. One point that I would like to speak to in specifics
relates to the fact that non-engineers making engineering decisions will now be penalised. This relates
to a very good business in my electorate in the Latrobe Valley, just above Moe. There is a gentleman
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by the name of Chet Cline. He is a tremendous chap. He has been in business for years—I will not say
how many because I do not want to age him—and he is an exceptional man. He is a thinker, he is a
creator and he is meticulous in his design. I have no contact or benefits from this at all, but I want to
relate a personal experience from him and how he sees this bill and the requirements of this bill
impacting on his business. It is Air CTI. He employs 17 people directly in his workshop—I had a look
through his workshop about a month ago—and indirectly another 14, I guess, subcontractors within
the local environment. Air CTI manufactures a central tyre inflation system which eliminates blowouts
or greatly reduces blowouts, automatically maintains tyre pressure, even when there is a puncture, and
keeps the driver informed. On the dashboard there is a signalling system, and the driver sees exactly
what tyre pressure is in each and all of the truck tyres. This is often used on larger vehicles. He can
automatically, by pressing a button, adjust each and every one of those tyres. This provides an extra
30 per cent to the life of a tyre. More importantly, it also ensures that the vehicle travelling over any
road system will be at the right tyre pressure for that road system. That improves safety, it reduces
wear and tear on the tyre on the vehicle and it certainly makes that vehicle a safer vehicle on the road.
Chet explained that he is selling to a whole range of vehicles across Australia and indeed
internationally. Many of them are, for example, in fire brigades and country fire brigades, in particular
in South Australia, and their equivalent in AusNet as well—those vehicles that go on very sandy soils
down tracks to put up the poles and wires. This is very important. The key factor in here is the system
hooks up to compressed air and must be checked by a VASS engineer. As a brief explanation, the
vehicle assessment signatory scheme, VASS, is for the certification of modified, imported and
individually constructed vehicles to meet standards for registration. This gentleman has written white
papers for the federal government and he has written standards in relation to this. He is very much an
expert in this field. He has three trade qualifications, 50 years of experience and great expertise, as I
have said, on safe installation. But under the proposed scheme under this bill, Mr Cline will most likely
lose his VASS approval capability. If this bill were to pass without amendments—and I know there
are a few—he would have to pass the additional costs onto his consumers, and they would be
substantial. In this day and age, when we are trying to maintain, stimulate and attract businesses to
stay alive in country Victoria, I think this government has certainly got it wrong in terms of the pressure
that they apply to very exemplary rural and regional businesses.
With those few words, I would like to say that The Nationals certainly oppose this bill. We would
accept Mr Limbrick’s amendments if they were to pass, but overall we have grave concerns around
this bill actually meeting its outcomes and doing what is required, and the cost burden on rural and
regional Victoria is something that I do not adhere to.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (15:16): I will be brief. In case it is not already obvious, the
Liberal Democrats do not support this bill. Before I get into what this bill does, I need to highlight
something that it does not do. The bill does not do anything that would address cracking apartment
buildings or flammable cladding. These issues exist despite the fact that registered engineers undertook
those projects.
The government already requires engineers who work in the building sector to be registered under the
Victorian Building Authority. This bill aims to fix a non-existent problem. It aims to restrict access to
the engineering market. A registration system creates an artificial monopoly that shuts out competition
and drives up costs. In some places, particularly regional and remote communities, engineering
services are already expensive and scarce. Border towns will face additional hardship, with interstate
engineers needing to navigate yet another bureaucratic mess to work on this side of the river. There is
no clear benefit in adding another layer of registration, and there are plenty of ways for it to go wrong.
For the scheme to work properly bureaucrats have to figure out which engineers are good and which
are not. Unfortunately the bureaucrats have no idea how to do this, so the assessment will be
outsourced to professional engineering bodies that already exist and already assess engineers. But that
does not solve the problem because bureaucrats will have to figure out which professional engineering
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bodies are good and which are bad. The bureaucrats have no idea how to do this either. It is the blind
leading the sighted—government in its most natural form.
You might be wondering: if engineers are already assessed by professional bodies and they are already
registered under a government authority, how will this new registration scheme change anything? Red
tape and costs for engineering firms will be increased, making it harder for small firms. Engineers will
pay more to be registered—$6000 in registration fees for each engineer, each year. The cost of
engineering services will rise. The scheme is going to cost the Victorian economy $200 million a year.
That is what will change. There are no improvements to safety or construction standards and no cost
reductions; it is just more bureaucracy, more red tape and more fees. I reject this bill.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (15:18): I will sum up quickly
because after this bill proceeds to a vote on the second reading and consideration of Mr Quilty’s
motion to refer the bill to a committee we will adjourn this matter until later this day to enable the
debate on another matter to commence.
I want to start on the position that Mr Gepp outlined. When I walked past the chamber earlier on I
heard Mr Gepp say that the opposition to this bill that has been expressed across the chamber just
demonstrates that the government can be criticised for not taking action in terms of providing for
quality assurance and a regulatory environment in relation to professional standards of service delivery
in this state—which is what we are doing in this bill—and if we had not done this, we would be
criticised for not doing so in a climate where the community has an expectation that professional
standards will be met in a whole variety of professions not only across this economy and this
community but around the world.
This comes at a time when there have been perceived failures of a regulatory environment, not
necessarily exclusively of engineers but in terms of the quality of construction that has been associated
with the built form, infrastructure and other services not only across Australia but around the world.
The community’s expectation is for there to be greater regulatory compliance and a capability to
ensure quality outcomes. So the government’s action is totally consistent with what is the community’s
perceived need—experiencing their need and responding to their need—for reliability in professional
services and the quality of infrastructure and services that are provided in our community.
It is also consistent with a commitment we made in the 2014 election that we would do just this. We
are a government that gets on and does just what we say we are going to do. This is at a time in Victoria
where we are seeing the largest infrastructure program Victoria has ever seen. We have never seen the
breadth and the spread of infrastructure programs that are being undertaken. The construction that is
being undertaken by this government is unprecedented in terms of its scale and in terms of its impact
upon the Victorian community. Engineering is an essential part of that. While there may be somewhat
less than 30 000 engineers that are working within Victoria, there are probably 20 times that amount
of people who work within the sectors that engineering is at the heart of. In fact its contribution to our
economic and social wellbeing is profound. As a first-principle approach to try to make sure that
engineers operate with a professional degree of acumen that supports that level of activity, that is a
wise decision for the state of Victoria to make.
It is also wise because, if you have a look at exports—and not only engineers who work in the domestic
market within Australia but engineers who may come to work here—and also at the potential for the
export of engineering services around the world, this is a growth industry around the world where we
see part of what could be a centre of excellence for Victoria, indeed Australia, in terms of the export
of engineering capability. It could be something that this economy is the supreme beneficiary of in
developing those quality standards and that economic activity that would be generated by it.
We have seen criticism coming from the other side in terms of whether there is a need to regulate. In
fact to those who are saying to the government today that the government is out of touch with the
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community sentiment in relation to regulation I say: you are out of touch. You do not understand the
world in which we live, where in fact our society want regulation and quality of standards and expect
governments to create the framework by which that regulation provides them with a degree of certainty
in a very uncertain world. It is a very uncertain world, and if you can take out some degree of
uncertainty by processes such as this, then that is a positive thing in its own right.
In relation to how this scheme will work, it relies on an integrated model of registration that is backed
up by the best assessment criteria that can be undertaken in relation to professional standards. There
are already a number of professional organisations and associations around the country that have
expertise and knowledge about the professional acumen that is required to operate in this sector. They
will be invited to participate in the assessment criteria that will underpin the Business Licensing
Authority to be undertaking that work. It will then interlock with the regulatory environment that looks
at the outcomes of those actions, whether they apply through Consumer Affairs Victoria or the
Victorian Building Authority, depending on which sphere of regulatory environment in terms of that
activity should be then investigated, where the discipline may be appropriate and where remedies may
be able to be provided. It is an interlocking regime that builds on the existing legislative infrastructure
to deliver on that. It is important that we provide for again a high degree of certainty in the Victorian
community that there is a direct line of sight between the quality of services provided by engineers to
the outcomes that our community lives in, works in and relies on into the future.
A number of people have expressed concern about whether this is a scheme that will easily or not
easily fit into a national or a mutual recognition regime across the country. The Victorian government
has done its best not only to provide for certainty within Victoria but to play a role in harmonising or
leading to an ability for this nation to have mutual recognition right across the country. There is a preexisting scheme in Queensland that in fact this legislation models itself on fairly significantly, and if
there is any role that Victoria can play by establishing this regime in Victoria, harmonising with
Queensland and leading a national momentum in relation to mutual recognition, we understand the
importance of doing that.
There is a conspiracy theory that Mr Rich-Phillips has come up with in relation to the beneficiaries of
those professional associations or entities across the country and across Victoria who may be able to
provide an assessment or become an assessment entity under this piece of legislation and provide the
appropriate advice about who should be registered and the degree of qualifications. He tries to
perpetrate that by indicating that there are not a wide range of organisations that have been associated
with the consideration of this bill and are supportive of it. I have been furnished with a list of
organisations that have expressed concern and support for the bill beyond Engineers Australia and
Professionals Australia, which Mr Rich-Phillips dismissed as the only entities. I have been reassured
that the Institution of Chemical Engineers, the Australasian Institute of Mining and Metallurgy, the
Institute of Public Works Engineering, the Transport Australia Society, the Asset Management
Council, the Civil Contractors Federation Victoria and the Australian Council of Engineering Deans
have expressed support for this piece of legislation, and indeed they will—
Mr Rich-Phillips interjected.
Mr JENNINGS: I have provided you with a far more extensive list than you were able to provide
in terms of your critique of the piece of legislation. What I indicate to you and to other members of the
community and certainly to the Parliament is in fact that there is ample opportunity for those bodies
and anybody else who has the ability to provide assessment criteria to become eligible to be an
assessment entity under the scope of the legislation.
There are a number of people who have also been worried about the standards and the recognition of
prior learning and experience in terms of the articulation of the existing workforce into the new
arrangements, and there will be some saving provisions in terms of the way in which this scheme will
be regulated into the transition of accreditation. We will be mindful of that in terms of the work
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experience and qualifications of the pre-existing workforce and provide for the ample ongoing
economic opportunities for engineers with extensive experience in Victoria.
There is also an issue about the way in which this profession and other professions undertake
continuous professional development. This is something that is a feature of all professions in terms of
the ongoing learning of applications of new techniques and best practice, and this is an expectation
that is embedded in this piece of legislation.
What has been conveniently ignored by those who are opposing the bill and unfortunately perhaps not
understood or appreciated by the Parliamentary Budget Office is that the level of continuous
professional development is already a feature of working life and the way in which membership of
professional associations already works in this country, and the cost structures that are now deemed to
be required under this bill will be nowhere near the outlier of expectations established by the
Parliamentary Budget Office, which ignored that existing profile of professional development, ignored
its cost structure, put a cost structure for each and every hour—
Mr Rich-Phillips interjected.
Mr JENNINGS: No, Mr Rich-Phillips. You can do your best; come back later. The issue is that
in fact it has not been netted off. I am advised it has not been netted off and that indeed it is the
maximum cost that has been afforded in that estimation, which is a very, very bullish estimation and
not consistent with the fee structures that I have been advised and the cost of professional development
that we would expect to occur as a consequence of this bill.
Mr Rich-Phillips has already indicated through his interjections in my summing up that in fact he and
I will have some interesting times in committee in relation to these matters, but the government has
been on this endeavour for a long time. We have done so because we made a commitment in 2014
that we would do so. The government have created a number of entities that deal with our infrastructure
capability, whether that be Infrastructure Victoria, the Office of Projects Victoria, the creation of the
chief engineer’s position in Victoria or the countless opportunities that have been created for engineers
in Victoria through our infrastructure program now and into the future, and we see huge potential for
greater reliance on the engineering profession in our economy into the future.
It is for those reasons that the government supports this legislation. It thanks non-government members
of the chamber who will be prepared to support this piece of legislation, and later this day we might
tease out some of the ongoing contentious issues between non-government members and the
government about this important piece of legislation, but I support this bill passing at the earliest
opportunity.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 25
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr (Teller)
Cumming, Dr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr (Teller)
Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr

Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr

Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
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Noes, 15
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr

Grimley, Mr (Teller)
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs

O’Donohue, Mr (Teller)
Ondarchie, Mr
Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Referral to committee
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (15:37): I move:
That the Professional Engineers Registration Bill 2019 be referred to the Economy and Infrastructure
Committee for inquiry, consideration and report by Tuesday, 26 November 2019.

House divided on motion:

Ayes, 15
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr (Teller)

Grimley, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs

O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Quilty, Mr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms

Noes, 25
Barton, Mr (Teller)
Bourman, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Hayes, Mr (Teller)
Jennings, Mr

Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr

Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Motion negatived.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (15:42): I move:
That the consideration of the committee of the whole be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
BIRTHS, DEATHS AND MARRIAGES REGISTRATION AMENDMENT BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Ms MIKAKOS:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (15:42): I am pleased to rise as the first speaker on behalf
of the coalition in relation to the Births, Deaths and Marriages Registration Amendment Bill 2019. I
note at the outset that, as we did in the Assembly and as we did when this bill in almost identical
fashion came before this place nearly three years ago, we will be opposing this legislation. The
coalition have a number of concerns and a number of issues in relation to this bill, but before I canvass
those I just want to walk the chamber through the bill itself. This bill is a bill for an act to amend the
Births, Deaths and Marriages Registration Act 1996 to provide for a person to alter the record of a
person’s sex in the person’s birth registration, to further provide for the issuing of a document
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acknowledging a person’s name and sex and to make consequential amendments to the Children,
Youth and Families Act 2005, the Corrections Act 1986, the Serious Offenders Act 2018 and the Sex
Offenders Registration Act 2004.
The main purpose of the bill is to amend the Births, Deaths and Marriages Registration Act 1996 to
provide for applicants to alter a record of sex in a birth registration to a sex descriptor nominated by
an applicant, to provide for the issuing of a document acknowledging the name and sex of a person
who is aged 18 years or over and whose birth is registered in a place other than Victoria, to remove
the requirement that a person has undergone sex affirmation surgery in respect of applications to alter
a record of sex in a birth registration, to provide for alteration of the record of a child’s sex in a child’s
birth registration, to provide for the issuing of a document acknowledging the name and sex of a child
whose birth is registered in a place other than Victoria and to provide for the requirements in respect
of applications to the registrar to alter the record of a person’s sex in a birth registration or for the
issuing of a document acknowledging name and sex by restricted persons.
Part 2 of the bill removes the surgery requirement that is currently part of the legislation and
implements a new approval process, including for those that require the approval of the Secretary of
the Department of Justice and Community Safety, the Adult Parole Board of Victoria, the Post
Sentence Authority or the chief commissioner, depending on which type of offender is the subject of
those particular sections.
The bill enables a person to nominate a sex descriptor of their choice as long as it is not obscene or
offensive and could not practicably be established by repute or usage. People who are refused the sex
descriptor of their choice can appeal the decision of the registrar of births, deaths and marriages to
VCAT for further consideration. So this is quite a significant expansion of the current arrangements
and is different to the commonwealth arrangements, under which, as members would know,
community members have the ability to register as male, female or X. This section of the bill
contemplates a sex descriptor of the person’s choosing. I note in the bill briefing we were advised by
the departmental officials—and I thank them for the briefing they provided—that a list of commonly
used descriptors would be developed in consultation with the LGBTIQ working group but that the
legislation as it is drafted enables any sex descriptor as long as it is not offensive or could meet that
test whereby it could not be practically established by repute or usage, was not too long et cetera.
Part 4A of the bill, ‘Acknowledgement of sex’, deals with the test for change. A person who is aged
18 years or over may apply to the registrar for a record of the person’s sex in the person’s birth
registration to be altered if the person is registered in Victoria, the person believes the person’s sex to
be as nominated in the application and the record of the person’s sex has not been altered within
12 months preceding the date of making the application. It includes a statutory declaration made by
the applicant that addresses the requirements, as I just articulated, in new section 30A(1).
Whilst this is a test that is similar to that in Tasmania, I note that the Tasmanian legislation has yet to
be proclaimed, so it is not yet in operation. This, I would suggest, is a test that goes further than the
test that exists in the UK and in many other jurisdictions. The opposition would have welcomed the
opportunity to have discussions with the government about a test that removes the surgical requirement
that is currently within the act and a test that involves some clinical intervention rather than a simple
statutory declaration signed by the applicant, with a similar statement signed by someone who has
known the applicant for 12 months. The bill then deals with the application process for children, which
has a different test for younger children.
In relation to the application, it does say in clause 9 that the alteration of a record of sex cannot be
sought for fraudulent or other improper purposes. That is a very important section that has been
inserted, but I note the advice in the bill briefing that changes can be processed online or over the
phone, so we would not know whether the applicant has indeed transitioned at all or in part—they may
make an application without the registrar having seen the applicant. There is also provision there to
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replicate the application process for those who were not born in Victoria but who have lived in Victoria
for at least 12 months.
I just wish to take the chamber to the sections of the bill that deal with prisoners and parolees and with
changes to the Corrections Act 1986 and the section that deals with sex offenders and the like. For
prisoners, parolees and serious sex offenders—the roughly 5000 people who are registered sex
offenders in Victoria—there is a different test, and that different test requires the approval of the
relevant authority that has the ultimate responsibility for that particular cohort. So, for example, for
parolees it is the Adult Parole Board of Victoria, for registered sex offenders it is the Chief
Commissioner of Police, and for prisoners it is the Secretary to the Department of Justice and
Community Safety.
Now whilst that additional test that is outlined in the bill is something—in a sense we are pleased; the
additional requirement of having the consent of that individual is welcome—we are concerned that
the test that applies to each of those different cohorts is vague and that language like ‘reasonable in the
circumstances’ is ill-defined. And whilst there is regard to the impact of any offence on a victim of
crime, again the briefing confirmed there is no requirement for victims of crime to be consulted as part
of this process. So this will be, potentially, a hypothetical test done by the secretary or relevant person
without actually speaking to victims of crime. So again, I think the tests as they are devised in the bill
lack clarity and could have gone further, with more detail and specificity. That is something I will
return to at a later point.
Referring to our issues and our concerns, first, a birth certificate, as its name describes, exists to record
the sex of a person at birth. In preparing for today I had a look at some online material about the history
of birth certificates. The material I have examined goes through the process where originally births
and deaths were documented in church records, not government records. In the US, for example, in
1632 Virginia’s General Assembly passed a law that required all ministers of religion to keep track of
christenings, marriages and burials. It was only really after World War II that birth certificates became
universal. During World War II defence-related plants began to hire in unprecedented numbers. By
law they could only hire American citizens, which created a crisis for the estimated 43 million nativeborn Americans—or one-third of the country at the time—who could not prove when and where they
were born. Subsequently the push for the universal recording of births took place. I will just cite an
article by Erin Blakemore from August of last year. The general contention of this article is that birth
certificates have always existed for that purpose—that is, to record the sex of a person at birth. It is not
an identity document to be altered or changed at subsequent times; it is to record the sex and identity
of a person at birth.
I have received hundreds of emails, particularly over the last week or so. And in the last month or six
or eight weeks I have received several hundred emails from people expressing very heartfelt, very
sincere views about this bill, many against and many for. Some have expressed their very personal
stories about discrimination. They feel they have suffered, and there is no doubt that the transgender
community is discriminated against and has suffered and we need as a community to work proactively
to try and address discrimination. Discrimination on the basis of gender identity is already prohibited
under the Equal Opportunity Act 2010.
I suppose there is a threshold question I would ask. Are we doing enough as a community to deal with
discrimination against transgender people, are we doing enough to be inclusive for transgender people
and are the legal thresholds—the legal protections that are already in place—being used or cited in the
way they are for other attributes identified within the Equal Opportunity Act to prohibit discrimination
and protect particular members of our community who have those attributes particularised in the act
from discrimination? The first point I am making is that we should be working within the legislative
framework that already exists, that is well-established and that is proven to be effective for many
people in the community—that is, using the Equal Opportunity Act.
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Moving to the next point, which is contentious for many who advocate for change, many who advocate
for change who I have met with over the last three or four weeks have said to me, ‘You Liberals and
Nationals, last time you relied on the fact that there was limited consultation in opposing the bill. You
can’t use that argument this time because this bill is pretty much the same and it has been out in the
community for three years’. Well, I reject that proposition. Again, in our bill briefing we were advised
by the department that consultation took place with the government’s LGBTIQ working group and
that beyond that there was little, if any, consultation with members of the community. I think it is naive
to suggest that because a bill was in this place three years ago the broader Victorian community, who
99.9 per cent of the time do not realise Parliament is sitting and even more of whom—99.99 per cent
of the community—do not know what bills are being debated or what issues are being debated, would
realise that this legislation is up for debate today. I think it is extremely disappointing that the
government has failed to consult with women’s groups and with the broader community about this
legislation.
If you accept the notion—and I understand that many people do not—that this legislation could impact
on members of the community beyond the LGBTIQ and trans community, then it is incumbent on the
government to consult with those people. Unfortunately they have not done that. Minister Foley’s
response is interesting. As written by Rachel Baxendale in the Australian of 14 August:
Asked what he would say to women concerned that the new laws could lead to unintended consequences for
them, Mr Foley said he was “aware of the arguments” against the bill.
“I’m not going to get involved in debates between feminist groups, but what I would say is that those concerns
are misplaced and wrong …

