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Thursday, 4 February 2021
The PRESIDENT (Hon. N Elasmar) took the chair at 10.06 am and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (10:06): On behalf of the Victorian state Parliament I acknowledge the
Aboriginal peoples, the traditional custodians of this land which has served as a significant meeting
place of the First People of Victoria. I acknowledge and pay respect to the elders of the Aboriginal
nations in Victoria past, present and emerging and welcome any elders and members of the Aboriginal
communities who may visit or participate in the events or proceedings of the Parliament.
COVID-19
The PRESIDENT (10:07): Last night new statewide COVID-19 restrictions were announced and
are now in effect. Masks are now mandatory in all indoor public spaces. Masks must now be worn
inside all buildings of the parliamentary precinct and must be worn in the chamber. Members should
remove their mask when they have the call to speak. The entry and exit points of the chamber remain
unchanged. I ask for your cooperation.
Dr Cumming: On a point of order, President, could I request that we have the temperature checks
put back at the entries as well, please, seeing that we have the infrastructure already?
The PRESIDENT: Dr Cumming, we are not required to put the temperature checks back. That is
as per house advice as well, so we took it off. It is not required now.
Dr Cumming: On the point of order, President, I am requesting that.
The PRESIDENT: There is a different way you can request it, but not now. This is a point of
order. There is a different way. You can move a notice of motion; you can do whatever.
Mr Davis: On a point of order, President, we are about to begin a day of government business for
which the major point of discussion will be the Change or Suppression (Conversion) Practices
Prohibition Bill 2020. I am very conscious that the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee has
tabled reports around that bill but has not tabled a response from the Attorney-General. I just believe
it would be a courtesy to the house for the response to SARC’s questions to be tabled or made available
to the house at the earliest possible opportunity.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, Mr Davis, for raising the point of order, but unfortunately
technically it is not a point of order.
Ms Symes: On the non point of order, President, I am more than happy to make that available. I
can do it by email or any other means that you deem appropriate.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you very much.
Petitions
Following petition presented to house:
DUCK HUNTING
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council the
ideal conditions for the 2021 duck hunting season. This year has been one of the wettest years in recent history.
More water results in more ducks. The 2021 duck season is shaping to be ideal for duck hunting.
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The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Government to announce a full season
with a full bag limit for the 2021 duck hunting season as soon as possible.

By Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (2244 signatures).
Laid on table.
Papers
CHILDREN’S COURT OF VICTORIA
Report 2019–20
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (10:11): I present, by command of the Governor, the Children’s Court of Victoria report
2019–20, and I move:
That the report be laid on the table

Motion agreed to.
COUNTY COURT OF VICTORIA
Report 2019–20
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (10:11): I present, by command of the Governor, the County Court of Victoria report
2019–20, and I move:
That the report do lie on the table.

Motion agreed to.
MAGISTRATES COURT OF VICTORIA
Report 2019–20
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (10:11): I present, by command of the Governor, the Magistrates Court of Victoria report
2019–20. I move:
That the report do lie on the table.

Motion agreed to.
JUDICIAL COLLEGE OF VICTORIA
Report 2019–20
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (10:12): I move, by leave:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the Judicial College of Victoria report 2019–20.

Motion agreed to.
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ROYAL COMMISSION INTO INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSES TO CHILD SEXUAL
ABUSE
Victorian Government Annual Report 2020: Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child
Sexual Abuse
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (10:12): I move, by leave:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the Victorian government’s annual report 2020 on the Royal
Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse.

Motion agreed to.
Committees
LEGAL AND SOCIAL ISSUES COMMITTEE
Inquiry into the Closure of I Cook Foods Pty Ltd
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (10:12): Pursuant to standing order 23.30, I lay on the table a copy of the government
response to the Legal and Social Issues Committee’s inquiry into the closure of I Cook Foods Pty Ltd.
Papers
PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Coroners Court of Victoria—Report, 2019–20.
Court Services Victoria—Report, 2019–20.
Criminal Organisations Control Act 2012—Report, 2019–20, under section 133 by Victoria Police.
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981—Minister’s Notice regarding the amendment,
commencement and availability of the Poisons Code, under sections 12 and 12E of the Act.
Judicial Commission of Victoria—Report, 2019–20.
Office of Public Prosecutions—Report, 2019–20.
Professional Standards Council of Victoria—Report, 2019–20, together with an explanation for the delay.
Sentencing Advisory Council—Report, 2019–20.
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal—Report, 2019–20.
Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission—Report, 2019–20 (Ordered to be published).
Victorian Law Reform Commission—Report, 2019–20 (Ordered to be published).

Business of the house
NOTICES
Notices of motion given.
Members statements
PETER DOSTIS
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (10:18): I rise today to pay tribute to Peter Dostis, who
tragically passed away in January, and echo the warm words of the Minister for Employment and my
colleague in Western Victoria, Ms Pulford, in the chamber on Tuesday. Peter was the co-founder and
chief executive officer of Runway, an innovative organisation that assists entrepreneurs in regional
areas with quality mentoring and access to capital and networks to grow startups and turn bright ideas
into viable businesses. In late 2019 I had the privilege of meeting Peter at Runway in Geelong and was
incredibly impressed by his brilliance and decency. Peter provided me with an excellent tour of his
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fantastic organisation and enlightened me on their programs that continue to foster good ideas and new
business in the Geelong and outer western Victoria region. I extend my condolences to Peter’s family,
his friends, the staff at Runway and all the entrepreneurs whose lives have undoubtedly been made
better by Peter’s ingenuity.
VICTORIAN MUSIC INDUSTRY RECOVERY PROGRAM
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (10:19): 2020 was a tough year for our music industry, with many festivals and programs
disrupted. In January I was pleased to be able to tell some of my constituents that they had received a
really significant boost of over $155 000 for local music initiatives. The Victorian music industry
recovery program will distribute $3 million in grants for projects right across the state. Play On
Presents, Port Fairy, received $45 000 for Uncle Archie’s Kitchen Table. This is a great concept, where
emerging Aboriginal and Torres Strait songwriters and musicians will be invited to yarn with our
award-winning musician Archie Roach and share stories of song, community and language.
The iconic Port Fairy Folk Festival, in an autumn concert series, will have nearly $35 000 to deliver
three hybrid concerts promoting folk, country and blues music this year. Close to the Otways,
Bambra’s Meadow music festival 2021 received $38 000 to develop a virtual live stream festival for
an online audience, alongside the physical festival.
Richard Frankland is both a filmmaker and a musician with an Indigenous focus, and this funding will
support the development and production of a new multi-genre album, with songs covering stories and
issues from pre-European arrival to contemporary times in English and Gunditjmara languages.
Backing our music industry is crucial to reviving venues and events and valuing the workers, artists
and businesses that create the vibrant arts culture that we are so proud of in Victoria but especially
Western Victoria.
HEART OF THE NATION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (10:21): I rise today to speak about a founding member of the
Wiggles, Yellow Wiggle Greg Page. Greg was on stage last year when he collapsed from a sudden
heart attack. Thankfully those around him at the Castle Hill RSL were able to quickly rush to his aid
and save his life with the use of an automated external defibrillator, or AED. He has now started Heart
of the Nation, an organisation that has a purpose to raise awareness for the chain of survival, including
knowing CPR and streamlining the locations of AEDs. Last year I purchased an AED for my Torquay
office through my electorate office budget. I have signage on my EO door letting the Surf Coast
community know that if a horrible situation like a cardiac arrest were to occur, an AED is available
from my office for the community to use.
Just recently I had the pleasure of meeting with Greg, upon his request, as we were the very first MP’s
office to sign up to his Heart of the Nation campaign. Greg has asked me to challenge all other MPs,
so I implore all Victorian MPs to consider purchasing an AED for their EO and sign up to the Heart
of the Nation campaign so, should the need arise—and touch wood it does not—we can hopefully
save a life.
SRI LANKA INDEPENDENCE DAY
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (10:22): Ayuboan, vanakkam. Good morning.
Welcome to Sri Lankan Independence Day as people in Sri Lanka and across the world celebrate the
73rd anniversary of Sri Lanka’s independence. I am proud of my Sri Lankan heritage: my dad was
born in Colombo, my mum was born in Kandy. This day is a day where Sri Lankans across the world
celebrate that anniversary. There are significant speeches and cultural programs with of course lots of
dancing and food and music to celebrate.
Once known as Ceylon, Sri Lanka was a major economic port hub for the British Empire, which
granted it independence and a dominion status in 1948. Sri Lanka became a full republic on 22 May
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1972 and is formally known as the Democratic Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka. Sri Lanka is home to
many, many different religions, including Buddhism, Hinduism, Islam, Roman Catholicism and other
Christian denominations, and during the week preceding 4 February they celebrate in their own way
in their mosques and temples and churches.
To my many Sri Lankan friends across Melbourne’s north, to my many Sri Lankan friends across
Victoria and of course in Sri Lanka, I wish you a very happy independence day, and I cannot wait for
when restrictions allow for me to get back to Colombo and across Sri Lanka.
TAFE FUNDING
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (10:24): The Andrews Labor government is committed to
a strong vocational education and training sector in Victoria, and the signature program to ensure
Victorians have the skills they need to thrive is free TAFE. Under this program students choosing to
study over 40 select TAFE course have their tuition fees covered. Preapprenticeship students save up
to $2500, students studying certificate IV courses save up to $5000 and students studying nursing are
saving more than $10 000, tearing down traditional financial barriers to students accessing TAFE. In
2019, the program’s first year, approximately 39 700 students commenced a free TAFE course, an
88 per cent increase in commencement compared to the same courses in 2018.
The proportion of students with a disability, CALD students, female students and students over 30 has
also increased. Last year Minister Tierney announced 10 000 more free TAFE places and expanded
the program to include vital qualifications linked to key industries like mental health, health services
and civil construction. The $163 million program was expanded to also include funding for an
additional 11 000 places in accredited short courses like the course in introduction to the national
disability insurance scheme, which is also critical as the NDIS expands assistance for people with a
disability in our community.
Through free TAFE the Andrews government is removing financial barriers to training and giving
learners the confidence to take the first step to join or rejoin the education and training system, and I
want to take this opportunity to commend Minister Tierney and her stewardship for this great program.
MARIBYRNONG BICYCLE STRATEGY 2020–2030
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (10:25): I speak today about cycling infrastructure in
Maribyrnong. This year Maribyrnong City Council adopted the Maribyrnong Bicycle Strategy 2020–
2030. Enthusiastic community feedback and an independent review by the Australian Road Research
Board have shaped the strategy. It aims to deliver a connected and protected bicycle network by 2030,
and the strategy’s implementation will engage—
Members interjecting.
Dr CUMMING: I am sorry, President, the noise in the chamber—I am just—
The PRESIDENT: Members, please.
Dr CUMMING: Thank you. It will engage increased cycling participation by people of all ages,
genders and abilities by providing safe and improved conditions for cyclists, including new
infrastructure and safer speeds.
The strategy will also guide new development and provide support for local schools and communities
by increasing cycling awareness and improving cycling routes to destinations such as the Footscray
education precinct and from Footscray to Highpoint, Spotswood to Tottenham station and Braybrook
to Tottenham station. The strategy has $30 million of deliverables, and the council looks forward to
state government support to implement and improve initiatives. With a huge increase in cycling during
lockdown and a further upsurge in cycling activities expected, we all want to encourage active
transport.
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AUSTRALIA DAY AWARDS
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (10:27): I rise to congratulate some of the many hundreds of
citizenship award winners for Australia Day, but specifically speaking to my electorate, it was
wonderful to attend the Toongabbie Australia Day awards, where husband and wife Barbara and
Trevor Tomholt won the gong for their contribution to their community, specifically in the golf club
and environs.
I also would like to congratulate the famous Mario Sammut for winning the Latrobe City Council’s
senior citizen award. He is an amazing man, an amazing gentleman, for the Maltese community and
on various radio programs.
Also, I would like to congratulate 102-year-old Edith McGill. She has the heart and spirit of a 21-yearold. She has worked for 38 years for the Morwell RSL. She has worked on various fundraisers. She
has knitted countless squares, poppies, blankets and jackets for penguins, and it was just so delightful
to be with her on the day.
Also, congratulations to Ben Grumley and his mother, Susie. Ben won the Young Citizen of the Year
for his fantastic achievements in the sporting field of tennis. We will see his name written on many a
good award in the future for tennis.
Finally, congratulations to Richard Teychenne for winning Citizen of the Year for his outstanding,
decade-long work for the Boolarra Folk Festival and his contribution to his community.
LUNAR NEW YEAR
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (10:29): The beginnings of various calendar years see
many cultural and traditional celebrations after the harvesting season. These celebrations give many
Victorians an opportunity for new growth, whether they are celebrating Lohri or Thai Pongal, which
are festivals I have had some opportunity to participate in. I wish them success and prosperity.
The Vietnamese community, together with many others, also celebrates the Lunar New Year, or what
we call Tet Nguyen Dan. This coming Friday, 12 February 2021, is the lunar new year of the ox or of
the buffalo. Last year, 2020, the year of the rat, was tough. Like the rat we had to move through
uncharted waters with tact and intelligence. The ox or the buffalo, on the other hand, often hides its
talent, but it will gain recognition through its hard work. I think this is the message for this year. This
year, like the ox or the buffalo, will be the year for hard work, persistence, honesty and diligence in
order for us to overcome the pandemic and set up our foundation for the long-term future. I want to
take this opportunity to wish everyone in the state of Victoria and in this Parliament good fortune,
health, happiness and prosperity in the coming Lunar New Year.
TED HUI
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (10:30): Last night I was honoured to join some of
my colleagues here in the Parliamentary Friends of Hong Kong group to meet democracy activist Ted
Hui. Until recently, Ted was an elected member of the Hong Kong Legislative Council, but in
December he fled Hong Kong and now lives in exile in the UK. Ted’s bravery in standing up to the
attacks on liberty in Hong Kong by the Chinese Communist Party cannot be overstated. He reminded
us of the bravery required to defend liberty and democracy. Sadly, the situation in Hong Kong is dire.
We must listen to his warnings of what happened there. He warned us about the attacks by the CCP
on freedom of religion. I learned that the CCP are willing to attack freedom of religion even in
Australia when they criticised me for daring to defend Falun Gong against a hit piece by our national
broadcaster. He warned us about the attacks on freedom of speech and freedom of peaceful assembly,
which he has been arrested for many times. He warned us about multinational corporations that do the
bidding of the authoritarians, including banks and consulting companies that do business here also. I
pledge to heed his warnings and do what I can to defend these freedoms here. I urge the federal
government to allow Hong Kongers to seek asylum in Australia. I urge our state government to
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immediately investigate and blacklist companies that facilitate repression in Hong Kong, and I urge
my fellow Australians to stand with the people of Hong Kong.
MONT ALBERT TRAIN STATION
Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (10:32): Many residents in my electorate, especially around the
suburbs of Mont Albert and Surrey Hills, have been irate since the end of last year when they first
found out that the Labor government has a secret plan to demolish their historic and incredibly
important station—that is, Mont Albert station. Now, Mont Albert station is important not just because
it is a beautiful landmark built in the late 19th century; it is important for a range of reasons. It facilitates
trade.
I would encourage my friends in the Eastern Metropolitan Region, especially those on the other side
of the house like Mr Leane and Ms Terpstra, to head out to Mont Albert village. There is a reason why
whenever I speak with folks in Mont Albert I hear that their number one priority is the maintenance
of their local amenity. Mont Albert village is picturesque and beautiful. It is charming, and it is only
so because of the wonderful station. It is beautiful in and of itself, but it also brings so much custom.
So I would say to my friends opposite: head to Churchill Cafe and have a coffee and chat to the staff
there. Head over the road and chat to Brian at the newsagency. He has run it for 17 years. Talk to them
about what the loss of their station will mean. The Labor government knew when they promised level
crossing removals in my electorate at the last election that this would mean the demolition of this
station, but they did not tell anybody. I am for level crossing removals—it was the last Liberal
government that started the program—but they need to be done in the right way, with consultation and
the maintenance of local amenities.
HONG LIM
Mr TARLAMIS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (10:33): I join my parliamentary colleagues in the
other place to add my support for the former Victorian member of Parliament Mr Hong Lim, who was
charged with incitement in Cambodia and tried in absentia along with 14 others and could now face
jail if he returns to his country of birth. As stated by my parliamentary colleague Mr Tak, the member
for Clarinda, Mr Lim has campaigned consistently against corruption, social injustice, violation of
human rights and the destruction of environmental and national resources in Cambodia.
Mr Lim’s crime appears to have been to speak up from afar in support of human rights and democracy.
He has not even visited Cambodia for years. Undemocratic regimes around the world use their courts
to harass and suppress opposition from those who speak out against injustice. As part of a democratic
system it is important that we stand alongside those who call out injustice whenever and wherever it
occurs. That is why I stand here today to call out this action, which has serious and broad-ranging
consequences for the rights and freedoms of not only Australians but others who have been charged
and tried in this way. If these fake crimes are allowed to stand, Australian citizens like Mr Lim could
be barred from safe travel through countries with which Cambodia has extradition agreements. They
may even have to declare criminal records, which could exclude their entry. These tactics of
intimidation should not be allowed to be utilised to silence critics, as it results in diminishing freedom
of speech in Australia and is a direct and blatant attempt at foreign interference. I add my voice to not
just the members in the other place but organisations such as Human Rights Watch, whose deputy
Asian director presented a scathing assessment of human rights in Cambodia.
Mr Lim is not alone in being targeted. Members of the now dissolved opposition and youth activists
face the same accusations. I call for these charges to be dropped, and I call on the Australian
government to speak out and condemn these tactics and to provide real support in whatever way
possible to Australian citizens such as Mr Lim.
YOUTH JUSTICE SYSTEM
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (10:35): In the first matter can I join with Dr Ratnam and
Mr Frank McGuire in another place in supporting raising the age of criminalisation for young people.
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I think this is a long-overdue reform. I note that Attorneys-General from around the country have
begun a process, and I hope that that process will be expedited in the interests of young people who
are incarcerated when really we ought to be looking at other measures to ensure their safety.
ST JOHN AMBULANCE
Mr ATKINSON: I also take this opportunity on another matter to give a shout-out to the St John
Ambulance brigade for the work that they do. I note that they will be coming to the government shortly
for a very modest budget allocation to support their work, which is fair enough given that many of
their activities last year that enable them to be self-funded as a volunteer organisation were cramped
by the COVID-19 situation. Nonetheless, their services were actually in great demand during COVID19 and were typified by taking people who were infected and giving them vehicle transport to and
from appointments and so forth and looking after vulnerable people and making sure that they were
able to get to testing sites. They put up a pop-up hospital facility at the showgrounds with 28 beds
during COVID. They supported with meals and other activities right through, continuing their
remarkable service to our community.
AUSTRALIA DAY AWARDS
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (10:37): I think one of the incredible privileges of being
able to serve the community is to see the selfless acts of those in community. It never ceases to amaze
me, and I just want to acknowledge some citizens of the year, noting that in the Southern Metropolitan
Region there are many citizens of the year, so to acknowledge these is not to not acknowledge the
others, because they are all worthy. I am speaking specifically of Bayside council because I did attend
the awards ceremony.
I will firstly start with the Citizen of the Year, Deb Brook. Alongside a large group of committed
volunteers, Deb works tirelessly to provide rapid response support in emergency situations, including
bushfires, COVID-19, escaping family violence and more. During the January 2020 bushfires Bayside
Community Emergency Relief mobilised over 6300 people in the Bayside community to donate
requested items for fire-ravaged communities and wildlife shelters affected. It was truly inspirational
to see how she brought the best out in so many people in our community.
If I go to the Young Citizen of the Year, this was awarded to Sam Higgins for his leadership as a young
person living with cerebral palsy. Last year Sam shared his story on ABC radio through the Takeover
Melbourne initiative, inspiring many to not let anything get in the way of achieving their dreams. He
brought me and many in the audience to tears, and I thank him for that.
TED HUI
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (10:38): I would like to also thank Mr Ted Hui for his
contribution last night in appearing via a video link from London to address the Parliamentary Friends
of Hong Kong. What he had to say about the deterioration in human rights, the rule of law and the
democratic institutions that have made Hong Kong such a magnet for people across the globe was
very concerning—indeed alarming. The prospect that with the new national security law the freedoms
that have been a hallmark of Hong Kong for so long have been eviscerated, have been obliterated, is
very concerning. Anyone who shares democratic principles and believes in the rule of law should also
be concerned. So I join with other members in this place in expressing my solidarity with Ted and
other democrats from Hong Kong, wherever they may be now, and I also call on Daniel Andrews to
reconsider his Belt and Road Initiative, given the clear human rights abuses that are taking place in
Hong Kong and other parts of China.
It is time for him and the state government to make a very clear statement, because standing up for
democracy, standing up for our principles is what we should do as legislators and as a jurisdiction that
is lucky enough to enjoy the rule of law and democracy.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Thursday, 4 February 2021