That is his perspective; that is his view. But what he is saying is, ‘I’m just not going to engage in the
issues beyond those that impact on the transgender community’. He is not going to get engaged in the
issues raised by feminists, women’s groups and many others about this legislation. That is extremely
disappointing.
Consistent with that, the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee in its Alert Digest No. 9 of
13 July, tabled in the Parliament in the last sitting week, published a letter that it had written to the
Attorney-General seeking clarification about a range of issues. I went to the papers office after the
current Alert Digest was tabled expecting to see a response from the minister responding to the issues
raised by SARC, but lo and behold there was no response. We are having a debate today about these
issues, which SARC raised in a letter it wrote to the Attorney-General, and the Attorney-General has
not responded.
Moving on to the SARC process, I note there have been a range of submissions to the committee—
14 submissions were made—but disappointingly all the Alert Digest says is that the submissions are
reproduced on the committee’s website and that the committee received and considered these
submissions, without giving any analysis of the issues that were raised. I think it is fair to say in
summary that the issues raised in the submissions to SARC in the Alert Digest are consistent with the
proposition that Ms Staley, the member for Ripon, articulated in her contribution as the lead speaker
for the opposition on this bill in the Assembly in the last sitting week. I know that there are many who
do not accept the points that Ms Staley made, but I think one of the fundamental issues about this bill
is competing rights.
Ms Staley talked about issues from a feminist perspective. I am not going to repeat them and I do not
pretend to understand them in the way that Ms Staley does, but the human rights charter as it exists in
Victoria is supposed to consider and balance different rights. I think one of the fundamental flaws of
the government’s approach to this bill is that it has not even considered in its analysis the competing
rights of women and others and the impact that this legislation may have on them. Ultimately I have
no doubt the government will say that this legislation is justified on a rights analysis and on a balancing
of different rights perspective, but frankly that analysis simply has not been done. I again just echo the
points that Ms Staley made.
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Like Ms Staley, I attended a forum at Melbourne University several weeks ago. There were a large
number of protesters out the front, and I understand there was some pressure on the university to call
off that forum. I congratulate the university for continuing with the forum, because free speech is
critical in Melbourne, in Victoria and in Australia. We should have the respect for each other to listen
to different perspectives and different views.
Unfortunately with the new sessional orders my time is rapidly diminishing, and I have a number of
other points I wish to make. The first I will move to is the issue of sport. I am indebted to Mr Hayden
Opie, AM, who made a presentation on the challenges of accommodating the trans community in
competitive sport and in different sporting arenas. Of course that is something which is contemplated
by the Equal Opportunity Act. The argument goes that that is a matter for different sporting bodies
and that different sports require a different response. But the fundamental point I would make is that,
if we are legislating to enable men to become women at law without undergoing treatment for higher
testosterone levels or other such measures, then we are adding more complexity to this issue.
Many members of the coalition have concerns about the bill as it deals with younger people and their
ability to change, as the bill contemplates. I noted with interest comments from Carlotta, who has been
cited as the world’s first transgender actress. She is against the changes as they pertain to young people.
Her contention is that young people go through different stages in their lives at a young age and that
transitioning legally, as is contemplated by this bill, should be delayed until they reach adulthood. I
think many people would also support her position. As I said, she is referred to as the world’s first
transgender actress, and she describes those provisions, as they pertain to young people, as ridiculous.
As I have said to some of the members of the community who support these changes, I have got a
number of concerns in relation to the provisions dealing with sex offenders, prisoners and serious
offenders. I have those concerns not because I think members of the trans community have mal-intent
but because, as Ms Staley accurately said, in any collection of people, in any collection of human
beings, no matter where they are from and what their perspective is, there will always be a few bad
apples in every bunch. Unfortunately this place spends much of its time trying to manage legislation
and regulation in dealing with those few bad apples in every bunch.
In the prison context the case of Karen White in the United Kingdom has been cited in the Assembly
and in many forums in the media: a convicted paedophile who transitioned and went to a women’s
prison and committed further sex offences. There are roughly 5000 offenders on the sex offender
register, and this bill basically outsources the decision-making about the approval of a change to the
chief commissioner. The chief commissioner has yet to consider or draft those provisions. Having
worked in this space in government and in opposition for many years, I have seen that some of those
offenders will do everything they can to seek to offend again, and it only takes a very, very small
minority to ruin lives if they commit further offences. I am concerned that without the chief
commissioner’s guidance and without the chief commissioner’s rules that will apply the legislation,
we are actually outsourcing that responsibility to the chief commissioner.
What has happened since this bill was defeated three years ago? Three years ago Victorian legislation
was perhaps at the forefront of such legislation around the world. Since that time other contemporary
jurisdictions have passed legislation that implements a variation of this scheme. Three years ago, when
an alert was raised about the potential risks, those risks were dismissed as being transphobic or not
contemporary. But what we have seen in that three-year time is that some jurisdictions have actually
pressed the pause button; the New Zealand Labour government is not proceeding with the bill that
they had all ready to go, and it is the same with the Scottish Parliament.
Of course there have been some very high-profile cases that have drawn much attention to and have
also perhaps highlighted some of the challenges of those competing rights that I referred to earlier.
The Jessica Yaniv situation in British Columbia is perhaps the most high-profile, most salacious, but
not unique example of the challenge of those competing rights.
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So the opposition will oppose this bill. We are disappointed that the government has presented to the
Parliament the same bill, with minor exception, that was presented and defeated by this place three
years ago. We stood ready to work with and talk with the government in relation to changes that would
meet the threshold concerns of the transgender community and also balance those other rights that I
have referred to—a more conservative model with community consensus. Fundamentally and
ultimately that has not occurred, and that is unfortunate. For all those reasons the opposition will be
opposing this bill.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (16:12): I rise today to speak to the Births, Deaths and Marriages
Registration Amendment Bill 2019. My name is Harriet, and my pronouns are she and her. One of the
things that I take for granted is the fact that I know my name and everybody else knows my name, and
that I know my pronouns and everybody else knows my pronouns. As I was growing up, one of the
things that I was taught was that sticks and stones may break my bones but words—or indeed names—
can never hurt me. That is something which is intended, I imagine, to get small children to stop
squabbling. But as you grow up and as you learn about the power of words it becomes clear,
abundantly clear, that words do matter, that names do matter and that words and names can break and
do break so many people—too many people.
I stand here today for the second time in two terms of government to speak about a bill to provide a
fundamental source of recognition and of dignity and of identity and of respect and of inclusion to
trans and gender-diverse Victorians. I, like so many others, was utterly devastated when that bill failed
by a single vote. There was not anything in it apart from one vote, and yet now we hear the opposition
come back some three years later with red herrings and with arguments as to why we need further
consultation, as to why we need a consensus-based approach and as to why we need a more
conservative model. What I hear from that is not necessarily just what the opposition is saying, and
not necessarily what those hundreds and thousands of emails, posts and messages received by all of
us are saying, but why they are making the points that they make. What we see in the opposition to
this bill and to these progressive reforms to what a severely excluded, harassed, victimised,
discriminated against, isolated, damaged, wounded and raw part of our population endure is the notion
that ongoing discrimination is acceptable, and it is not. It was not acceptable in 2016, and it is not
acceptable now.
When we look to the origins of birth certificates, as Mr O’Donohue has done, and when we cast our
minds back to the mists of time, we see that in fact I as a cisgendered woman should not be standing
here in this Parliament, that this is not a place where I should ever have belonged, that I should not
have ever had access to an education in the first place and that I as a mixed race background woman
without the attachments of being a member of the landed gentry should never have found myself in a
place as grand as this to be part of the legislative process. Times change. Times have changed since
birth certificates were first designed and developed as a marker of nationality. Birth certificates are a
key to unlocking the bureaucracy and the procedural messiness of documentary life as we know it.
My birth certificate is also something that I take for granted; I take it for granted in the same way that
somebody who has never known a lack of privilege would only start to arc up when it disappeared or
was compromised. I once took my birth certificate into a toilet, but that was only because I had my
passport with me as I was seeking to have it renewed and needed to have it looked at for that purpose.
I did not need to show it to anyone. I have never had to prove my identity in going to a sporting club,
in going to a school. What this bill seeks to achieve is that trans people, gender-diverse people, do
not—as on the opposition’s reading—fall into that class that George Orwell talked about where some
people are equal but others are just not as equal. That is a bad paraphrasing. Please forgive me.
I am nervous about speaking today; I am nervous about it because it means so much. One to 2 per cent
of our population in Victoria identify as trans or gender-diverse. We do not know the exact figures,
because there is so much shame, humiliation, cover and secrecy and because there is so much selfloathing that attaches to this—and fear, because stigma is so real. Stigma is real not only in actual
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physical violence and in the challenges and the difficulties that people have in accessing everything
from good health care through to employment opportunities but in the way in which it repeatedly beats
down a sense of identity through deadnaming, through the way in which misgendering can be used as
a terrible weapon against the trans and gender-diverse friends that I am proud to know, the role models
and the mentors that I have gathered over the years, who have been a more than extraordinary support
to me since I embarked in this place, where I should not have been only a few decades ago. I am now
in a position to recognise that inequality. In looking to the frameworks like the human rights charter
and in responding to Mr O’Donohue’s commentary about rights being eroded because other people
are being given certain freedoms, I say about proportionality that if we can provide an opportunity for
that 1 to 2 per cent of Victorians to have proper documentation that truly reflects their identity then the
proportionality is well worth the resistance to change that comes from people who are having trouble
adjusting to a different status quo.
What I see here and what we have all seen through the hundreds of emails that we have received, the
thousands of messages, the numerous representations to us as politicians since 2016, is two sides of
one coin. On the one hand we have distance, fear and a sense of otherness, fed by a popular culture in
which trans and gender-diverse people must be shadowy sexual predators. We see that it is all too easy
to group people into one class and to make generalisations about them. This feeds into stigma that we
see reflected in our newspapers in the use of the term ‘it’. What we see is inestimable pain being caused
to people for whom these fears, stigmas and discriminations and this rawness are an everyday part of
life. They are avoidable, and they should be avoidable. We as politicians and as parliamentarians must
do better. So when I hear Mr O’Donohue say that in fact we need to do more to support our trans and
gender-diverse Victorians, I say: why can we not proceed with this fundamental change to make
everyday life a little more bearable for a group that, statistically speaking, is so overrepresented that
the National LGBTI Health Alliance indicates that trans people aged over 18 are 11 times more likely
to have attempted suicide and 18 times more likely to have thought about suicide and that over the
course of their lifetimes 35 per cent have attempted suicide?
To those people who are listening: I am sorry that I am reducing your life experiences to a set of
statistics. I am sorry that we are depersonalising your everyday experience into this narrative for the
purposes of legislative reform. I hope that in the course of this debate you will find the support that
you need and that is necessary to access in order to process what is going on and in order to process a
narrative which surrounds us both here in Victoria and more broadly around Australia in a demonising
way that seeks to make you ‘other’, that seeks to perpetuate the idea that there is some correlation
between trans and gender-diverse people on the one hand and criminals on the other.
You are not criminals. You have every right to live the life that you determine. You have every right
to access the services, the care and the supports that you deserve. I am sorry that the law has not kept
pace. I am sorry that every day you are exposed to humiliation, to discrimination and to the sorts of
things that must leave you despairing. As Parliamentary Secretary for Equality it has been a profound
privilege to hear the vulnerabilities and the stories that have driven me to do my absolute best as an
ally of the trans and gender-diverse community.
We need to make sure that we do not buy into this idea of a slippery slope, this idea that in fact it is
acceptable for trans and gender-diverse people to be collateral damage in a search for an ongoing
perfect consensus before anything can be done to reform and to refine the law. We need to make sure
that we are not irrationally driven by fear, that very definition of transphobia; that we are not so riskaverse that we are paralysed to the point of inaction; and that we are not so blind to suffering, to
challenge and to discrimination that we fail to do anything about it when it is in fact our elected
responsibility to recognise you, to see you, to make sure that you are visible and to make sure that you
are afforded the same equities and opportunities as every other Victorian.
This bill is about people. This bill is not about processes or tests. This bill has at its heart a series of
mechanisms which are, as they were in 2016, intended to bring about a process to enable, to facilitate
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and to enhance the quality of life of trans and gender-diverse Victorians. This bill does not infringe
upon the rights of people who are not affected by it directly to go about their lives and to live them
with all of the fullness that they desire. Much like the marriage equality debate, where opponents and
‘No’ voters and naysayers decried the inevitable decline of marriage, we see—remarkably—that it has
survived. It has boomed. LGBTIQ people have the most wonderful weddings, and we have in fact
contributed vastly to the coffers of the industry since it was brought about.
But I want to be very clear about this and the impact that this bill will have and what it is intended to,
because it is not everything. This bill does not solve the problems. What needs to be brought about to
solve the problems is an ongoing discussion based in mutual respect, an ongoing dialogue that is based
in empathy and connection and humanity and inclusion, that is based in getting to know those people
who live as trans and gender-diverse Victorians in our community—that 1 to 2 per cent, those people
who are in our everyday lives already.
We see that there is other legislation. In Tasmania legislation has gone through both houses. In South
Australia, in Western Australia, in the Northern Territory and in the Australian Capital Territory that
has happened to remove this barrier. We see these changes which, minute as they may seem—save
for campaigns that are based in subject matter that actually has to do with birth certificate
documentation—are straightforward. Pardon the pun—there is not anything really straight about this
legislation.
We need to make sure that we honour every Victorian. Trans and gender-diverse folk in Victoria are
in our boardrooms and teaching in our schools and working on our factory floors. They are on our
honour rolls. They do us proud; you do us proud. Please do not let this debate and what it might entail
for you be a hurdle from which you cannot continue to get up. We need to continue this work; and
hopefully, notwithstanding the things that may occur in the course of this debate, you can and will
understand that you are so loved and you are so honoured and that in fact you are not a class of people,
you are not a group, which simply can be distilled into numbers: you are Margot and you are Lou, you
are Grace, you are Brenda, you are Sal and Kathryn and Isabelle and Sally, Cathy and Georgie, you
are Eden, you are Michelle, you are Dani, you are Jordan, you are Hannah. You are so many others.
You have names and you have rights, and it is our responsibility to make sure that we do the right
thing by you to make good on everything that you have had to endure to date and to help you to
flourish, because there will always be naysayers, there will always be people who will tell you that
you are not good enough. It is our responsibility as a Parliament to name you—to name you properly,
to name you with honour and with respect, to do the right thing by you and to have the statute reflect
that in the way in which this bill operates. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (16:28): I anticipate that I will not get the same response as
Ms Shing did from the gallery, but nonetheless we go on. That was what I would describe as a Shingesque performance, and I assure the house that I am not here to tell anyone that they are not worthy. I
am not here to tell anyone that they are disapproved of. I am not here to condemn anyone, not at all.
There is one thing that I do agree with Ms Shing on, and that is that this bill does not solve problems.
I go along with that. In fact it actually creates some. It creates some problems that we do not have now.
We have a bill here which is actually not going to solve anything but is going to create some issues.
To my way of thinking, that makes it bad legislation.
I readily accept that gender dysphoria is a genuine condition. I have known people with that, and it is
a condition that should be dealt with with sensitivity, with compassion and most importantly with
medical professionalism. That is so important. But this bill does not do that. This bill does not do that
at all. This bill is not about fixing an issue that people may have in terms of gender dysphoria but
indeed this is a part of the Labor socialist government’s much wider social agenda that we have seen
over the past five years.
I accept that some people may want to change their gender. Some people may find themselves in a
situation where they feel that they are men when they are in women’s bodies or vice versa, but I have
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to ask the question: why would anybody want to do that every 12 months? Anybody who wants to do
that every 12 months does not need medical attention, they need psychiatric attention. If you want to
do that every 12 months, there is something wrong there. And any government that puts forward a
law, a proposal, to allow that—it too has major, major problems.
What this legislation does is to further legalise the fabrication of official documents. This government
is very good at that. We have already seen with the voluntary assisted dying legislation that death
certificates are fabricated. If one were to take the box of poison that the government spoke about during
the debate on VAD, then the death certificate would indeed not record what you died of, which would
be the poison, but indeed the prior condition. So that is a fabrication, as indeed this would be. Of course
we know that the government is very, very good at fabricating time sheets.
A member: What?
Mr FINN: You would not know, would you? The government is very, very good at fabricating
time sheets. We are still waiting on Victoria Police to adjudicate on that particular issue.
One of the issues that I am particularly concerned about is what will occur and what is occurring with
children on the autism spectrum who are impacted by the push for transgender transition? I want to
refer to an article—and I thank Mrs McArthur for her assistance in providing this—from Crisis
Magazine of 12 December 2016. I just want to quote a couple of paragraphs from the article. It says:
Last May, Dr Kathleen Levinstein, a professor of social work at the University of Michigan, wrote a
heartbreaking piece … about her autistic daughter, a teenaged girl who became convinced that she was really
a man trapped inside a woman’s body. With encouragement from transgender activists at the local
organization of PFLAG (Parents, Families and Friends of Lesbians and Gays), the vulnerable young woman
took sex-altering hormones and cut off her breasts. Dr Levinstein now grieves the mutilation of her daughter’s
body and the increased psychological confusion her daughter is experiencing as a result of the hormones.
She states, “She has been taken advantage of. Healthy organs were amputated … It is a crime not just against
women, but particularly against disabled women. So many of these young women who are ‘transitioning’ are
also autistic.”

You have got to realise that part of the condition of autism is obsession. Once an idea has entered the
head of a child who is on the spectrum quite often it grows—the enthusiasm for the idea grows and
continues to grow—and all logic is out the window. I have seen that myself personally; I can certainly
vouch for that.
So we have a real situation where the sort of thing that we are talking about here today, the sort of
thing that is being pushed in a lot of schools now, will have a major impact on children with autism
particularly, and on their families as well. Let me assure you that autistic kids and their families have
more than enough on their plate without the sort of pressures that we are talking about. I stand here
today as somebody who puts the concerns, the interests of families with autism very, very high on my
agenda—very, very high on my priority list—and that is one of the reasons that I cannot support this
legislation. I am very hopeful that members listening to my words today will also take that into
consideration when they are deciding which way they will vote on this bill.
Mr O’Donohue made mention of Ms Staley, the member for Ripon, and her comments in the
Assembly. As members would know, Ms Staley and I do not always agree on social issues; I think it
would be safe to say that we have had a degree of separation on certain issues. But in this regard, on
this particular matter, we are as one, not necessarily for the same reasons, but we are as one. I can
understand Ms Staley’s views and I can understand the views of other women.
I have three daughters at home, and one of the main jobs that I have as a dad is to protect them. That
is one of my main jobs, to protect my daughters, and I am voting today to protect them. I do not want
a man who claims to be a woman to get a birth certificate which says that he is a woman. I do not want
him to get that birth certificate and use that as a way to molest women, to molest young girls, as some
inevitably will. You can put the house on it that some will. I do not want that to happen, and I will not
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support that. I will not support the bill in this way because that is inevitably what will happen. There
are sex fiends out there who will go to any lengths to advance their own ‘obscene needs’, if I can put
that in inverted commas.
We have a proposal here today which, as far as I am concerned, is going to put my daughters in danger.
So I am not going to support that. We heard from Mr O’Donohue before about competing rights, and
in this particular situation we most surely have a situation of competing rights, and, let me tell you, I
am going to support the rights of my daughters and their friends to live lives free of molestation or
sexual assault. I think that is only fair and reasonable and the only decent and honourable thing to do.
I am going to be controversial here, if I could just for a moment. Here in Victoria it is very hard to be
controversial because anything goes under Daniel Andrews; anything is possible. But let me tell you
that science tells us—members opposite are very big on telling us what science tells us about a whole
range of things—there are two genders. There is male, and there is female.
Dr Cumming: No, it doesn’t—not at all.
Mr FINN: There are two genders. Let me tell you, there are two genders. If Ms Cumming thinks
she is something else, well good luck to her.
Dr Cumming: Dr Cumming.
Mr FINN: I have got a fair idea of what Ms Cumming is, but it has got nothing to do with her
gender. But there are indeed two genders, and for this government to be pushing a social agenda which
wants to set up 78 or 129 or 300 different genders is in fact an attack on our society. That is what it is.
If you want to quote science, then you will back that up. There are two genders. Of the two genders,
one is the male. There is homosexual inclination and various paedophilic inclinations. There are a
whole range of inclinations, and we could go on with that for quite some time. But in terms of gender,
there are only two genders: male and female. There is nothing that this government can do to change
that. You can sit here around the clock, 365 days a year, passing legislation every day and you will not
change the fact that there are only two genders. It is as simple as that. You cannot do it, because that
is what science tells us.
Now, I have received, as I am sure we all have, an enormous number of emails on this particular
legislation. The overwhelming number have been against it, and that does not surprise me greatly.
Clearly there has been an organised push from both sides, and that is a good thing for democracy I
think when people send their views to their elected members. I think that is a very, very good thing.
But there is another way that has often been talked about in the media, and that is this thing called the
pub test. I just ask the question: do you reckon this bill would pass the pub test? If you walked into
any pub in Footscray, for example, and you said that this government has put forward legislation to
the Victorian Parliament which says that you can change your gender every 12 months if you want to
and you can be anything you want, what do you reckon the people around the bar would say? What
do you think the people around the bar would say? I think they would be appalled. I think certainly
the ones out in my electorate would say, ‘The government has gone completely insane’, and indeed
they would be absolutely right. This is quite extraordinary.
I mean nobody any ill will. I hope that people are able to live their lives much as they want to. As I
said right at the very beginning, I am not here to tell anybody that they are unworthy or unloved or
anything else—quite the opposite—but I have thought through this quite thoroughly, I can assure you,
and for the reasons that I have outlined today I will be opposing the bill. This is a very important piece
of legislation. The bill passing today will be a matter of great regret for us for many years to come, if
indeed that were to occur. I urge the house to reject this legislation for that reason.

BILLS
2670

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 27 August 2019

Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (16:43): I rise today to speak on a vitally important bill, and it
is a bill that is very close to my own heart—a bill that does something fundamentally good and
fundamentally right. We in both places here argue and amend or pass or halt laws and regulations that
tell citizens how they will live their lives. We place power in the written word over their existence.
This bill is one of those rare occasions when what we do here will place that power in the hands of the
individual. It will give them determination over their own lives.
Victoria is without doubt, at least in my mind, the most diverse, accepting and progressive society in
Australia. Many commonwealth laws that have changed the lives of marginalised people for the better,
that have at their heart compassion and care for others, had their origins in this state. Victoria is the
trailblazer by every definition. A prime example is the current treaty process with our First Nations
people. All actions in all other states and federally are happening only because Victoria said, ‘Enough.
We will lead the way, and we will shame you into action if we have to’. And so it is with the current
bill we have before us.
Some consider what is being proposed is outrageous, an affront to nature or to their chosen god or
deity, or just an affront to what they see as common sense in the pubs. They base this in many cases
on the fact that in their everyday lives they believe they come into contact with people of two genders
only—male and female. But as much as they might wish to believe that this is all there is, they are
wrong. Throughout history in many cultures various genders have been recognised and simply been
part of the fabric of society, not pointed at, discriminated against or marginalised in any way. Life—
human life—was observed and accepted in all its wondrous diversity in these communities, but not in
all. The more common scenario unfortunately is one where those traits of humanity that are us at our
worst are on vulgar display—unfortunately today has been no exception—by way of public hatred,
acts of extreme violence and murder, state-sanctioned discrimination, laws that permitted public
persecution and violence and laws that banned the existence of people who were outside of what those
societies decided was right, such that law enforcement were instructed and encouraged to arrest and
beat people whose only crime was to be themselves. The arrest of some of the original Mardi Gras
marchers in Sydney is a poignant reminder of our country’s past attitudes—attitudes that sadly still
exist in some today. Also sadly those who identify as a gender other than the binary edict suffer from
discrimination and violence today, and it starts from childhood.
I would like you all to indulge me just for a few minutes and close your eyes while I relate to you a
true-life experience. A young person is excited but at the same time a little anxious. The first day at
big school is here. And the usual anxiety is heightened in the as yet undefined worry that comes with
the early self-awareness that they are somehow, in some way, not quite the same as other kids. School
life then becomes a daily struggle right through primary and high school as an education system that
is slowly coming to grips with children with Asperger’s and autism fails to recognise how to manage
their needs, their feelings, and is unaware of the hurt that is beginning to be dealt out by other students,
both physical and emotional—ostracised, cast out.
Imagine going through your teenage years like that, always pushed to the edges, your only friends the
other misfits. They and home are your only solace. To compound matters you become aware that your
sexuality and gender are also different. Look into your hearts. Feel their pain. Hear them as their raw
and ripped emotions are voiced in howls of the deepest pain, and cry their tears. Feel what it is like to
know a depth of despair that is as unique in its origins as each human being is, to feel so completely
different, isolated and alone. Now feel the pain, the hurt and the helplessness of being a parent of that
person, to feel so completely powerless when all you want to do is save them, to take their hurt into
yourself and lift them up so that they can be who they are and be happy. You do all you possibly can
as a parent, and more, but doing all you can as a parent is not anywhere near enough when the law is
not on your side—on their side.
Imagine that when they see the symbol of who they are—a simple multicoloured flag—raised above
the offices of the shire where they live they feel finally there is hope, there is a ray of sunshine and it
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is time to wet their feet in broader society only to see and hear the hatred of people who are stuck in a
way of looking at the world that has long been left behind, publicly laid out for all to see, fighting over
them without even asking what they thought or how they felt, being looked at sideways in the
supermarket and sneered at, justifying their belief that it is better to hide in your room, to never expose
yourself to that cruel and heartless world—far better to just suffer your pain alone.
I want you to imagine this is your child and this is you, because this is my child; it is me and my wife.
It is also your neighbour, your cousin, your friend’s child. They are a part of your family and your
community, and they deserve the right to stand proudly as who they are like everyone else, with a legal
document that allows them to get a drivers licence, open a bank account or obtain a passport and travel
as who they are. But we can never move forward with acceptance for trans people until they can be
legally recognised as their true selves. I want each and every child, each and every adult, each and
every parent going through this to know: you are not alone. We must lift up and support young
transgender people because the rate of self-harm and suicide among them is the highest in our
community.
And this all because of the arguments of hate and hysteria, of closed-mindedness, of values that are no
longer relevant to a modern world. In my recent travels throughout my electorate of Western Victoria
I met with many trans people too scared to be who they really are. They hide behind a facade because
of the campaign of lies and hatred perpetrated by lobby groups taking advantage of people who can
be swayed by misinformation. This legislation is also for them. It is for all of you.
When all the hateful and vitriolic arguments are exhausted, some people say, ‘But it’s just a piece of
paper, that birth certificate’, but it is so much more than that. It is safety at work and in our communities
not to be outed. It is acceptance and normalisation. It is the legal recognition of our society that we are
more than who we appear to be when we are born. It is the legal right to determine who we are.
I must also note that an important piece of this legislation is that it removes the requirement for trans
and gender-diverse people to undergo surgery to affirm their gender on their birth certificate. My son
Eden has had some surgery but does not want any more, and while this requirement might seem
confusing to some, he so bravely and perfectly explained it in an ABC News interview in the lead-up
to this debate, ‘Not all of us want our body sculpted to the binary idea of what a man and a woman is’.
I wholeheartedly endorse this legislation with every fibre of my being, and I hope that those ‘others’,
those who I have met and know and all who I never will, will be heartened to know that we love you
and we stand with you. I acknowledge the enormous volume of work that Transgender Victoria have
done in this space, in particular Brenda Appleton and Sally Goldner, and also Sally Conning, who has
been on the journey of a lifetime to arrive with us at this point, and the amazing Ro Allen—I take my
hat off to you—and when the moment comes I will proudly stand with my beautiful Eden as he
changes his birth certificate, knowing I have done what every parent should: accept and celebrate their
child.
Many friends and visitors to our home have seen a small but powerful note on Eden’s bedroom door
that says, ‘Just a reminder—I am not a girl’. I look forward to the day that Eden can take that sign
down because people will not care what his gender is, they will not see him as different. They will just
see him for who he is and accept him and love him, just as April and I do, just as his brother does.
In the words of Atticus Finch, the creation of Harper Lee in To Kill a Mockingbird:
… if you can learn a simple trick, Scout, you’ll get along a lot better with all kinds of folks. You never really
understand a person until you consider things from his point of view … until you climb into his skin and walk
around in it.

I encourage you all to remember that and to apply that thought in considering your vote here.
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Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (16:57): I want to make a brief contribution about the
importance of this bill. In my inaugural speech in this place just over six months ago I talked about the
pride I have in the diversity of the people of the Western Metropolitan Region and my commitment to
standing up for that diversity at every opportunity. Diversity in all its forms was what I meant. That
means standing for equality and against discrimination and prejudice. It means standing with our
LGBTIQ community. It means taking the necessary steps to advancing equality in the law and it means
doing something to address the cruelty and the unnecessary barriers to making everyday life a little
easier for trans and gender-diverse Victorians, and that is what this bill does—removes an outdated
barrier to having a birth certificate that reflects who you are. It is the ability to have a document that
reflects your identity—something that the vast majority of us take for granted.
During the course of this bill’s passage through the Parliament I have heard a lot of misinformation
about the reform and much of it very cruel and very hurtful, and I think some of the contributions
today fit into that category. Let us be clear: this is not a bill about bathrooms. It is not about access to
female toilets or change rooms. It has been suggested that the government needs to protect women’s
space and protect women’s safety. I find that offensive. Our government has an unshakable
commitment to ending gendered violence against women—violence that most often is at the hands of
an intimate partner or former partner in their own home. The government takes concerns about
women’s and children’s safety very seriously indeed; for example, the government’s establishment of
the first Royal Commission into Family Violence in 2014 and since then a $2.7 billion investment into
implementing all 227 recommendations of the family violence royal commission. This is a completely
separate issue to the reform that we are seeking to make to the Births, Deaths and Marriages
Registration Act 1996. It is really scraping the bottom of the barrel to try and conflate those two issues,
in my view.
It has also been suggested that this reform is ‘unnatural’ or ‘radical’ and even that it ‘threatens national
security’. I utterly reject this. To suggest that somehow this bill will compromise national security is
hurtful, it is ludicrous and it just does not stack up. I was in two minds about even raising some of
these issues because I understand the harm and the hurt that this debate is causing to our trans and
gender-diverse community, but we have a responsibility to call out and debunk these ridiculous myths.
The truth is the hurt associated with the constant fight to achieve progress is really difficult for our
LGBTIQ community. All the research shows that without a supportive and affirming environment
trans and gender-diverse Victorians face poor mental health outcomes and are at greater risk of selfharm. Most of us will never have to face the kind of discrimination or vilification in our lifetime that
is experienced by LGBTIQ members of our community, and we need to acknowledge that today.
In pursuing this reform we say to trans and gender-diverse people in our state, ‘We hear you, and we
will act’. I want to make clear to all those in the community who have taken the time to contact me
my wholehearted support for this bill and the simple yet important reform the bill will deliver. I have
been deeply moved by some of the personal accounts that people in my region have sent me outlining
why this reform will mean so much to them. I am humbled by their courage and their determination
to be themselves. I stand with them in their fight for equality, I support their ongoing fight for an end
to discrimination and I am proud to be part of a government that is committed to delivering on its
promise for greater equality. I wholeheartedly support this bill.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (17:02): I am proud to be able to speak on the Births,
Deaths and Marriages Registration Amendment Bill 2019 and to put on the record the Greens’ strong
and unwavering support for this legislation. The Greens have always and will always be allies to our
trans and gender-diverse communities. We welcome the long-overdue reforms contained in this bill
as another step forward in making Victoria a more inclusive and caring state. I would like to
acknowledge in the gallery my federal Greens colleague Senator Janet Rice and her wife, Penny, who
have been staunch advocates for their community. I would like to acknowledge everybody who has
come here to witness this momentous and historic day today.
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The bill allows Victorians to self-nominate their legal sex on their birth certificate. It removes the
requirement that an applicant must have undergone sex reassignment surgery before they can apply to
change their sex marker. It allows Victorians to self-nominate the sex on their birth certificate as male,
female or any other gender-diverse or non-binary descriptor of their choosing. It establishes a process
to allow trans and gender-diverse Victorians under 18 to also apply to have their birth certificates
updated. It is such an important reform, and a win for a community who have spent years and years
battling for equality and who continue to face far too many barriers in their fight for equal legal
recognition.
This work has been ongoing for many years and has often been incredibly difficult. Words cannot
describe it, I am sure. So I would like to take this opportunity to acknowledge the incredible advocacy
and activism from our trans and gender-diverse community—we thank you. For those whose gender
identity matches what is on their birth certificate it can be difficult to comprehend exactly how harmful
it is to go through life with an identity document that does not reflect who you are. It means potentially
facing intrusive, unwarranted questions when undertaking any tasks that require identification from
applying for a bank account or applying for a job to enrolling at university or accessing health services.
It means being misgendered or discriminated against when undertaking these sorts of tasks. It means
living with a legal document that identifies you as someone you are not. The reforms in this bill are an
important step towards ensuring that everyone in Victoria has an accurate identity document by
making it easier for trans and gender-diverse Victorians to update their birth certificates so that they
reflect their gender identity.
The Greens are also pleased that this bill removes the prerequisite of sex affirmation surgery before
applying to change a birth certificate. Surgery is a major medical procedure and is expensive, and for
many trans and gender-diverse Victorians sex affirmation surgery is something that they either cannot
or do not want to do. Removing surgery as a prerequisite acknowledges that a person’s gender identity
is not always affirmed by their physical body. We welcome that the bill supports the non-binary and
gender-diverse community by allowing a person to apply to have their legal sex changed to a nonbinary descriptor of their choice. All people’s affirmed gender identities exist and are valid, and we
are pleased to see the government acknowledging this by allowing people to self-nominate their legal
sex on their birth certificates.
We are also pleased that the bill sets up a process for young people under 18 to apply to update their
birth certificates, although we acknowledge that the process does have some flaws. Young people will
need to have their parents’ approval to change their birth certificate, which can be problematic in
instances where parents do not accept or outright reject their child’s gender. While there are measures
in the bill to allow a court to get involved in such a decision, this would also require young people to
undergo the distressing experience of going through a court process. We would urge the government
to continue working with the trans and gender-diverse community to figure out the best way to support
young people in these situations, and we are very happy to work with the government through these
changes.
I would also like to take this opportunity to condemn the hurtful and false claims that have been made
about this bill. The attempts to deny the reality of people’s lived experience is extremely hurtful. The
bigotry, transphobia and hatred on display is incredibly distressing for the trans and gender-diverse
community and the broader community. I know that the debate on these reforms has been extremely
painful to our trans and gender-diverse community and particularly distressing for young trans and
gender-diverse Victorians. But know that you are not alone; we are with you. And know also that those
spewing hate have lost, and they know they have lost. Like all gains for human rights over the
centuries, we are witnessing the last gasp of those who would deny such rights, which is why their
rhetoric makes no sense and sounds so desperate.
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In a couple of days, if not hours, this bill will be law. Trans rights are human rights. To our trans and
gender-diverse community: the Greens see you, we hear you, and we will be by your side in the fight
for equal treatment by the law. I urge all of us in this place to do the right thing and support this bill.
Today we move one step closer. And to all those who have had to endure painful moments in this
chamber at times today, I am sorry for the pain that has caused. And I hope as the days go by, as we
move further from this win, that what we remember about the debate today are the voices of Ms Shing,
Mr Meddick and Ms Stitt so far, with many more to come, your friends and allies and supporters who
will always be by your side. I commend this bill to the house.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (17:09): I rise to speak on the Births, Deaths and Marriages
Registration Amendment Bill 2019. In rising to speak I note that the Liberal-Nationals oppose this
bill, and we do so following wideranging consultation with a broad cross-section of stakeholders and
members of the Victorian community. It appears the government, if the number of representations we
have received is any indication, have not done this. We respect the different and divergent views on
the issues contained within the legislation, and I think it is important to note that we are in a place that
encourages debate and free speech.
We acknowledge and support the rights of individuals to live their lives according to their identified
gender. This is not about gender, it is about birth certificates. Many of my very best friends come from
the non-heterosexual community, and I love them dearly. However, this legislation refers to birth
certificates and there can be no doubt that birth certificates are certificates issued at the point in time
of birth—I repeat, birth—so birth certificates are intended to record biological sex rather than gender
identity. Sex is based on science; gender fluidity is not.
There are numerous concerning issues, and no doubt for the future perhaps unintended consequences,
resulting from this move to pass such far-reaching legislation. As our Shadow Attorney-General, my
colleague in this house, has said, ‘The provisions in the bill relating to the ability of serious sex
offenders, prisoners and parolees are vague and leave questions about community safety unanswered’.
It is the unintended consequences that importantly this bill does not address.
I am sure everyone is aware that at birth human beings are born with sex chromosomes. A female will
have XX chromosomes, a male will have an X and a Y chromosome, and a very small minority of
babies are born with XYX chromosomes. This cohort—a very small minority in the population—is
not in question in this debate.
As a member for Western Victoria Region I have received an overwhelming number of
representations, submissions and concerned comments from both men and women who steadfastly
oppose this legislation. One of the deputations to my office involved a group comprising Michelle,
Lisa and Sonia. They represented the women’s action group of south-west Victoria, and let me assure
you that these women would not normally assume a Liberal MP would be on their side. But I am on
their side. I am on the side of women and children. For a start, their main question involved proof that
the Births, Deaths and Marriages Registration Amendment Bill 2019 would not harm women and
children. They told me how concerned they are that having fought so hard for women’s rights these
rights are now going to be eroded. Clearly we have no categorical advice that women and children
will not be adversely affected by this form of social engineering.
Their plea on behalf of a large number of extremely concerned women throughout Victoria,
particularly Western Victoria Region, was for this Parliament to defer the bill until the government
conducted a broader, more rigorous and ethical public consultation process that included all women
and women’s groups, just as has occurred in the Scottish and New Zealand parliaments. Obviously
this government will not entertain any further delay in their program to change society as we have
known it since births were first recorded. I am amazed actually that these key women’s advocacy
groups were not widely consulted. This government clearly had no intention of really consulting with
women’s groups and women.
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But it is not only women who oppose the bill; I have had an equal number of men who have made
their views known to me. Many sporting enthusiasts have opposed this bill. Is it fair play when a male
decides they are female and is entitled to compete in sport, especially elite and contact sport? The
question remains: how many talented women, who often train at unimaginable levels, will fail because
females simply do not have the physical strength of males or worse they will be injured, even
permanently incapacitated, in tough contact sport because they are not competing on a level playing
field?
The legislation provides the ability for an individual to change their birth certificate every 12 months.
How can this be? The bill must surely raise considerable concerns about the ability of criminals to
potentially pervert the course of justice by altering their sex descriptor status. Anyone it seems can
alter this on the say-so of one supporting statement by a person over 18 years of age who has known
the applicant for at least 12 months. I totally support the idea that you should not have to have any
form of surgery to change your status. I do not want people having surgery for this sort of reason, and
I am appalled that young children go through any form of chemical or surgical procedures to bring
about this change. But now anyone can alter this on the say-so of one supporting statement.
There is also a privacy provision in the bill which prevents any reference to an applicant’s past sexual
identification. How will this aspect of the bill impact on the ability of law enforcement officers to
complete thorough and accurate criminal investigations? How will these aspects of the legislation
affect groups or institutions needing to engage with applicants seeking work with children or
specifically affected sectors of the population, like abused women? This has been raised numerous
times with me.
I am sure others have received representation from the Victorian Women’s Guild regarding this
legislation. They raised extremely valid concerns, such as the lack of consultation. They referred to
the minister’s second-reading speech on 19 June, where she maintained that this bill ‘was developed
in consultation with LGBTI communities’. The women’s guild said:
While some sections of these communities may have been consulted, we—

the Victorian Women’s Guild—
are concerned that the views of many others especially those of women, were not sought.

They raised the issue of the conflation of sex with gender:
‘Sex’ and ‘gender’ are not the same. Although the two are routinely confused and conflated they mean very
different things. ‘Sex’ refers to the biological categories: male and female. These are based on biology—
specifically chromosomes, hormones, genital physiology and other secondary physical sex characteristics.
Over 99% … are clearly one or the other while a tiny percentage—

as I referred to—
experience variations and anomalies … ‘Gender’ refers to the cultural stipulation that individuals
conform to the social norms corresponding to their sex … Gender is a social construct not a personal
identity.

The women’s guild went on:
While the amendment states it shouldn’t be used fraudulently, under these conditions fraud will be impossible
to prove. Changing one’s sex on a birth certificate (and it is ‘sex’ not ‘gender’) fundamentally falsifies that
information. One consequence of which will be skewed population data resulting in useless statistics. Results
of medical research will be equally unreliable. Legislation with a clear non-circular definition of ‘sex’ is
essential to any amendment bill.
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They went on:
Women’s Rights & Safety
The Births Deaths and Marriages Amendment Bill will enable males to enter women’s-only spaces that have
been specifically set up to protect women in vulnerable situations from male violence. With this amendment
woman’s dormitories, changing rooms, domestic violence refuges, toilets, prisons, schools and car-share
services … will all be accessible to any man who wishes to enter them … Similarly, opportunities set up to
address the social exclusion of women from positions traditionally held by men will be open to any man who
wishes to apply.

The rights and safety of young people are concerning for them:
The increasing number of children, especially girls, being treated for gender dysphoria is beginning to
resemble a social experiment that will likely result in serious long-term health consequences. While there is
no evidence on the long-term effects of surgery and drugs on young people, we do know that fertility and
general health is compromised by transsexual medicalisation.

And for that I am pleased we do not have to have it. The Victorian Women’s Guild said:
It may well be that transitioning itself is a suicide … factor.

They are also concerned about the women’s sport aspects of the legislation. They are of one sort of
category.
The Australian Family Association, of course, has also written. They have numerous concerns,
especially relating to a boy who identifies as a girl to change his sex of his birth certificate and claim
the right to girls showers et cetera. Will a 40-year-old male who identifies as female and has changed
his sex at birth be entitled to share toilets et cetera? Are schools to be forced to let any boy who selfidentifies as a girl and has changed his sex to female on his birth certificate be able to enter girls shower
rooms et cetera? What happens when these result in sexual assault or abuse and the school is sued for
negligence by the victim or parents? There are so many unintended consequences. While I note there
appear to be no transgressions with the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities, there are many
that consider that there are infringements of the charter.
So I would urge people to not support this bill, not on the basis that we do not support the transgender
community or anybody who does not want to record themselves as male or female. It is appalling that
anyone in our community is victimised by other citizens, and clearly we need to do a lot more to ensure
abuse or any sort of discrimination is outlawed and rejected. That also goes for discrimination against
and criticism of the vast majority of the population, who are heterosexual. I do not support this bill.
The opposition, the Liberal-Nationals coalition, do not support this bill. It is not because we do not
care about transgender people; it is because the birth certificate is a certificate at birth. It cannot be
anything else. That is what we are addressing here today.
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:23): I too have received many hundreds and hundreds
of emails over the past weeks. I think I received around 200 on the weekend. It has been staggering,
but I made sure I read them and I made sure I consulted with the community on both sides of the
debate. I came to this place originally because I thought a minority group was not treated fairly, and I
think there is a minority group not being treated fairly now.
I would just like to read an email that I have received—there are bets in my office on when I am going
to start bawling—which I would like to share with you all:
Hello Mr Barton,
…
I am writing to you about the birth certificate reform which is due to be discussed in the Legislative Council
on the 27th and 29th August.
I attended the Friday session/debate in the Legislative Assembly, and it was the first time I have ever stepped
inside the doors of Parliament House.
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It was very interesting to be there, and emotional to hear the final numbers readout.
We have a 15 year old daughter, who is transgender.
She transitioned about 18 months ago, and the several years prior to her transition were very challenging for
us as parents, for her as a child, and for our small family unit.
Central to this difficulty was the paralysing fear she had that becoming her real self would be met by rejection
from others.
She knew she had supportive parents, but fear of rejection by extended family, family friends, school and
community was very real to her.
I think we handled the situation well, and fast forward to the present, she has experienced much support,
positivity and acceptance.
Importantly for her, she can walk down the street, and not be stared at.
No one would visibly consider her as transgender.
Birth certificate reform would also allow her the right to be able to walk into a Vic Roads office, a University,
a post office (for passport application) etc, without having to disclose this very personal part of her life story.
She is able to alter the gender marker on her Passport, her Medicare Card and with Centrelink.....but not on
her birth certificate.
I understand State and Commonwealth jurisdictions play a part in this incongruence, but is none the less a
real incongruency.
Our society is becoming more aware of the rights and existence of transgender and gender diverse people,
including children and young people.
Whilst great strides have been made in the past several years, there has been considerable backlash, and this,
at times, has been very hateful, misinformed and ignorant, with much associated fear mongering.
Our trans and gender diverse young people, and their parents, are constantly reminded of the negativity of
these messages that some politicians, some religious leaders, some radical feminists and elements of the media
are putting out there.
It is very difficult to know how to cope, as speaking publicly—

as the parent of a transgender child—
is risky.