Legislative Council

205

Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (10:40): I move:
That the consideration of notices of motion, government business, 403 to 447, be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
Bills
CHANGE OR SUPPRESSION (CONVERSION) PRACTICES PROHIBITION BILL 2020
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Ms STITT:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (10:41): I am pleased to rise as the first speaker for the
opposition in relation to the Change or Suppression (Conversion) Practices Prohibition Bill 2020. Let
me say at the outset that the opposition joins with so many community leaders in expressing our
opposition to barbaric, antiquated conversion practices that have no place in a contemporary Victoria.
If Daniel Andrews was a true leader, the bill before us would be a way to bring the community and
the Parliament together, unified, making a clear statement about outlawing practices and acts that have
no place in our state, in a modern, contemporary, diverse state. But that is not the way Daniel Andrews
acts. We saw last year with his legislation that sought to silence the families of deceased sexual assault
victims that once a course had been set there was no changing, there was no divergence, there was no
listening to respected voices, there was no listening to the pleas of those who had already suffered so
much. And whilst we are dealing with a very different topic, we see yet again that same principled
approach. Daniel Andrews is not a leader that unifies. He is not a leader that seeks to reach out across
the aisle and bring people together to make a clear statement from this Parliament about a practice or
practices which I think we all abhor and believe should be outlawed.
But unfortunately the opportunity to legislate the commitment that Daniel Andrews made at
Midsumma several years ago is not before us. What is before us is a bill that does many other things
that have drawn the concerns, ire and attention of, as the Australian referred to in their editorial this
morning, a disparate group of psychiatrists, physicians, religious leaders, feminists, lesbians and gay
men. Now, those on the other side will say, ‘Well, there we have the Liberals quoting the Australian;
of course they would’. But it is remarkable how similar this editorial is to the editorial the Age wrote
after Archbishop Comensoli expressed his concerns after the bill was introduced to the other place.
The point I am making in my introduction is that the opposition supports the government’s move to
outlaw barbaric conversion practices—as I say, they have no place in a contemporary Victoria—but
by adding so many other issues to this bill Daniel Andrews has missed the opportunity to be a true
leader and to unify. When this bill was debated in the Legislative Assembly, my colleague
Mr Southwick, the member for Caulfield in the other place, moved a reasoned amendment that the bill
be withdrawn and the opportunity for consultation take place. The bill was introduced and debated in
the last sitting week of the year, and in the pre-Christmas rush the opportunity for stakeholders and
interested Victorians to have their say, to give their feedback, was lost. It was the view of the opposition
that the summer presented that opportunity, and indeed that is exactly what the opposition has done. I
have had literally hundreds of conversations with such a diverse range of people, from people who are
very supportive of the bill, who want to see it passed, to those who are vehemently opposed to it, and
everyone in between. I thank those people for those conversations because for me it has been a very
helpful way to get a deeper understanding of the issues and the perspectives and why those various
views are held. What is very disappointing is that the government has not taken that opportunity as
well, and with no disrespect to the new Attorney-General—and I appreciate she has only been in the
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role for some weeks now—it would appear that the government has not done that consultation with
faith leaders, with psychiatrists and with the AMA and their clear concerns, and that bulldoze-through
approach of the government remains the same.
It is even demonstrated in the way that the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee, in its Alert
Digest report on the bill, wrote to the Attorney two months ago raising concerns, seeking feedback,
seeking clarity, seeking explanation, and in the Alert Digest tabled yesterday there was nothing, no
response. Two months the two Attorneys had to respond to the legitimate concerns of SARC as part
of the scrutiny processes of legislation, and we still do not have that response.
And of course we had the shocking demonstration of crass politics by the member for South Barwon
in the other place when he sought to call a division on the bill in the Legislative Assembly. Now, he
was either trying to play politics or he was crossing the floor against his own government, against the
Andrews government, and the bill that had been through his party room—cheap, rank politics,
particularly when dealing with such important issues, such serious issues, issues that pertain to people
who are sometimes vulnerable. That simply was a very cheap shot.
I spoke about the stakeholders that I have consulted with and other colleagues have, from the AMA;
Equality Australia; Thorne Harbour Health; the National Association of Practising Psychiatrists; the
Victorian Women’s Guild; various faith leaders, including the Catholic diocese and the Board of
Imams; the Institute for Civil Society; and a range of other stakeholders. What has come back from
some of those stakeholders is a concern about the strict liability that this bill contains and the possible
intervention in family discussions and the rights of parents, particularly for those under the age of 18.
And of course that feeds into the Tavistock decision of the UK from 1 December last year, which
made a very clear ruling about the competency of those 16 years and under and their ability to give
consent to life-changing procedures. And I am surprised that there has been no comment from
government that I have seen anywhere that reflects or talks to that important decision. I reference the
psychiatrists and their concerns, and their concerns have perhaps been expressed in correspondence
from the Australian Medical Association, which I am sure all members have also received. It says:
AMA Victoria is strongly opposed to conversion practices and endorses the public policy intention of the
Bill. We are concerned, however, that the Bill as currently drafted
•

unnecessarily focuses on psychiatry and psychotherapy,

•

is excessively punitive, and

•

has the potential to compromise the legitimate practice of medicine, to the detriment of both
practitioner and patient alike.

The letter goes on to say:
AMA Victoria believes that this unfairly targets psychiatry and psychotherapy specifically. We note that this
goes further than similar legislation in …

the ACT and Queensland. Of course the Queensland Labor government amended its legislation to
accommodate the concerns of the Queensland branch of the AMA.
The National Association of Practising Psychiatrists has also written to, as I understand it, all members
of the Legislative Council, and I have received a copy of the letter that was sent to the Attorney back
in January. To quote from the letter, it says:
1.

The Bill is based to a very large extent on erroneous and unscientific beliefs insofar as it concerns issues
of gender identity.

2.

The Bill lacks any evidential basis for criminalising the treatment by mental health professionals …

It goes on to talk about the important work that psychiatrists do in helping people and states that this
bill could potentially limit the services that some psychiatrists provide—a potentially perverse
outcome of the legislation.
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The bill also proposes a significant expansion of the role of the Victorian Equal Opportunity and
Human Rights Commission, VEOHRC. The bill will give VEOHRC powers that it has never had in
the past in relation to the enforcement of undertakings and agreements and introduces what I think are
powers that do not and should not vest with a body such as the human rights commission. The human
rights commission has a very important role, and we saw that during the pandemic. I had contact with
VEOHRC following some constituent complaints and issues, and I must say they were very helpful
and responsive. VEOHRC has a very important role in our community. Its powers are well understood
and well known, and at some point those complaints are referred to other bodies—VCAT, the courts
et cetera. There has been no case made by the government why VEOHRC is being given such broader
powers. In the absence of such an explanation it is the opposition’s view—it is my view—that the
settled powers that VEOHRC currently has should be the basis for any reform in this space, and that
is why I will be moving amendments to give effect to that.
As I said earlier, I will be moving a number of amendments at the conclusion of the second-reading
debate in committee of the whole. In the first phase I will be moving a reasoned amendment, and I
will be doing so on the same basis that the opposition moved the reasoned amendment in the
Legislative Assembly. I am happy for the reasoned amendment to be circulated. I move:
That all the words after ‘That’ be omitted and replaced with the words ‘this house refuses to read this bill a
second time until further urgent consultation is undertaken with all stakeholders and the inherent significant
issues with the bill can be addressed and appropriate amendments urgently made, including express
clarification of:
(1) the rights of children and their parents, particularly in relation to seeking assistance with gender identity
and sexual orientation issues including gender dysphoria;
(2) the legal competence of children under 18 years of age to provide informed consent for gendertransitioning hormonal drug treatment, the puberty blocker treatment;
(3) the rights of individuals to voluntarily seek assistance for gender identity and sexual orientation issues
including via pastoral care and faith organisation counselling services;
(4) the rights of faith organisations to provide such pastoral care and counselling services to individuals who
voluntarily seek assistance; and
(5) the rights of healthcare professionals to provide assistance and care to individuals who seek help for
gender identity or sexual orientation issues.’.

I note that the reasoned amendment calls for urgent consultation because the opposition does not wish
to unnecessarily delay this legislation or the consideration or finalisation of consideration of this
legislation. It is unfortunate that the new Attorney has not taken the opportunity to do the consultation
with affected stakeholders that clearly the previous Attorney did not do. The reasoned amendment
calls for the bill to be withdrawn and urgent consultation with those stakeholders that have issues with
the bill to be conducted. If that fails, I will refer the bill to the Legal and Social Issues Committee. I
will do so so that, again, the Parliament, this chamber, can do the consultation that the government
seems unwilling to do but also to give proper consideration to the impact of the Tavistock case that I
referred to earlier.
The impact of the Tavistock case is that in England the Tavistock clinic has now changed its approach,
the Tavistock clinic providing gender reassignment and other services. The Tavistock clinic has now
gone from an affirmation approach—which as I understand it is the approach taken at the Royal
Children’s Hospital at its clinic—to what is referred to as a wait-and-see approach because of the
definition of ‘legal competency’ that that case has defined. These are important legal issues, regardless
of one’s view of the legislation. They are important legal issues that we as lawmakers should be
cognisant of, should give consideration to, and that the government should have advice about. Maybe
the Attorney’s response to SARC deals with those issues—if it ever makes its way to this place. Again,
it is unfortunate that that has not been tabled at this juncture. If that fails, I will then be moving a
number of amendments to the bill, and I am happy for my amendments to the bill itself to now be
circulated.
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Opposition amendments circulated by Mr O’DONOHUE pursuant to standing orders.
Mr O’DONOHUE: While there are numerous amendments to the bill, the amendments seek to
address a small number of propositions. The first is addressing concerns regarding parental and family
rights to discuss with or provide advice to young family members with respect to gender or sexual
orientation issues. The amendment seeks to propose an explicit exemption for direct parental and
family assistance and support provided to children under 18 or family members with a cognitive
impairment.
The amendments also, in line with the Australian Medical Association concerns, seek to provide an
explicit exemption for health service providers’ conduct which in their reasonable professional
judgement is clinically appropriate. Again, I do not think it is for me or other members of this place to
determine what is clinically appropriate for health professionals. This is designed to ensure the best
appropriately diagnosed and assessed clinical assistance and treatment can be provided to individuals
seeking help with gender identity and sexual orientation issues.
On the next amendment, the AMA believes the bill unfairly targets psychiatry and psychotherapy, as
I referred to earlier, and I propose to omit any direct references to psychiatry or psychotherapy
consultation, treatment or therapy or any other similar consultation, treatment or therapy—as I said
before, limiting the bill’s overreach and scope in relation to the role and powers of VEOHRC by
restricting the provisions back to the commission’s existing remit and power under the Equal
Opportunity Act 2010 through omitting the bill’s coercive investigation and enforcement provisions.
That is the position of the Liberal-Nationals, of the opposition. We have a number of concerns with
the bill. But we again reiterate our strong support to outlaw barbaric, antiquated conversion practices,
and on that basis we will not oppose the passage of this legislation.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (11:01): To begin with, I take offence to those who say that
those who oppose this bill are bigots and homophobic. It is like saying that those who oppose a public
register of child sex offenders must therefore sympathise with paedophiles. It is a ridiculous statement.
In fact our party and previous Senator Derryn Hinch have been consistently publicly supportive of
same-sex marriage equality, with Derryn’s vote integral in it passing the federal Parliament. He stood
proudly next to Senator Penny Wong at the emotional moment the yes result was announced.
When I heard about a bill that sought to outlaw disgraceful, draconian conversion therapies like
aversion therapy and electrotherapy, I did not think I would stand here with any opposition to such a
bill, especially as an MP who stands here in an effort to protect our children through a strong voice in
Parliament. But I need to stand here and put on the record that protecting our children means I need to
share concerns about this bill, and these concerns are not just from me or my party but from a broad
range of Victorians, including the medical profession, from parents and from those who have been
through the process of gender transformations and gender dysphoria themselves.
Firstly, I want to restate that conversion practices are repulsive. They have no place in society and
should be outlawed. But if that was all this bill was really about, we would not require a vote at all
today. Unfortunately this bill is much broader than that, and the unintended consequences remain a
contentious issue. The basis for this legislative change emanated from the 2018 report by La Trobe
University and the Human Rights Law Centre that features survivors of repressive conversion therapy
practices—15, to be exact. There were also others—78, in fact—interviewed through the Free to
Change campaign, all who felt that advice and a wait-and-see approach assisted them in their journey
to find their true selves and assisted their long-term mental health. Both studies have had a small
number of participants, but the point I make here is that there are a significant number of people who
have found conversations and practices that this bill seeks to outlaw helpful in their quest to find their
sexual identity or gender. This is dialogue not from me but from those who have had direct lived
experience.
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The definition of a change or suppression practice is so broad that this legislation now affects so many
instances where permission to receive advice has been granted and where unlawful practices are not
taking place. Interestingly the La Trobe report that this bill is based upon does not talk about
suppression practices on any occasion; it solely talks about conversion practices. I note that these are
different and another example of how the legislation has gone beyond the scope of its perceived
intention. Speaking of definitions, there are also many scholarly articles stating that paedophilia is a
sexual orientation, and I note that there are also arguments stating that paedophilia is a disorder and
not necessarily a sexual orientation.
Given the ambiguity with the definitions here and the broadness of definition within the bill, I can see
it becoming a bit of a legal minefield. I know that there are acts that deal with physical sexual
interactions between adults and children, but what about the treatment programs for paedophiles, who
may justifiably argue that this is their sexual orientation and that by receiving treatment their
orientation is being suppressed? The defence lawyers could have a field day with this in their attempts
to prohibit their paedophile client being directed or referred to undergo a behavioural change program
as, if my reading of the clauses in the bill is correct, it would be unlawful to engage in a change or
suppression practice for the purposes of changing or suppressing their sexual orientation. Without a
clause that explicitly prohibits paedophilia or child sex offending or any adult sexual attraction to
children, it is hard for our party to support such a broad-based bill.
In regard to consultation, we believe more is needed and that wider research should be conducted
before the passage of this bill. Having had correspondence from a wide variety of organisations from
both sides, there remain many concerns that have not been addressed by the government. Some of the
organisations that we have spoken to, including the Psychoanalytic Psychotherapy Association of
Australasia, general practitioner representative groups and other experts in this area, stated that they
were, surprisingly, not consulted on this bill. The Victorian branches of the Australian Medical
Association and the National Association of Practising Psychiatrists were not even offered the
opportunity to provide their expertise.
According to an article published in the Age newspaper on 2 February, two days ago, written by
Annika Smethurst, the president of the AMA’s Victorian branch, Julian Rait, said that while he
supported the intention of the policy, he believed that the sanctions were too extreme. He went on to
say that he would like to see the penalty brought in line with other jurisdictions, where those who are
found guilty of conversion therapy face prison terms of two years or less. I believe that this is subject
to some amendments to be brought on later on. Mr Rait went on to say that this bill could be something
that discourages health practitioners and that he believes that the Victorian branch of the AMA were
not appropriately consulted as they only saw the bill for the first time when it was introduced into
Parliament.
If these bodies had been consulted, perhaps it would have been made clear from early on that there
was concern in the medical profession about their ability to give impartial advice for the overall
wellbeing of the patient. One practising consulting psychiatrist with 25 years clinical experience told
me, and I quote:
… this legalisation is centred on a misguided notion that anything other than an immediate affirmative
treatment model is harmful and should be banned.

For fear of being discriminated against, she does not want to use her name; however, for the record,
this doctor has undertaken extensive research on the topic of childhood and adolescent gender
dysphoria. Again, her professional advice on the bill was not sought. Many of these medical indemnity
organisations and experts have called for an inquiry into gender issues so that they can offer their realworld experience and advice, and we would absolutely support this.
On the issue of informed consent, the bill certainly blurs many lines. I could not go further on the issue
without talking about the Tavistock case in the UK, as mentioned by Mr O’Donohue. For those who
are not familiar, the UK clinic was successfully sued by Keira Bell, a detransitioning transgender
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woman, very recently. Bell said that the clinic should have challenged her more in her bid to become
a man medically. She was just 16 years old when she commenced intense medical treatment. The
UK’s High Court of England has publicly criticised the trend towards affirming medical transition
without question or hesitation. This decision means that it is now highly unlikely for those under 16
to be able to give informed consent to use puberty blockers. There has been an interesting comparison
by many around informed consent that we give our children, including that we only allow them to
drive cars, drink alcohol and give their medical consent once they turn 18, but for some reason this
legislation allows those under 18 to make big medical decisions that are potentially irreversible.
Speaking of consent, a huge issue in this bill falls with three words, and I quote: ‘whether with or’. In
part 5, clause 1 of this bill, it essentially states that a change or suppression practice can happen with
or without the affected person’s consent. If a young girl seeks her parents’ advice about going down
the path of transgenderism or generally changing her gender and her parents give her feedback that
she should wait a few years before making that decision, then under this bill and given the broad
definition of ‘suppression’, she could potentially sue her parents later on. It is as simple as that.
I know this is a key concern of many. I was surprised to find out that a number of studies say that
around 80 per cent of those experiencing gender dysphoria resolve these feelings of changing gender
by reverting back to their original gender post puberty. This would indicate that if the legislation were
to pass and if each of those individuals going through gender dysphoria were to commence medical
interventions, there could be long-term implications where they are likely to have resolved their
feelings. We are seeing this with detransitioning individuals across the globe.
A concern that has repeatedly been raised in this bill is about medical practitioners’ rights. There are
already limited services for LGBTIQ+ people who seek advice for gender dysphoria, mental illness
and related help. This should come as no surprise, as this community is significantly more likely to
require such social services. Given that there are limited services for LGBTIQ+ people to receive
psychologist assistance and even medical intervention, why would we seek to possibly reduce the
capacity to assist those who actively seek out counselling? I have had conversations directly with
medical professionals who are very honestly reconsidering their work in Victoria in consulting with
children experiencing gender dysphoria for risk of possible legal action in the future. This is because
when a professional genuinely believes the young—or mature—person should explore counselling or
other advice before changing their gender, for their own welfare, they could very well be defined as
suppressing that person’s gender. It is therefore no wonder some medical practitioners are worried
about the bill’s application once passed. The ultimate losers out of this situation are the children, who
will no longer have access to some medical and counselling assistance as is the case now.
Our biggest concern, as mentioned earlier, is the possibility for this bill to allow paedophiles and sex
offenders to refuse treatment in order to not have their sexual orientation suppressed. Given the bill
moves away from a prescriptive list of gender terms and instead focuses on how an individual
identifies themselves, this is a concern in the context of how a paedophile or sex offender defines their
sexual orientation. The explanatory memorandum for this bill makes things pretty ambiguous, stating
that the definition of ‘suppression or conversion practices’ is, and I quote:
… intended to capture a broad range of conduct, including … more formal practices, such as behaviour
change programs …