Of all the groups of children and young people who may need support from specialist clinics such as
the Royal Children’s Hospital, this is the only group of young people I can think of whose needs are
so heavily debated, whose truth is so questioned and whose lives are so politicised. The email continues:
I hope that if our leaders are able to support this reform in the Upper House, that this will send a clear message
to the ‘nay sayers’ and also the trans and gender community that our trans community is supported, and birth
certificate reform is nothing to be feared.
It will NOT open the floodgates for pedophiles, for violent men invading women’s toilets, for stalking, for
unfair sporting practices, or impact our prison systems.
It will, however, give recognition, dignity and privacy to our small but ever present trans and gender diverse
brothers and sisters—

caregivers, parents—
mothers and fathers and our children.
I hope you are able to hold this story in your heart as the debate comes to the Upper House on the 27th.
I know that it will be a very difficult time for me and others to be hearing this debate, but I am hopeful of
positive change.
I plan to be in attendance on the Thursday session.
Kind regards …

It is for those reasons and for the rights of that family and other families like them that I have to and I
will support this bill.
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Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (17:29): It is indeed a privilege to make a contribution to this
incredibly important debate. I want to pay tribute to the speakers who have come before—Ms Shing,
Mr Meddick, Mr Barton and others. We have such a solemn responsibility as parliamentarians, and in
a debate such as this we are literally holding the wellbeing of people in our hands. When I first came
into Parliament, in my inaugural speech I spoke about what I wanted to do and be in every decision
that I made in Parliament. At the centre of it was respect for every corner of our community, and for
me respect is that you see, respect is that you hear and respect is that you act. There is no greater
example or requirement for respect than when we are debating in this chamber, and all of us to the
best of my knowledge enjoy a right that a small group of our community do not enjoy. When we are
charged with that responsibility, we must see the people that we are making decisions about. Most
importantly, we must hear the people and then we must act.
Regarding Mr Meddick’s contribution about his family and his beautiful children, I have yet to hear a
finer speech. But when we see and hear and act, it means we open our eyes, we open our ears and, by
God, we open our hearts and we treat people with the respect that we would want to be shown, with
the respect that we want our children to be shown and with the respect that we want our families to be
shown. To those religious people who have sent emails and who believe that God is on their side on
this, I am a deeply religious person and the God that I believe in is a God of compassion and
understanding and a God that walks with people and that understands that lifting people up to enjoy
the same rights as everybody else does not diminish anybody else. This does not attack anybody else’s
way of life—quite the opposite. It makes us stronger, it makes us a better community and, by God, it
makes the precious people who are born into this world able to fulfil their dreams and aspirations like
everybody has the right to do. It is not okay to not look people in the eye and make decisions about
their future. It is not okay to go back to dusty manuscripts and old ways of doing things and not hear
what people in this life are saying and experiencing, and that is that this matters and it matters a lot.
I am going to tell my own birth certificate story. It is not nearly as dramatic or filled with the core
questions of identity as those in the chamber are, but my birth certificate story is that my parents named
me Jayne Furneaux Garrett—thanks for the Furneaux, Mum and Dad—and they put a ‘y’ in my name
on the birth certificate, J-A-Y-N-E, and then they promptly called me J-A-N-E for the rest of my life.
The grief that I have had to go through because there was a ‘y’ in my name on my birth certificate—I
have had passport applications rejected, I have had financial institutions require X amount of affidavit
material and I even had to go on the eve of the birth of my third child and get a whole new blood test
because my ‘Jane’ was different from the ‘Jayne’ on the Medicare card—is so much that this topic
dominated my husband’s 40th speech on how much grief he had gone through for me.
Of course that is just a name, but what I learned through all of that is that a birth certificate is a
fundamental document. If it does not reflect who you know you are, you cop it. You cannot get a
passport, or it is delayed. You cannot give birth to your child easily, because you cannot get your blood
type sorted. And the mortgage documents might be a bit problematic. I had to tell everybody my story
over and over again. For whatever reason, my grandmother thought the ‘y’ in the name would be good
but Mum did not want it. By the end of that you are absolutely gaga. Of course that is not a fundamental
question of my own identity—that is not who I am or who I was born to be—yet all of that still caused
me that much grief. For it to cause you beautiful people the kind of grief that it causes when it is your
very being, we just cannot stand for that in a practical sense and in a moral sense.
I commend this bill to the house. As I said, it is so important that we hear—and I want to finish like
many others—the words of people who are here today or are watching. This is an email—and I will
not say the name, because I did not get clearance—that I want to finish with:
Transgender or otherwise, all of us do our best to live our truth in every way that we can, and passing this
reform through the upper house of our Parliament will mean a substantial flow-on effect, enabling people like
myself, people I love, people you love, to continue doing just that. The change won’t make a difference to
your everyday life, but it will make a difference to ours.

I commend the bill to the house.
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Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (17:36): I rise to speak on the Births, Deaths and Marriages
Registration Amendment Bill 2019 before us in this chamber. It is a bill that primarily allows
transgender individuals to alter the sex on their birth certificates without having to undergo sex
reassignment surgery. It is a bill that removes the requirement for an individual to undergo affirmation
surgery in order to self-nominate on their birth certificate as male or female or any other gender-diverse
or non-binary descriptor.
I have only been in this place and in politics for a very short time. However, this bill has by far been
the most difficult process that I have undertaken. Debate in this chamber is usually equally informed
by emotion and understanding. Whether it is a taxation bill, a health bill or an environmental bill it is
our job as parliamentarians to represent our electorates and seriously weigh up the proposals which
are put before us. While all legislation is important, the Births, Deaths and Marriages Registration
Amendment Bill is particularly important to the lives of so many Victorians.
Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party has a long history of supporting equal rights for all Australians. It is a
central party policy. The freedom for all Victorians to live their lives as they see fit will always be a
central value of our party. I cannot overstate this enough. Also, debating this bill does not mean that
you are transphobic. However, I am unable to support this bill in its current form. I share the concerns
of many in this house regarding the potential for civil law cases to arise if this bill passes in its current
form. I have no doubt that many people who do not identify with their biological sex believe this bill
will help them. I have doubts that enough consultation has been undertaken for this bill.
Our party believes in protecting the vulnerable, and this means protecting women in domestic crisis
centres who are fleeing their violent husbands. These women just want to be in a safe place and may
only want to be surrounded by other women and their children and not biological men who identify
as women.
I would also like to acknowledge the high rate of sexual and family violence against members of the
trans and gender-diverse people in the community. There should be a zero-tolerance approach taken
to any form of discriminatory violence within our community. Protection of the vulnerable and
absolute equality are not incompatible, but I do believe that this bill achieves one at the expense of the
other. And while I have been told by supporters of the legislation that someone who changes their
gender on their birth certificate in order to commit a sexual offence will be charged for both the crime
they commit and defrauding their birth certificate, I am not confident that this will actually happen.
I have received hundreds of emails from constituents who, like me, believe people should live their
lives as they see fit, but they are worried that this bill undermines the purpose of an official document
like a birth certificate. As an example, a constituent emailed me saying that, ‘Most Victorians still
regard sexual status as binary, they do not want to see a change in legislation even while wanting to
respect and care for those in the transgender community’.
Additional correspondence that my office has received includes many mothers stating that they want
to know that when their daughters are using public rest rooms only biological females are using those
rooms. They ask if they will be subjected to anti-discrimination procedures should they complain
about a biological male who identifies as a female using those rest rooms. Having met with groups of
women from the Western Victoria electorate, many expressed their concerns to me surrounding the
safety of women within the changing room and amenities environment. Those areas are for the
exclusive use of biological women, to be used with privacy and dignity.
I hope these examples are few and far between, but we have to be realistic as they may happen. Further,
many women have expressed concern about the lack of consultation around the legislation and not
having enough time to adequately have their concerns expressed and listened to. The decision to not
support this bill is by no means a reflection of our support for the trans and gender-diverse
communities. Our party has always been a strong advocate for equality, as demonstrated by now
former senator Derryn Hinch co-sponsoring the marriage equality bill in federal Parliament in 2017.
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A key concern with this bill has always been the issues that arise from it. The following issues have
been raised by constituents in the hundreds upon hundreds of emails to me. They include how are
males identifying as females placed within police cells and prison systems? Anyone who knows the
limitations within the police custody areas will tell you how difficult it is already to have separate areas
for males, females and youths. Will beauticians who refuse to wax male genitalia, despite that person
identifying as female, be subjected to anti-discrimination rules? What about the already vulnerable
women, such as domestic violence survivors, having to lose their sanctuary of biological women-only
locations? They have the right to feel safe. Does this breach any cultural practices of mixing men and
women? These are amongst some of the many hundreds of concerns and questions that will no doubt
be raised later.
Once again I would like to reinforce the point that I agree that individuals should have the right to
change their gender on their birth certificates. However, I have concerns as to the ramifications of this
bill. Should this bill pass, it needs to be implemented in a way that respects biological women and
ensures their safety at all times.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (17:42): This is very, very, very
simple. This is an occasion where we should accept and celebrate the law catching up with life. Many,
many people in this debate have acknowledged that around the world it is well understood that life is
far more diverse, far more complicated than what those who rely on chromosomes and the cosmos
may believe. In the debate that we have been listening to today there have been a number of
contributions where people have made extraordinary leaps of logic in relation to things that they cannot
see or potentially envisage—from chromosomes to the cosmos being the formation of their religious
values to hypothetical criminal activity that is beyond belief that it could be connected to what we are
doing in this piece of legislation.
This piece of legislation catches up the legal instrument with the diversity of life. It is an obligation of
our society to respect all people who live within it, to be able to say that we do not have any structural
impediments to people understanding that they are accepted, they are valued and they are supported
by the laws of this state. It is as simple as that. Whether you deal with that on the basis of the human
scale or whether you deal with it on the basis of the individual, every single individual in this
community should know that the law supports them to be themselves, that they are right to love
themselves, that we want them to have lives that affirm what they feel about themselves and what they
aspire to. There should be no structural impediment created by arcane laws that prevents that
connection between each individual in our community and their total aspiration for their life to be
respected, appreciated and for them to achieve what they want to achieve in this society.
We say we are civilised, we say we are a sophisticated country. There are hundreds of countries around
the world where in fact the less complex the laws are and the fewer legal instruments that are in place
the more fundamental humanity is understood and accepted. There is a great opportunity for us today
to do what is simply right. It is simply right to enable the legal instruments that underpin so much of
what we know to be an affirming instrument of who we are as we walk through our lives in terms of
the intersection with the law, the intersection with community acceptance and the intersection with
prejudice to change. We hear it; we hear the prejudice. We hear convoluted leaps of logic in relation
to how this may come at the expense of somebody else. There is not one person on the planet who will
be adversely affected by this piece of legislation, but there will be thousands of people now and in
years to come who will be the beneficiaries of this law.
So do not applaud me. Comply with the direction from the Chair to not applaud, because I am simply
doing the right thing. Anybody who votes for this bill is doing the right thing. It does not need applause;
it just needs to happen.
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Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (17:46): I feel privileged to be able to speak on this
bill, and I feel the heavy weight of responsibility on me. This bill has received more public interest
than any legislation that has come before Parliament in my time here. There has of course been interest
from the transgender and the broader LGBTQI community. Also, there has been lots of interest from
religious and feminist groups and broad interest from the public. Indeed my inbox, as has everyone
else’s, has been running red hot for weeks. We have taken many meetings with regard to this bill from
diverse groups, and discussed it broadly with our party members, our families and other members of
the community. We looked at comparable legislation around Australia and the regulations that govern
how similar changes can be made to passports and licences.
Firstly, I would like to acknowledge the transgender community for whom this bill represents an
important acknowledgement of their identity. I acknowledge that for many members of the community
this process has been quite challenging. For the Liberal Democrats, the key question for us to consider
is: does this proposal increase liberty? While that may seem a simple question, and yes, the ability for
people to self-identify and have this reflected on documents does increase liberty, there are complex
questions and concerns that we have given consideration to.
I would like to acknowledge in particular Brenda Appleton from Transgender Victoria who we met
with several times and who assisted in our understanding of this legislation and the broader issues and
challenges faced by transgender people in Victoria. Brenda patiently answered all of our questions
regardless of whether they seemed ignorant or absurd. I would like to express my personal gratitude
for Brenda’s patient consideration of the various concerns and questions that we had.
In having questions and concerns we were not unique. We also met with representatives from religious
and feminist organisations that had concerns about different aspects of the bill, and the many and
varied emails I have received show that there are many concerns and questions held by the public.
While I think I now understand some of the basics, I confess to remaining confused about some ideas,
such as being non-binary. However, there are many things that people choose to do with their lives
that do not require my understanding or support. I do not believe that it is the role of government to
decide what people call themselves.
However, it is worth pausing to acknowledge that a lot of people, possibly the majority of people, do
not know what terms like cisgender or gender fluid mean. Not understanding the terminology of
modern gender politics does not make someone a hateful bigot. Having concerns about the way that
these things might interact with human rights legislation or other aspects of culture or society does not
make someone a hateful transphobe. The government has done a poor job of selling this legislation to
the broader community, and the arrogance of aspects of the authoritarian left that want to shut down
all discussion about these important issues is unhelpful at best and downright nasty at other times.
Despite all of the considerable correspondence I have received outlining the very real concerns that
people have, the important question remains: does this increase liberty? While we have some concerns
about the way that this interacts with human rights and equal opportunity legislation, that is not a direct
consideration of this bill. Fundamentally, what the bill does is allow someone to change a government
document that they believe does not correctly reflect their identity. Therefore this bill increases choices
for people, an important consideration for any legislation.
An unintended consequence of this bill that I have not heard discussed is that it effectively provides a
mechanism for someone to opt out of legislation that discriminates on the basis of gender. This
undermines the ability of the state to discriminate in this manner. This again increases choice and also
provides some protection against discriminatory legislation being introduced in the future.
In summary, it is my belief that this bill increases choices for members of our community that identify
differently to traditional norms. It also provides some limited protections against future discriminatory
government legislation. I commend this bill to the house.
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Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(17:50): I will be brief in my contribution. I want to rise to indicate my support for this legislation. I
have to say, and I know it is not permissible to reflect on people in the gallery, that it takes a great deal
of courage for people to listen to this debate today and hear some really quite ugly, uninformed
contributions being made. I am not going to reflect on any member of the chamber, but I do want to
acknowledge that it is very courageous of people to be listening to what can no doubt be a very difficult
debate for some people. I am someone who believes in equality. I want to live in an inclusive society
that respects people for who they are.
I think it is important that we acknowledge where we do have limitations in terms of our life experience
around these issues. I had the great privilege many, many years ago to chair a ministerial advisory
committee for a previous, very progressive, Attorney-General, Rob Hulls. I had the privilege as the
Parliamentary Secretary for Justice for five years to chair a ministerial advisory committee on
LGBTIQ issues, and I had the great privilege to learn a great deal and be informed by some fantastic
members of the community who have been very actively involved in us as a government taking
forward this election commitment. I remember being involved in some work and some legislative
changes back then that we would regard now as really quite conservative. They were designed to make
further steps and progress around our pathway to equality. I guess I feel regretful now that we were
not able to push the envelope even further back then, but I do think that where we are going with this
legislation is appropriate and that it does reflect respecting our trans and gender-diverse Victorians and
enabling the law, and one device through the law—that is, birth certificates—to truly reflect who
people are and who they believe that they are.
It is a source of great distress that we have people in our community who experience great levels of
suicide and mental health issues and continued discrimination on a daily basis. I know how hurtful it
has been to me to see family members who have been discriminated against and vilified in the past
because of their ethnicity. I know how difficult it is to deal with issues of being seen as different, I
guess, to society’s norm. But what I have experienced and what my family has experienced pales into
insignificance compared to what our trans and gender-diverse Victorians face each and every day. I
think today is one small step that we can take to truly show our trans and gender-diverse Victorians
how much they are respected and how much they are valued. It is important that we do everything
possible as legislators to affirm people for who they are. I think this is important as we continue on the
road to full equality for our LGBTIQ communities, and I think we still have a huge way to go. We
acknowledge that through our commissioner. We acknowledge that through our Minister for Equality.
I want to acknowledge the work that Minister Foley has done. I want to acknowledge the work that
Ms Shing is doing as parliamentary secretary as well. We have got great people in government truly
committed to taking on these issues, and I am very grateful for their work.
As Minister for Health I know that we need to do so much more to tackle the inequalities that exist in
our health system and make sure that our health services are truly providing equal care, support and
services to everybody in our community, regardless of their circumstances—regardless of whether
they are trans or gender-diverse Victorians. We need to make sure that our entire LGBTIQ community
is supported, valued and loved and able to access equality of services. This is why I do take great
personal affront at the fact that we have got one particular newspaper at the moment waging war—
absolutely waging war—on trans and gender-diverse children.
I want to mention the Royal Children’s Hospital, and I particularly want to thank the Royal Children’s
Hospital gender service for the great work that they do. I am grateful for the work they do. They have
my support as health minister, and I will continue to support them. I think it is unfortunate that we
have culture wars being played out here through particular media outlets and particular individuals
and politicians. I will not stand for it. I will not stand for it as health minister. I will continue to support
this service in the important work that they do, and I will continue to support the families and continue
to support the children who are going through a very, very difficult process. The last thing that they
need is stigma, ignorance and misunderstanding adding to their difficulties.

BILLS
Tuesday, 27 August 2019

Legislative Council

2683

So I will continue to work on an inclusive and responsive and affirming healthcare system. I am
absolutely committed to that, and I give the community that absolute commitment today. I am grateful
for the work that Minister Hennessy and Minister Foley did previously. There was funding of
$3.4 million over four years in last year’s budget to better support trans and gender-diverse Victorians.
I was very proud earlier this year to be joining people at one of my local health services to talk about
the new services that are available in Preston and Ballarat. I know that that is a start. There is more
that we need to do, but it is so important to have these two multidisciplinary health clinics available
now to community members to really break down those barriers to access to health care. As I said,
there is more to be done, but I think we have made a very promising start.
One thing that I do want to say in concluding my remarks is what I said right the outset: some of the
hurtful things that have been said pain me, but they pain me very little no doubt compared to the pain
that community members have experienced listening to these comments. Some of the hurtful things
that have been said have been reflected sadly in some of the emails that some of us, as MPs, have
received. It is mind-boggling to think that somehow people are worried about people’s safety in toilets
and other public facilities. It is just absolutely mind-boggling to me that people are making these
claims, and it really defies any logic whatsoever. I apologise for the fact that people have had to listen
to these claims. It is not me making them, but I am so sorry that people have had to listen to them. I
know the harmful impact that these claims are having on people. I acknowledge that, I apologise for
that. But there is one small thing that we can do to support the community at this time. I just want to
let trans and gender-diverse Victorians know that our government will stand with them. We will stand
with them, we will support them, not just through the passage of this debate but beyond that.
Minister Foley and I will provide an additional $200 000 to Switchboard Victoria to deal with the
surging demand for their services and ensure that people can get debriefings for their staff done but
also that people have the support that they need to make those calls today, tonight, tomorrow and into
the future to get the support that they need. I acknowledge the volunteers at Switchboard Victoria.
They do fantastic work. We are very grateful for the work that they do. I want to thank the volunteers,
the peers, the activists—everybody dedicated to these support services for their ongoing commitment,
their energy, their passion and their compassion for their fellow community members.
I want to thank those who have advocated for this legislation, I want to thank those who have had
carriage of this legislation, and I want to make sure that we give strength to children and their families,
to their parents and to community members each and every day. We affirm you for who you are. We
believe in you. We will stand with you.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (18:01): I guess in many ways I am sad to be speaking to
this bill again. We spoke about it in December 2016. Many of us in this chamber will remember that
particular day, and I am sure many of the people in the gallery will also remember that particular day,
because it was horrible, it was absolutely horrible. The vileness of what was said on that day I will not
forget. I was looking back at the notes and the contribution that I had made on that day, and I did not
speak positively. I seemed to be just defending and addressing some of the horrible things that other
people in this chamber had said and bringing them to task and showing the hypocrisy of some of the
things they said. It does not come out of my mouth very often as an atheist, but what would Jesus do?
Mr Melhem interjected.
Ms PATTEN: Thank you, Mr Melhem, I am not planning to convert today. But I did consider:
what would Jesus do? And as Ms Garrett so beautifully said, Jesus would have walked with us and
Jesus would have voted with us, I believe.
I again will be supporting this legislation because it is the right thing to do. As Mr Jennings said, it is
very, very simple. This is the right thing to do. This is about people. This is about our community.
This is about our sons. This is about our children. This is about our friends. This is about our loved
ones. It is not often that we do debate a bill that is so personal and so important to individuals, but this
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is one of them. I have had no difficulty with this legislation. It is very simple: you are who you are.
And I am not here to tell anyone otherwise, and nor should our governments and nor should our birth
certificates. Our birth certificates should be a description of who we are, and that is what this piece of
legislation will do.
Ms Shing so eloquently spoke and raised some of the startling and most horrific statistics that we know
about what happens to our trans and gender-diverse friends and family. This bill, I hope, will in some
way go to alleviate some of that. We are not going to solve the discrimination, solve the vilification
that we sometimes see. We are probably not going to be able to solve the Australian newspaper. You
would hope, like I did, that occasionally the Australian newspaper might actually speak to an expert
rather than a former deputy president of Fred Niles’s Christian Democratic Party, who appears to be
the expert on all things trans even though in the articles in that paper he acknowledges that, as far as
he knows, he has never met a trans person, nor has he ever looked at any research around trans or
gender diversity.
I spoke to many of the organisations and some of the people who are opposed to this legislation, and
I spoke to them genuinely. I genuinely did want to understand their fear about allowing another person
to be who they are, and I listened. Some of it was rubbish, but much of it I respect, and I understand
that it was heartfelt. I do not think it was correct, because I actually spoke to the experts, and that was
our trans and gender-diverse friends and family. Those are the experts on this bill. This is who this bill
is for. The bill is for their families.
Judy Garland said, ‘Always be a first-rate version of yourself instead of a second-rate version of
somebody else’. How beautiful is that? This bill is about catching up with where our community is.
This bill is about love. This bill is about doing the right thing and standing up for some in our
community who have had so much struggle and have had to be so bloody brave to stand up for
themselves, to fight for us to be here today. I commend this bill to the house.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (18:07): I will be brief. I believe the government has managed
this bill and the concern it has created in the community very badly. It may be an inherent failing of
many on that side of politics that, instead of addressing concerns and bringing the community with
them, they wave their arms around and cry ‘bigot’ at those who do not share their views. This is not
the green left university club where people can just be dismissed because you do not like what they
have to say. We have heard concerns about women’s safety described as offensive, as though a bill
that lets people alter their ID has no risk of fraud. This is not the way to do it. If ‘crash through or
crash’ is your modus operandi, eventually you will crash.
This bill allows a person to alter the sex listed on their birth certificate. It is my view that the
government should not care which sex you are. On balance, being able to change the sex listed on a
birth certificate will be a win for liberty. You should be free to believe what you like about sex and
gender identity so long as your views are not being forced on anyone else.
It is possible that the Equal Opportunity Act 2010 will be an offender here, but the Births, Deaths and
Marriages Registration Act 1996 is not. Whether someone calls themselves a man or woman does not
affect me. I am aware that the government does have to make determinations about whether someone
is a man or a woman in some circumstances: prisons are not co-ed. However, I am confident that
government will stuff this up regardless of whether or not a person is able to change their birth
certificate. At any rate, these concerns are not handled by the Births, Deaths and Marriages
Registration Act. All we are doing here is allowing an identity document to conform to a person’s
preference regarding a personal matter. It would be better if the government did not care about it at
all—and I do plan to move an amendment that brings us a bit closer to that—but this alone would still
be a good thing, so I will vote for the bill.
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Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (18:09): Today I rise to speak in support of the Births,
Deaths and Marriages Registration Amendment Bill 2019, but before I speak to this bill, if you or
someone close to you is experiencing distress or requires support, please call Switchboard Victoria on
1800 184 527. Switchboard Victoria is a community-based, not-for-profit organisation that provides
a peer-based, volunteer-run support service for lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans and gender-diverse, queer
and intersex people as well as their friends and families.
I was voted into this house on a ticket of looking after the most vulnerable in our community, and I do
feel that the transgender community is one of our most vulnerable communities. In 2017 we were well
overdue for marriage equality. Here we are in 2019, and we find ourselves again well overdue for
recognising a basic human right—a right of appropriate identification documentation for everyone in
our community, more specifically for trans and gender-diverse members of our community.
This issue has become extremely politicised over recent years. The sides of this debate have become
left versus right as an issue, an argument over traditional values and how these should be altered to
reflect modern ideas. The idea behind this bill is that there are trans and gender-diverse people who
are discriminated against and experience significant distress when required to present their birth
certificate or documentation which does not reflect them and how they identify. This situation creates
a forced form of outing in which they are forced to answer questions about the discrepancies between
how they identify and their formal documentation. The amendments proposed provide people with the
opportunity to submit an application to have changes made to their birth certificate, removing the
clause which requires the need for surgical or hormonal intervention. It still, however, requires a
supporting statement from an adult who has known the person for 12 months. It will also require that
when parents submit forms to change the gender of their child, they do so with the child’s permission
and a written form from a doctor recommending the change.
Too much of the debate has focused upon a premise of fear, such as prisoners changing their
identification from, for example, male to female so they can transfer to a female prison; or people
using single-identification bathrooms or change rooms that do not reflect their presumed gender. In
the real world people are not required to provide evidence of their gender to enter a single-gender
public toilet or space.
Notwithstanding that it is considered extremely dangerous for prisoners to identify as trans or genderdiverse and be incarcerated in a prison that does not align with their gender identity, Corrections
Victoria have a comprehensive policy regarding trans and gender-diverse prisoners in Victoria. A
prisoner changing their sex marker will not mean they get to automatically move to a prison of their
choice; far more than that goes into a decision. A copy of this policy is available online.
The Victorian government has already introduced policies to support education and address family
violence. Businesses that are single gender generally have policies in place which are consistent with
the Equal Opportunity Act 2010. I struggled hearing the debate today around somehow trying to mix
family violence and this issue. It is disgraceful.
Birth certificates are required for proof of identification in various situations. In the past and today our
legal system sees this issue with people who travel here from countries with no or inconsistent
identification documentation—that is, our refugees. Misaligned identification documentation results
in a number of disadvantages whereby the person will be unable to do many things we take for granted,
such as applying for a home or work, registering with a local doctor or registering children for school
and so on. For trans and gender-diverse people this can mean daily distress, including having to out
themselves as trans or gender-diverse and risk placing themselves in physical and psychological
danger when doing so. Such disclosures should not be necessary.
Based on the flood of emails I have received from within and outside my electorate regarding the
proposed amendments, the terms ‘sex’ and ‘gender’ were frequently used interchangeably and
generally misunderstood. When it comes to biological sex it is a lot more complex than genetics or
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even genitals. From a biological perspective there is no single or simple marker that defines a person
as clearly male or female. The supposedly simple binary concept of male and female is really a
complex combination of genetic, hormonal and developmental processes that means a person may
more closely resemble one sex or another, but as nature would have it, these markers may be
mismatched. Gender refers to the way that biological sex is understood and expressed in society.
Gender identity is a personal sense of gender. It may correlate with assigned sex at birth or it may
differ from it. Our society has a set of gender categories that can determine some characteristics to be
more male or female—I am glad I am smiling because I have cried so much today—and activities
associated with these may be also called gender roles.
This type of scientific discovery does not sit well in a world that still holds onto socialised norms and
legal systems that do not allow for differences. Indeed one may argue that allowing a person to amend
their birth certificate and thus their everyday identification to reflect their gender identity could be
considered more accurate as it means that the form will show a more relevant description of how that
person appears and the pronouns they use.
This debate is effectively positioning the human rights of people as being up for debate. It is distressing
and unnecessary to press people to reveal private information about their history every time they are
required to produce identification documentation. It is also potentially dangerous. Failure to uphold
the human rights of gender-diverse people against abuses such as violence and discriminatory laws
and practices has real consequences for their mental health and constitutes a serious violation of
international human rights laws. We know that the day-to-day discrimination that transgender and
gender-diverse people experience, including years of bullying and harassment and lack of legal
recognition and protection—such as the birth certificate, the social isolation that they feel and the
rejection from family—unsurprisingly wears down people and sometimes leads to tragic outcomes.
As it happens, this Friday is Wear It Purple Day, founded in 2010 in response to global stories of real
teenagers, real heartache and their real responses. Wear It Purple Day strives to foster supportive, safe,
empowering and inclusive environments for rainbow young people with four key focus areas:
awareness, opportunity, environment and collaboration. According to Transgender Victoria—and I
thank them—one in two transgender young people will attempt suicide and four out of five will
attempt self-harm. They face increased risks without their gender being affirmed, and this just should
not occur.
The binary means of understanding biological sex, however, is learned, and therefore people can be
re-educated and socialised. There is also an opportunity for us as parliamentarians to be leaders in
support of this change. I acknowledge my responsibility within this debate and that what I say and do
as a political leader has real consequences. Incorrect, false and hysterical statements and language
which is discriminatory—I have actually felt violated by some of the things that I have heard today.
Promotion of inclusion, dignity and diversity, however, affects the mental health and wellbeing of the
people in my community and beyond, and what we say and how we say it matters.
Biological sex and gender diversity is a reality, and it is a human right to choose how a person
identifies; it is time for everyone who does not understand this to catch up. To hear some of the debate
earlier around the pub test, I would invite a so-called other member who represents Western Metro to
actually go to the pubs in Footscray, especially the Pride of Our Footscray Community Bar.
I must say about some of the other things that I have heard today that, as a woman who has experienced
domestic violence, I could not feel more safe than I do around the drag community in Footscray and
the trans community, and some of the points made around domestic violence involving the person
who is actually in your home are the truth. I am in no fear of a transgender person, nor am I in fear of
someone in drag. If anything, I feel so safe around them. I have never felt unsafe around a person who
feels that way or dresses a certain way. If anything, I feel very safe around them.
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My children are people I speak to. They always want to know what I am doing, and this week I
explained to them this very important bill. Can I mention that, because I heard other members talk
about their children today and how it will affect their children. My seven-year-old and my soon to be
10-year-old, when I explained what I was doing, said, ‘Mum, it is none of anybody’s business what
people look like underneath their clothes’. They attend a Catholic school—I am just letting you know.
I am so extremely proud of my teenagers, especially the two that I have working in my office doing
paperwork part time. I am so very proud that they are taught about sexual fluidity and I am proud to
hear them correct me when I am not using the right terms. I am so proud to be corrected by my children
because obviously I come from a time before the science caught up. I am very proud.
As a doctor of Chinese medicine and someone who has been in the medical profession for a very long
time, I must say we do not talk enough to each other around our emotions or our thoughts, and I must
say that a person’s mental health and a person’s emotional health are very important to my community
in the west. I am very proud to look after the most vulnerable in my community; I was elected on that.
This is my interpretation of looking after the vulnerable in my community. I commend this bill and
look forward to the vote.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (18:25): I just want to say that it has been a fantastic debate
here today, and it is one of those days when I feel—not that I do not always feel proud—especially
proud to be a member of this Parliament. I think the quality of the debate has been terrific here today.
I have heard some wonderful speeches and obvious emotion, very heartfelt, about a very difficult
subject and one that we have heard lots about from either side of the debate. My office has been
flooded, like everybody else’s office has been flooded, with various opinions on this. I think it was
important to hear everyone that spoke today. I think we should not decry anyone’s opinion on this,
because we are reflecting the views of the public of Victoria that we have heard and they have all been
represented here today.
I am critical of the government, in a way, given how they have gone about this bill. There really has
not been adequate consultation, and people have brought that up. I do feel that they could have done
more to take people on this journey, and I also got the impression that if you opposed or questioned
any part of this bill, you were seen as being an unreasonable or maybe even transphobic person. You
were just made to feel that you either should agree to all of it or—basically that is it, you should agree
to all of it.
People have raised reasonable objections to this bill with me, and I was concerned about some aspects
of it. I was not planning to speak to this part of the bill at all at this stage. I was going to speak to some
amendments that were on the cards before that addressed some issues that I was concerned about,
which were the ease of self-declaration and the ability to change your gender every 12 months if you
so desire. I was not worried about violence in toilets or people being shocked at being asked to do
depilation in beauty clinics or anything like that—I was worried about fraud and people being
mischievous with this bill in the future. I wanted to see some changes made around that area, and then
I would have supported the bill. I certainly am very sympathetic to transgender people in our
community, and I certainly do not think that the status quo should remain and that people should have
to have surgery to bring about something as simple as a change to their gender on their birth certificate.
However, on the other hand, I felt as if the bill went too far the other way and made the bar so low as
to be non-existent. Those were things that I was concerned about.
I even went over to one of my colleagues in the house today and said that I was probably not going to
support the bill, but hearing the debate today has just been fantastic. It has really taken me on the
journey that really, rather than looking after the fears of people about what might happen in the
future—could well happen in the future—it is more important to support our transgender community
and the difficulties they have in feeling recognised and protected in our community and looked after.
That is more important. It is more important to offer freedom here and to offer the ability to bring
about changes that people want in their lives for important reasons than to look after the possibilities
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of people being upset or hurt in the future. There are always chances. If we err too far in making things
too easy, there are of course legislative changes that can be made in the future if necessary.
So I rise to put on the record that I have taken all these things into account and that I am really very
proud to hear what I have heard today. There have been some fantastic speeches. In that case, I just
say the status quo cannot remain. We have got to move with the times. Let us make the changes. So I
commend the bill to the house.
Sitting suspended 6.31 pm until 7.34 pm.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (19:34): This is a simple but essential reform, and I am so very
proud to support it here this evening. It is a reform that our government has been trying to progress for
some time. For our trans and gender-diverse community, however, it must feel like a lifetime. In 2014
Victorian Labor committed to making this change. Legislation was developed and brought before the
Parliament; we were regrettably unsuccessful on that occasion. I am very hopeful that today will be
different. Indeed our trans and gender-diverse community have sought this reform since the 1970s.
Transgender Victoria was formed some 20 years ago, and it has always been on the agenda.
There have been some extraordinary speeches in the debate this afternoon, some that have included
deeply personal reflections and been very generous in their sharing. There have been some equally
extraordinary and really quite unpleasant claims made—some wild claims made—about prisons,
about women’s shelters and even about a bikini wax at one point. On these claims, I think it is
important to make the point that there is not a single shred of evidence that any of these things actually
relate to any real-world experience here in Victoria or indeed across Australia. Throughout this debate,
particularly in the last couple of months, when we have had lots of people contacting us from across
our electorates, I have been mortified to see this so-called feminist argument proffered in this debate.
My kind of feminism is at its heart about equality.
This bill, as I said at the outset, is very simple. It removes the requirement for trans and gender-diverse
people to undergo surgery before they can change their birth certificates. Trans and gender-diverse
people are already changing the sex recorded on their birth certificates. This is already happening. The
essence of this legislation is to remove the requirement for surgery. As other speakers have noted, this
bill will not affect most Victorians. However, 1 to 2 per cent of the Victorian community will benefit
enormously from this reform and will benefit from this reform on a daily basis with those things that
should be the dull paperwork and administration of life. Every time sex is there on a form it will be
simpler. Those trips to the bank, a trip to VicRoads to get a licence renewal, a passport application—
these things that should be as straightforward as they possibly can be will be much less challenging.
Some members have reflected in the debate about their children and indeed their own experience, and
for good and for bad in my view. But I have a child who is 15, and he is currently going through that
whole next set of forms that a person has to fill in in their lifetime—the first bit of paperwork for a
first job, the first form for the first bit of vocational training. And I know that the government has heard
from people in our trans and gender-diverse community that these can be profoundly traumatic
experiences. Being 15 is hard enough; being a person who is constantly having to describe their
personal situation is, I think, such a level of difficulty in life that it is incumbent upon us to remove it
for people.
Of course the evidence is absolutely clear. It is absolutely consistent. There is extensive research to
support that a supportive and affirming environment creates better mental health outcomes for people
in our community. For young trans people the research is clear. That the Parliament ought to also be a
supportive and affirming place, and I hope tonight we will be able to reverse the deep disappointment
and hurt that occurred here three years ago. Giving people a legal document that affirms their true
identity will be, I think, a truly wonderful thing—all those forms, those introductions and those bits of
administration made simpler, more comfortable and more natural, just being who you are.
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I want to respond briefly to a couple of the matters that were raised in the debate. As I indicated, some
of the matters that have been raised in the debate can, I believe, be rationally and reasonably set aside
because they are so far beyond the scope of this bill and also because there is just no evidence whatever
to support the claims that have been made.
There was a question Mr O’Donohue raised around consultation, and in response to that I just indicate
that there has been consultation undertaken on this bill. The policy of course was debated in the
Parliament and has remained in the public domain for many years. The bill was introduced into the
Parliament, as everyone here tonight will well know, in 2016 and was informed by broad consultation
undertaken by the Australian Human Rights Commission in the development of their report Sex Files:
The Legal Recognition of Sex in Documents and Government Records. Further targeted consultation
was undertaken with doctors and psychologists, including the Australian Medical Association, the
Royal Australian College of General Practitioners, the Australian Psychological Society, Victoria
Police and the Australian Bureau of Statistics. The bill was also informed by consultation with trans,
gender-diverse and intersex individuals and organisations, as well as the LGBTI justice working group
and task force and the gender and sexuality commissioner, so there has been extensive consultation.
As members have observed, this bill is almost identical to the previous bill. Its contents should be a
surprise to no-one.
I would also like to take the opportunity to briefly respond to the questions around the interaction with
our equal opportunity laws. I refer to a statement from the Victorian equal opportunity and human
rights commissioner on 9 August, and I quote from that statement:
Some critics of the proposed changes suggest that they may compromise the safety of women-only spaces
such as change rooms, refuges or sports clubs. And while ensuring the safety and security of women is critical,
it’s important to note that the Bill does not change the ability of trans and gender-diverse people to access
such spaces, which is already protected under the Equal Opportunity Act.

The commissioner went on to acknowledge the inherent vulnerability of trans and gender-diverse
people and the discrimination that is frequently experienced by this community. The statement goes on:
For many of us, it’s easy to think of obtaining accurate identity documents as a simple, and even mundane,
administrative task; but for many trans and gender-diverse people, this process has a profound significance.
We saw this first hand at the recent Change Your ID Day hosted by St Kilda Legal Service—you couldn’t
fail to see how obtaining a licence, passport or birth certificate that reflected one’s true identity was so
powerful and affirming for the trans and gender-diverse people in attendance.

I have just a final couple of words on the debate—the debate that has occurred in the community and
the debate that has occurred in the Parliament. There have been words spoken in this debate this
afternoon that I have personally thought to be some of the most hateful and hurtful words I have heard
in this place in 12 years. There have also been some truly beautiful expressions about what this reform
is actually about and what it means—what it means to government and other MPs who are supporting
it, but much more importantly than that what it means to the people for whom it will make such an
important difference. I want to recognise that this debate has been awful. It has been long, it has been
hard and it has been harmful. And if it has been too hard and too hurtful, we do want people to know
that support exists and to access it. This is a lot to take on, a lot to listen to and to hear and to feel, and
no-one should have to do that alone. And no-one should feel that they are not supported through this
debate, which very soon, I hope, will be over. I thank in particular our young trans and gender-diverse
people. You have been strong and you have been brave, and I think you have also been very effective.
And in just a few moments I think you will get to see how effective you have been. I proudly commend
this bill to the house.
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Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Instruction to committee
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (19:51): I move, by leave:
That it be an instruction to the committee that they have the power to consider amendments and new clauses
to amend the Births, Deaths and Marriages Registration Act 1996 to provide that when a birth certificate is
issued it does not include the sex of a person unless specifically requested.

I will be brief. Currently birth certificates list gender unless people specifically request that it be left
off. This is the opt-out model. It enforces a norm that birth certificates should show gender and those
that do not are in some way odd. Our amendment reverses this position. In order to have sex listed on
a birth certificate, a person must specifically request it; they must opt in. This changes the norm, and
in time those who list sex on their birth certificate will be the odd ones.
I would like to take this moment to highlight an unlikely virtue, the virtue of indifference. Those who
ask for a government action usually want our government to be less indifferent to us. They usually
want government to enforce their views on everyone else. The Liberal Democrats take a different
approach. We believe in most cases people are better off being left alone. In these cases the best
position for government to have is indifference. Unfortunately government is not indifferent towards
our sex. The government cares about your genitals, and it should not. While the two sides here will
argue which view of sex the government should enforce, the Liberal Democrats argue that the
government should not enforce any views on sex. We can decide for ourselves whether we think
someone is a man or a woman. We do not need the government’s help in figuring it out, and it is okay
if we do not all agree. I believe that what your gender is and what is inside your underwear is none of
the government’s business. This amendment takes a commonsense step towards making the
government indifferent to your gender, and this has to be a positive for liberty.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (19:55): Whilst the government is not supportive of Mr Quilty’s
amendment, it is not opposing this procedural motion that comes before it, which is about—and I am
being a bit more expansive because we have a number of people in the gallery—allowing his
amendment to be considered in the next stage of the bill. The government will not be opposing the
instruction motion.
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Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (19:55): The opposition, in a similar vein, have some
concerns about the amendment from Mr Quilty, but we support his right to have this amendment
considered in the committee of the whole. Therefore we support this motion.
Motion agreed to.
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1 (19:57)
Mr QUILTY: I move:
1.

Clause 1, page 2, after line 32 insert—
“(ix) to provide that when a birth certificate is issued, it does not include the sex of a person unless
specifically requested; and”.