Ms Maxwell and I would be negligent in our duties if we did not question this explanation and the
broad definition of what a suppression practice is. Whilst not all behaviour change programs will
change a paedophile’s desires, they have been proven to be quite effective, and we hope every person
in this place agrees that a paedophile or any sex offender attending a behaviour change program or
treatment as ordered by the court or a health professional should not have a choice and should not be
unlawful. Based on all of these arguments, Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party would absolutely support a
referral to a committee to make sure we get the balance right. In the meantime we would most
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definitely support a bill that prohibited physical conversion therapies like aversion and electrotherapy,
or suppression where informed consent has not been given.
Lastly, I stand here today and acknowledge the hurt and struggle each person in the LGBTIQ+
community has endured. The decision to oppose this bill was not taken lightly. It is not meant to
offend, and it is certainly not a reflection of mine or my colleague Ms Maxwell’s views on the
LGBTIQ+ community. To all of you: please know that we respect you and have heard your concerns
that you have respectfully raised during this process. You are who you are. We do not advocate for
change or suppression practices that seek to cause harm to you.
In finishing, Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party absolutely supports the abolition of conversion practices,
including electrotherapy aversion and other inhumane practices that seek to harm a vulnerable
individual. We support the right for LGBTIQ+ individuals to identify as they see fit. However, this
bill goes beyond the intention of this and includes far wider complexities. The intention of this bill by
the government is to be commended. It is the mechanism within the bill that we oppose, not the
purpose.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (11:14): This is a tough one. I am going to do my best to reflect and
recognise and provide dignity and visibility to those who are victims and survivors of change and
suppression practices which have for too long taken place under the guise of conversion therapy or
treatment in order to fix a perceived failure, to correct a wrong or to right a depravity.
At the outset I want to acknowledge those victims and survivors who are watching or listening to this
debate and who take a keen and deeply personal interest in the debate and in the outcome of this
particular bill before the Victorian Parliament. I want to acknowledge and pay respect to and honour
those victim and survivor groups who continue to work so hard to recognise trauma and pain and hurt
and shame as it arises for members of our community. I want to thank those people who have stood
steadfast over many, many years and spoken with bravery and with courage about the experiences
which they have endured, which have had the effect, directly or indirectly, of breaking them or of
trying to break them and which in so many—too many—tragic circumstances have led to and continue
to lead to self-harm and to suicide.
In rising to speak to this bill today, I do so on a deeply personal basis because I want to talk today of
the impact of being different and of being other and of starting out in a world where you think that
there is nothing wrong with you before discovering, firstly, that you are different, that you are other,
and, secondly, for too many of us—notwithstanding the pride and the delight that parents like my dear,
dear friend Andy Meddick take in their own children’s journeys to accept themselves unconditionally
and to be loved unconditionally—there comes a point at which it occurs to us that our difference is
wrong and that we live in a world that is generally yet to come to the point where we are accepted for
exactly who we are.
We have come a long way. We have come a long way in refining and improving our statute book and
in improving the culture and the visibility for members of my LGBTI communities, but I am still the
only person in this chamber, I am still the only openly gay woman in the Victorian Parliament. I am
the first, and that speaks to the sense of difference that exists for so many of us.
It is very, very easy to say that we are not broken and that we do not need to be fixed. These are
important messages, particularly from our allies, particularly from our supporters and particularly from
our leaders, including my very dear friend and very great supporter and ally, the Premier, Daniel
Andrews, from so many members of this government and from so many members of the opposition
who privately acknowledge to me the importance and necessity of a bill just like this—in the form that
has been presented, unamended—to recognise the pain and the trauma and the hurt of victims and
survivors.
It is easy to come up with those words in the same way that it is easy to then try to believe that we are
in fact good enough, good enough to occupy an equal place in the world. It then becomes really hard
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to know in fact that we are good enough to be loved, that we are deserving of love without qualification
and that we ought to not be subjected to the disadvantage that comes from a world which is based in
an inherent recognition that same-sex attraction and gender diversity are too difficult and too
uncomfortable to incorporate, particularly into traditions and institutions which have preached, which
have encouraged, which have coerced and coaxed and ultimately used it as a tool of violence to break
us.
I want to make sure that we are very clear in this debate around the very human impact that takes place
upon us as individuals when the world that we live in as LGBTIQ folk says in fact that we are other
and that we are different. I want to recognise that it is all too convenient for people who oppose this
bill to start from the position that they do not have anything against LGBTIQ people like me. It is this
cognitive dissonance, it is this doublespeak, that does such a disservice to the pain and the
disadvantage, the discrimination, the harassment, the vilification that we face every single day, and
this is the cause and this is the root of shame.
I want to touch on shame today because shame is at the heart of the need for this legislation, and it is
a recognition of this shame that has brought about the importance of a bill like this. Shame comes in
so many layers, and people who grow up in a family or in a faith that says that they are not good
enough, that they are wrong—that we are wrong—that says in fact that love is conditional upon us
either denying who we are or agreeing to change, or in certain tragic circumstances, too many of which
I am aware of personally, are forced to change. It is not acceptable that in a debate like this victims
and survivors and our communities—my communities—are denied the opportunity to have our
equality, our pain and hurt and trauma, on a footing which is of the utmost importance. But in fact
there will always be reasons for those who refuse or are unable to stand up in support of a bill like this
to say that it is not good enough, that the needs of competing priorities and interest groups or faith
leaders or psychologists, psychiatrists, medical practitioners or health service providers need to be
considered because we are not there yet. What that does is create a status quo that enables an inherently
damaging and hurtful discrimination to continue, that enables our shame to continue. And we deserve
better. We deserve better than to have to beg Australia for the right under marriage legislation to be
with and to marry and to have our relationships recognised at law on an equal footing. We deserve
better than to have members in the other place from the coalition abstain from a vote and thus mean
that their names are not recorded as supporting or opposing this bill. The public record does not reflect
the names of coalition MPs who did not attend the vote, and it is for this reason that I am going to read
those names onto the record now: Neil Angus, the member for Forest Hill; Brad Battin, the member
for Gembrook; Gary Blackwood, the member for Narracan; Roma Britnell, the member for SouthWest Coast; Neale Burgess, the member for Hastings—
Mr Davis: On a point of order, Deputy President, the member knows well that what she is saying
is not true. The record in the lower house shows that the bill was not opposed. The Speaker corrected
the record. The only person who called against the bill was the member for South Barwon, who called
against the vote and did so duplicitously. Indeed the reality is that with the COVID restrictions many
members were simply not in the chamber, and the vote was not opposed.
Ms Pulford: On the point of order, Deputy President, that is not a point of order that has any bearing
in our standing orders. Ms Shing is perfectly able to express her perspective on this legislation and it
is entirely in order to reflect on the debate in the other place. It happens here all the time, and if
Mr Davis wants to make a contribution in the debate, he will have the opportunity to do so today.
Mr O’Donohue: Further to the point of order, Deputy President, I am concerned that on the live
stream there will be many people who are most interested in the debate and people will not understand
the nuances of the way the Parliament works. Of course it is usual where there is no division called
very few members are in the chamber. So it is disingenuous and misleading to slight people who were
not in the chamber at a particular time when under COVID restrictions and in the normal course where
no division is called on a bill members are simply not in the chamber. I do not understand why
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Ms Shing is seeking to misrepresent when, as Mr Davis said and as I said, the only person who called
a division was the member for South Barwon.
Ms SHING: The numbers of the division reflect that it was 55-0. I have an entitlement to read out
what that zero looked like.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! There is actually no point of order. The opposition has every
right to refute what Ms Shing is saying in their contributions to the debate.
Ms SHING: On a point of order, Deputy President, I would note that this point of order discussion
has been going for 4 minutes, and as lead government speaker I would seek latitude from the house,
including by leave as required, to restore those 4 minutes of speaking time.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Ms Shing, the clock does not stop during points of order, so in fact
you have just cost yourself a few more minutes.
Ms SHING: I would seek leave, Deputy President, for that time to be restored, for my clock to
become the 6 minutes that it was prior to this discussion.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Is leave granted?
Mr Davis interjected.
Ms SHING: Leave can be sought for anything, Mr Davis. You know that.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Is leave granted for another 4 minutes?
Leave refused.
Ms SHING: Again, let the record reflect that I have been denied leave, after a 5-minute exercise to
raise technical points of order, from continuing.
Neale Burgess, the member for Hastings; Matthew Guy, the member for Bulleen; David Hodgett, the
member for Croydon; Cindy McLeish; David Morris; James Newbury; Michael O’Brien; Richard
Riordan; Brad Roswell; Ryan Smith; Tim Smith; David Southwick; Louise Staley; Bill Tilley; Bridget
Vallence; Nick Wakeling; Kim Wells; Emma Kealy; Steph Ryan; Peter Walsh; Tim Bull; Tim
McCurdy; and Danny O’Brien: shame on those who would not stand and actually take a position.
Shame on you for lacking the guts and the spine and the courage and the bravery that sits in the little
fingers of those victims and survivors for whom this bill is so important. I look forward to seeing in
fact that you opposite will have the guts, will have the intestinal fortitude to stand in your place and to
oppose this bill or otherwise to support it. Know the strength of what you can deliver on the public
record. I look forward to seeing that if you oppose this bill, you never dare march at Pride ever again.
You will be our shame. I commend this bill to the house.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (11:29): This is an important bill.
The community will understand that I support a ban on gay conversion therapy, as does the opposition
and indeed every opposition member. My views were put on the record in the house in late 2019 at
length and in detail.
A member interjected.
Mr DAVIS: No, I am just making a very, very clear point that the views of the opposition were put
on the record in the house quite formally in late 2019 to explain that we would support a bill on gay
conversion therapy, to outlaw it, because there is no medical or scientific evidence that supports such
an absurd and unfortunate practice that has occurred for a lengthy period of time. In that context I
implored the government to bring forward a bill that was a straightforward bill that actually laid out
those points quite clearly but to not seek to broaden the bill into a series of other matters. In those series
of other matters it is very clear that the government has brought a bill that is more complex and not a
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straightforward bill that simply outlaws gay conversion therapy that was proposed by the opposition
back in 2019.
Again, as a former health minister I am very aware of these issues, and we had a bill in the Parliament
in the last period of 2014 which actually sought to provide powers to the health services commissioner
to outlaw medical and health practices which clearly did not meet scientific muster. Unlicensed
practitioners and practitioners who were seeking to hold out cures that were not relevant, not scientific
and not medically supported could have been outlawed back then. The then opposition chose to
frustrate that bill at the time, so I want to put that on the record too.
I want to put on the record the work that has been done by many in the coalition in working our way
through this bill, particularly Mr O’Donohue, Ms Crozier, Mr Angus and others who have worked
inside the coalition and with community groups. In relation to the vote that has been referred to in the
lower house, Ms Shing was quite wrong in the way she described that vote. The opposition did not
oppose the bill in the lower house. We sought to move a reasoned amendment—and it is important to
put this on the record—to seek consultation across the summer period with many of the groups that
had not been properly, formally and officially consulted by the government at that point, and some of
those groups have still not been properly consulted within the community even at this point.
The opposition obviously moved that reasoned amendment. That was defeated, and in that
circumstance we did not oppose the bill. Ms Shing has wilfully and maliciously, in my view,
misconstrued what occurred in the lower house. Many were not in the chamber simply because of the
COVID restrictions, which have been more harsh in that chamber than in this chamber—much more
harsh. Seven and eight have been the numbers that have been allowed from the coalition, and
sometimes as few as four and five have been allowed in the chamber from the coalition. They are
government-imposed restrictions on the chamber that have been not supported by the coalition in
many cases, because of the extreme nature of the restrictions imposed.
I also make the point that Ms Shing seems to be unprepared to deal with the fact that the only person
in the lower house who called against the bill was the member for South Barwon. He was either being
disingenuous and malicious or he was being mischievous in some manner. He claims he wanted to
vote for the bill. He claimed that the Speaker’s call that the bill had been carried was not correct. He
called against that and demanded a division. I say that he was up to mischief and he was doing that
against the standing orders, and the Speaker actually held that he was doing that against the standing
orders. Those who want to review the footage should go back and look at the mischief of the member
for South Barwon, who was the only person in the lower house to call against the bill. That is to his
shame, in my view, and I make that point very strongly.
Mr O’Donohue has laid out the coalition’s position on this bill very clearly. He has laid out that we
will seek to refer this to a committee. We will first seek through a reasoned amendment a referral to a
committee, and we will then seek to amend a number of sections of the bill. I make the point that there
are problems with this bill. The bill has not been constructed well by the government, and the
government has not understood the impacts of some of these clauses, because it has not properly
consulted with many of the relevant groups. Ms Shing dismissed the views of a number of health
groups, the AMA and the college of psychiatrists in particular. We will bring an amendment that seeks
to deal with some of the points that they have made in formal correspondence to us and to the
community, and that is relevant and proper. It is important that those who are providing broad
therapies—not conversion therapy, but broad therapy—are not captured by aspects of this bill in a way
that is unhelpful, may be counterproductive and may actually see outcomes that are not intended by
the legislation. That I think is a legitimate set of points, so we will seek to amend those points.
I do want to say very clearly here today to the chamber that I actually have met with survivors. I have
discussed with a number of survivors of conversion therapy the significance of this to them, and I
absolutely reject the concept of conversion therapy. I absolutely reject any justification that is provided
for it, and I do wholeheartedly offer my support to those survivors and say to them: what you have
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been through is horrific and wrong. I think it is very important that those matters are put on the record,
and I think the point of this bill is that it does provide some comfort to people. It does provide a
statement by the Parliament, by the community, that those practices are wrong. As I said, that is a point
that I made in this chamber a long while ago, in late 2019, in a very formal way and very deliberately,
because of the material that had been provided to me, the literature searches that we did and the matters
that we examined. It is clear that there is no medical or scientific evidence that could possibly or
reasonably provide a justification for any of those old conversion practices.
Now, I do want to also say that the government has pushed forward with this against the reasonable
points that are made by a number of key sectors. Faith communities have made points, and
Mr O’Donohue’s amendments will seek to respond to some of those. It is just bloody-mindedness and
a failure of the government to actually listen and properly engage with ranges of stakeholders. Bills
can be improved—this is a more general comment—by actually listening and engaging and
understanding that unintended and untoward effects from bills can be removed by actually listening
and making those sensible, practical changes. So I say that Mr O’Donohue has done a very good job
in working his way through this on behalf of the coalition.
I do want to say to many in the LGBTI community that I strongly support this ban. I strongly support
a ban on conversion therapy. I have spoken to many across the LGBTI community—over a much
longer period of course, but indeed over this period—as they have talked and worked through the
aspects of this legislation. I do think it is unfortunate that this government takes an ‘our way or the
highway’ type approach with many of these pieces of legislation. If they listened to the collective
wisdom of the broader community, they would actually get a much better and fairer outcome.
So let us be quite clear here: the bill is an important bill. It can be improved; it should be improved.
The principles that are behind it in terms of outlying conversion practices are ones that I think everyone
in the Parliament supports and I certainly will be supporting that, but I would hope that the bill is
improved in the process as we proceed.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (11:39): Before I dive into this sensitive and delicate issue
today, I would like to acknowledge the public interest in this bill. I am sure most members in the
chamber will agree that this bill has been extremely polarising in the community, and that has been
reflected by both the number of emails in our inboxes and the office phones in our electorates ringing
hot on this particular issue in recent weeks. It is great to see that democracy is alive and kicking, and
it is for us to continue as a democracy that I must raise and share the many concerns of my constituents
about this legislation. The feedback has not only been from those who might contact us regularly on
these sorts of issues. We have heard from eminent psychiatric and psychological associations, religious
groups, LGBTIQ+ communities and particularly parents of children who are experiencing uncertainty
about their gender identity and sexual orientation. I have not received one email or phone call with an
attitude of homophobia or bigotry, and I am pleased to see that.
I, like most reasonable people, am vehemently opposed to non-consensual and invasive conversion
techniques. Of course I am opposed to torture, which is already illegal. And electroshock therapy,
outdated psychosocial treatments, surgery and such, if still practiced at all, are either illegal or highly
regulated under the Mental Health Act 2014. Deliberately pressuring an individual to identify as or
forcefully persuading them to prefer a specific gender or sexual orientation is absolutely abhorrent,
and I praise the government for attempting to outlaw these kinds of practices.
Any sort of conversion against someone’s will should be banned. However, as we have seen before
with government legislation that comes to this house, we are again faced with an overreach. Once
again we are faced with a bill which has come to Parliament with inadequate public discussion,
particularly empowered consultation, before it was finally drafted. In this bill I believe the good—and
there is good—is outweighed by the bad.
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The letter Q in LGBTIQ stands for queer or questioning. This bill actually prevents the Q or
questioning person from seeking advice from or consultation with anyone who would proffer an
opinion in contravention of the bill. And what is more, anyone offering counselling other than
affirmation of a particular course will be liable for and at risk of prosecution. If a teenage girl states
for whatever reason she is actually a boy in a girl’s body or vice versa, a therapist must accept that as
the final diagnosis. Those who are Q or questioning will not be able to be presented with the alternate
points of view. It seems they can only be advised to go one way. So a parent could systematically force
or pressure their Q or questioning child to explore a new sexuality, orientation or agenda, but if they
so much as suggest to the contrary, they put themselves in the position of possibly being charged and
imprisoned.
Further to this we run the serious risk of deterring individuals from speaking about their internal
conflicts and worries, knowing that the advice is forced to be biased, giving rise to a genuine risk of
psychological damage and/or harm since they will be discouraged from seeking genuine counselling.
We talk of gender fluidity, but this bill is prescriptive and prevents choice and in my mind is not fluid
at all.
The kneejerk response of prescribing young people hormone treatment and/or bodily changes has
already had some adverse consequences. As previously mentioned, quite recently in a UK High Court
case, Bell v. Tavistock, we saw the court rule against the government’s gender clinic, which allowed a
16-year-old adolescent girl to be prescribed puberty blockers and testosterone and at the age of 20
given a double mastectomy. At 21 she realised she had been coerced and not given an opportunity to
seek counselling regarding her gender dysphoria. The UK court found that indeed the gender clinic
did not give the patient any counselling or advice. This bill will give overreaching powers to the state
and no secure ground to stand on for anyone who may help such a person in Victoria, as was the case
for this girl in the UK. I am not willing to support a bill which discriminates against those in this
category as described by the psychiatric profession.
I have been contacted by concerned parents who wish to remain the most trusted and loving confidants
of their children. My office has received emails and phone calls from all manner of parents, with the
gentle acceptance of their child’s questioning of their sexuality or even their gender, who wish to
remain the first choice for intimate communication with their children. But under the Victorian bill
parents, relatives, friends and religious or community leaders providing advice, counselling, therapy
or prayer to people in relation to sexual orientation or gender identity could find themselves
committing an illegal act and be subject to a range of civil enforcements by the Victorian Equal
Opportunity and Human Rights Commission and a criminal prosecution. The Victorian bill has the
harshest criminal penalties of any legislation in the world for change or suppression conduct causing
psychological harm: five years imprisonment or a $100 000 fine or, for serious psychological harm,
10 years imprisonment or a $200 000 fine. Most other legislation provides for at the most one year’s
imprisonment.
The Victorian bill also gives enormous new investigation and enforcement powers to the Victorian
Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission to act on anonymous complaints from third parties
who may not be affected by the practice and to investigate on its own volition and compel production
of evidence, as well as issue and enforce its own notices. The commission is both investigator and
judge of the breaches. The commission does not have these powers in relation to any other
discrimination, such as sex, age or disability. These are the commission’s normal fields of operation,
which are much bigger issues in terms of the number of Victorians affected by them.
I read that the legislation may well prevent a person from leaving Victoria should the commission
have the suspicion that the trip might be for a suppression practice, and the definition of a suppression
practice is so vague and overreaching it could simply be a family chat. I am not willing to support a
bill which takes away the rights of parents to chat freely with their children, fearing that the
commission will track back and inquire into every conversation and movement it should define as an
injury. It is an offence liable to imprisonment under part 2, clause 12, of the bill.
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I have been contacted by religious persons concerned that prayer for persons with or without their
knowledge at any age will be punishable as a criminal offence under this bill. We were contacted by
a priest in a religious order who formed the opinion that what is commonly called confession could be
applicable to clause 5(3)(b), a prayer-based activity, which could be defined as a suppression practice
when receiving advice from a priest. Using the legislation could make the priest hearing the confession
liable for prosecution. This could also apply to a rabbi, an imam or a religion of any order. How can
the state legislate and imprison someone for praying? This is Orwellian in the extreme. I am not willing
to support a bill which has the authority to legislate against the freedom of prayer. What an overreach!
What next—recording confessions?
I have also been advised and offered evidence to support that individuals with autism, Asperger’s,
psychosis and depression are over-represented in the number of individuals attempting to discuss
gender transition as an option. According to Dr Philip Morris, president of the National Association
of Practising Psychiatrists, the number of young people, mostly teenage girls, presenting at specialist
clinics with gender identity concerns has increased exponentially over a short period of time. A great
many of them have an autism diagnosis and a range of mental health issues. I am not willing to support
a bill which enables these young people not to be helped when some might miss vital clues to
vulnerable and even, in the case of Munchausen syndrome, abused children.
I have been contacted by teachers of science. The new powers of the commission include to re-educate.
What of the curriculum? Is this now to be changed, with the reaching into the education system by the
commission? It is extraordinary that this bill, while the intentions appear good, may overreach into the
science curriculum of our schools.
Victoria has in its acts of Parliament the pro-choice legislation for termination of pregnancies and the
end-of-life legislation, but with this bill it does not appear to be pro-choice for the LGBTIQ+
community. Where is the liberty for all of this community? I have been contacted by persons who
have lived as LGBTQ+ and have transitioned of their own volition. The study by the Coalition against
Unsafe Sexual Education, by Professor Whitehall and others, Does ‘Conversion Therapy’
(Counselling) Constitute Harm or Help, states that:
Definitions of “sexual orientation” and “gender identity” are still under construction and vary considerably
over time. Opinions differ as to whether such things are fixed or fluid.