I have given my speech previously; I do not need to go into it any more. I think it is just common sense
and a better outcome.
Ms PULFORD: As I indicated a moment ago, the government will not be supporting this
amendment. The process outlined in this bill for a sex descriptor, whether it be male, female or any
other non-offensive descriptor, allows us to cater for gender-diverse and non-binary people while also
continuing to align with other identity documents. The removal of any sex descriptor could create
problems with reporting to organisations including but not limited to the Australian Bureau of
Statistics and other government reporting. Such a wideranging set of consequences would need to be
properly considered, investigated and consulted on with the community, and we are certainly not in a
position to support that at this stage.
The effect of this amendment without thorough consideration of those matters, without thorough
investigation of these and I think without quite some conversation with the Victorian community,
would have serious consequences, and right now we are not even really in a position to definitively
say what they are—it would just create a whole lot of unknown consequences. I thank Mr Quilty for
his contribution to the debate and his reasons as outlined, but they are the reasons the government is
not supporting this.
Mr O’DONOHUE: The opposition, for many similar reasons to those the minister articulated, will
not be supporting Mr Quilty’s amendment. It is clear I think that there will be significant unknown
consequences. Recording the sex on the birth certificate is important for a whole range of data
collection purposes, and we therefore will not be supporting this amendment.
Dr CUMMING: Just speaking on Mr Quilty’s amendment, I support Mr Quilty’s amendment. I
do not understand why within statistics we actually need to gather that information around being male
or female. There are options obviously around having non-binary or a different box or no box to tick.
The minister mentioned the collecting of statistics. How does the Tasmanian government get around
this, seeing as this is not dissimilar to the Tasmanian law that has passed?
My personal belief is that parents should have that choice, that it should not necessarily be a doctor
making that decision at birth. They do not have X-ray vision; they do not know what that baby’s
emotions are or how they are feeling. Currently the practice that we have I see has no purpose. As
well, I obviously see no purpose even with the prefixes that we use within life. I do not necessarily
feel that in the future we are going to need these, being that we are all just human beings and we are
not really bound by a gender, a gender that we were identified as as very small babies in front of
doctors that do not have X-ray vision.
Mr LIMBRICK: There appears to be some confusion about what this amendment is actually
trying to achieve. It is not changing the method of collection or storage of gender; it is merely doing
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something that can already be done. At the moment, a birth certificate can be produced with no gender
on it if requested. It is merely making that the default. That is all it is. It is not changing the storage, so
it will not affect statistical data or anything like that, because it will be stored in the system. It is merely
changing the default position for when a birth certificate is requested to be produced.
Ms PULFORD: Just in response to the comments from Dr Cumming and Mr Limbrick, right now
we do not have a thorough understanding of the consequences of the Tasmanian reform. It is too early
to have that. Our commitment to the Victorian community prior to the 2014 election was this reform.
To put the brakes on this reform while we go and try and answer that question is just not something
that the government wants to do. I understand the motives of people who are supportive of this, and I
think it is an important discussion for us all to have, but we are just not in a position to support it
tonight. We want to get on with the bill in its current form.
Amendment negatived.
Mr O’DONOHUE: Just for the record, I wish to acknowledge that the minister at the table and
the Leader of the Government, both in the Leader of the Government’s contribution and in the
minister’s summation of the second reading, addressed many of the questions that I had sought to pose
during the committee stage. I had some communication with the minister, and she helpfully responded
during her summation. Whilst the opposition may have a different perspective and does not necessarily
agree with the answers provided by the minister, I do note that the questions that I was seeking to pose
have been responded to, so I do not wish to take up the committee’s time any further.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I should have said that Mr Quilty’s amendment 1 was a test for
Mr Quilty’s other amendments, so there are no further amendments to the bill.
Mr ONDARCHIE: Minister, I have some questions that have been posed to me by my
constituents, who have asked me to ask them on their behalf. I could capture all of those in clause 1 of
the bill if that works for you, rather than try to prosecute them through the course of the bill. It is your
call if you would like me to do that.
Ms PULFORD: That is fine.
Mr ONDARCHIE: Minister, the first one came from a very senior member of Victoria Police,
who asked me a question and who has been unable to get a response from within his own organisation.
If a member of the police provides a brief of evidence after an offender has been charged prior to them
attending court, if the brief of evidence indicates the gender of the offender and then between the time
the offender is charged and their court appearance the offender is able to through this legal process
change their gender, does that make the brief of evidence invalid and not able to be prosecuted in
court?
Ms PULFORD: No, it does not. Some of the inferences around criminal activity and behaviour
that have been made through the course of this debate in the house and in the community more broadly
I personally find quite offensive. But in terms of this practical question about the police’s ability to
undertake their responsibilities, the answer is no. I also make the point, if we are planning on spending
hours on this, that this is well outside the scope of the bill.
Mr ONDARCHIE: I am simply asking a question that has been posed to me. This particular
member of Victoria Police was unable to get an answer to it within their own organisation, which I
suspect is not certain about what the ramifications of this bill are. That is simply what I am asking.
Minister, I have a question that was posed to me by a local sporting club, and it relates to women and
female participation in their teams. They are concerned that should males have—and the words used
to me were—post-puberty biological advantage, one of the effects of the success of this bill may be
that people who have a biological advantage are able then, through the course of this, to change their
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gender and participate in a sporting team or sporting activity that has predominantly been
undertaken—
I am not sure if the minister is listening to me, Deputy President. She is doing something else.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Minister?
Mr ONDARCHIE: I have not quite finished, Minister. I was not sure if you—
Ms Pulford: Yes, I kind of know where you are going. I was ready to answer.
Mr ONDARCHIE: I am just asking on behalf of people who asked me to ask it whether this is
going to pose any challenges to them in having people participate in their sporting team that then
present what they call a biological advantage.
Ms PULFORD: There are no sporting-related consequences as a result of this legislation. This is
about removing the requirement for people to have an operation before they change their designation
on their birth certificate. That is all it does.
Mr ONDARCHIE: I do not wish to pursue this too much further, Minister, but are you then giving
some assurances to sporting organisations in Victoria that there will not be any challenges to the way
they select teams or include participants as an outcome of this legislation?
Ms PULFORD: Victorian sporting organisations are, I think, well aware of their responsibilities
under anti-discrimination law, and that is also beyond the scope of this bill.
Mr LIMBRICK: I have a point of clarification. I have had conflicting information on this. One of
the important functions of the births, deaths and marriages registry is for genealogical research. After
a period of time, the data is made public. My question is: will the original record that was recorded at
birth be released after a period of time? I think it is 90 years. But after whatever the period of time is,
will that record be released at that time?
Ms PULFORD: The period that Mr Limbrick was referring to is 100 years, and the answer is yes.
It will be able to be released after 100 years.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 38 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (20:12): I move:
That the report be now adopted.

Motion agreed to.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (20:13): I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The question is:
That the bill be now read a third time and do pass.
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Question agreed to.
Read third time.
The PRESIDENT: Pursuant to standing order 14.27, the bill will be returned to the Assembly with
a message informing them that the Council have agreed to the bill without amendment.
Questions without notice and ministers statements
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (20:20): Members will recall that at the conclusion of question time today
Mr O’Donohue raised a point of order seeking that a written response be provided to his
supplementary question to Minister Symes in relation to the Latrobe Valley Authority. I said at the
time I would review the matter and provide a ruling later today. Mr O’Donohue asked a substantive
question about the travel undertaken by staff and others associated with the Latrobe Valley Authority.
Mr O’Donohue then asked a succinct supplementary question that was relevant to both his substantive
question and the minister’s fulsome answer to that question. Mr O’Donohue’s supplementary question
asked the minister ‘what processes do you have in place to assure yourself’ about the value for money
of the travel. The minister again provided a relevant answer in which she stated that any travel should
be appropriate and targeted, but she did not express the answer in terms of the process in place. I
acknowledge the minister was answering the question in good faith, but I rule that a written response
be provided to the supplementary question. Given the lateness in the day of this ruling, I direct that the
answer not be due until Thursday, 29 August, being two business days.
Bills
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS REGISTRATION BILL 2019
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1 (20:25)
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Minister, the second-reading speech refers to the government’s pre-2014
election commitment to work with relevant stakeholders on the introduction of the mandatory statutory
registration scheme, which is this document. Who were the relevant stakeholders?
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Mr JENNINGS: In the second-reading debate I outlined a list of stakeholders that Mr RichPhillips then made some commentary by interjection about. I listed I think nine organisations that had
been involved in consideration of this bill, and I will go through that list if you like. They were the
Australian Council of Engineering Deans, the Civil Contractors Federation Victoria, the Asset
Management Council, the Transport Australia Society, the Institute of Public Works Engineering
Australasia, the Australasian Institute of Mining and Metallurgy, the Institution of Chemical
Engineers, Professionals Australia and Engineers Australia.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. What was the nature of that consultation? Did it
precede the development of the draft bill? Was it prior to drafting or was it merely informing them
that a bill had been drafted? What was the nature of that engagement?
Mr JENNINGS: I will take some advice about the scheduling of it, but one thing I can say from
my working memory and knowledge of this piece of legislation when it arrived during the course of
the term 2014 to 2018 is that it was certainly not rushed to cabinet’s consideration or rushed into the
Parliament. As I understand it, there was lengthy consultation and consideration that was undertaken
under the stewardship of the then Parliamentary Secretary to the Treasurer, Daniel Mulino, who was
charged with the responsibility of developing the policy work on behalf of the Treasurer and of not
only bringing forward report-backs to the cabinet process on the policy considerations and the structure
of proposed legislation but also having stewardship of discussions across the sector in relation to the
preparation of this material, before and after its arrival into the Parliament. I might be able to augment
that, but I think from memory that sequence of a lengthy engagement certainly preceded the
government’s consideration of the draft legislation.
I can augment my general description of the consultation with the organisations that I have outlined
and with others. There were roundtable discussions, there was a public consultation paper and those
bodies were invited to make commentary. There was—what is actually unusual, as you would know—
an exposure draft of the bill that was shared with those bodies and peak groups to help determine the
final shape of the legislation. I emphasise that point because the community may not be aware that it
has been comparatively rare for there to be exposure bills of pieces of legislation in this jurisdiction
for the last 20 years or so, and this is one of the bills that undertook that path.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Was the exposure draft made publicly available or only, as you described,
to those bodies?
Mr JENNINGS: In fact, without me knowing, I accurately described that it was targeted
consultation that occurred in 2017 and 2018.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: So was the exposure draft publicly available?
Mr JENNINGS: It was public in the sense that it involved targeted feedback from those entities
that I described.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Was it public in the sense that an engineer who was not a member of those
bodies could see the exposure draft?
Mr JENNINGS: No, we are going around in circles a little bit. I believe that the consultation and
stakeholder engagement in terms of the exposure within each of those organisations, in terms of their
dissemination of information, I cannot make comment on. But I know that they were invited to
comment—those organisations were invited to comment—on the legislation.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: How were those nine organisations chosen? I indicated in my secondreading speech that there were a number of organisations—the Victorian Automobile Chamber of
Commerce was one of them, the Heavy Vehicle Industry Australia was another—that criticised the
lack of consultation. Those bodies obviously have very close extensive engagement with engineers
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working in those industry sectors. They were not part of your consultation. How were these nine
chosen and others excluded?
Mr JENNINGS: I will seek advice. I will be surprised if the advice satisfies your expectations, but
I will seek it.
Mr Rich-Phillips, if this bill had actually got into committee during the last Parliament, we would have
had the Parliamentary Secretary to the Treasurer here. He could have answered that question, and
aren’t we lamenting that opportunity that has been lost to me and to you of getting firsthand
information about that?
Mr Rich-Phillips interjected.
Mr JENNINGS: Again this terrain is beyond my personal knowledge and exposure, but what I do
understand is that there was a process by which invitations were distributed within the sector. There
were opportunities for people to register to be involved in the stakeholder engagement. Whether an
invitation was disseminated to the organisations that you have drawn attention to and then
subsequently whether they chose to register or not, I cannot answer either of those questions.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: But suffice to say, they were not part of the consultation. And presumably,
given they criticise the narrowness of the consultation, they were not invited to be part of the
consultation.
Mr JENNINGS: Look, I think I can actually agree with your first proposition. I think the second
one is speculation, and I cannot confirm that.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Minister, on the balance of probabilities, presumably if they are criticising
the narrowness of the consultation, it is because they were not invited to participate, not because they
chose not to participate. Is that a reasonable assumption?
Mr JENNINGS: You know that I am very generous often in relation to providing encouragement
to people to make reasonable speculation about things. Today I am not feeling well disposed to being
so generous.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. Of the nine organisations the government consulted
with, what is the government’s understanding of their coverage of the population of engineers that
practice in Victoria? I indicated at the end of my second-reading speech that it has been indicated to
me that, for example, Engineers Australia covers approximately 15 to 16 per cent of engineers
Australia-wide; we assume it is a similar proportion in Victoria. What is the government’s
understanding of the coverage that you achieved in your consultation with those nine bodies? Is it
20 per cent, 25 per cent, 15 per cent?
Mr JENNINGS: Yes, I know there is a variety between zero and 100. You could probably list
them all. I will go and ask.
It was an intriguing question, but I knew that it was going to challenge us. Ultimately at the end of the
day in terms of those who we believe would be considered to be professional engineers in terms of
being eligible to be registered in this scheme—which then, as you understand, is a subset of the number
of engineers who would be working in Victoria—we think that the two largest representative bodies
would in their own right cover about a quarter of the field of professional engineers, and then the
cumulative effort and engagement of the representation of the other seven we believe would take it
north of 25 per cent.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. You referred to the cumulative effort of the other
seven. You indicated in a previous answer that you did not, understandably, have an understanding of
what effort those entities had gone to to consult the broader membership. Are you now indicating you
do have an understanding of what they did or did not do for the broader population?
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Mr JENNINGS: No, I used the word ‘effort’ in relation to a critical mass of members or people
who they would speak on behalf of. The number of people who, in a linear way—which I know is at
the heart of your recurring questions—participated in conversations about this as individuals, just as
with any other piece of legislation not only in this jurisdiction but across the planet, maxes out at a
number far below that of those who are eligible to be considered to be covered by this piece of
legislation. You know that; I know that. I know you are trying to make a point, but in fact the level of
consultation with the citizenry about any piece of legislation maxes out at a reasonable level of
participation and opportunity to comment on a piece of legislation.
I am reinforced by some advice that whilst the exposure draft of the legislation was not provided to
individuals in the community, the policy settings around the structure of the legislation and the policy
direction was on the Department of Treasury and Finance website. Again you might ask the question:
how many hits did it get? I cannot tell you the answer to that, but it was up for some period of time
during the course of the consultation process, so it was available to a broader audience. Again, if you
apply the test of how many of the citizens of Victoria engage with public policy development, you
know that number—it is comparatively small.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thanks, Minister. Just to be clear, though, on the information that was
made available at Treasury, was that prior to the tabling of the first bill in the 58th Parliament or was
it after that bill had been released in the 58th Parliament?
Mr JENNINGS: Before.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you. The nine organisations you have outlined, obviously two of
them—Engineers Australia and Professionals Australia—are the bulk membership organisations, and
possibly the Civil Contractors Federation has a reasonable membership base as well. Of those
organisations, which are potentially eligible to become assessment entities and therefore commercial
beneficiaries of this scheme?
Mr JENNINGS: Just at the clutch moment when you asked me the question I was distracted
because I have received a text message from the former parliamentary secretary.
Mr Rich-Phillips: He’s not listening, is he?
Mr JENNINGS: He is obviously sufficiently motivated to basically reinforce some of the things
that I have already said to you. He may augment what I have said to you in subsequent texts, but—
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr JENNINGS: Go back to the clutch moment of your question, because it related to particular
interests in the last paragraph.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. It is intriguing to think that the former parliamentary
secretary, Mr Mulino, is in fact listening to these proceedings and participating in them.
Mr Jennings: He hasn’t participated yet apart from me commenting on him.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: He is providing you with the information you said earlier you would have
liked him to have been here to provide you with. The question went to the entities which you listed as
being subject to consultation with the government. Of those nine, how many are eligible to become
assessment entities under this scheme and therefore financial beneficiaries of the scheme?
Mr JENNINGS: Without being prescriptive, because the legislation is not prescriptive, there is
potential for all of the nine, plus the ones that you have referred to, to be eligible to be assessment
entities under the structure of the bill depending upon the consideration of the Business Licensing
Authority (BLA), which in this instance would comprise the advice of the chief engineer in relation to
making a determination of who should be eligible. So the field is quite broad; it is not narrow. It is
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certainly not narrowed to two, which is your construction. It is not narrowed necessarily to nine. It is
not necessarily constrained by the other organisations that you have referred to.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thanks, Minister. That is obviously a theoretical construction. From a
practical point of view in terms of who can offer professional development for engineers and who can
offer assessment-type capability within the organisation, how many of the nine are left that actually
have that capability that could reasonably become assessment entities? I assume the Australian
Council of Engineering Deans, for example, who you listed on that list, is not an entity that can manage
and provide professional development across thousands of engineers and do assessments, for example.
Mr JENNINGS: Again you have formed a view that may not be the case. They may see a benefit
in contributing to professional development or developing standards or developing a whole series of
responses to these policy settings. In terms of continuing professional development (CPD) there may
be a whole raft of activities that they embark upon that they currently do not embark upon, to fully fill
out the template of the expectations of the way in which standards can be improved and continual
professional development occurs and of the appropriate level of assessment.
So whilst you ask me to make what would be not a terribly well-informed judgement call about the
ability or the desirability of becoming an assessing entity of those nine, I could volley it back to you
and say: are you asserting that the organisations that you have referred to are interested? Not
interested? Are they capable? Not capable? Ultimately, at the end of the day, your proposition to me
and the committee is that you feel that there is a capacity outside of the consideration of that nine that
is not included. Do you want to draw to the committee’s attention who you think is excluded from that
potential?
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Minister, that is in fact not the direction I am going with that question. It
is merely to understand how many of the entities the government consulted with would reasonably
have that capacity to become an assessment entity and therefore be a beneficiary of this scheme.
Setting that question aside, can I ask you, given you are introducing this scheme and it requires
assessment entities, what is the government’s expectation of who will become an assessment entity? I
mean, this scheme falls over if there are not any assessment entities. So in putting it in place and
legislating today, the government must have some expectation as to who those assessment entities will
be, as a minimum.
Mr JENNINGS: The advice that I have received is that it is quite possible that professional bodies
such as these may develop a capability to become an assessing entity. If we follow the path that has
been adopted in the Queensland jurisdiction, there are eight assessing entities and they are all not-forprofit entities. Now, it may well be that they are spin-offs of professional associations, and it is possible
that that would occur in this jurisdiction as well. We see no reason why the scale of activity and the
breadth of engagement in Victoria would be narrower than in Queensland.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. I would like to move on to the areas of engineering
that are proposed to be covered by the bill, which are listed in clause 4, which defines ‘area of
engineering’ to mean:
… 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 five that are listed are not defined further in the bill as to what is structural engineering, what is
mechanical engineering et cetera. What definitions of those areas of engineering will come into play
in determining whether an engineer needs to be registered for the purposes of this bill, given that those
terms are of themselves quite broad and not further defined?
Mr JENNINGS: As you would understand, to implement this piece of legislation there will need
to be further regulatory input that will be determined before the scheme is fully implemented. That
will involve the Business Licensing Authority, and again I remind the committee it will also include
for this purpose the chief engineer, in working through the regulatory framework that will underpin
the assessment criteria and the quality standards that you would expect.
Regarding the aptitude in terms of qualifications and experience of people who would be registered
under the scheme, they will be determining within their responsibilities what are the streams, and that
work will spell out the method by which those fields will be delineated. The bill is structured in a way
that enables that to be completed in a conceptual way through the regulatory impact assessment and
the other considerations in terms of how the administration of the scheme will work. As you would be
aware, there is an outer limit of the scheme being implemented fully by the middle of 2021 but an
ability, depending upon the consideration of these various factors, to come forward as close as the
beginning of the 2021 financial year. So we anticipate the scheme being operative during that window,
and it could be progressively proclaimed, depending upon the ability of those regulatory instruments
and that definition to be worked through, through the regulatory impact statement and the other
administrative arrangements that will support the scheme.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. Obviously that answer indicates there is a large area
unknown in terms of the community and for the industry as to the practical application of that
provision, because regulations have not been seen—presumably have not been drafted. In that case
can you provide an assurance that no engineering professional who is already subject to licensing, for
example, in a commonwealth jurisdiction, will be required to be additionally registered under this
scheme? I will give you an example of something that I have a little bit of familiarity with. The Civil
Aviation Safety Authority, under civil aviation regulation 35, licenses certain engineers in the
aerospace field to provide structural engineering, systems engineering—arguably mechanical
engineering under this definition in relation to aircraft—and provides them with a licence to indicate
they are approved to provide those types of engineering services to the aviation industry. Can you
provide an assurance that someone, for example, licensed under that commonwealth regime, would
not also be required, given the broad definitions here, to be registered under the Victorian scheme?
Mr JENNINGS: Ultimately the answer to your question is whether there is a scope of practice in
terms of exercising their expertise where they would operate within the fields that are described within
the Victorian regime, so it is a matter of—
Mr Rich-Phillips: Which are very broad.
Mr JENNINGS: But they will be narrowed. But to what you are talking about, if in fact there is a
very, very narrow application of the skill set that you have outlined to the chamber that does not fit
within the scope of activity that then is incorporated within the Victorian regime, the answer is they
will not. But in terms of their practice, their expertise and their engagement with the definitions that
are concluded within the regulatory system within Victoria, if there is scope of their practice that they
would be practising within Victoria, the answer would be yes, they would be required to be registered.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. I accept that answer. What I was really seeking was
an undertaking that the scope of those regulations would be such that they would not pick up those
engineers who are otherwise licensed/registered in the commonwealth jurisdiction, but I take your
answer on face value, that you cannot give that assurance.