Our own Victorian legislation now allows a person to change the gender on their birth certificate every
12 months but will not allow counselling because of this bill. I am not willing to support a bill which
prevents a person’s choice to transition in any gender direction.
It appears the LGBTIQ+ community is absolutely divided on this bill. One letter to the Herald Sun on
6 January 2021, by Chris Sitka, says that as a lesbian she could be imprisoned for suggesting to another
woman that she might be a lesbian because she does not feel feminine enough and was expressing a
desire to try transitioning to a male. To suggest a lesbian life, rather than going straight to a physical
transformation, could lead to imprisonment. Some activists even consider the choice of becoming
lesbian or gay to be transphobic. Would they report such conversions to the Victorian Equal
Opportunity and Human Rights Commission? What of a married man who has fathered three children
and now in his 50s becomes troubled by homosexual fantasies and desires? What if he merely wants
to talk, get counselling and even seek therapy but has definitely decided he does not want to leave his
marriage or adopt a gay lifestyle? Can he get unbiased counselling? Under this bill it appears not.
In conclusion, we warmly support our LGBTIQ+ community. However, due to the overreach of this
bill and the way it discriminates against the ‘Q’ for questioning, we are concerned about the draconian
powers to be given to the human rights commission; parents being silenced in talks with their children;
faith-based prayer being banned; the danger of misdiagnosis, as in the UK Bell v. Tavistock case; the
risks of mental illness and child abuse not being diagnosed; and the prohibition of free choice for
everyone in the LGBTIQ+ community. I am unwilling to support the bill in its present form. I will
support amendments, but the bill should be withdrawn and redrafted.
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Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (11:53): I would like to start by
expressing my solidarity with our LGBTIQ community, and I would particularly like to thank Harriet
Shing for her extraordinary and powerful speech at the commencement of this debate. I think she
explained to those of us that were here to hear it how it feels to be other and the relationship between
that and shame—shame being the opposite of pride—and I thank her for that. But to this community:
you are not broken; you do not need to be fixed.
I am very proud to have been part of two Labor governments that have reformed laws and changed
how services are delivered so that our queer community can be true to who they are. Really, it is what
any decent government, what any decent Parliament, does. When we embarked on this reform, I must
confess that I thought of this as perhaps a bit of belt-and-braces reform to prevent something that was
largely obsolete from ever re-emerging and as something that sends an important message to the whole
community and to our LGBTIQ community in particular. But over the summer the emails, the frightful
publication about being ex-gay and the excruciating hand-wringing of the state opposition have
convinced me more than ever that not only is this reform needed, its passage is urgent, and this is what
we are here to make sure happens today. As parents, as family members, as friends, as community
leaders, surely we all have a responsibility to ensure that everyone in the Victorian community can be
at peace and can fulfil their potential. This bill is simply about that, and this bill is about preventing
harm to other people.
The opposition cited a lack of consultation. That is just not true. The opposition said that they support
a ban of barbaric practices. I would suggest that conversion practices are all barbaric; the caveat is not
necessary. And there has been some debate here about a reasoned amendment. I do know that a debate
like this draws viewers. Perhaps we would normally have a full gallery, and we do not today, but I
suspect we have a few people watching from home. A reasoned amendment is sometimes a cloak for
voting against something that you do not have the guts to say you oppose. Mr O’Donohue even
mentioned it is a bit hard to think about something like this so close to Christmas—a predicament the
lower house had, not the upper house. But I wonder what Christmas is like for people whose parents
send them off to be fixed.
Mr O’Donohue: On a point of order, Deputy President, I think the minister is not reporting
accurately what I said. I said in the rush of Christmas many stakeholders were unaware of the bill’s
existence; that is the essence of what I said.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Mr O’Donohue, there is no point of order. If you are offended by
something that the minister has said, you could ask for a withdrawal, but there is no point of order.
Ms PULFORD: Thank you. Now, just to indicate for those watching at home, the question before
the house is that the bill be read a second time. The reasoned amendment says:
That all the words after ‘That’—

which is the bit about the bill being read a second time—
be omitted and replaced with the words ‘this house refuses to read this bill a second time until further urgent
consultation is undertaken with all stakeholders …

and it goes into some detail about the issues. The intent of the reasoned amendment is that the bill does
not proceed, so I think that is an important point for those following the debate.
But finally, to the survivors of so-called conversion practices, I see you, I respect you, I admire you
and I cannot begin to imagine the hurt you have endured. To have achieved this reform is a tremendous
achievement of which you should be very proud. To the others in our queer community who have
fought for this alongside survivors, this is your day too. And because so many of the emails have talked
about the children, to the little people who might be wondering about their sexuality or about their
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gender: we have got your back here in this Parliament. Just be you and be proud to be you. I
wholeheartedly commend this important bill to the house.
Business of the house
DAYS AND HOURS OF MEETING
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (11:58): It has just been brought to my attention that I omitted to return the lunchbreak to
1.00 pm, and I seek, by leave, that we do that. I think that the 2.00 pm lunchbreak was a bit late for a
lot of us, and with the house’s indulgence, if we could seek leave to have the lunchbreak from 1.00 pm
to 2.00 pm today, I will seek to correct that in the sessional orders next sitting week.
Leave granted.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Questions without notice and ministers statements
COVID-19
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:00): My question is for the
Leader of the Government. Minister, last night the Andrews government made a series of significant
decisions to impose new controls after the escape of COVID-19 from hotel quarantine associated with
the Australian Open. Minister, given there is to date only a single case, as I understand it, that is
involved in this spread, what is the threshold for this decision?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:00): I thank Mr Davis for his question and of course acknowledge that announcement
last night and revelations that we have had a hotel quarantine worker present a positive case. Obviously
this is under investigation and contact tracing has commenced, and through those investigations it is
very clear that this individual certainly contracted COVID through his work environment. Obviously
all health measures are underway to indeed deal with close contacts and casual contacts, and based on
health advice and the expectation that this is the UK variant—a very, extremely contagious and
transmittable form of COVID—the public health advice is to return to those restrictions that were
understood by the community as those that applied as a result of the Black Rock outbreak. Those
restrictions are reducing the number of people in homes from 30 to 15, and we make these decisions
by implementing the advice from the public health team. I was on a phone hook-up at 8.30 last night
to receive that advice from the public health team, that due to this variant this is a measure that is
advised for our community at this time.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:02): Thank you, Minister.
Minister, in the middle of last year the government botched hotel quarantine and consequently
801 Victorians died unnecessarily and Victorian businesses and jobs were compromised. It appears
the government has yet again botched its management of the hotel quarantine program, and I therefore
ask: what went wrong and why did this virus escape?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:02): I thank Mr Davis for his supplementary questions, and these are important
questions that the community will indeed be seeking answers to as well. There are, as I said,
investigations going on. There is examination of CCTV. The initial advice is that there are very strict
protocols that they hold to in the hotel quarantine program, and I would note that our hotel quarantine
program in Victoria as re-established is one of if not the strictest in the world. We have other states
looking to us, indeed other jurisdictions looking to us, as to how we have implemented our strict
scheme. On the face of it, this hotel quarantine worker has obeyed all of the requirements of him.
Indeed he has kept meticulous records of where he has been when he has not been at work as well,
which is making an easier job for the contact-tracing team, and, as I said, this continues to be under
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investigation. The Premier has been out there regularly this morning, last night and I am sure later
today updating the community on these important events.
ASSAULT OFFENCES
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:03): My question is to the Attorney-General. Last year I
stood on the steps of Parliament with Em Jones and a box with over 90 000 names and signatures.
Some may remember Em as the chief petitioner of a campaign that sought to see harsher penalties for
an ex-footballer who dragged a nurse into a laneway in Melbourne. He was only scared off when a
passer-by shouted out; otherwise who knows what might have happened. The case received so much
backlash because of CCTV that actually showed the offender dragging the nurse, sitting on top of her
and pinning her down. He was subsequently convicted of assault. In response I proposed a grab and
drag offence to fill a gap between assault and assault with intent to commit a sexual offence, which
are very disparate in their maximum sentences. My question to the Attorney-General is: where is the
government up to with establishing a grab and drag offence?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:04): I thank Mr Grimley for his question and his ongoing interest in the rights of
victims of crime. I would note also other advocates in this space. Ms Emmaline Jones is showing
continued advocacy in bringing this matter to public consciousness, and I certainly joined with
members of the community in being quite shocked by the footage of the Jackson Williams case and
understand why it has attracted attention. Of course every woman should have the right to feel safe in
public, and this type of behaviour is not something that we are willing to tolerate.
As the member I believe would be aware, the former Attorney-General asked the Victorian Law
Reform Commission (VLRC) to report on Victoria’s laws relating to rape, sexual assault and
associated adult and child sex offences, and it released a number of consultation papers at the end of
last year and is talking to survivors of sexual offences currently. The commission is due to report back
to me on 31 August this year. The former Attorney-General also added to that discussion paper and
examination of these issues the consideration of the grab and drag proposal as part of their work. I
would like to thank the commission. They are well underway in looking at this request, and they will
be shortly commencing their consultations in relation to that specific component of their review, and
I certainly look forward to receiving the work from the commission.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:06): Thank you, Minister. I believe you possibly covered
my supplementary question. I do look forward to seeing what the VLRC come back with in exploring
this gap in assault and sexual assault legislation sentencing. As many may or may not know, grabbing
and dragging offences are often a precursor to more serious offences, so my question is: if the law
reform commission come back not recommending a new charge, what steps if any would the
government take in addressing this glaring deficiency within the justice system?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:06): I thank Mr Grimley for his supplementary question. I am not in a position to preempt the commission’s report. As I said, I do look forward to the commission’s report, and indeed I
am sure that members of this place, both inside and outside of this chamber, will discuss the report
and the recommendations when it arrives.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: WORLD CANCER DAY
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (12:07): Today is World Cancer
Day. It was created in 2000 as a movement to speak out and stand up for a cancer-free world. The
theme this year is ‘I Am and I Will’. It is about a commitment to act so that together we can reduce
the number of premature deaths from cancer and non-communicable diseases by one-third by 2030.
It is a day that affects many people on a deeply personal level, and I know that there will be many
members in the house who have experienced their own cancer journeys and those of the people they
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love. I have sat in a room with a paediatric oncologist and been told that my daughter, Sinead, had a
dire prognosis and experienced firsthand, as I know many others have, the pain and loss that a cancer
diagnosis can bring. It is expected that one in two Victorians will get cancer in their lifetime and one
in five will die from a cancer disease.
Today I want to take the opportunity to thank and recognise all our medical researchers working in
cancer research, discovery and treatment. Your contribution and work are so important and so valuable
to all of us. It is why I am so proud to be part of a government that supports this important cancer
research work, including most recently $33 million for the Victorian Comprehensive Cancer Centre
alliance to build on its work in improving cancer research and outcomes for Victorians, $50 million to
assist in the co-location of the Victorian Melanoma Service and the Alfred cancer service with the
Australian clinical trial centre next to the Alfred hospital in Prahran and $4 million for Victoria’s firstever gamma knife to assist Victorian patients with brain tumours and cranial disorders to have a greater
chance of survival and improved quality of life.
Every family who has ever nervously waited for test results or held the hand of someone they loved
as they battled cancer knows the importance of continuing research in this area. I hope that World
Cancer Day is a time not only for reflection but also for recognition of and renewed commitment to
the important work that is currently being done and will need to continue to be done.
COVID-19
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:09): My question is for the
Minister for Small Business. Minister, following the escape of COVID-19 from hotel quarantine yet
again, the government has clamped the return of government and non-government employees to their
workplaces that was scheduled to commence on Monday. I ask the Minister for Small Business,
therefore: did the government consider the impact on small businesses statewide, country and city, of
these new statewide restrictions, and if so, what weight was given to the damage that will be done to
our small businesses statewide and what involvement did you have as minister in those assessments?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (12:09): I thank Mr Davis for his
three or four questions. What I would indicate to Mr Davis is that I think what he is referring to is the
announcement that there would be a pause placed on the increase in the number of people able to work
in offices, from 50 per cent to 75 per cent, that had been announced very recently to commence next
Monday. Now, small small businesses are already not affected by this, and if Mr Davis was any good
at detail, he would know that. Businesses with, say, 10 people have been able to operate at full capacity
for some time.
Mr Davis interjected.
Ms PULFORD: Your question was about return to office work, so what are you talking about?
Members interjecting.
Ms PULFORD: I actually think that the single biggest risk to the confidence in our small business
community is the constant undermining of public health advice that we get all day every day, and have
had pretty much for a year now, from members of the opposition.
What the small business community want is certainty. They want effective control of risk, and they
want to be able to be as open as possible in a COVID-safe way. About an hour before the infection
that Mr Davis is referring to, this one new case, came to be known, I had my regular meeting with our
small business advisory committee—around 30 people who represent businesses and people who
work in small businesses across every sector of the Victorian economy that you can manage—and we
had a really productive discussion about the issues and concerns that are confronting them and the
need to be getting people back to work as they expand and reopen. I am confident in the knowledge
that our small business community leaders and overwhelmingly our small business community do not
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want to take the kinds of risks that the state opposition is inviting the government to take almost each
and every day of this pandemic.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:12): Well, I think that is a
mischaracterisation, but let us just say I refer further to the government’s earlier plan to allow 75 per
cent of public and private sector employees to return to their workplaces and ask whether the
assessments in the government’s possession justifying this decision will be made public, along with
the assessments made last night to reverse the decision.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (12:12): Again, Mr Davis struggles
to kind of know what he is talking about most of the time. The decision that he is referring to is for
office workers, so in a whole lot of other settings people have been able to be back at full operation in
a whole lot of different sectors. Indeed there were many small businesses that continued throughout
Melbourne’s very significant shutdown in the second wave.
A member interjected.
Ms PULFORD: Restaurants can have a full complement of staff. You are talking about the 75 per
cent rule, which has not even started yet, being put on hold for potentially as little as a few days before
it commences for office workers only. You are a clown, and you really need to get better at your
research.
GLEN EIRA PLANNING
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:13): My question is directed to the minister representing
the Minister for Planning. I have been contacted by residents of Glen Eira who are confused by the
lack of consistent planning policy in the Glen Eira area. Whilst the minister seems to protect some
heritage homes with interim heritage protection where there is no structure plan, such as 430–
434 Neerim Road, Murrumbeena, in a neighbourhood centre, other applications are largely rejected
by the minister saying he cannot support interim protection until there is a structure plan completed by
the council. The residents would like to ask the minister: why are some homes protected with interim
protection where there is no structure plan and others are largely rejected within the same Glen Eira
area because they have no structure plan? Is it different rules for different people?
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:14): I thank Mr Hayes for his question, and I will refer his question to the Minister for Planning
and seek an answer in accordance with the standing orders.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:14): I thank the minister for referring my question on.
My supplementary is: in the Age the minister was also quoted as saying:
We’ve stepped in to protect this historic property where the council has failed to—our heritage is our history
and councils should protect it.

Why then, when Glen Eira council has done so much work to be proactive, produce expert advice and
spend time and money to save these houses by recommending interim heritage protection, does the
minister not respect their local expertise and community knowledge and support the council with their
request when they are clearly asking for the minister’s help?
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:15): Thank you, Mr Hayes. I will also refer your supplementary question to the minister for a reply.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: ABORIGINAL EDUCATION PLAN
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:15): In 2016 the Andrews Labor government proudly released Marrung, our 10-year
Aboriginal education plan. Marrung’s vision is simple. We want a state where every Koori person
achieves their potential, succeeds in life and feels strong in their cultural identity. We want Koori
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learners to have the opportunities to access education at all stages of life. This means a successful
transition into further education and a culturally inclusive experience during studies. Visiting TAFEs
across the state I have seen the seriously life-changing work that Koori liaison officers do to support
First Nations learners to enrol and thrive in their training, but I have heard directly from the Victorian
Aboriginal Education Association and Victoria’s Koori VET advisory group that there needs to be
extra support at TAFE. The role of KLOs has expanded over time, and they simply do not have the
capacity to do all that is expected of them within existing resources. That is why I am proud that the
Andrews Labor government will be investing $4.2 million to enhance the Koori liaison officer role
and establish a new resource to support Koori learning in our TAFEs. This new investment will see
the creation of 32 new positions to support Koori learners enrolled at TAFE, the Koori support officers,
and to provide the system with 32 of these positions to support Koori learners. Furthermore we will
be enhancing the Koori liaison officer role to focus on increasing our system’s inclusivity as a whole.
Together this team will provide more Koori learners with the support they deserve to engage with
further education and training, leading to increased employment.
COVID-19
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:17): My question is to the Attorney-General. Attorney,
I refer you to the lengthy delays in trials getting to court. Can you confirm that the new COVID-normal
operating model for our courts means that, with social distancing and other COVID requirements, jury
trials can only operate at approximately 50 per cent of pre-COVID capacity?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:17): I thank Mr O’Donohue for his question. Indeed, not unlike most of society, courts
were not immune to the impacts of COVID and the restrictions that were put in place to deal with this
pandemic and keep our state safe. I would certainly like to acknowledge the effort that the courts went
to to completely transform the way they operate, rapidly scaling up technology and helping people
participate in virtual hearings and the like. We underpinned the courts’ efforts with significant funding
in the 2020 budget so that they could continue to deal with that and ensure that access to justice was
facilitated. That was $80 million and addressed things such as helping with the backlogs, because I
think, as Mr O’Donohue would know, I have acknowledged that there are backlogs. It is common
knowledge that we have to ensure that we are supporting our courts to, like everyone else, get through
the COVID restrictions and indeed work towards making sure that we are dealing with those backlogs.
I have been dealing with the heads of jurisdictions, who have been fantastic, I have got to say, as well
as the vast majority of the legal community, in really adjusting their practices. Indeed like many of us
that have learned to better work from home and take advantage of technology, the courts are certainly
looking at some of those measures that can continue to be brought forward and continue to be
maintained in everyday life to ensure that those efficiencies that we have learned can continue.
In relation to the court operations, they obviously, like us here at Parliament, have the restrictions to
keep the community safe and indeed their workforce safe, so they will continue to abide by the
restrictions based on health advice. We are looking forward to adapting and seeing what we can do to
make sure that all trials can proceed, including jury trials, in a way that is safe, and we will continue
to work through those practices as the restrictions come off.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (12:20): Thank you, Minister, for that answer. I note that on
Tuesday you said you had yet to meet with the heads of jurisdiction and today you said you have been
working closely with them, so I am glad it has been a productive 48 hours with the heads of jurisdiction
in dealing with these issues. I note in your answer, whilst covering many of the efforts of the different
jurisdictions to respond to the pandemic with videoconferencing and the like and other uses of
technology—and I think many of those should or could stay for the long term—you did not actually
address the issue of jury trials. Jury trials obviously are very difficult to deal with remotely. It is
important to have the jury in in person, and that requires physical distancing. With reduced capacity,
court delays will get worse. What is your plan to deal with court delays, and are you considering

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE AND MINISTERS STATEMENTS
224

Legislative Council

Thursday, 4 February 2021

procuring additional space for the courts to have more jury trials so that those delays you referred to
do not go from bad to worse?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:21): I thank Mr O’Donohue for his supplementary question. Again, I think I addressed
most of these topics in my response to your substantive question. The way the courts operate is, like
everyone else, subject to public health advice and they have to act in a way that keeps their workforce
safe and indeed keeps visitors safe and indeed members of juries for the purpose of those important
trials. We are working with the courts on the practices that can be maintained, the practices that need
to adapt and indeed how the courts will operate going forward. I do not have any announcements,
because that is not something that I would seek to impose on the courts. As I said, this is a collaboration
with the heads of jurisdiction on the operation of the courts that they manage.
COVID-19
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:22): My question is for the Attorney-General.
I would firstly like to congratulate the Attorney-General on her recent appointment. During public
inquiries, I had asked the previous Attorney-General many questions about the protection of human
rights during the state of emergency. I have been concerned that it is not possible for anyone to
determine whether the public health directions are proportionate and the least restrictive of rights
outside of a court challenge. This is because the underlying evidence and the human rights charter
assessments are not available to the public. We have already seen from the Ombudsman that at least
in one case there were serious human rights issues, and I fear that there may be many others. My
question is: what will the Attorney-General be doing differently to safeguard human rights during the
state of emergency?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:22): I thank Mr Limbrick for his question. I would like to bring the house’s attention
to the fact that the charter of human rights has never been overridden by emergency measures. The
charter of human rights is obviously something that has to be brought to the attention of lawmakers
and government bureaucrats in the decisions and proposals and policies that we set. So any restriction
or limitation on Victorians’ rights done in accordance with advice from the chief health officer (CHO)
has also been done to preserve Victorians’ most fundamental right, and that is the right to life. Under
the charter, all public authorities are bound to give proper consideration to human rights in the making
of all of their decisions.
As we know—and I think we discuss it here reasonably regularly—legislation can only limit human
rights in a way that is reasonable and justified. Most restrictions which impacted on Victorians’
freedoms—the curfew, distance restrictions and mandatory mask wearing anywhere in public—have
all been subject to the health advice, and as we know, many of those have been lifted. We are still
living in unprecedented times, and we will continue to take advice from the public health experts in
relation to keeping our community safe.
I know that the section of the charter—that is certainly something that Mr Limbrick has spoken to me
about previously—would be section 16 and the right for peaceful assembly and freedom of
association, and of course every person does have a right of peaceful assembly. But, as I have
previously outlined, those considerations are balanced with a view to making sure that public health
and wellbeing is looking at the best orders and the best advice that we can get from Health to ensure
that during the pandemic things do not get out of control and we make sure that we are able to keep
track of something that, as we know, is very, very contagious and very harmful and causes death.
I think probably a good quote just in terms of the checks and balances—this is a question that has been
considered by the courts—comes from the Supreme Court, which in the Loielo v. Giles curfew
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challenge certainly looked at the importance of human rights and how they apply in an emergency
situation. I quote the justice in this case, who said:
The Charter recognises that human rights are not absolute and may be limited, according to the standard of
demonstrable justification …
…
In this instance, the human right of freedom of movement was being limited significantly for the purpose of
protecting … health.

So I do acknowledge that this is a challenging situation when you are weighing up the different rights
that Victorians enjoy, but public health is something that we will not apologise for protecting. In
relation to further advice, I would point out that the government has certainly asked for public health
officials to brief members on a monthly occasion as the state of emergency— (Time expired)
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:26): I thank the Attorney-General for her
answer. Yes, I appreciate that there is a balancing of rights here, and that is done through the human
rights charter assessments, is my understanding, which are still not publicly available, so no-one can
see those balancing efforts. Alarmingly, when the Ombudsman reported on her investigation into the
public housing tower lockdown, some of those human rights charter assessments were apparently just
a mental process. Has the Attorney-General read any of the human rights charter assessments related
to public health directions?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:26): I thank Mr Limbrick for his supplementary question. I would point out that there
has been an opportunity for members to ask some of these questions directly of the CHO and the
public health team when they are being briefed. I have not attended those briefings.
Mr Limbrick interjected.
Ms SYMES: You have been given the invitation to have conversations with him is the point that I
am making, and I would say that the question that you are asking me is more appropriately directed to
the CHO.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: SUBURBAN DEVELOPMENT
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (12:27): Today I would like to take the opportunity to update the
house on the suburban revitalisation program. The Andrews Labor government has invested an
additional $12 million over two years, supporting the revitalisation of six activity centres across
Melbourne. The good news is that membership of those new revitalisation boards in Boronia, Tarneit,
Noble Park, Melton, Lilydale and Reservoir will be shortly announced and the first meetings will be
in coming weeks. I am sure Ms Shing is looking forward to her part at Lilydale.
Speaking of Melton, I was lucky enough to visit Melton and look at a project that the Melton council
and the local member, Steve McGhie, are very keen about. They want to use this particular funding to
revitalise this Melton courthouse and turn it into a cafe—a great piece of revitalisation. I have got to
say that Steve McGhie has been a fantastic MP for Melton. He is an impressive man. If ever there was
a poster person or poster persons for revitalisation, I was lucky enough to go to Frankston. Now,
Frankston is a great example of how to revitalise a suburb, and I have got to say it was great to meet
the Frankston council there, but along with Frank McGuire in Broadmeadows, Paul Edbrooke should
write a book about revitalising a suburb—Paul Edbrooke, once again, what a fantastic MP. From the
time Paul Edbrooke started as the MP for Frankston to now, Frankston has been absolutely remarkable.
I know he is actually a humble person and his ego would not accept it, but maybe part of the
revitalisation should be a statue of Paul Edbrooke in Frankston. Frankston, because of Paul Edbrooke
and his work with the council and the board, is an amazing—
Mr Davis: On a point of order, President, we are returning to cheerios. This is ministers statements.
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Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: I did not hear the point of order.
Mr LEANE: Can I go on further before you make the decision?
The PRESIDENT: Yes.
Mr LEANE: I just think something that Mr Davis gets a bit confused about is that, compared to
the opposition, government members actually like each other and appreciate each other’s efforts, and
that is where he might get confused.
The PRESIDENT: Mr Davis, I did not hear your point of order, but I believe it is settled and you
are all happy with that.
MONT ALBERT TRAIN STATION
Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:30): My question today is for the Minister for Small
Business. I refer to the Level Crossing Removal Project’s proposal to amalgamate the Surrey Hills
and Mont Albert stations into a single station that will be very close to the current site of the Surrey
Hills station and distant—about three-quarters of a kilometre distant—from the Mont Albert shopping
strip. This will have the effect of damaging many of the longstanding small businesses that rely on the
commuter traffic from the station, which has been there in the same location since 1890. So I ask: what
steps will you take, Minister, to assist Mont Albert small businesses which will be very negatively
impacted by the government’s plan to effectively close Mont Albert station?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (12:30): I thank Dr Bach for his
question and his advocacy on behalf of these small business operators. To the best of my knowledge
I have not received an approach for assistance from them, but as members here would well know, I
am always open to such things.
I am also representing in this place the Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Minister Allan, and I
guess because it has been such a big feature of activity in our government but also because of the 20
or so months I spent in the Department of Transport I have some familiarity with the process that the
level crossing removal authority has, as a matter of course throughout this very large program of level
crossing removals, for engagement with affected businesses and affected residents. It is a really
extensive form of engagement. So whilst I am not particularly familiar with the rollout program for
this level crossing removal project in terms of times of impact and times of construction—it is very
much within the remit of Minister Allan’s responsibilities—I am happy to seek some advice, through
her, from the level crossing removal authority, and should these businesses wish to engage with me,
of course my door is always open.
Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:32): Thank you, Minister, for your response. I note and
appreciate that you are keen to engage. In my discussions with a number of businesses and various
different business groups in Mont Albert there was a very clear desire for help and support, and I
would be very happy to facilitate ensuring that you are able to have access to some of their
correspondence and indeed to meet with them, as you have said. When it comes to support—you did
say in your substantive response, Minister, that you would be willing to consider support—could I ask
you for a little bit more information regarding exactly what forms that support could entail? Will, for
example, the government consider compensation?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business) (12:32): We are now well and truly
in Minister Allan’s portfolio here, so given our debate and discussion all week about who is
responsible for what and how we direct questions, it might actually be more effective if this is directed
to me representing the Minister for Transport Infrastructure. But in terms of the arrangements that are
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in place through the level crossing removal program for impacted businesses and residents, I will seek
some further advice from Minister Allan and provide a response in accordance with our standing
orders.
COVID-19
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:33): My question is for the Attorney-General. The
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee’s inquiry into the Victorian government’s response to the
COVID-19 pandemic found that 39 985 fines had been issued to people in Victoria for breaches of the
COVID-19 rules. 2806 of those fines have been paid in full and 4869 were withdrawn. How many
unpaid COVID fines issued have now been converted to criminal charges?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:34): I thank Ms Patten for her question. There is a little bit of crossover with the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services given Victoria Police are responsible for issuing fines in
relation to the COVID rules. I would just take issue with the last part of your question in that the
process does not convert a fine into a criminal charge. It remains an infringement, and it can then result
in a warrant or other processes to be able to be enforced.
Some issues that you may be interested in as well include that there are other processes for people to
pay off unpaid fines, which I am sure is a matter of interest to you and perhaps other people in this
house. There are multiple initiatives to support particularly vulnerable Victorians to deal with fines.
There is a work and development permit where vulnerable people can work off their fines and a family
violence scheme allowing survivors of family violence to resolve their fines, and then there is the
prison program which supports anyone in prison to deal with their fines so that when they are released
from prison they have got a clean slate, which helps to avoid reoffending.
In relation to the numbers, that is probably more a matter for the minister for police. There will be
some that are potentially registered with the fines department, and I will seek some advice on whether
I can get some better numbers for you.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:35): Thank you, Attorney. In formulating this question
we did seek some information from the minister for police and were directed to you, so it is those
blurred lines that we have been talking about all week. The infringements working group briefing
paper by the Federation of Community Legal Services found numerous cases of children as young as
15 receiving multiple fines worth up to $15 000. Many of these kids are from culturally diverse and
low socio-economic backgrounds with no ability to pay off these fines. Given the Children’s Court
cannot enforce these fines, as they are many times higher than what is enforceable in that court, will
the government waive current COVID fines issued to children on the grounds of hardship or
unfairness?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (12:36): I thank Ms Patten for her supplementary question. Coming back to the issuing of
the fines, Victoria Police have a lot of discretion in relation to that, and obviously that is available for
them to exercise in relation to issuing fines to young people. We certainly know that it has been an
incredibly difficult time for many Victorians, particularly those that are vulnerable, which is why we
have provided flexible options for people to repay their fines, and this extends to young people. As
you have identified, fines issued to people under the age of 18 are not registered with Fines Victoria.
They remain a matter for Victoria Police. As you have pointed out, the community legal centres have
written to us and sought some further advice, wanting to be involved in whether there can be some
internal reviews of practices to see what we can do to make sure that this just does not become a burden
on young people’s history. What we want to do is make sure that we can work through those issues,
but I can update the house that that internal review by the issuing enforcement agency is underway. I
am awaiting further advice from that review.
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MINISTERS STATEMENTS: SILICOSIS
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(12:38): Silicosis is a catastrophic, debilitating lung disease impacting Victorian workers within the
stonemason, construction, mining and quarrying industries. Stonemasons are at a higher risk due to
the cutting, grinding and abrasive polishing of engineered stone benchtops, which contain high
concentrations of silica. Of concern, some workers within the industry have been diagnosed with
accelerated silicosis, a rare form of the disease. That is why the Andrews Labor government has a
comprehensive action plan to ensure workers are protected from exposure to crystalline silica while
providing support to those affected. This includes a statewide ban on uncontrolled dry cutting of
engineered stone, a tough new compliance code, a specialised WorkSafe team focused on silica-related
hazards and an awareness campaign highlighting the risks of working with engineered stone. We have
also announced plans to introduce Australia’s first licensing scheme for engineered stone to further
reduce the risks of workers contracting deadly silicosis.
Workers, employers and members of the public can have their say about our proposed changes on the
Engage Victoria website by 15 February.
Despite the impacts of COVID-19 on inspection activities, WorkSafe inspectors made over 560 silicarelated workplace visits in 2020, issuing 318 silica-related compliance notices. 950 stonemasons have
registered for a free health screening. Unfortunately 120 positive diagnoses resulting in WorkCover
claims had been received by 1 February 2021. Victoria is the only jurisdiction to have immediately
adopted the new national workplace exposure standard, and the Andrews Labor government is
committed to tough action on the use of engineered stone and will continue to act to protect workers
from this deadly and terrible disease.
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:40): Regarding questions today, Mr Hayes asked a question for the Minister
for Planning, via Ms Stitt, two days for the question and supplementary; Dr Bach to Minister Pulford
regarding the railway crossing—I think it involves the transport minister—two days for the question
and the supplementary; Ms Patten to the Attorney-General, one day for the question.
Mr O’Donohue: On a point of order, President, I submit to you that my substantive question to the
minister was very narrow in the actual question that I asked: to confirm that jury trials are only
operating currently at 50 per cent capacity in a COVID-normal environment. That was the question,
and that was not answered, I would submit to you.
The PRESIDENT: I will have to check Hansard and get back to you.
Constituency questions
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:41): My constituency question is for the Minister for Roads
and Road Safety and once again concerns the dangerous school crossing at Kialla West Primary
School located on the Goulburn Valley Highway. Nearly 2½ years have passed since a school family,
innocently sitting in their vehicle at the crossing during school pick-up time, was rear-ended by a truck
travelling at 80 kilometres per hour. The physical injuries and emotional scars caused by the horrific
collision remain for this family. Since the collision I have risen many times to speak of the urgent need
for substantial safety upgrades to the school crossing to help prevent another tragic incident occurring
at the school, but after 2½ years the government has failed to provide a plan to upgrade the dangerous
crossing and commit funding to complete these works. Will the minister provide details of the plan to
upgrade safety at the Kialla West Primary School crossing and provide an urgent funding commitment
to get the upgrade completed?
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NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:42): My constituency question is for the Premier. Last night,
at 10.30 pm, the Premier announced that all of Northern Victoria would be placed under increased
restriction because of a single COVID case detected in south-east Melbourne. One of the biggest
factors in the spread of COVID is physical distance. The government recommends 1.5 metres distance
to help prevent the spread. Regional towns in Northern Victoria are more than 100 kilometres away
from the detected case. I would say that is more than enough physical distance. On top of that, regional
towns have population densities of half or less than that of Melbourne. By virtue of our lifestyle we
are naturally physically distanced. Why is it that after an entire year of COVID the Premier still forces
regional Victorians to comply with COVID restrictions that are designed for densely populated urban
areas? Yet again we are seeing a kneejerk reaction with no consideration for how regional
communities are affected. Minister, why does this government continue to apply the same restrictions
to COVID-safe communities as it does to those at risk?
The PRESIDENT: When we spoke last time about constituency questions, they should be relevant
to your region, not—
Mr QUILTY: Northern Victoria.
The PRESIDENT: Northern Victoria, correct. Thank you.
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:43): My question is to the Premier and is actually along
the lines of Mr Quilty’s question. For weeks now businesses in Western Victoria have been preparing
and planning to return to 75 per cent capacity in their workplaces on Monday. Families have been
planning events with 30 people present. Now a single case of coronavirus hundreds of kilometres away
in Melbourne will preclude them from doing so. Western Victorian businesses have been crippled by
the edicts of Melbourne over the past 10 months deliberated by this Premier, working at reduced
capacity or even being shut down completely despite a complete lack of virus contamination. So I ask
the Premier: why are Western Victorian businesses and families subjected to the same capacity limit
restrictions as businesses in Melbourne in your reinstated restrictions?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:44): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Creative Industries. The Butterfly Club is a small theatre in the Melbourne CBD. Currently industry
restrictions are written in such a way to limit their capacity to 75 per cent of the auditorium. They are
also imposing a limit of one person per 2 square metres in their foyer. In practice this limits the capacity
of the Butterfly Club and similar theatres to the size of their foyers, because the 50 per cent quotient
will always be lower than the 75 per cent limit of their auditorium. While this may be fine for a packed
place like the Comedy Theatre, the problem is exponentially worse for a smaller theatre like the
Butterfly Club. Larger venues routinely operate presenting a single performance. Will the minister
investigate how restrictions might be eased so that smaller venues like the Butterfly Club can be
accommodated so as to ensure they can keep operating safely through COVID restrictions?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:46): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure, and I refer the minister to major community concern about the impact on
Millers Road of the West Gate Tunnel if and when it opens. Surveys conducted by Hobsons Bay
council predict an extra 11 800 trucks per day on Millers Road when the West Gate Tunnel Project is
completed. It does not take much imagination to understand the massive impact on locals of increased
air pollution and greater danger on Millers Road. This is a matter that will impact many tens of
thousands of people and needs to be addressed as a matter of urgency. Minister, what will you do to
alleviate these community concerns?
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EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:47): My constituency question today is for the Minister
for Housing. At the end of last year the government announced that they would be extending the hotel
and motel accommodation for the homeless until April this year. Despite this, many individuals from
our electorate have reported receiving letters stating that ongoing funding was ending in November
last year. Despite housing agencies stating they would attempt to contact these people regarding
alternative housing options by the end of November, it seems no-one had reached out. This left them
having to either pay the full cost of their room or check out. For many of those experiencing
homelessness the only option was to check out. The information I seek is: why were the individuals
experiencing homelessness kicked out of hotel accommodation and not placed into suitable housing
when the government extended the funding to April?
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:47): My question is for the urgent attention of the Minister for
Health, and it relates to Sean Winfield and his son, an autistic 15-year-old named Charlie. Charlie is
skin and bones. At the moment he is staying in the Latrobe Regional Hospital and has had all the tests
that they can do, but they do not understand what his condition is. They are on the waiting list to have
an MRI under sedation at Monash hospital. At the moment there is no due date for when he can get
this MRI conducted and his treatment diagnosed, and his parents are beside themselves as he is
absolutely hanging on. It is not life-sustaining that all he can consume at the moment is milk. My
question for the minister is—and I will happily pass on additional details to support him, but I wanted
to raise this—will he enable this absolutely urgent case to get an MRI under sedation at Monash
hospital?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:49): My question is to the Minister for Housing. It
follows days of sweltering heat at the end of January, most notably when temperatures in Mildura
reached 43 degrees, with an oppressive overnight low of 27 degrees. I have previously raised in
Parliament my concern for residents in social housing properties without air conditioning, in particular
the risk to general health, escalation of family violence and the misuse of alcohol and drugs. I was very
grateful for the government’s announcement of the social housing energy efficiency program
announced in the budget. In light of these risks my question is for the minister to specify the number
of properties included in the rollout of the social housing energy efficiency program against the
number of properties without air conditioning in each town in my electorate of Northern Victoria.
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:49): My matter is for the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure, and it concerns consultation processes in regard to the Montmorency railway station,
which is to be replaced or relocated. In October 2019 there was a public meeting convened to discuss
the project, which is part of the Level Crossing Removal Project, and residents were given an
opportunity for some input to the planning of that process. Subsequently, some 12 months later, they
find that in fact the input that they had made on the belief that the existing station was to be upgraded
in fact has been superseded by a plan to relocate the station completely. I understand that there are
some pretty significant engineering reasons and public safety reasons why the decision has been made
by the government, but certainly the residents there feel that they have not been properly consulted
about that significant change in the program. I would ask that the minister seek to have the Level
Crossing Removal Authority convene another public meeting for consultation.
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CHANGE OR SUPPRESSION (CONVERSION) PRACTICES PROHIBITION BILL 2020
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:51): I am pleased to rise to speak to the Change or
Suppression (Conversion) Practices Prohibition Bill 2020 that we are debating in the house today,
because it is an important debate and it is a very important bill. I think aspects of the bill, which I will
go into in more detail, have highlighted some of the issues within various parts of the Victorian
community and, as others have said, have instigated a range of responses to us as MPs. It is an
important bill, and therefore it is important that we get this bill right—it is terribly important that we
get this bill right. Mr O’Donohue, who has outlined the opposition’s case in relation to some of the
amendments that we will be putting forward, seeks to address some of those concerns.
Can I say that I would like at the outset to thank all of those people that have spoken to me personally,
who have phoned my office and who have provided me with their input—people from various
communities around Victoria and from various sectors. I specifically refer to the medical sector, of
course, because this bill does affect medical practitioners, psychiatrists and those undertaking
psychotherapy specifically. I really want to thank those people who actually spoke to me and told me
their stories about some of the issues that they faced as they were working towards their own gender
identity and even their sexual orientation. Those people were and have been very brave. They have
spoken out publicly, and they have every right to be able to tell the story and to put their case forward.
So I want to thank all of those people, because it has been very helpful and assisted me in
understanding the complexity around these issues that we are discussing in this bill.
I think it is important that we do acknowledge that there are complexities within this bill. It is not a
straightforward, black-and-white, simple bill that is being put to the Parliament. The title and the way
the government has sold it certainly speaks about the banning of change and suppression or conversion
practices. Mr Davis has previously spoken in the Parliament, and he has made very clear the position
of the opposition in relation to supporting a ban, and we have said that time and time again in
contributions. So there is widespread support of the intent of this bill in terms of banning some of those
very harmful suppression practices. Nobody, I do not think, supports those practices, and I want to say
again that it is important that even those medical professionals that I have spoken to, and the medical
bodies also, do not support them.
That is where we come to the issue of what this bill does, because the bill actually, as is explained in
the explanatory memorandum, introduces an act to denounce and prohibit change or suppression
practices, sometimes referred to as conversion practices. The bill establishes a civil response scheme
through the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission, and there are criminal
offences relating to change or suppression practices that this bill then creates. It is that element and
that concern that I want to speak on in relation to those medicos that I have spoken with. As I said,
there have been many, many people who have shared their stories with me and spoken to me, and I
want to thank them all.
If I can just go to some of the concerns that have been raised specifically, I know that letters have been
written to the Attorney-General. The Royal Australian and New Zealand College of Psychiatrists
wrote to the Attorney-General late last year and put their position forward. They say that they are very
supportive of the intent of what this bill is trying to achieve, but they say, and I quote:
However, we are concerned the legislation may not protect the work of clinicians engaged in evidence-based
practice to support the mental health needs of the LGBTIQ+ community.