BILLS
2700

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 27 August 2019

The bill refers to other prescribed areas of engineering for inclusion beyond the five that are listed.
The second reading, or at least the statement of compatibility, flags that it is the government’s intention
that that be expanded to others. What are the others that the government foresees expanding that to?
Mr JENNINGS: I think this series of questions that you have asked me are obviously conceptually
connected, so the issue is: how do we commence a regulatory scheme in Victoria that mirrors what
has happened in Queensland, cover a significant part of the engineering field in Victoria on the basis
of what we understand to be the breadth of scope of practice in Victoria and how it aligns with those
five categories, and progressively roll out the scheme once we have achieved a satisfactory delivery
of those five? They cover, we estimate, 80 per cent of practitioners. Certainly that is the case in
Queensland, and we anticipate that to be the order of magnitude in Victoria. We would be hastening
slowly in relation to rolling out other scopes of practice beyond those five.
Already Mr Barton and others have raised the issue about whether there would be a premature rolling
out into the automotive sector that would go broader than what has been described in the piece of
legislation, and Mr Barton has received some reassurance that the government will work assiduously
not to have any dislocation or unintended consequences of the premature covering of any field of
activity in terms of engineering practice in Victoria. Beyond the delineation of the five, we would
hasten slowly and carefully in relation to any other further application. I will see if there is any
additional advice that the people in the box want to give me to share with you.
I have no supplementary information.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. I would like to move on to the issue of cost. What
does the government estimate the annual cost of this scheme is going to be to the engineering
profession for the additional registration, or for the registration that is going to be required, and for the
additional compulsory professional development that is going to be undertaken by engineers who
currently do not do it? What is the government’s estimation of that aggregate cost on an annual basis?
Mr JENNINGS: There are some elements that I know the answer to and some that will be verified
by a regulatory impact assessment that will be undertaken when the regs are developed. But in the
order of magnitude as has been described to me, in the Queensland jurisdiction the annual registration
is less than but close to $300. The cost of assessments that validate that registration are of a similar
dollar value.
In relation to the area of continual professional development, which is the issue that you and I and
others may have some contested views about, we come off the base of what is the current professional
development that we would be expecting to occur in the sector and its current cost structure compared
to what has been quite a bullish estimate of the costs of continual professional development into the
future. The government, at this stage, would prefer to do further work to work out the baseline and the
way in which continual professional development may occur in the future that would not automatically
be costed somewhere in the order of $120 an hour for participants in relation to the activity. Given that
the activity itself, as I understand it, can involve participation not only in seminars but in updating
standards, manuals and best practice guides and may involve continual learning and supervision in the
workplace, many of those items may not have a specific, designated price tag associated with them.
The government believes that regarding the assessment of the continual professional development
element, whilst it will involve some costs, and we do not deny that, we should not make an assumption
that it is going to be a new cost that is being borne as a consequence of the introduction of this scheme.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. So you are willing to say what the government thinks
it is not going to be but you are not saying what the government believes it is going to be. Are you
able to quantify an average cost expectation on that CPD for engineers who are not currently
undertaking CPD, or should we rely on the Parliamentary Budget Office’s (PBO) estimate of $6000
per person per annum?
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Mr JENNINGS: I have provided an outline of why the government does not believe that $6000
per annum and the reasons why.
Mr Rich-Phillips: You have not offered an alternative.
Mr JENNINGS: Yes, I know that. I am going to go and talk to my friends in the box, but we do
not accept at this stage that that is an accurate cost. I know that I am not going to do much better when
I go to the box, but I am going to go, and I will come back to you.
I have never played the game really, but you have snookered us in relation to the information that is
currently available for me to share with you.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: ‘The information that is available to you to share with us’. So you are
indicating the government has it but you are not willing to share it with the Parliament before we pass
the bill.
Mr JENNINGS: What I am saying to you is that the government has major concerns about the
cost structures that have been outlined and identified within the Parliamentary Budget Office
estimates, and I have outlined to you the reasons why. In our view it does not have a realistic baseline
of the current degree of professional development that already occurs. It seems to us to imply a cost
structure that is onerous and would not be the actual cost structure estimates that we have undertaken
and have been provided in the consideration of the preparation of the legislation. It has not gone
anywhere near that number, but my advisors are not sufficiently comfortable because of constraints of
their consideration to release the information to me or to you.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister. That leaves us with the PBO numbers—your PBO,
your government’s PBO.
Mr Jennings: The Parliament’s. It is the people’s.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: It was an initiative of your government, Minister. You should always
remember that.
Mr Jennings: It is an initiative of the same department that is advising me now.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Let us remember that too. So it stands on the record, the PBO’s estimate
is $6000 per engineer per annum. I am conscious that Mr Limbrick has a number of questions. I just
want to move on to one other matter at this point, and that is the prohibition of the use of the title
‘professional engineer’ by anybody who is not registered under this scheme. We know that any nut
can call themselves a doctor, for example, and some do. There is no prohibition on who uses that term.
Given that, why does the government believe the term ‘professional engineer’ should be restricted in
the way that is proposed by this legislation? And for engineers who are not covered by this regime—
software engineers, aeronautical engineers—what options are going to be available to them given this
restriction in the bill?
Mr JENNINGS: The issue is whether it is a professional engineer under the scope of the bill and
the attribution that someone apportions to themselves if they work within Victoria. If their scope of
practice is covered by the bill, then they are under this piece of legislation eligible to use the term
‘professional engineer’. They are not eligible to use it because there is a sanction for anybody who
claims to be registered who is not in exercising that scope of practice or suggesting that they are
capable of acquitting that scope of practice. It does not stop people calling themselves a whole variety
of other things outside the scope of the legislation and the regulatory environment. They may choose
to use different titles so long as they do not use the one that would be associated with registration under
this bill.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Thank you, Minister, which leaves aeronautical engineers unable to use
the title ‘professional engineer’ because they are not covered in that five.
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Mr Jennings: Well, it may well be that they want to call themselves ‘aeronautical engineers’.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: It leaves software engineers unable to use the title because they are not
covered by that five. But going to my earlier question, why is it necessary to protect the title
‘professional engineer’ when other titles such as ‘doctor’ are not protected?
Mr JENNINGS: I think that obviously it has been a consideration in the preparation of the policy
settings of the legislation. And whilst you have been critical of perhaps the lack of precision in some
forms of the bill because the regulations have not been associated with it, you are now criticising us
because we have been overly prescriptive. Possibly it was responding to stakeholder engagement. It
could be on the basis of the fact that the Treasurer, who was associated with this piece of legislation,
did identify the huge infrastructure build that we are going to commission across the public sector, a
scope of activity that we have not seen before in Victoria, and made a determination that in the
quantum leap of infrastructure delivery it would be wise to provide for a registration scheme that has
a degree of simplicity to it in relation to that attribution. You may form a judgement call that it is overly
prescriptive. It may well be just be a quality assurance issue—that people would have a high degree
of confidence in the professional acumen that is brought to bear within the engineering sector.
Mr LIMBRICK: I would just like to clarify a couple of things. The term ‘software engineer’ was
brought up. Is the term ‘professional software engineer’ protected under this legislation?
Mr JENNINGS: You may have detected that my advisers and I had an interesting conversation
then about the logic that applies in this piece of legislation. So the answer that I am provided that I am
going to give to you is that the term ‘professional software engineer’ is precluded from being used
until an exemption is created for professional software engineers. They will not be able to use the
phrase ‘professional software engineer’ even though it does not instantly come within the scale of the
legislation at the beginning because in fact that is not one of the categories of engineer that is covered
by the bill. So eventually you would expect software engineers to be covered by the scope of the piece
of legislation, but it will not be at the beginning, the proclamation. The use of the phrase ‘professional
software engineer’ will be precluded unless there is an exemption provided when the bill is
proclaimed, and there will not be an exemption because in fact it will be illegal once that relevant
section is proclaimed once software engineers are covered by the bill.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for his answer. Can I take, by that answer, that the intention
is that eventually software engineers would be covered by this bill?
Mr JENNINGS: Yes.
Mr LIMBRICK: Thank you, Minister. Has there been any consultation with the IT industry in
Melbourne about this possible coverage by this bill?
Mr JENNINGS: What I am advised is that it is expected that industry sectors will come to the
government in relation to their desire to have their scope of practice covered by the legislation. Up
until now there have not been conversations with the IT sector about this, but it is anticipated that there
will be. In fact I am advised that the Treasurer, in his contribution to this matter, has publicly said that
he invites sectors to, and will be responsive to sectors that will, come forward and want to be included
in the scope of this legislation, and we anticipate software may be one of those. And of course at that
stage, when there would be a regulatory impact assessment made about the scope of practice that
related to that particular industry, there would be ample opportunity for these issues to be consulted
over and considered in relation to cost structures or its appropriate application.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for his answer. So back to this software engineer issue: it is
quite common practice within the industry for people to do international work. They can work
remotely, unlike mechanical engineering, where you have to be there. Is it envisaged that people who
are doing remote work from other countries, which is very common in the IT sector, would require
registration as well? If we had an outsourcing arrangement with a Philippines company that did work
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within Australia under it and they called themselves software engineers, as they do currently, how
would registration work in that sort of situation?
Mr JENNINGS: I assume if they are working within Victoria, that there would be an expectation
that they would be registered under the scheme. Now, ultimately at the end of the day, in terms of how
that works—in terms of the practical effect of this, the administration of this scheme—as you know
there are many inter-jurisdictional challenges in relation to anything to do with the internet, software
development and a whole variety of platforms in terms of the regulatory environments. I am not
underestimating how complex that may be, but if in fact someone is working out of this jurisdiction,
you would expect them to be registered, and there are some provisions in the bill that deal with activity
that may take place outside the jurisdiction.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for his answer. Back to the costings that were brought up by
Mr Rich-Phillips before in the PBO report: I have actually had feedback from engineers that the
costings were actually very conservative, because they did not include something very important for
smaller scale operators, which is personal indemnity insurance. Can the minister provide an indication
of whether personal indemnity insurance will be a new cost incurred by smaller operators that the
government anticipates?
Mr JENNINGS: The issues that relate to indemnity relate to the sphere of activity that is otherwise
regulated. For instance, a requirement to operate in the building industry does require a degree of
indemnity cover as a function of that activity already. So there are not additional costs that are
introduced by this scheme, but there may be some pre-existing requirements in relation to professional
indemnity.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for his answer. Another issue that was brought up—and I
think the minister mentioned it in his second-reading debate—was the Washington Accord process
and these transitional arrangements. I wonder if the minister could outline how that might work in the
situation that I brought up in my speech about a person who contacted us. They have a diploma from
1972. They have got 40 years experience in the engineering industry, and they cannot see the pathway
for registration under this scheme. Can the minister provide an answer on how that pathway might be
achieved?
Mr JENNINGS: I was just trying to think how long I have been in the workforce. I do not want to
preclude the opportunity for anybody who was working in 1972 to stay in the workforce if they are up
to it. The real challenge will be what is considered to be continual professional development—what is
the working experience, and in fact what is the nature of the qualification?—and whether there is any
demonstrated need. There have to be saving provisions in relation to prior learning and experience to
cover these matters and what if anything will need to be a bridging element to satisfy that requirement.
It is not going to be determined by me, but it may well be based upon an assessment entity and that
the chief engineer in relation to the appropriate determination of that—I am not going to make it up
on the spot—will know the professional standards and best practice issues in relation to what they
believe to be a demonstration of capability. It may well be that in your example that engineer can
satisfy that requirement; I would not want to pre-empt that. This is an introduction of a standard, of an
equivalent, that may be met through a variety of sources, of which that base standard is clear but there
are other modular opportunities in terms of how that could be augmented. The intention is not to
preclude anyone with skills and experience from being able to find a pathway to registration.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for his answer. Moving on to another issue around the
requirement to register as a non-practising engineer, I have had concerns raised with me about
engineers who take a break from their job or slow down their work in a sort of semiretirement phase
and who might just do consulting. They are very, very skilled professionals, but they may only work
once every few months. Can you outline how this might work for someone who has this infrequent
type of work arrangement where it might be a casual arrangement and they work quite infrequently?
How does the registration work with that?
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Mr JENNINGS: I am advised that there are provisions within the bill that allow for practising and
non-practising registration categories which would cover the circumstances where somebody was on
either personal leave or a sabbatical or taking a break to have the ability to maintain their registration
in a modified form so that there would not be disruption in their registration. The note that is in front
of me does not include what clause that provision is in, but if I turn around someone will tell me.
Mr Limbrick: Clause 23.
Mr JENNINGS: Clause 23. You know the answer yourself.
Mr Limbrick: I think so.
Mr JENNINGS: That is excellent; that is good. I should have asked the question of you.
No, I do not think 23 is the one. No, I would not be happy with 23. I am very happy to return to the
table and read you clause 10(2)(c). There is an opportunity for somebody to ‘state whether the
applicant is seeking registration as a practising or non-practising professional engineer’, and it will be
to cover the circumstances that you and I have been talking about.
Mr LIMBRICK: Thank you, Minister. So if they are non-practising, though, that means that they
cannot provide that work under those circumstances?
Mr JENNINGS: Well, ultimately again in relation to how that provision works there needs to be
a practical implementation of that provision. So the provision does allow for somebody to be registered
as being practising or non-practising. Within that, in terms of the circumstances where somebody
might provide some advice during that period, I think your commonsense question means: how do the
regulations allow for that to occur? I will make sure that I remind our team who will be charged with
the responsibility for putting together the regulations to be mindful of being able to satisfy what is a
reasonable expectation that you have put on the table.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for his answer. This also relates to something else that I
brought up in my speech around maternity leave. I think it is sort of a related issue. It is quite common,
it is my understanding, for women that are on maternity leave to do keeping-in-touch days where they
come back to work and provide advice on projects that they have been working on over the phone or
something like that. It sounds like that is something that needs to be hashed out; I am not sure. But
could the minister please provide some indication of how that might work with women on maternity
leave—or men?
Mr JENNINGS: I think the issue is: ultimately, what is the regulatory environment that covers the
circumstances that you have described? I have indicated to you that we understand that we need to do
some work to satisfy the issue that you have raised. The default position always could be exercising
that work under the supervision of a professional engineer. That could be the safe answer to any
question that you raise. That would be a catch-all to enable a scope of practice to be exercised under
supervision. Beyond that, in terms of other ways in which that could work, the key issue ultimately in
relation to registration for those who have time away from work is that there is not a requirement
during that period of time to undertake continual professional development. It would be ironic if in
fact they were to take a sabbatical to really upskill their skills. That is not a requirement of their nonpractising registration.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for his answer. There is another requirement here that I
would like to move on to with regard to the idea of direct supervision. So someone who is nonpractising or not registered under this scheme is not allowed to operate unless they are under direct
supervision. The penalty for this is 500 penalty units, which is a very large amount of money; my
understanding is that it would bankrupt a lot of the smaller operators. Where did that 500 penalty units
come from?
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Mr JENNINGS: Later on when we get to your amendments, Mr Limbrick, we will be talking
about what you believe should be taken out of this bill because it is an onerous requirement. I
understand that that is a reasonable argument that you will mount, and we will test how you go in
convincing the committee on that subject. One of the reasons that I will give at the time, from the
government’s perspective in relation to the reason why that provision that you want to remove is there,
is that it mirrors what happens in Queensland. So in terms of the national consistency in relation to
this piece of legislation, it has been derived to maximise the degree of harmony between the
jurisdictions, and we hope ultimately to get to a national, if not mutual, recognition of complementary
legislation and registration across the country. The reason why I give that preamble is that that is what
I will be talking about later on when you want to take something out of the bill.
The answer to your question now is that we have set the penalty to be commensurate with what the
penalty is in Queensland. The penalty in Queensland is 1000 penalty units, and they are $130 each.
We have set ours at 500 penalty units and our penalty units are worth $160, so actually our penalty is
cheaper than Queensland’s but commensurate with it.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for his answer. In that situation where someone is acting as
an engineer without direct supervision and they breach that provision and are liable for that penalty
unit, who is actually liable? Is it the engineer conducting the work or the person that employs them to
conduct that work?
Mr JENNINGS: So the offence, as you have described to me, is an offence by the person who
undertakes the work. There are other offences that could be involved here, so let us just walk through
them. If the work that you have described is done by somebody who is a professional engineer who
works under supervision but there is a fault in the work, then they are liable for the penalty themselves.
If it is somebody who purports to be a professional engineer acting under supervision who undertakes
that work, then there are two offences: purporting to be a professional engineer and the quality of the
work. If a person provides the supervision to a professional engineer or to another engineer, an
unregistered engineer, the person who has directed that work—supervised that work, as distinct from
undertaken that work—may be charged with aiding and abetting any of those offences that I have
described.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for his answer. I would like to move on to the search and
seizure provisions. Under the search and seizure provisions, one of the concerns that has been put to
me, and I know we have briefly discussed this, is defence contractors working under the international
trade in arms restrictions and the possibility that the search and seizure provisions might conflict with
that. Could the minister please provide some guidance on how that might actually work for defence
contractors.
Mr JENNINGS: I am advised that the confidentiality provisions that would apply to the officers
or the inspectors who would be operating on behalf of Consumer Affairs Victoria would oblige them
not to share information that would be of a confidential nature, and there would be sanctions that would
apply to their action in terms of breaching their obligations in terms of their employment. Beyond
those protections that would exist in regard to the way in which that work would be acquitted, I might
have a subsequent conversation about whether my colleagues can provide me with any other comfort
for you in relation to that. I will see if I can add to it.
Apart from what I have described in terms of the safety provision in relation to confidentiality, I have
also teased out with the advisers in the box what would be the normal pathway by which an
investigation would occur. The normal pathway by which an investigation would occur is if a
complaint or concern had been raised with Consumer Affairs Victoria about the quality of work, or
the failings of work, which would warrant documentary evidence that would be contained on the
engineer’s premises. In the circumstances that you have outlined it is extremely unlikely that a
complaint would come, I would think, because if there is work of an unsatisfactory nature in those
circumstances, they are hardly going to call on Consumer Affairs Victoria to fix it up. Now, I do not
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want to make light of the situation, but I think the situation where you are working on a confidential
basis with a confidential client of that nature, it is very unlikely that a complaint is going to come to
Consumer Affairs Victoria that would instigate an investigation. But having said that, go back to first
principles: the inspectors and the investigators are obliged not to share confidential information.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for his answer. Again on the search and seizure provisions,
how does this actually occur? So in other words, can the minister please provide guidance on who will
be conducting—like, who exactly will be conducting—the investigations and the search and seizure
actions in the first place?
Mr JENNINGS: As I indicated, they would be inspectors under Consumer Affairs Victoria or they
could be from the Victorian Building Authority, so either of those paths depending upon the stream of
activity, whether it be in construction—construction is covered by the Victorian Building Authority—
or another engineering activity. They would be streamed in that way. There are inspectors, who would
be appointed under their acts, who are responsible for dealing with complaints—dealing with quality
assurance issues—in relation to service delivery. So on the basis of either a complaint or a concern
that has been raised with them, they would then take action—usually to interview the engineer in
question, but it may involve examination of materials that are held within the engineer’s offices—and
they would exercise this power.
I do not want to make too many guesses about this situation, but I would anticipate that this is a quality
assurance and an intervention that should be available in terms of the enforcement of the needs of
these industry sectors. But it would be powers that would be exercised infrequently in terms of being
called upon to exercise that power. It is a power that is available to a number of statutory agencies—
Consumer Affairs Victoria, the Victorian Building Authority. The police obviously have it, IBAC has
it and the Auditor-General has it. There are a number of statutory offices that hold this similar power.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 12 agreed to.
Clause 13 (21:50)
Mr LIMBRICK: I move:
Clause 13, lines 29 to 35, page 11, lines 1 to 4, omit all words and expressions on these lines and insert—
“(a) whether the person, within the preceding 10 years, has been convicted or found guilty of an offence
under any law of the Commonwealth, or another State or a Territory, regulating the provision of
professional engineering services;”.

This amendment is about a situation where someone has committed one of these crimes that may not
be related to provision of engineering services. If there is an employer that wants to give someone a
chance to turn over a new leaf, if they come to a mutual agreement I do not think that it is the role of
government to get in the way of that, although there were some very serious crimes that were outlined
before. Other crimes could be things like—one that was suggested to me—bigamy. That would
actually preclude someone from being an engineer. So what this amendment does is it restricts the
restriction so that it only applies to people who have committed an offence related to the provision of
engineering services.
Mr JENNINGS: I believe in the power of redemption and I believe opportunities should be
afforded people to rebuild their lives, so I accept the thesis that you are after. Someone should be able
to restore their professional standing. Two things: one is that this provision is in the Queensland
legislation, so it is mirrored here. But the good news for you is that in clause 13 the Business Licensing
Authority ‘may have regard to the following’; it is not mandatory that they have regard to those issues.
It may be relevant or it may not be a relevant issue in determining whether registration should proceed.
So from the government’s perspective, we do not agree to the amendment. We just highlight to the
committee that this is not a mandatory requirement; it is a relevant consideration.
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Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: I just indicate that the coalition will support Mr Limbrick’s amendment.
Taking the minister’s point that there is discretion in the application of the BLA having regard to these
matters, nonetheless we think that the restriction on those matters, as indicated in Mr Limbrick’s
amendment, are appropriate to make them matters that are relevant to the supply of engineering
services, so we will support the amendment.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr (Teller)
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr

Grimley, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs

O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Quilty, Mr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms

Noes, 24
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr (Teller)
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr

Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr

Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms (Teller)
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
Ms SYMES: Pursuant to standing order 4.08, I declare the sitting to be extended for up to 1 hour.
Clauses 14 to 79 agreed to.
Clause 80 (22:00)
Mr LIMBRICK: My amendment is related to the removal of the search and seizure clause. I urge
members to vote against the clause to basically just remove it in totality. The idea behind this is that
we think the search and seizure provisions are too draconian and therefore should not be contained in
this bill. If there are criminal activities or these sort of things, then they can be handled by other
agencies and do not need to be inserted in this bill. We have concerns about intellectual property. We
have concerns about international trade in arms regulations (ITAR) and we have other concerns, so
we think that these should be removed.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Mr Limbrick is proposing to omit clause 80 and, I think, subsequently
clause 81 in relation to the enforcement regime for this bill. As I indicated in my second-reading
speech, it is our view that this is a heavy-handed and unnecessary regime for this bill, particularly in
regard to the coercive powers that it grants to the BLA and CAV for an enforcement regime. These
types of powers are the things we see in relation to terrorism activities and in relation to outlaw
motorcycle gangs. This is not the sort of thing we require for engineers registration. It is over the top,
it is heavy-handed and it is unnecessary. Mr Limbrick spoke about some of the implications with
intellectual property and ITAR provisions, and we believe that the omission of these clauses is merited,
so we will be supporting the omission of these two clauses.
Mr JENNINGS: The government does not agree with the construction that Mr Limbrick and
Mr Rich-Phillips have just made in relation to these powers. There are other agencies that have similar
commensurate powers in terms of being able to enter premises and extract information and compel
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witnesses in a variety of ways, whether they be the examples that I gave a few minutes ago to
Mr Limbrick in terms of IBAC or the Auditor-General. Whilst Mr Rich-Phillips may be accurate in
his descriptions of some agencies that may use those powers for the circumstances that he described,
he has not described the full range of agencies that have these powers. The government believes that
this is commensurate with the responsibility that Consumer Affairs Victoria and the Victorian
Building Authority should exercise in acquitting their obligations in terms of the regulatory
environment that is introduced by this scheme.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: To explain to the house, this is a bit different because Mr Limbrick’s
amendment is to omit the clause, so all we have to do is put the clause. If you support the clause
standing part of the bill, you vote yes. If you support the amendment to omit the clause, you vote no.
Committee divided on clause:

Ayes, 23
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr (Teller)
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr (Teller)

Leane, Mr
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms

Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Noes, 17
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr

Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr (Teller)
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs

O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Quilty, Mr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms

Clause agreed to.
Clause 81 (22:11)
Mr LIMBRICK: I invite members to vote against this clause. This is just the same amendment,
the second clause of that, so I do not really have anything further to add to this.
Mr JENNINGS: The government does not agree to the amendment. Let us just see how it travels
in the committee.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Again, because Mr Limbrick’s amendment is to omit the clause, if
you support the clause standing part of the bill, vote yes. If you support the amendment to omit the
clause, vote no.
Committee divided on clause:

Ayes, 23
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr

Leane, Mr
Meddick, Mr (Teller)
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr (Teller)
Shing, Ms

Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
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Noes, 17
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr (Teller)
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr

Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr (Teller)
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs

O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms

Clause agreed to.
Clauses 82 to 138 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (22:20): I move:
That the report be now adopted.