I have spoken with those that are involved and spoken to psychiatrists, and in fact I thank those that
have given me that ability to speak to them. Dr Kerryn Rubin, when I was speaking with him, pointed
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out those issues. He said when we are talking about this bill and when we are talking about children it
is so important that we give children the right to ask the questions.
That is one of the points that has been raised with me from those medicos, because psychotherapy, or
talking therapy, is a very commonly used therapy in psychiatry, and when psychiatrists are working
with people, whether they are adults or children, they will take that approach that is sometimes deemed
to be holistic, considering the emotional, the social issues and the physical symptoms in the interaction
and what may be affecting them. As they have explained to me, sometimes a child will come in and
speak with them on various issues and then they will uncover some of the concerns that are around
their sexual orientation or their gender identity. That is what is concerning to them because where do
we stop then? Where does this bill allow us to go? As I have said, they want to be able to ask. It is all
right to ask those questions. It allows people to ask those questions. They need to allow people to ask
those questions—‘Am I someone else? Am I different?’—about their identity and perhaps their sexual
orientation.
This bill will not allow that to occur, or if it does, there is a risk of interpretation of how far a
practitioner can actually go and then what that will mean. I think that is the crux of the issue for me in
relation to the concerns around this bill, because it is actually not supporting the medicos and those
psychiatrists who do such good work, and they do support so many people that are struggling and have
these questions that they want to ask. They want to help them; they do not want to harm them. They
want to help them, and they are concerned that this will curb their ability to do that, that this bill will
not allow that to occur. That is why we will be moving those amendments specifically around medical
practitioners, to allow them to ask those questions without these penalties that are applied—that are
much harsher than the bills in Queensland and in the ACT—in those areas for those medical experts.
We hear the government constantly talk about ‘We’re taking advice from the medical experts through
the COVID-19 pandemic’, but they have not been listening to the medical expert advice with this
issue. I think that is so concerning because they are saying publicly, they are saying in writing, they
are saying to all of us, ‘Please get this right, because we support the intent of the bill, but it could do
more harm and damage if we’re not allowed to do and practice what we want to be able to do to help
some of these very vulnerable people within our community’.
This has again been articulated by the AMA in the letter that they wrote to Mr O’Donohue and me.
We were concerned about the consultation process. We were very concerned about that. We had a
briefing and a week later we were debating this bill in the lower house. It is not simple. It is not as
straightforward as some would like to say. It needs to have a fulsome debate like we are having. It
needs to be explored. We need to have that consultation process so that we get it right. I was seeking
that advice from the peak bodies like the AMA, and I have spoken to a range of psychiatrists, the
college and the medico-legal groups that have got concerns with this bill as well in terms of what it
will mean for medical practitioners. The AMA did come back to me on 29 January this year, so not
even a week ago. This is important—that they have their ability to consult with their members as well,
and it cannot be rushed. It should be considered. I think that is the thing that is very concerning to me,
when there has been disregard for that very important process with this legislative component. What
the AMA have said in the letter to Mr O’Donohue and me is, and I will quote:
AMA Victoria is strongly opposed to conversion practices and endorses the public policy intention of the
Bill. We are concerned, however, that the Bill as currently drafted
•

unnecessarily focuses on psychiatry and psychotherapy,

•

is excessively punitive, and

•

has the potential to compromise the legitimate practice of medicine, to the detriment of both
practitioner and patient alike.

That is what the peak medical body is saying in this state. They are the medical experts that we are
constantly hearing from the government that they are taking advice from. But they have not. They
actually have not listened to this really important element, and we just need to get this right. It is very
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concerning. The clauses that can be interpreted, that speak about the issues around what definitions
are deemed in this bill, what is necessary, what is reasonable—all of those things can be interpreted,
so we need to get that clear. We need to understand exactly how that will be supported in the real
world, and that is these medical professionals undertaking this very important work.
I did also mention the medico-legal aspects, and I did speak to the advocate at Avant, one of the leading
medico-legal services. One of their very major concerns with the bill is the specific reference to a
change or suppression practice including, and I quote:
… providing a psychiatry or psychotherapy consultation, treatment or therapy, or any other similar
consultation, treatment or therapy …

Again, they are saying it is unfairly targeting psychiatrists. They say, ‘Look at the other legislation that
has gone through in the ACT and Queensland’. It has been watered down in those two jurisdictions,
and it needs to be looked at and addressed here because the maximum jail term of 10 years is
significantly more than other jurisdictions. In Queensland the criminal penalty is up to 12 months in
prison in relation to offences involving adults, increasing to 18 months if the person is vulnerable. In
the ACT criminal penalties only apply in relation to treatment of protected persons, children or people
with a mental incapacity, and not to treatment of adults. The maximum jail term is 12 months, with
fines up to $24 000.
I think these are really important issues. I want to make the last point in the limited time that I have—
which is disappointing because there is more I would like to say on this. In terms of children, and I
know people have very strong views on this, the High Court in the UK that handed down its decision
just a couple of days before the bill was to be debated here in the lower house actually made the finding
that a child under the age of 16 does not have the mental capacity to make an informed decision about
some of these very significant procedures for a child with gender dysphoria. It is really looking at,
well, they need sometimes to wait and say, ‘Let’s just work through this’, because this is irreversible
for children. This is puberty blockers, this is sometimes surgery, and that is irreversible. The Bell v.
Tavistock case is a very significant case that I think jurisdictions around the world will be referring to
and looking to because of the implications. And whilst there are so many people that have got the
support and can work through this, there are others that perhaps need time, and I think we need to be
cognisant of that and we need to be understanding of that as well in terms of some of these medical
professionals—these psychiatrists and others—who are dealing with some of these vulnerable
children and other children who just need that time.
I cannot stress enough that I think that we need to have that ability to have further consultation to tease
this out, to understand the full implications of what this legislation will mean. I would just urge
everyone in the house to please consider that. Please consider the opposition’s amendments around
the support and the protection of our medico-legal profession so that we get this bill right—that we do
not actually get it wrong—and that we do protect everyone, including those vulnerable members of
the LGBTIQ+ community as well as our medical professions.
Sitting suspended 1.06 pm until 2.13 pm.
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (14:13): I am pleased to rise and speak on the Change or Suppression (Conversion)
Practices Prohibition Bill 2020. It is a bill that should remind us all of how what we do in this place
can actually make a big difference to people’s lives. This bill prohibits the use of change or suppression
practices in Victoria, which are often known as conversion therapy. These practices are aimed at
making people alter or hide a fundamental part of who they are. Change and suppression practices are
absolutely abhorrent. They are wrong. They have no place anywhere. And we will make sure that
those practices end in Victoria by passing this bill.
In 2019 the Premier made a commitment to introduce new laws to outlaw change or suppression
practices in Victoria. The announcement was fittingly made at the 2019 Pride March, an annual
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celebration of the LGBTIQ community here in Victoria. This commitment is an important part of the
Andrews government’s commitment to ensure that Victoria is a state where equality is not negotiable.
Let us be clear: stopping change or suppression practices is an important part of making our state a
fairer state. Since that announcement the Victorian government has undertaken extensive consultation,
including with victims. Here we are today after all the work to develop a bill that gets the balance right.
I am proud to say I will be voting for this bill. For me, it is based on the simple principle of equality.
All LBGTIQ Victorians deserve to be who they are. Nobody should have the right to try and change
someone else from being themselves. I reiterate what my other colleagues have said: nobody is broken
because of their sexuality or their gender identity, nobody should feel like they need to change who
they are and nobody should feel unsafe living their life.
For those members of the LGBTIQ community watching this debate today, I say to you: you matter;
you deserve to be proud to be you. Nobody should ever be able to take that away from you, and this
bill will be a step forward to making sure that nobody can try and take that identity away.
On a personal note, I do wish to thank someone who is very close to me for sharing their life, their
experiences and their journey with me in recent years. What they have taught me about the
complexities of life and the various levels of discrimination has held me in good stead in understanding
the practical and the emotional realities of the LGBTIQ community and in particular the trans
community. I can say to you—and you know who I am speaking of—I adore your strength and I love
your well-developed sense of self. I say to you: stay strong.
In concluding I say to all LGBTIQ Victorians: be very loud, be very proud and always be yourself. I
will always stand with you as an ally, as family and as a member of Parliament. Victoria will be a
better place by passing this legislation. This legislation will undoubtedly save lives. I commend this
bill to the house.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (14:17): In rising to speak on this bill today it occurs to me that
what we see around here from time to time is quite amazing in its own way. I have been of the view
for quite some time that if indeed we stay long enough around here we will see just about everything.
I think today I might just about have seen everything, because what this bill has managed to achieve
is in itself quite remarkable. It has created the most extraordinary coalition—and I mean I am talking
about a broad coalition here—of opponents that I have ever seen on any issue in my time in this
Parliament. The opponents of this bill include conservatives, civil libertarians, radical feminists, gay
activists, a number of organisations representing medical professionals and an array of churches and
religions that just might make this Australia’s biggest driver of the ecumenical movement.
Can I just for a moment refer to some of the religions and the churches that have expressed opposition
to this legislation. This is just some of them: the Anglican Church, the Catholic Church, the
Presbyterian Church, the Board of Imams, the Seventh-day Adventists, Associated Christian
Ministries, Christian Reformed Churches, Youth Alive Victoria; CRC Churches International,
Crossway Baptist Church, Ethos, the Evangelical Alliance’s Centre for Christianity and Society,
Hindus, the Australian Christian Churches, the Coptic Orthodox Church, the Catholic Women’s
League, the Pakistani Cultural Society of Tasmania, Christian Schools Australia, the Australian
Association of Christian Schools, the Institute for Judaism and Civilization, the Maronite Catholic
Diocese of Australia, the Serbian Orthodox Church, the International Network of Churches and the
Australian Federation of Islamic Councils.
Now, I say that those are just some of the churches that have expressed opposition to this particular
legislation. You have to wonder why this opposition is so strong, because this bill should not be
controversial at all. This bill should be something that should sail through in about 5 minutes without
any opposition, because none of us support the barbarity of the past that this bill seeks to stop. None
of us support some of the practices that have been used on gay men and lesbians, what can only be
described as torture, in the past—just appalling, inhumane and, as I say, just straight-out barbaric.
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None of us support that. Many of these ways of treating people of course are now illegal. We cannot
use electrodes, which is a very good thing. There are a number of things that are illegal, and I would
hope that most would use their common sense in ensuring that that barbarity of the past is well and
truly gone. If this bill was just about that, I would be wholeheartedly supportive of it—but it is not.
This is an omnibus bill—the sort that this government is very fond of, where it puts in a good bit and
it puts in a bad bit and you have got to take the whole lot. They have done it before, and they are doing
it again now. Well, I think that is particularly dishonest of the government, and I am not going to allow
them, as much as I can, to get away with it. Because this bill is an attack on basic freedoms. It is an
attack on freedom of choice. It is an attack on free speech. It is an attack of freedom of association, an
attack on freedom of assembly and an attack on freedom of religion. It is an attack on responsible
parenting. I would like to think that my children could come to me with any issue at all—that they
could sit down with me and we could talk about any and all issues, and I would be able to give them
honest answers about my experience or how I felt on a given issue. What this bill does is actually
criminalises that sort of openness between—
Members interjecting.
Mr FINN: Well, read the bill. Go and read the bill. I see Satan’s little helpers over there getting
very excited—but go and read the bill. Because that is exactly what happens, and parents and children
deserve better. They deserve better than this sort of legislation. I think it is just appalling. No parent
should be criminalised for loving their kids—no parent should. I think it is despicable that this
government put up this proposal today.
It is of course also an attack on doctor-patient confidentiality. Now, I have been told for as long as I
can remember that the most important thing in life is the confidentiality, the relationship, between a
doctor and his or her patient: ‘You cannot interfere with a relationship between a doctor and his or her
patient’. Well, here we have a bill, a government bill, which aims to do just that. I find it astonishing
that this would happen. Every one of us should have the ability and the right to go to our medical
practitioner and speak to him or her in confidence, without fear that they may be dragged off to jail.
We all have that right—all of us, every single one of us. This bill actually takes that right away from
a very vulnerable group in our society, and that is something that I find just appalling.
Equally we should—each and every one of us, if we are so inclined—have the ability to approach a
priest, pastor, rabbi or imam to discuss matters that we feel may be appropriate to that relationship. It
is extraordinary that we have a situation where if a minister, for example, were to say a few prayers in
aiming to assist the decision-making process of someone, they could also be charged and they could
also be criminalised. It is just beyond me. It is just beyond me how any government thinks it can get
away with that. No government has the right to legislate anyone’s prayer life. Get out of it. The
government should just get out of that altogether.
Of course this bill is very much an attack on children. These children that we are talking about—many
of them are quite young—would under this legislation be making decisions without the support or the
advice that they need from their parents, from youth workers, from adults around them, who have the
life experience that they need to help them in making decisions. We know that gender dysphoria is a
condition that is dealt with very effectively by the medical fraternity. We do not need the sort of social
engineering that this bill brings about. We have already seen a great number of children go to the
children’s hospital, for example, confused about their gender.
Ms Terpstra: That’s rubbish! Utter rubbish!
Mr FINN: Well, it is not rubbish at all. That is a fact. It has gone from half a dozen a year to well
over 1000, as I understand it. That in itself is a worry. This bill is just going to add to that.
This is also an attack on the rights of gay men and lesbians to seek and to receive advice. This is just
extraordinary. This government says it wants to protect gay men and lesbians, and it introduces

BILLS
236

Legislative Council

Thursday, 4 February 2021

legislation that does exactly the opposite. I have spoken to gay organisations within the last day that
have expressed that very same view. That is something that they are appalled about, and they have
urged me very strongly—and I am sure they have urged others very strongly as well—to vote against
this legislation.
In a few weeks time, on 27 February, I will have been a member of the Liberal Party for 40 years. That
is a very, very long time. On an occasion like this, it makes one reflect on why I joined the Liberal
Party. It is very clear why I joined the Liberal Party: because I am committed to the protection and the
promotion of freedom. That is what I am on about—freedom. Freedom is something that is so
precious. It is so precious and it needs to be defended at all costs. This bill flies in the face of freedom
on so many levels—on so many levels. Now, I will enthusiastically support the amendment put up by
Mr O’Donohue because I think this bill needs to go back to the drawing board. We need to go back
and have a talk to all interested parties. Let us go back and have a talk to the interested parties that
were not consulted on this this time—the gay and lesbian community groups that were not consulted.
There is an agenda at play here, which is all too obvious. It has nothing to do with stopping conversion
therapy and the sorts of barbaric activities that I was talking about before. It has nothing to do with
that at all. It is far more sinister and it is something that we should all be very wary of.
Now, we have all received, I am sure, a great deal of mail, emails and phone calls over recent weeks
with regard to this legislation, and I want to thank every person who has sent an email or made a phone
call. I appreciate them showing interest in what we are doing in this place and I appreciate them
showing interest in this state’s future, because this legislation will have a significant impact on the
future of Victoria. I want to congratulate everybody who has been involved, and I also want to
congratulate the people who are out the front here on the steps on what is a relatively warm day—
well, for this summer anyway it is a warm day.
Mr Leane: What are they calling for?
Mr FINN: They are praying.
Mr Leane: Are they praying for the same thing you are talking about?
Mr FINN: Minister Leane, they are praying for you, and I reckon you should go out and thank
them because you may well need that prayer. I know I do. As I said, I will enthusiastically support the
amendments moved by Mr O’Donohue, but I am unable to support and I will not vote for the Andrews
government’s attack on fundamental freedoms, on fundamental liberty, that this legislation is. I cannot
and will not support this bill in its current form.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (14:31): You cannot fix gay people, because they are not
broken. You cannot fix lesbians, because they are not broken. And you cannot fix transsexual people,
because they are not broken. So you might ask why I am not supporting this bill. It is because it tells
doctors, psychologists and counsellors how to treat people. It is not me that people have to convince,
it is people like the Australian Medical Association. It tells parents how they must raise their children.
Again, I have got my own child now; I have a perspective on that. But you must convince the people
that actually took the time to write to me and tell me about their issues. The bill tells people how they
can pray. I am an atheist; I have got no skin in this game. It is up to everyone to convince the faith
leaders. It also takes away people’s ability to consent to a treatment of their choice, and to that end I
am actually going to introduce an amendment in the committee stage which reintroduces consent. If
people wish to consent to it and they are able to, then they should.
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (14:33): I rise to make a contribution on this bill, the
Change or Suppression (Conversion) Practices Prohibition Bill 2020, and as I rise to make this
contribution I want to say to many in the LGBTIQ+ community today who may be watching this
debate and may tune in to watch it later on that I stand in solidarity with every single one of you and
am proud to be a member of the Andrews Labor government in supporting this bill into law.
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The debate has gone on for the last few days, and certainly this was an election commitment of the
Andrews Labor government. We announced that this would be something we would work on over the
course of this term, and this was announced in the lead-up to the 2018 election. So this is not new; this
is something that has been out there for a while. As I said, I am proud to be a member of a government,
a very progressive Labor government, that is going to bring an end to these abhorrent, unnecessary,
unsupported-by-science-or-medical-anything practices which do nothing but cause immense harm
and immense damage to people. I want to also acknowledge Ms Shing’s earlier contribution as
somebody from the LGBTIQ+ community and, as she said earlier, I think, the only openly gay
member of the caucus. I want to acknowledge and recognise the emotion in her voice today and her
contribution as a significant contribution that demonstrated for everybody in this chamber what it is
like to live or to walk in the shoes of somebody who is a member of the LGBTIQ+ community.
It is interesting to me as well that I am following Mr Finn’s contribution over there, and I wanted to
sit in the chamber to refute some of the comments that Mr Finn has made. I have listened. There is
actually a theme in these contributions of not only the Liberal Party but the crossbenchers as well.
They are actually quite wrong and are spreading misinformation, and there is a common theme. What
disappoints me about all of this is that the theme also is to pick a wedge, any wedge—a wedge that
was basically fanned by the Liberal Party and other supporters. For Mr Davis to say here earlier today
that the Liberal Party will be supporting this bill, yet to come in here and say that they will move
amendments, to come in here and drag this process out—well, actions speak louder than words, and I
do not buy it. I do not buy it when they sit there and say they support this bill, because they do not;
their actions speak otherwise. I will watch Mr Finn with interest, if he crosses the floor, as he has
already foreshadowed that he will do, and votes against this bill.
Mr Finn interjected.
Ms TERPSTRA: I note that none of the Liberal Party are actually in the chamber right now to hear
the rest of this debate, and none of them were in here when you were speaking, Mr Finn, so that might
say something about how they support you and what they think about your contribution. I am telling
you that many people in Victoria also do not support your views and see your views and some of the
views of the those around you as abhorrent.
Again, I am really disappointed and sad to see that there is another debate that involves the LGBTIQ+
community that is about other people commenting on the way that they should live their lives. It is an
absolute disgrace. I would really like to know how much money the Liberal Party has spent on fake
websites generating all of these emails. There is no doubt—there are absolutely people who have
written to us about this, but there is an equal number of people who have written to us supporting this
bill. Of the amount of emails that flood in—and I know, Ms Patten, you would have copped an
absolute barrage of them—there is no doubt many of them are fake emails, but there is also a very
clear indication that some of them are real.
But this is about wedge politics. This is not about taking care of people, which is what the Andrews
Labor government does and prioritises. Again, the Liberal Party pick an issue, any issue that is deeply
personal to the LGBTIQ+ community, ignoring the immense distress that they will cause, just so they
can speak to themselves. That is what they are doing. You are just speaking to yourselves at the
expense of the LGBTIQ+ community. You cannot demonstrate leadership. You have nothing. You
are so divided amongst yourselves, with such deep divisions. You are incapable of leadership.
Leadership on this issue would have meant that you would have come in here and showed
bipartisanship and supported this legislation without amendment. You know—you propose these
ridiculous amendments that are not going to get up. They are not going to get up.
As I said earlier, you will prolong this debate as long as you can. I was actually banking on being in
here until 2.00 am, because that is what happens. When the Liberal Party know that they are not going
to get anywhere with something, they just drag everything out for the sake of it. Well, it is ridiculous,
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and your amendments are ridiculous. This idea that we have not consulted and that it is going to stop
people from praying—rubbish, rubbish, rubbish, and you know it is rubbish.
A member interjected.
Ms TERPSTRA: But all you do is work on fanning fear and division within the community
because that is all you have got. All you want to do is speak to yourselves. No-one else is listening to
you—no-one. No-one listens to the rhetoric and the rubbish. Again, this flies in the face of what you
should be doing, which is supporting people in our community.
Now, having said all that, I am going to just turn for a moment to dispelling some of the myths that
you and the Liberal Party have been fanning around this. We are not telling people they cannot pray.
This is not about that. I will turn to Mr Finn’s comments, saying that we are going to stop medical
practitioners talking to their patients and all that. It is rubbish, absolute rubbish. That is not true, okay?
Mr Finn interjected.
Ms TERPSTRA: It is completely untrue And again, we have heard earlier today that somehow
this seems to be a choice—that a person’s sexual orientation or gender identity is somehow a choice.
It is not a choice, and this is what goes exactly to the heart of this legislation, banning suppression or
change therapy, because it does not work. You cannot suppress a person’s true identity. People have
the right to live their lives in whatever way they see fit without people commenting. This is about
patriarchy as well. This is about patriarchy, a system where—
Mr Finn interjected.
Ms TERPSTRA: You do not understand what that means, Mr Finn. I get it. You are laughing
because you cannot comprehend what it actually means. It means a system where the majority of
people can suppress the minority of people, and we are talking about the LGBTIQ+ community. That
is what you need to think about here, but you do not want to because anything will do—anything will
do so that you can basically, like Ms Shing said earlier, make someone feel that they are other. They
are not other. They are not broken. They do not need fixing. They are part of the Victorian community.
As I said earlier, these practices which this legislation goes to the heart of cause immense harm. There
have been suicides of people who have gone through these practices, many families broken, lives
shattered and, as I said, suicides—the whole thing. This is about banning those practices. It is not about
stopping someone honouring their religion or honouring their faith or praying or anything like that at
all. Again, it is really disappointing and quite disgusting. I have heard some of the crossbench
contributions and I have been quite frankly surprised and disgusted by some of these contributions. It
is quite wrong to conflate a whole range of issues around homosexuality with paedophilia. Rubbish,
completely offensive, completely and utterly offensive. And then to somehow say this is all about
religion and people being not allowed to pursue their faith is rubbish, absolute rubbish.
One of the other ridiculous assertions that has been made here today is that trans kids are going to
receive irreversible surgeries and medical interventions, and if their parents do not agree, then they
will be guilty of a change or suppression practice. Ridiculous. Firstly, trans kids like all kids should be
able to live free from harm, and we know that the mental health of trans kids improves when they are
affirmed and respected. There you go—it is about supporting people, not telling them that they are
wrong or broken.
In relation to the medical procedures, clause 5(2)(b) of the bill sets out what is not a change or
suppression practice, which includes:
a practice or conduct of a health service provider that is, in the health service provider’s reasonable
professional judgement, necessary—
(i)