Motion agreed to.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (22:20): I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

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

House divided on question:

Ayes, 25
Barton, Mr (Teller)
Bourman, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr

Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr

Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms (Teller)
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Noes, 15
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr

Grimley, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs

O’Donohue, Mr (Teller)
Ondarchie, Mr
Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms (Teller)

Question agreed to.
Read third time.
The PRESIDENT: Pursuant to standing order 14.27, the bill will be returned to the Assembly with
a message informing them that the Council have agreed to the bill without amendment.
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Adjournment
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (22:26): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

BROADMEADOWS TRAIN STATION
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (22:26): My adjournment matter tonight is for the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services, and it concerns the requirement to have PSOs during the
day shift at Broadmeadows station in my electorate of Northern Metropolitan Region. Broadmeadows
station was recently listed as one of the top 10 stations for crime in Melbourne. Local students from
schools like Penola Catholic College have reported they will avoid the station if they are alone because
they just do not feel safe. Students will even miss their after-school activities because they do not feel
safe using the Broadmeadows railway station. As this continues to emerge as a local issue we hear
nothing from the member for Broadmeadows. In April—
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr ONDARCHIE: Well, that was a good question, Mr Finn. Who is he? In April extra daytime
PSO shifts were added to the Craigieburn line. According to some surveys of the line, people feel safe
further down the line but they do not feel safe at the Broadmeadows train station, so the action I seek
from the minister is to advise me when they will place PSOs during the day at Broadmeadows railway
station so I can advise the constituents that it is time to feel safe and use that station.
STABLE ONE
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (22:28): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Planning and concerns the Victorian Building Authority (VBA) closing down the winter homeless
shelter Stable One. The primary function and use of the program is to provide those experiencing
homelessness a place to seek ‘protection or sanctuary from hostile conditions’. They do this through
the opening up of community centres, mostly churches, to the homeless from June through to August.
Following legal advice, Stable One’s winter night shelter went ahead again this winter with the
understanding that partner churches are not in breach of their current occupancy permit. The Stable
One winter shelters were shut down on 21 August by a strict interpretation of the VBA building
regulations. Thankfully a local camp site and a wedding venue have come to the rescue to house those
most vulnerable in the region during these freezing nights. The action I seek is for the minister to work
with the VBA to ensure that winter shelters such as Stable One are able to continue to make a
difference in the lives of some of our most vulnerable citizens into the future.
SCHOOL BREAKFAST CLUBS
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (22:29): My adjournment matter is directed to the Deputy
Premier and Minister for Education, the Honourable James Merlino. The Andrews Labor government
is delivering the school breakfast clubs program for our students. Around 20 per cent of students go to
school without breakfast at least once a week, and 15 per cent go to school without lunch. I am happy
to see that to tackle this issue the Andrews Labor government is expanding the school breakfast clubs
program. Research has suggested that students’ ability to concentrate in class, self-regulate and learn
are negatively affected if they are hungry. Furthermore, students from low socio-economic
backgrounds are significantly more likely to miss breakfast than those from high socio-economic
backgrounds. We want to make sure that we are able to help these students get better outcomes from
their schooling.
The expanded breakfast clubs program addresses the link between disadvantaged students unable to
get enough food to sustain them through the day and poorer learning outcomes. The program is a great
example of tackling disadvantage so that all children can reach their potential regardless of
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circumstance, as well as ensuring that Victorian children and young people are happy, healthy and
resilient. The action I seek is for the minister to provide an update to my office on how the Andrews
Labor government will make sure that this service is delivered to the students most in need in my
electorate of Western Metropolitan Region.
SHEPPARTON REGION HOMELESSNESS
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (22:30): My adjournment matter is directed to the Minister for
Housing in the other place and concerns the need for action to address homelessness and the lack of
social housing in the Shepparton electorate. The action that I seek from the minister is for the minister
to commit funding to address the large number of homeless people in Shepparton and also to construct
more social housing dwellings in Shepparton to help reduce the number of applicants on the social
housing waiting list.
The Shepparton electorate has the highest number of homeless persons of any electorate in regional
Victoria, with the latest data showing that 372 people are currently victims of homelessness.
Unfortunately Shepparton clearly leads every other regional electorate, with the second-ranked
electorate, Geelong, having 295 homeless persons. Of course one person without the safety and
security of a home is one person too many, and the number of homeless people in Victoria has
increased since the election of the Andrews Labor government.
What has also increased under the Premier’s watch is the number of people on the public housing
waiting list and particularly those who are in need of public housing in Shepparton. Since the election
of the Andrews Labor government the total number of applications on the social housing waiting list
in Shepparton has blown out by 110 per cent, from 600 in September 2014 to 1259 in June 2019. I
emphasise the term ‘applications’ because that means that the actual number of people waiting for
social housing in Shepparton is far more than just 1259. With 1648 social housing properties currently
available in Shepparton, the government would actually need to build 80 per cent more social housing
properties just to house those people who are currently on the waiting list. Of even greater concern to
the Shepparton community is the number of applications on the priority waiting list, which has blown
out by 229 per cent, from 180 applications in September 2014 to a massive 593 applications in June
2019.
With the Shepparton electorate the number one regional area for homeless persons in Victoria, together
with the large social housing waiting list, it is obvious more support for our homeless and those seeking
social housing in Shepparton is urgently required. Therefore the action that I seek is for the minister
to commit funding to address the large number of homeless people in Shepparton and also to construct
more social housing dwellings in Shepparton to help reduce the number of social housing applicants
on the housing waiting list.
MCAULEY COMMUNITY SERVICES FOR WOMEN
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (22:33): My adjournment matter for this evening is for
the Minister for Mental Health in the other place. The action that I seek is for the minister to provide
details on the provisions that will be made for McAuley Community Services for Women to continue
supporting the needs of vulnerable women and children, following the withdrawal by his office of the
residential rehabilitation funding. McAuley Community Services for Women operates an integrated
housing and support model through the first purpose-built hub, in Footscray. The integrated service
provides support for women and their children who are at the intersection of experiencing
homelessness, mental and physical illness, family violence, childhood trauma and unemployment.
Since opening in December 2016, the model has evolved to include fully operational partnerships with
vital local services. Last year alone, McAuley accommodated and supported over 560 women and
children with highly complex needs. This has created an effective network of care, so much so that the
model is being replicated in Ballarat in western Victoria.
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Unfortunately the McAuley service is at risk as the $330 000 residential rehabilitation funding it
receives from the government is to be withdrawn. The withdrawal of funding will result in the
immediate closure of five accommodation units and severely impact McAuley’s ability to deliver the
care provided to vulnerable women and children across the whole service.
McAuley has been funded by the government to conduct a full business case into the viability of being
a national disability insurance scheme provider, but whatever the outcome, it will not make up for the
loss of funds that are needed right now to support the highly complex needs of vulnerable women and
children on their journey towards independence. McAuley Community Services for Women needs
urgent assurance that this funding gap will be filled, and I call on the minister to provide details on
how this will occur.
KOKODA TRACK MEMORIAL WALK
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (22:35): I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister D’Ambrosio. It concerns the wonderful
Dandenong Ranges National Park and the 1000 Steps precinct. I am sure many members know and
love the 1000 Steps precinct. The Kokoda memorial, which is truly magnificent, is in great condition,
and the Parks Victoria staff who maintain that beautiful area do a great job working with the various
World War II veterans, park users and others. It has been conveyed to me that while the park itself is
in good condition, concerns have been raised by park users that at night the front gate is locked and
that at the exit point there used to be spikes preventing access and egress. These spikes were effective
because vandals and hoons were unable to enter the park after hours in their cars without damaging
their tyres. Unfortunately the spikes have been damaged and removed, and park users have now been
told that they will not be replaced due to a shortage of money.
I have had reports from local residents that live in the vicinity. They are concerned and they have
noticed some of that sort of behaviour starting to take place again late at night. Again, given that the
1000 Steps precinct and the Kokoda memorial are so special, so valuable and so beautiful and mean
so much to our veterans and others, it is really important that we keep this area safe and we keep it
free of vandalism. The action I would therefore seek is that the minister address this issue and ensure
that spikes or some other security measure are installed to ensure that the Dandenong Ranges National
Park and the 1000 Steps precinct is safe at night-time.
TOMORROW TODAY FOUNDATION
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (22:38): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Education. It is about the practice of philanthropy and ways in which we as politicians might build on
the selfless giving of others to create wider ranging and more enduring benefits for Victorians. In this
respect I would like to focus my contribution tonight on the amazing work of the Tomorrow Today
Foundation in Benalla. Since its inception in 2002 this foundation has very successfully enhanced
peoples’ lives throughout the Benalla district by organising and encouraging locals to donate their own
time, money and/or professional skills to help their fellow residents across a diversity of fields and
projects.
Time does not permit me to adequately encapsulate or even list all of the organisation’s many
achievements. Instead I will pay most attention to its excellent parents early education partnership, or
PEEP, initiative. This playgroup is convened weekly, connects early education professionals to around
200 families with children aged zero to five and is aimed at ensuring that those children start school
literally ready to learn. I highlight this PEEP program because the results are spectacular. Over the
past four years, for instance, there has been a remarkable turnaround in Benalla’s ranking across
Victorian local government areas for the percentage of its children assessed as developmentally
vulnerable on entering school. The district has rocketed from last—79th place across all 79 local
government areas on that measure—up to 19th position, which is a fantastic result.
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Much like the outcomes in many of the other projects in which the foundation has partnered or that it
has initiated and/or led, PEEP has generated a myriad of benefits. These have included dramatically
enhancing the educational, health and general life prospects of the children involved—prospects which
begin lower, as a rule, in disadvantaged communities. It is these achievements that prompt the action
I seek from the minister—namely, that he accept an invitation to join me on a visit to this wonderful
foundation.
I ask that because I think close collaboration between the state and Tomorrow Today could help to
further extend the foundation’s early intervention impact across Benalla and its surrounds. More
broadly, by suitably exploring the possibilities for replicating the PEEP model in other regional
settings I believe we have the potential to help many, many more children across Victoria. In that
context it might be appropriate if I close by citing Winston Churchill’s timeless quote about
philanthropy: ‘We make a living by what we get, but we make a life by what we give’.
RAWSON PRIMARY SCHOOL
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (22:40): My adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Education in the other place, and it relates to a lovely, lovely school in my electorate called Rawson
Primary School and its student bus service. I note that my colleague in the other place Gary
Blackwood, the member for Narracan, has raised this issue in the other place in a members statement,
and I have given my commitment to the parents and school community to raise it in an adjournment
debate. The action I seek from the minister is to overturn a recommendation handed down by the
Department of Education and Training to review the school bus and provide certainty around the future
operations of the Rawson Primary School bus.
Rawson is a wonderful town less than half an hour’s drive from the Latrobe Valley and is in the heart
of Gippsland’s Mountain Rivers region. It was originally established for workers who were working
on the Thomson Dam construction, which was completed in 1983. Indeed that whole area has been a
domicile for the timber industry. It is also a holiday destination, and the town is equipped with a
community health centre, a kindergarten, cafes, a general store and this lovely primary school.
Now, there is a current student enrolment base of 28, and 15 of these students rely on the school bus
network to get them to and from school every day. But the education department has reviewed the
service and recommended that the current bus be removed and no longer operate from the end of this
school year. I feel, having talked to a number of my country colleagues, that this is very much a trend
that is happening throughout the education department, and the minister needs to put a stop to it. This
decision will certainly impact not only the families who are currently relying on this service but also
families into the future. Many of these parents work in the nearby towns of Traralgon, Moe and
Morwell, and if you remove the bus from this area, you are going to completely hinder their ability to
(a) have some employment there and (b) get their children to school on time well, fit and able.
I have been contacted, as I said, by a number of parents who are very concerned. At this time, when
the community has already been impacted by uncertainties in our native timber industry, the
government needs to support these lovely small rural towns, and the bus needs to stay. So I ask the
minister to overturn the recommendation, reinstate the Rawson Primary School bus and provide
certainty beyond 2019 to cater for current and future school students.
DEER CONTROL
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (22:43): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change and concerns the wasteful and ineffective attempts by Parks
Victoria to reduce deer numbers in the Alpine National Park. Estimates suggest that there are more
than 1 million wild deer in Victoria, including in Western Victoria Region, many of which are
damaging vital ecosystems, destroying national parks and often putting motorists at risk. Parks
Victoria’s solution so far involves the use of helicopters to cull deer numbers, reportedly costing the
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taxpayer up to $2000 an hour, with animals potentially left to die slowly and with carcases left for
gouging by wild dogs.
Not only does Parks Victoria seem to see the taxpayer as their personal piggy bank, but they have
demonstrated their complete incompetency in attempting to tackle the issue. Through their helicopter
strategy they culled just 119 deer last spring and 130 deer this autumn, while recreational hunters
reduced the deer population by 121 600 in 2018. These numbers are laughable and demonstrate that a
more effective solution would be to reduce the restrictions on recreational hunters, who can efficiently
cull the out-of-control deer population. Not only are recreational hunters highly effective at culling
these pests but, as the president of the Mountain Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria, Graeme Stoney,
recently pointed out, they provide:
… an economic stimulus to those towns on the edge of deer habitat.

In 2013 the department of agriculture estimated that Victorian game hunters were generating an
economic impact of $439 million per year. The benefits of increased recreational hunting are clearly
numerous: the taxpayer is relieved of the exorbitant $2000 per hour spent on helicopter killing; animals
are not left to die slowly and provide food for wild dogs; Victorians are endowed with greater freedom
to use their public bushland; and pests that destroy natural ecosystems and national parks are culled at
higher rates than any government agency can provide. The action I seek is for the minister to ensure
that Parks Victoria ceases its expensive and ineffective helicopter strategy of deer culling and develops
a policy that incentivises recreational hunters in our national parks by allowing them, for example, to
sell the game meat commercially.
RESPONSES
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (22:46): I will be able to pass on adjournment matters to the relevant ministers:
Mr Ondarchie to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services; Mr Bourman to the Minister for
Housing; Ms Vaghela to the Minister for Education; Ms Lovell to the Minister for Housing;
Dr Cumming to the Minister for Mental Health; Mr O’Donohue to the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change; Ms Bath to the Minister for Education; and Mrs McArthur to the
Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change in relation to deer culling. Recreational
shooting and food consumption is something I can talk to you about, Mrs McArthur, but we can have
a chat about that offline.
In relation to Ms Maxwell, I just want to say thank you very much for raising an adjournment matter
in relation to the Tomorrow Today Foundation in my home town of Benalla. My two-year-old is a
participant in the parents early education partnership program. Like the crossover with
Mrs McArthur’s adjournment matter, I am looking at it from a regional development perspective, so
I am happy to chat to you about that at a later time as well. But I will pass on your substantive
adjournment matter to the Minister for Education.
I have written responses to adjournment debate matters raised by six members.
The PRESIDENT: The house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 10.47 pm.
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Written adjournment responses
Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.

Tuesday, 27 August 2019
EARLY PARENTING CENTRES
In reply to Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) (30 May 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
I am informed that:
The Andrews Labor Government is investing in Victoria’s largest ever parenting package with $213.7 million
in the 2019-20 State Budget to support new mums and dads.
I am pleased to advise the member that his electorate will get its very first early parenting centre, to be built
in the growth area of the City of Whittlesea.
In addition, new centres will be built in other growth areas Casey, Wyndham and Frankston, relieving demand
on the existing services.
The new Early Parenting Centres will also be built in Ballarat, Bendigo and Geelong to provide easier access
for regional and rural families who have not had the benefit of having these services outside of metropolitan
Melbourne.
The Department of Health and Human Services is currently refining the service planning and design of the
Early Parenting Centre service system and is developing a model of care for the new and existing services.
The input of stakeholders is incredibly important in this work, and my department will engage with families,
health and family services and other stakeholders across the state to ensure these services are of value to all.
I can assure the Member that when planning each new local service, my department will engage local services
in Whittlesea and local families in the Whittlesea community throughout this process.
In addition to these early parenting centres, other initiatives funded in the Budget that will support all Victorian
parents include Baby Bundles for all first-time parents, additional first-time parent groups, additional homebased sleep support for 7,000 vulnerable families and an expansion of the 24 hour Maternal and Child Health
Line with specialists in sleep and settling issues.

REGIONAL ROAD SPEED LIMITS
In reply to Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (30 May 2019)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating):
Speed limits are set to provide an appropriate balance between safety and keeping people moving.
Assessments of any proposed changes to speed limits are generally subject to a comprehensive investigation,
which includes a review of road crash history, the number and type of vehicles using the road, and the primary
function and quality of the road. Such assessments are reviewed on a case by case basis with community
involvement strongly encouraged.
Increasing speeds on rural highways and freeways increases the risk of death and associated road trauma as
drivers have less time to see and react to hazards. Higher vehicle speeds also result in higher severity of
crashes, due to the greater impact forces when vehicles strike roadside objects or other vehicles.
VicRoads advises it does not support the raising of speed limits on regional Victorian roads beyond 110 km/h.
The risks associated with increasing speed limits beyond 110 km/h far outweigh potential benefits.
In 1987, Victoria raised the speed limit from 100 km/h to 110 km/h on rural and outer Melbourne freeways,
which resulted in the injury rate increasing by 24%. Approximately 12 months later, the 100 km/h speed limit
was reintroduced, and the injury rate decreased by 19%. These results are still consistent with national and
international experience, even with today’s standard of vehicles.
Higher travelling speeds on rural freeways only modestly reduce travel time. For example, increasing to a speed
limit of 120 km/h from 110 km/h would only save approximately nine minutes over a 200-kilometre journey.
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MELBOURNE CBD TRANSPORT PLANNING
In reply to Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (18 June 2019)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure):
The Andrews Labor Government is undertaking a range of initiatives to reduce car traffic in the Central
Business District of Melbourne.
The Metro Tunnel project will allow for an additional 100 000 passengers to enter the city by train every
morning peak hour.
I acknowledge that the Greens Political Party has requested that this project be delayed for two years to include
a second train station in South Yarra.
The West Gate Tunnel project will remove significant traffic volumes from city streets at the Western end of
the city, especially King Street.
I acknowledge that the Greens Political Party is opposed to this project.
The Government is providing more accessible tram stops to enable people with a mobility impairment to
enter the city via tram.
I acknowledge that councillors from the Greens Political Party have blocked the installation of accessible tram
stops in some locations.
The Victorian Government is also investing $43.4 million in new bike and pedestrian paths across Melbourne,
including 27.3 million for safety upgrades and dedicated bike lanes on St Kilda Road.
As Minister for Transport Infrastructure, I have met with the Mayor of Melbourne, Ms Sally Capp, and we
have agreed to work together to ensure that our projects are sequenced to minimise disruption.

EARLY PARENTING CENTRES
In reply to Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (19 June 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
I am informed that:
The Andrews Labor Government is delivering on its commitment to provide more support for new Victorian
mums and dads with a $213.7 million investment in a range of new parenting supports, including the
expansion of specialist Early Parenting Centres from the current three to a total of ten.
The new Early Parenting Centres will more than triple the capacity of these much needed services and will
be available to all Victorians families with children aged 0–4 who require specialist early parenting supports.
The Western Metropolitan area will benefit from a brand new Early Parenting Centre facility to be established
in Wyndham—one of seven new facilities to be built.
In addition to Wyndham, new centres will be built in the high growth suburbs of Casey, Whittlesea and
Frankston, and in Ballarat, Bendigo and Geelong, providing easier access for regional and rural families who
have not to date had the benefit of having residential parenting services outside of metropolitan Melbourne.
The initiative will also include a major redevelopment and expansion of the Tweddle Child and Family Health
Service in Footscray and the Queen Elizabeth Centre in Noble Park.
Our government’s investment will triple the number of early parenting centres available to families across
Victoria. Their services will be available to all Victorians requiring specialist early parenting supports.
In addition to these early parenting centres, other initiatives funded in the Budget that will support all Victorian
parents include Baby Bundles for all first-time parents, additional first-time parent groups, additional homebased sleep support for 7,000 vulnerable families and an expansion of the 24 hour Maternal and Child Health
Line with specialists in sleep and settling issues.
The Department of Health and Human Services has commenced work on the planning and design of the
expanded Early Parenting Centre service network, including development of a consistent model of care for
the new and existing services.
Input from local stakeholders, especially from parents themselves, will be critical to shaping each of the new
services to best meet the needs and preferences of local communities. This input will be sought at a number
of points throughout the planning and development process.
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Engagement with past users of existing centres, together with other parents, will take place shortly as part of
the model of care development. Further engagement with families and service providers in some of the
specific localities designated for new centres, including in Wyndham, will commence later this year as part
of the detailed planning for these facilities.

SMOKING RATES
In reply to Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (19 June 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
I am informed that:
Each year, smoking claims 4,400 Victorian lives and costs $3.7 billion in tangible costs, including
$602 million in health care costs. Despite considerable progress, smoking remains the leading risk factor for
chronic disease including cancer, heart and lung disease and stroke. The Andrews Labor Government is
committed to reducing smoking and the burden of disease attributed to smoking on the Victorian community.
Measuring the prevalence of behaviour within the population is complex and it is common for slightly
different results to be reported between surveys due to varying methodologies.
The National Health Survey, carried out by the Australian Bureau of Statistics, is a household survey
conducted via face-to-face interviews. This survey questions individuals on their smoking status but does not
ask specifically about tobacco smoking. Consequently, the meaning of smoking status is subject to individual
interpretation and could include the use of e-cigarettes or other substances that may be smoked.
In comparison, the Victorian Smoking and Health Survey, carried out by the Cancer Council Victoria, is
conducted via landline and mobile phone interviews and specifically asks individuals whether they smoke
cigarettes, cigars or other related tobacco products. Results of this survey report that daily tobacco smoking
in Victoria decreased from 13.5 per cent in 2015 to 10.7 per cent in 2018.
This survey also found that between 2015 and 2018, there was no change in the rates of e- cigarette use among
current and former smokers, suggesting that Victorian smokers are not using e-cigarettes to quit smoking.
The Centre for Behavioural Research in Cancer at Cancer Council Victoria is the custodian of the Victorian
Smoking and Health Survey data and manage the reporting of this data. Therefore the decision to release this
data remains with the Cancer Council of Victoria.
The Department of Health and Human Services’ 2017 Victorian Population Health Survey incorporates
analysis by local government area and surveyed approximately 34,000 Victorians, which, is almost five times
more than the usual number of participants. The volume of data associated with such a large survey has
required additional time for analysis and reporting; however, we are now in the final stages of this work and
the findings are expected to be released in due course.
There is ongoing debate regarding the public harms and perceived benefits of e-cigarettes. The long-term
safety and health effects associated with e-cigarette use and exposure to second-hand vapour are unknown,
and there is inconclusive evidence regarding the efficacy of e-cigarettes as a smoking cessation aid.
The regulation of e-cigarettes is particularly important for young people. Emerging evidence in the US and
Europe suggests there may be a gateway effect. We do not want to risk re normalisation of smoking
behaviours and nicotine addiction.
Based on current evidence and expert advice, the government has taken a safety-first approach in line with
other jurisdictions. The advertising, sale and use of e-cigarette devices is now regulated in the same manner
as tobacco products to minimise potential harms.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (20 June 2019)
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Small
Business):
Thank you to the Member for Western Victoria for her question regarding the role and requirements of the
Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of a council.
Your suggestion will be considered as part of the review of the Local Government Act 1989. I am pleased to
advise that a Bill will be presented to the Parliament later this year which will aim to make Council’s more
democratic, accountable and improve their ability to deliver services to their communities.