to provide a health service …
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I am sure everyone else in this chamber has on many occasions been to a doctor, and I must say that a
doctor has never prayed in a medical consultation with me.
Ms Patten: You would be worried.
Ms TERPSTRA: I would indeed be worried, so the idea that conflates that when you go to a doctor
that the doctor is going to pray with you is rubbish again, complete rubbish.
Ms Patten interjected.
Ms TERPSTRA: I agree with you, Ms Patten. If my doctor turned around and started praying, I
would leave immediately, because that is not what I am there for. I am actually there for medical
attention. I am sorry again but this is another ridiculous notion that just completely confuses and
confounds. Like I said earlier, this is about wedge politics. This is about pick a wedge, any wedge, that
is designed to get maximum leverage and we do not care. The Liberal Party does not care about who
it hurts along the way as long as they can keep talking to themselves—that is what this is about. It is
not about leadership. It is not about standing up, and I might comment on Ms Shing’s contribution. I
was very grateful for her reading out the names of the Liberal Party members who did not turn up in
the Assembly when this bill went through—there was a long list of them. Then when Ms Shing was
rudely interrupted by a ridiculous interjection from those opposite, she sought leave to have her
contribution extended by the 4 or so minutes that were wasted and interrupted and she was denied
leave—a petulant, pathetic, unnecessary, nasty tactic from the Liberal Party today. Again, true to form,
tricky, nasty, not a leader just a Liberal. Again, absolutely abhorrent.
Again, this is about supporting individuals. Parents of trans kids might want to take a cautious
approach to their child transitioning, also known as a wait-and-see approach. This is another ridiculous
thing that has been dreamed up. Whether the definition of ‘change or suppression practices’ captures
wait-and-see approaches depends on the circumstances of the case. The definition could capture
serious examples of conduct that could be described as wait-and-see practice; for example, where a
parent restricts access to health professional advice and forces their 15-year-old child whose gender
identity is the opposite of their sex to stay at home because the parent wants to wait until the child is
18 years old before seeking advice and considering medical treatment in relation to the child’s gender
identity. That is wrong, isn’t it? Doesn’t the child have the right to seek medical advice and assistance?
I would think they would, and that child needs to be supported because what are we creating by
denying the right of the child to get support on the journey that they are on? We may be creating other
mental health concerns.
I have talked earlier about how we know that some people who have been denied support and made
to feel that they are wrong or other, or whatever it is, have suicided. That is what is at risk here. That
is what is at risk, and so this is a welcome part of the bill. This needs to stop. And, again, ‘Anyone
who falls foul of this bill will end up in jail. The government is criminalising faith’. Well, what a load
of rubbish. How ridiculous. As I said earlier, you can pray, do whatever you like.
Mr Leane interjected.
Ms TERPSTRA: Absolutely. Complete overreach. This is about it being directed to a particular
individual who has issues around their gender or sexual orientation. If you are praying at somebody
by saying, ‘You must repent’, or whatever it is, that is offensive, and that will be captured by the
legislation potentially as a practice that is about change or suppression.
I just might say with the 2 minutes and 30-odd seconds I have got left, there are many other examples
like this last one, and then I will finish with another one about the rubbish about not consulting. Parents
should have the right to raise their children however they see fit. Every child, likewise, has a right to
be free from harm, and LGBTIQ+ children are no different. Change or suppression practices do not
work. They only cause harm to individuals, as I said earlier. Furthermore, the bill is not preventing a
parent from teaching their child the tenets of their faith or raising them in any way. It prevents parents
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from seeking to make their child change their sexual orientation or gender identity, such as by sending
them to counselling sessions where they are told their identity is wrong and they must change. That is
obvious, isn’t it? And again, why is it anyone’s business what someone’s sexual orientation is—
Ms Patten interjected.
Ms TERPSTRA: Exactly. I am a parent, and my children’s sexual identity and orientation is
actually their own. If my children want to have a discussion with me about it, I am open to it, but I will
let them initiate it. That is what I do as a parent, and I will support my children no matter what they
do. It is not about me telling them what their sexual identity should be or how they should behave in
that space. Their sexual identity and orientation is their own, and I would support them in that. I know
Mr Meddick will have similar views and does have similar views in regard to his own children.
I will just finish on this point in the minute that I have left. In terms of consultation, the government
consulted extensively on this legislation, including with faith groups. During the first round of
consultations the government received over 600 responses from the public to the online engagement
form and over 80 written submissions. The government also led 21 face-to-face discussions, including
with faith groups. Wow. We did not consult, obviously! So there you go; that dispels that myth.
During the second round of consultations the government met again with faith groups, and we have
listened and engaged with those communities. For example, one of the reasons why we now refer to
these practices as ‘change or suppression’ rather than ‘conversion’ is that that was an objection raised
by faith groups, who spoke of the religious significance of that term.
Again, I encourage members of the crossbench and others in this chamber to support this legislation
today without amendment. Vote against the amendments but support this legislation. It is important. I
am a proud member of the Andrews Labor government today, and I stand in solidarity with every
single member of the LGBTIQ+ community in Victoria today. I commend this bill to the house
without amendment.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (14:48): We have heard today people say, ‘I oppose
conversion practices and suppression practices, but’ and ‘We are against conversion practices and
suppression practices. However’. There should be no buts and there should be no howevers on this
bill today. This is good legislation. I thank Ms Terpstra for outlining some of the main points of the
legislation and some of the misinformation that has been going on, and I might touch on that later.
These laws will protect people from harm. That is probably one of the most important reasons we are
all in this chamber today. This bill will save lives. This bill is about respect, this bill is about equality
and this bill is about fairness. This bill will, I hope, start to end the significant sense of shame that so
many people spoke to me about, that so many people of faith spoke to us about.
I was at the Pride March when the Premier announced that this bill would come to this chamber, and
that was actually a couple of years ago, so it has taken a while to get here. Right now I thank all the
people that helped it to make it here, and in particular I thank the survivors, because this was not an
easy journey. Many of you have told your story not once but many times, and that has been difficult.
The journey itself was difficult, then getting to the point that you could express that was even more
difficult. I admire your courage and your commitment and everything that you did and everything that
you went through. What you have done will help others to not have to go through what you had to go
through. You will prevent others from being harmed in the way that you were. I would like to
especially thank the gender and sexuality commissioner, Commissioner Allen, for their advocacy and
leadership in shepherding this campaign, in shepherding this bill.
I met with survivors, as I said, and I spoke to religious leaders and I spoke to organisations, including
the Australian Christian Lobby. I am not sure why, but we seem to meet once a year for some reason
or another—they seek me out, for some reason or another. I also spoke to doctors and I spoke to
academics. But again it was the conversations with survivors and the families whose children did not
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survive that have led me to give my absolute support for this bill. I know that for some this bill does
not go far enough, but I want this bill to go through in the form it is in now.
I thank all the people who wrote to me and phoned me about my concerns. Yes, you are right,
Ms Terpstra, I did receive hundreds—actually I received thousands—of emails and certainly my office
received hundreds and hundreds of phone calls patched through from the Australian Christian Lobby
Canberra office. They patched them through to me. To be honest, in doing that, it sharpened my
consideration of this bill. It actually made me go back and double-check. Did this bill actually ban
prayer? Oh, no, it did not actually. But it sharpened my consideration and it led me to actually ask
more questions about the bill. I thank the minister’s office for the assistance and the constant back and
forth in responding to our queries about this.
But I can tell you: you did not convince me that this bill is not right and you convinced me that this
bill is needed. In fact you showed me that these practices and the beliefs that back these practices, that
instil these practices, which I thought were obsolete, are still alive and kicking in our society. This is
not something from back in the good old days, as Mr Finn would say. This is not in our past, this is in
our now. This is happening now, and we have heard that. This has to stop, and this bill will help stop
it.
This bill will not be everything. As we know, as we all know, legislation is just part of the process.
We set up the legislation, but in that, that is about changing attitudes, that is about changing opinions,
that is about educating the community. It is sad to say in 2021 that we still need to educate the
community, that we still need to say that our LGBTIQ brothers and sisters are not broken, that they
are equal in every respect, that they do not need to be changed. In fact for those in opposition to the
bill—almost 100 per cent; there were a couple of people who opposed the bill for different reasons—
for nearly everyone their reference point against this bill was that homosexuality is wrong, that
anything but heterosexuality is wrong, that they may purport to love the sinner but hate sin. Frankly,
this is all based on a very narrow—very narrow!—interpretation of a couple of lines in the Bible.
I will quote a few of the survivors, but I would like to also quote Reverend Avril Hannah-Jones, who
is a minister at the Uniting Church. She said:
One of the most painful things that can happen to a queer person of faith is being told that they have been
somehow mismade by God, that somehow their sexuality or their gender identity was a mistake.

Mr Bourman mentioned, actually in a very respectful way, consent—that people should be able to
consent to conversion practices. You cannot consent when you have got a congregation and you have
got a pastor always telling you that you are absolutely wrong, that you must be fixed. I say now, again:
no LGBTIQ person needs to be fixed. As one survivor said:
The idea that via exorcisms, casting out demons and other spiritual processes God will somehow change my
sexual orientation from gay to straight, I was so brainwashed by the teachings of the church, so desperate not
to be gay and so terrified of eternal damnation that I willingly signed up to the program.

Is that the type of consent we are talking about? That is. That is why this bill is worded in the way that
it is. The reason people want to consent to some of these practices is because they are told they will
not go to heaven and that they have to leave the congregation. This is not free will. This bill will not
mend the past, and I know that for many survivors the journey to self-love and to renewing your
spirituality will not be a straight line and you may never, ever come to the end. You should not have
to choose between your sexuality and your spirituality.
The misinformation that has gone on about this bill is not just in the emails that I received, not just in
the rantings of some of the people in this chamber—and in fact I think it was disappointing to hear
such misinformation being spouted in this chamber—but Martyn Iles, the head of the Australian
Christian Lobby, came out to say that this bill:
… is the biggest attack on religious freedom in Australia’s history.
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In Australia’s history! I think he also said, and I think the Christian lobby also believe, that the safe
access zone legislation was one of the biggest attacks on religious freedom. Then again, I think he also
said that about the anti-vilification bill that I put forward in this house some time ago, and I think he
also said it about marriage equality. He went on to say that this bill:
… could put people like you and me in jail. It will certainly see criminal action against Christian parents. It
could even outlaw the teaching of the Bible.

That sort of misinformation is out there, and that was represented in nearly every single email that my
office received in opposition to this bill. It was that misinformation being perpetrated by people who
should know better. Martyn Iles, I have no doubt, has read that bill. I have no doubt he knows that that
is rubbish—that that is not true.
Then today to again hear this deliberate misinformation being spouted and spread in this chamber—I
mean, for Mr Grimley from Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party to conflate paedophilia with this bill was
absolutely disgusting and absolutely unforgivable. If you support victims—and the Hinch party
continually tells us that they are here for the victims—then how can you not support this bill? How
can you vote against it? What alternative facts are you taking heed of? Freedom of speech and freedom
of religion do not allow you to cause harm. So let us be clear: this bill will not stop you from being a
homophobe. It will not even stop you from preaching hate. You can still share your views of Sodom
and Gomorrah; you just cannot single out an individual.
You have freedom of religion, and this bill does not at all restrict that, but freedom of religion has its
limits, and that limit is when it harms someone else. Expressing your beliefs through genital mutilation
is such a limit. Expressing your beliefs through an exorcism to release the demons of sexuality is
another. I cannot understand why some in this house who stand up for victims of crime will not support
this bill. The perpetrators of this abuse may believe they come from the right place, but that does not
reduce the harm they cause.
Let us not forget that these are the same people who for decades practised a different form of
suppression—that is, they suppressed the information about child sexual abuse happening in those
religious institutions. They are still doing it. Archbishop Comensoli, one of the biggest, loudest
opponents to this bill, is still saying that the sanctity of the confession trumps the reporting of child
sexual abuse. This is not religious freedom, this is about religious privilege, and your religious freedom
does not trump the rights of our community to live safely and without harm.
After a royal commission found that Australia’s churches perpetrated nearly 5000 sexual assaults on
young children and tried to hide it, I do not know why we are even asking them about their positions
on sexuality and on sex, frankly.
Mr Meddick: Irrelevant!
Ms PATTEN: They are irrelevant, and that is exactly why they are trying to do it here, to inject yet
another dose of aberrant and I would say deviant sexuality into our lives.
This bill, as I say, will not prevent you from being a homophobe, I am afraid. It will not stop you from
being nasty. But to suggest, as Mr Hayes did and Mr Finn did, that prayer will become a criminal
offence is wrong and it is harmful. Frankly, to say things like that in this chamber when you know
better says a lot about you. It is spreading fear about this bill, as we have seen, by distributing
disinformation. We saw the Australian Family Association deliver pamphlets on this bill in Northcote,
of all places, saying things like, ‘Parents will go to jail’ and ‘This is an affront to our freedom of speech
and our freedom of religion’, as Mr Finn tried to put today.
The Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee was clear on this, and I thank the Attorney-General
for actually making available her response to the SARC questions. It was very clear. As I say, this
does not prevent you from being a homophobe. This does not prevent you from saying, ‘All gays will
go to hell’. It is not true—well, I do not know. I do not actually think there is a hell. Just as a quick
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aside, I was sent a copy of a letter. I do not know if others got it. It was an open letter to Premier Daniel
Andrews and it was from the Noosa Temple of Satan. I know Mr Finn thought I might be Satan’s little
helper—
Mr Finn: Not might!
Ms PATTEN: Well, maybe I am, because the Temple of Satan actually supports this bill. As a
little bit of light relief, they said:
We see demonic possession as being crucial to helping us maintain a stable membership base …

This is why they wanted to outlaw exorcisms, so the demons could stay within those bodies and they
could continue to grow.
The performance of exorcisms to drive Satan out of people’s souls is a direct threat to our aims.

Mr Meddick: Are they a registered charity?
Ms PATTEN: No, they are not a registered charity. I know that the Liberals have put up
amendments—and again I go back to this. ‘We are opposed to conversion and suppression practices,
but how about we defer this bill?’. As Ms Terpstra quite rightly pointed out, this has been through
lengthy consultation processes: the health complaints commissioner; 12 months of consultation
through Engage Victoria; and we saw the La Trobe University study. This is not a new conversation;
this conversation has been going for some time. I do not actually see how the Legal and Social Issues
Committee spending another two months in consultation will make any difference to this bill or will
change it.
I know that some concerns have been voiced by the AMA and by the Royal Australian and New
Zealand College of Psychiatrists, and I appreciate that the Liberals have put some amendments
forward in response to that. I actually think the better way to deal with those concerns is through the
committee process, and I will be asking the Attorney-General a number of questions in that area.
I would just like to finish on a couple of points in regard to wanting further consultation. I got a text
message from a Uniting minister, Minister Peter Macleod-Miller, and he told me their starting point
is the need to change orientation or for our LGBTIQ community to be given a second-class seat at the
community table. It is like a group of butchers commenting on the benefits of vegetarianism. That was
quite esoteric for an Anglican minister.
Ms Lovell interjected.
Ms PATTEN: I apologise; he is an Anglican minister, Peter Macleod-Miller, from the Albury
Anglican Church. But I will leave the last quote to Mr Comensoli—that is, Daniel Comensoli,
Archbishop Comensoli’s nephew. He said this bill will save lives and foster a more inclusive and
affirming Victoria for the LGBTIQ+ community. There is nothing to fear in this bill being passed. I
commend this bill to the house.
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (15:06): I rise to speak on the Change or Suppression
(Conversion) Practices Prohibition Bill 2020. At the outset can I say I do not think there would be one
member of the house who does not believe that change or suppression practices should be outlawed.
Everybody has said from the outset that that is what we all believe. We do not believe that it is
appropriate that things that have gone on in the past continue to go on. A person does not choose their
sexuality; people are what they are, and we all need to respect each other and accept a person’s right
to their sexuality.
However, this bill does have a lot of flaws in it, and this has been pointed out to us by a number of
people. I have particular concerns, as do all of my colleagues, about many parts of this bill, and I think
the government have overstepped the mark here. The intent of the bill is good. The intent of the bill,
to outlaw change or suppression practices, is the right thing to do. As Mr Davis pointed out, we actually
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had legislation that we had put forward in 2014 that would have helped to do that, but the Labor Party
frustrated that legislation from getting made into law and assisting the people who they now claim to
be assisting with this bill. When the AMA and other medical professionals speak out about the impact
that a bill will have on them, the government should listen. When the leaders of our faith communities
speak out about the impact that a piece of legislation will have on them, the government should listen,
just as we all should listen when the LGBTI community speak out about the impacts that this bill will
have on them.
I would have to say that this is a piece of legislation that I have had hundreds of emails about, I have
had hundreds of phone calls about, I have had hundreds of conversations about and I have had many,
many meetings about as well. And can I say that every single one of those has been a respectful
meeting where people just wanted to put forward their views on how this bill will impact them, on
how this bill will impact on families, on how it will impact on our health professionals and on how it
will impact on the LGBTI community actually seeking some guidance from their parents or from their
faith leader or from their medical professional. That is what needs to be explored further.
It needs to be proved that this bill is not going to have a negative impact. We know that that is what
the health professionals are particularly concerned about. They are concerned that it actually could
have the perverse outcome of causing more harm to people who are trying to speak to somebody just
to have a conversation—a willing, genuine reach-out from the person themselves just wanting to speak
to their parents, to a counsellor, to their school teacher, to a faith leader or to a registered health
professional—and the fear that they may not be able to get those engagements that they desire because
people will be too scared to talk to them because of this bill.
Ms Terpstra: Still peddling the same rubbish.
Ms LOVELL: Ms Terpstra got up there and she claimed that leadership is just to come in here and
blindly speak to everything the government puts forward. That is not leadership, Ms Terpstra.
Leadership is actually representing the people who you are here to represent, putting forward their
concerns and actually listening to the people of Victoria, which is something that this government do
not do. This government have their own agenda and they just put it forward.
I know many people who are part of the LGBTI community in my electorate. I respect them all and I
respect their right to have a view, but can I tell you that no-one actually came forward to ask me to
vote for this bill. As I said, many hundreds of emails, many hundreds of conversations, many hundreds
of phone calls, many, many meetings—they were all from people saying, ‘We are concerned about
this bill’. I therefore wanted to talk to somebody from the other side of the debate, and I reached out
to my LGBTI community to speak to them about the bill because I wanted to get some balance in what
was being put forward to me.
I think that the amendments put forward by Mr O’Donohue are very sensible amendments to this bill.
Let us get the change or suppression practices outlawed, but let us certainly take out the bits of this bill
that the community are so concerned about. I would encourage every member of this house to vote for
Mr O’Donohue’s amendments and then the bill can pass and everyone can get the outcome that they
want. Certainly if we take this to a committee, which would be the right thing to do, and engage with
the community further, it might be that one side or the other is convinced that they should change their
mind. But at the moment there is not a consensus on this bill and we should not proceed with the bill
in its current format. I think this bill should go to a committee for further consideration, but failing
that, the amendments that Mr O’Donohue has proposed are very sensible amendments that everyone
should support.
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans) (15:13): One thing that I think we can be pleased about in this
debate is that every speaker has said that someone’s sexuality is just part of who they are, it is not a
choice and it is not a decision that is made. We are all saying we respect that. I have got to say, thinking
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about this myself and listening to Ms Shing and her obvious distress around this debate—not for
herself; I know her well enough and it is not for herself, but she knows how thousands and thousands
of people will be feeling—I think: would you choose that sexuality? Would you choose a sexuality
that has been demonised for decades? Would you actually choose that sexuality, a sexuality that we
are all debating? Would you want to be part of this debate? Would you want to be the topic of this
debate? Would you choose to be the topic of this debate? If anything reinforces what we all apparently
agree on today, it is this debate. And another thing: would you choose that an amendment gets passed
so that there can be a committee reference about you and your sexuality? Would you choose that?
Mr Meddick and I have got some similarities. I think we are of a similar sort of age—he is a bit
younger, I will give him that—and we are both former construction workers. We were construction
workers a long time ago. I mean, if someone had asked Mr Meddick and me, a scaffolder and a sparky,
back when we started if we would have chosen to be anything other than heterosexual in that
environment, would we have? Would you choose a sexuality that only a couple of decades ago was
the subject of comedy? Would you choose a sexuality where you were a subject of comedy? Would
you choose a sexuality where you were easy game on television and on radio and it was all really
funny? And now we have got people going, ‘Oh, it’s a shame we can’t go back to those days; political
correctness has killed all that’. Oh, political correctness—it is not about being politically correct, it is
about not being a scumbag! It is about not being a bigoted plonker! It is not about being politically
correct.
So please, I am glad that is something we can agree on—we apparently can agree on—today. I think
it is an indictment of our society that we have to have a bill like this. We have worked through a
number of bills like this over time, but I think it is a reflection on those bad old days that this is another
lot of dirty dishes that we need to do, and we need to do it today. So please—please—spare us your
amendments. Spare us your amendments. Spare us your ‘We all agree, but’, as Ms Patten probably
put more eloquently than me, and I just proved that then. But please, please spare us that.
What has actually happened is that at shadow cabinet Neil Angus said that he might lose some
important stakeholders in his electorate—stakeholders, supporters—if the Liberal Party just support
this bill. And that is the reality. It is a political end, where they want to draw it out. We are here
debating—we are actually arguing—when people are saying, ‘Oh, we should be all agreeing’. But that
has been triggered by a political end. And some stakeholders—what, stakeholders that want to keep
gay conversion? I will make it easy for Mr Angus, all right? You keep them. We do not want them. If
you have got some people like that—and I do not even believe you have, but if you have got some
people like that—that you think are key supporters, we do not want them. We are full, all right? So
please spare us.
I mean, I have been here a long time, and every time there is this disingenuous position where, ‘Bills
can have extreme interpretations, so we need to have more consultation. We need to tighten things up.
There might be extreme interpretations’. Well, the only extreme interpretations are generated by the
opposition and those who just clearly do not want this bill to go through. Forget the amendments,
forget all the sentiment, forget all the flowery words—they do not want this bill to go through, and
that is the reality. And they are extreme interpretations that get to the point that they are ridiculous. As
I said, I have been here a while, and Ms Lovell got up and said in 2014 the Liberal Party were going
to introduce something that would fix all this. Well, when they were in government they had the
majority in the Assembly and they had the majority in this house, and somehow, magically, the Labor
Party stifled their grand ambition to do the right thing. Well, how about we just all do the right thing
today, hey? How about we all just do the right thing today and respect people for who they are. As I
said, imagine being the subject of this debate. I cannot put myself in those shoes, all right? I cannot.
Then imagine being the subject of a committee reference. It is appalling.
I want to compliment everyone who has spoken on this bill in support. I think the opposition once
again will be on the wrong side of history, but that is what they choose to be. If I were them, I would
reconsider their amendments. It is unfortunate; we should not have these dirty dishes, but today this
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particular dirty dish is going to get cleansed, and thankfully we are going to be the ones that do it in
this chamber.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (15:20): It is with great pleasure that I rise to speak on this
important bill today, the Change or Suppression (Conversion) Practices Prohibition Bill 2020. I want
to start by acknowledging the strength of the survivors who contributed to the development of this bill
and who revisited the abuse, harm and trauma they have experienced in order to make these reforms
happen. I also want to pay tribute to those we have lost as a direct result of the harm suffered from the
conversion therapies that this bill addresses. We are here to pass legislation that denounces and
prohibits a very damaging and harmful practice, one that has caused irreparable harm to members of
our LGBTQ community and continues to cause significant harm and trauma. We are here to ban
practices that aim to change or suppress a person’s sexual orientation and to prohibit behaviour that
seeks to prevent a person from embracing their true gender identity.
It is hard to convey just how damaging it is for our LGBTQ community to be exposed to these
practices. Navigating the homophobia and transphobia that unfortunately still exists in our community
is enough without having it legitimised by change and suppression practices, whether from medical
professionals, people of faith or indeed family members. I want to acknowledge the moving
contribution from Ms Shing, who has given the rest of us in this chamber an insight into the personal
impacts of homophobia, which is what underpins all the practices this bill is seeking to outlaw.
Imagine repeatedly hearing that you are broken, that there is something inherently wrong with you or
that who you are is something that must be cured or treated or removed—to have your deepest sense
of self chipped away or viciously ripped from you. This is a pain and a trauma that goes straight to the
very nature of one’s identity and self, and causes untold amounts of pain, suffering and shame. Now
imagine that pain being inflicted upon you by people that you look to for support, reassurance and
guidance. This may be your pastor, your counsellor or your doctor. Instead of making you feel like
you are okay and helping you understand that what you are going through is normal, they make you
feel broken and in need of being fixed. That is what happens to members of our LGBTQ community.
It happens in overt ways and it happens in covert and insidious ways. Today we close that dark chapter
here in Victoria and begin a new era.
We know that our LGBTQ community already experiences higher rates of anxiety, depression and
suicidal ideation than the broader population, and we know that survivors of conversion practices
experience this long-lasting trauma in much higher proportions. This bill is about preventing this harm,
suffering and trauma from being perpetrated through practices that try to change or suppress a person’s
identity.
There is a long history to how we have come to be on the cusp of passing this bill today. My Greens
colleague Sam Hibbins brought the issue to Parliament back in 2015, and I am proud the Greens have
worked and continue to work in solidarity with our LGBTQ community for freedom and equality. I
commend the government for taking this issue on and for the bill development and consultation
process that has got us to this moment here today.
Further to that, I would like to commend the government for embracing a broad definition of ‘change
or suppression practices’ in this bill and for the work they have done to ensure this definition has its
foundations in the experience of survivors. The definition captures how attempts to forcibly change or
suppress a person’s sexual orientation or gender identity happen in both formal and informal settings.
The common thread is that all practices have the intent to change or suppress an individual’s sexual
orientation or gender identity. It is not criminalising general prayer or counsel or parenting or the
provision of a health service. Rather, it is prohibiting their use for the express purposes of forcing
someone to change their sexual orientation or gender identity or to compel them to suppress it.
The Greens also welcome the updated definitions of gender identity and sexual orientation in the Equal
Opportunity Act 2010. The nature of much of the commentary opposing this bill has reminded me of

BILLS
Thursday, 4 February 2021

Legislative Council

247

just how important it is that we have strong anti-discrimination laws in this state. Some of the things I
have heard in the lead-up to this debate and indeed in the course of this debate in this chamber have
shown that there is still so much ignorance, so much bigotry and so much intolerance targeted at our
LGBTQ community. The Greens are pleased to see these revised definitions and hope the more
modern definitions will allow the Equal Opportunity Act to better protect our community from
discrimination and abuse. I will seek some clarification from the minister in the committee stage to
confirm that asexual and aromantic people are covered by the new definition.
I would add that there are still other important reforms to be made in ensuring equality for all LGBTQ
people. The next logical and urgent step is to eliminate the religious exemptions found in the Equal
Opportunity Act and ensure that faith-based or other organisations who are providing housing or health
services or are running schools can no longer legally discriminate against LGBTQ people. These
provisions legitimate discrimination and need to go to ensure all LGBTQ people in Victoria are not
just protected but can actually fairly access essential services.
I know that there are been critics of this bill, and we have heard some of the arguments that they have
made aired in here today. Those arguments are unfounded. The bill will not silence or persecute
religious communities. It is seeking to protect individuals from harm, albeit a kind of harm that is often
done in the name of faith. The bill is not targeting our multicultural communities or singling out and
penalising particular faiths or cultures. I know many members of our multicultural communities who
are also part of the LGBTQ community and who have been welcomed with open arms into their
mosques, their synagogues and their churches and embraced by their communities. But there are also
those who have suffered greatly, often in silence, as a result of practices that forced them to change or
deny their identity. This bill in no way seeks to undermine the many diverse faiths in Victoria. We are
here to encourage greater understanding and empathy among all our communities and prevent the
long-lasting harm caused by conversion practices from continuing to happen today. The government
has made it quite clear that faith leaders will be able to preach the tenets of their faith, but what they
will not be able to do is suppress someone’s sexual orientation or gender identity.
I have heard some faith leaders say that some people come to them asking for help, and I quote, ‘with
unwanted thoughts or desires’. They believe that this implies consent. I have heard some in this
chamber today use the same argument. I ask those who are using this argument to really think about
this. Think about the experience of that person that has led them to believe that being gay or
transgender is somehow wrong or unwanted. I ask you to think about how the messages that some
faith groups send are internalised by people who wish to explore their sexual orientation or gender
identity to the point that those people want to wish those desires away when in fact they are perfect,
full, whole, wonderful people no matter their sexual orientation or gender identity. When you really
unpack this argument, it reveals a number of things. The argument that people can somehow consent
to a suppression practice is based on a notion that your sexual orientation or gender identity can be
suppressed without harm being inflicted onto that person. It is founded on the belief that there is
something wrong with being gay or transgender. Suppression and conversion practices are wrong,
plain and simple. There is no argument about a different set of rules being needed if a practice is
consensual or non-consensual.
I would like now to speak to some specific aspects of the bill that will help achieve its important intent.
The bill establishes both a civil scheme and criminal offences for the use of conversion therapy
practices in Victoria. The criminal offences apply to conduct which causes injury or serious injury to
a person as well as to the action of taking a person interstate or out of the country for the purposes of
conversion therapy. Advertising a change or suppression practice will also be an offence. The civil
scheme will be managed by the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission, who
will be able to receive reports about the change or suppression practices from any person, not just from
a person who is subjected to them, and respond to such reports accordingly.
This two-tiered scheme means that the most harmful types of practices that cause significant injury
will face appropriate penalties while the majority of reports will be subject to facilitation, targeted
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education or, where necessary, further investigation. It is a way to encourage greater understanding of
sexuality and gender identity while also ensuring those who have caused the most damage must take
responsibility.
The commission will also have a role to play in educating our community about change or suppression
practices and advocating for the values and the objectives that underline this bill. This educative
function is especially important in light of much of the commentary that has been directed towards
this bill. My office has heard from different segments of our community, from multiple faiths and from
a range of professionals and individuals. We heard that the bill will unfairly attack freedom of religion,
that the bill targets parents and that it criminalises the actions of health professionals who are doing
their jobs. Yet they had one thing in common: a shared internalisation of the bigotry, ignorance, hate,
homophobia and especially transphobia that are the reasons this bill is essential today. It is a
commitment to a failed, outdated ideology that believes there is something wrong with you because
of who you are or who you love.
I was distressed to hear many of these views in the lead-up to this debate and to hear hate, bigotry and
ignorance packaged up and presented to me in the guise of evidence or as religious freedoms. And I
have been distressed to hear those views repeated in this chamber in the course of the debate today,
because these beliefs remind me that there is still so much to do to eradicate homophobia and
transphobia in our state and are why the educative function that the commission will have is so
important.
The message in this bill is a powerful one: that we see our LGBTQ community, that we hear their
voices, that we know their history and that in return we give to them a promise that we will prevent
this abhorrent abuse from happening again. I hope that those who so vehemently oppose this bill can
hear this message too and that they use this message to reflect on why they cannot bring themselves
to support this bill and why they have found themselves unable to understand or empathise with the
intent and the purpose of the reforms we are debating today.
You might believe that the technical issues you raised are strong enough to oppose the intent of this
bill, but I would challenge you on this, because it seems like these arguments are merely excuses—
excuses not to confront the attitudes and beliefs that sit behind your concerns. Progress comes when
we allow ourselves to question the traditions and the belief systems that are passed down to us and to
take a look at the things we believe and the behaviour we perpetuate on the basis of these beliefs and
ask ourselves: why? When we allow ourselves to question, we open ourselves to understanding and
to compassion. And it is this understanding and this compassion which has been lacking in the
opposition to this bill, which has instead been about intolerance, ignorance and fear.
In supporting this bill today I would appeal to all of those who oppose it, both those who have
contacted me with unfounded fears about these reforms and those who have voiced these fears and
prejudices in the chamber today. I speak as someone who has worked as a social worker and a
counsellor who would not be worried that this bill would impact my professional practice. I ask you
to let go of this fear and embrace empathy and compassion instead. I am very proud to put on the
record the Greens’ strong support for this bill. I am pleased to add our voices to those denouncing the
abhorrent practice of conversion therapy and to reiterate that we will always join in solidarity with our
LGBTQ community. I am pleased to support the underlying message of this bill that whoever we are,
whatever our sexual orientation is and our gender identity is, all of us are whole, all of us are valid and
all of us are worthy of love exactly as we are.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (15:34): Thank you for the opportunity to speak today
to the Change or Suppression (Conversion) Practices Prohibition Bill 2020. I want to say at the outset
that I support getting rid of the barbaric practice of LGBT conversion and suppression, and I support
its banning today. To pick up on some comments that have been made in the chamber today,
homosexuality is not wrong. And to ensure Mr Leane is certain about where I stand on all this, I am
not a bigoted plonker.
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In fact I support the needs and wants of the LGBTIQ+ community. I have some very close friends
who are part of that community, and it was my absolute privilege and honour just over 12 months ago
to emcee a wedding between two of my great friends, great men with kind hearts who, in their undying
love for each other, decided to marry, and it was my honour to emcee that wedding.
This is not a religious argument today. As people know, I am a man of faith, and my Lord and Saviour
loved all peoples, as I do. I want to thank the thousands of people who have written to me, phoned me
and met with me. I have thousands—thousands—of emails, commentary and meeting notes here with
me today. Overwhelmingly the responses were against the bill in total. There are not many who have
written to me or emailed me in support of the bill, but I say this to them: I think this barbaric practice
of conversion and suppression should be kicked out of the laws in Victoria today. We should do that
today, and to pick up Ms Terpstra’s interjection earlier, it could be at 2.00 am—whatever. Let us get
rid of that. Let us get rid of it.
But there are other elements of the bill that do concern the people who have written to me, and I respect
their views. I respect the views that they have that concern them. I suspect we are all in this chamber
in agreement about getting rid of this barbaric practice. It has been around for a long time and we
should just absolutely kick it out today. I suspect everybody in this chamber sits as one with that. But
there are some concerns that have been relayed to me by a range of people. A range of people think
that this bill also precludes them from having conversations, having discussions. I have had them, as
you well know and as you have. I had them from faith leaders and from people of faith. I have had
them from parents. I have had them from teachers. I have had them from people who think they are
confidantes to others, from doctors, from psychs, from youth workers, from friends, from an
organisation called the LGB Alliance based in Sydney that say they are a community action group that
supports people who are of different sexualities. All have written to me and have commentary for me
saying they are worried about particular elements of the bill that preclude them from having
conversations. And that is the nub of my discussion today.
There is some ambiguity in this legislation before us today, and if the principal purpose, if our core
purpose today is to get rid of that abhorrent practice of LGB conversion and suppression, let us do that
today. Let us kick that bit out today. Let us ensure that we have the opportunity today, in reflection of
Mr O’Donohue’s amendments and I suspect other amendments that will come through today, to take
the opportunity to back the ambiguity out of this bill. Take out the bits that are causing people grief
and focus on the core principle of what we want to do today to support those people.
Ms Terpstra talked very emotionally—as others did, and I respect all their views today—about, ‘It’s
all or none’. I am not sure we should do that today. I think we have the opportunity to take out the
elements of the bill that are so confusing and focus on the core purpose of what the government wants
to do and, as Ms Lovell claimed earlier, what the Liberal Party wanted to do back in 2014. If it is true
that people who stand up today support that, then let us take the opportunity to amend those confusions
out of the bill, get rid of the ambiguity and focus on the core purpose.
I also think about what I have heard from this government over quite a period of time, particularly
around the environment we live in today with COVID-19. I hear regularly from the Premier, the
Minister for Health and others that we need to rely on the medical advice to take our decisions. The
Premier says that often. The Premier says, ‘I will rely on the medical advice’. Well, the Australian
Medical Association wrote in January 2021 to members of Parliament, including Shadow AttorneyGeneral Mr O’Donohue and Shadow Minister for Health Ms Crozier, with a range of concerns about
the Change or Suppression (Conversion) Practices Prohibition Bill which we debate today. Therefore,
following the government’s lead on this, I take the medical advice, and they are saying that we should
amend this bill to give it more certainty. They are not saying we should support the abhorrent practices
that we have all talked about today, but the medical advice says this: change the bill to make it more
certain. So I look to do that today. In saying that, I respect the views of those very emotional
discussions today. I respect those. I look with you—not as a man of faith but as a human being—to
not support the practices that harm our LGBTIQ+ community. I support that, but what has been said
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in the documentation that has been written to me, the phone calls I have received, the meetings I have
had, the parents, youth workers, doctors, of course people of faith—a range of people are worried that
they could be in trouble if they have conversations. And therein lies the ambiguity in this bill today.
Let us take the responsible view about this, colleagues. Let us stick to the core purpose of this bill
today and ban those practices which we all find abhorrent. But let us take the opportunity today to
remove the ambiguity over this bill so we can focus on its core purpose and get it done. I support the
element of the bill that gets rid of those practices, but I also support Mr O’Donohue’s amendment that
says, ‘Let’s remove the confusion’. If we can do that today, we will get this done and save lives and
help people.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (15:42): On Tuesday morning three MPs from this
place spoke to the media outside Parliament. They said that this bill, a bill that erodes the human rights
of Victorians, that inserts the state into private consensual conversations between adults and demonises
people of faith in Victoria, was going to pass. Not only did they make it clear they would not listen to
any arguments; they said they could not believe there was even a debate. They said there were no valid
arguments and that people who opposed it were inherently homophobic and wrong. Not long
afterwards, around 100 Catholics gathered on the Parliament steps—most of them were migrants from
the Philippines—to protest the bill. When a reporter took a photo of the protesters and posted it on
social media, the commenters amplified this toxic language, commenting, and I quote, ‘If you wanted
to find a bunch of bigots for some reason, you … know where to look’, ‘I can tell you these parents
would most likely be the worst parents in Victoria’, ‘Can we get photos of each of these bigots?’ and
‘needs a water cannon to drive past’. I will end the comments there, but allow me to state for the record
that the Liberal Democrats categorically reject every one of these comments and reject the idea that
anti-religious bigotry is better than any other kind.
The Filipino community are not bigots, nor are they bad parents. Like many multicultural groups, they
came here to experience freedom. I am not a religious person, but I support their right to protest, their
right to freedom of expression and their right to religious expression, which are all things that are
supposed to be enshrined in Victoria’s charter of human rights. They are supposed to be, but they have
been overlooked in the creation of this bill. They have been waved through by the Victorian Equal
Opportunity and Human Rights Commission, who seem to have embraced their new role as statesanctioned bullies.
Christians are not bigots, Buddhists are not bigots, Hindus, Sikhs and Muslims are not bigots—and
should not be called names by their political representatives. The people I spoke to are saddened and
offended at being smeared this way. They feel betrayed and they feel like they are being targeted for
their beliefs. Like me, they are horrified by some of the practices of the past when homosexuality was
illegal and faith leaders tried to pray the gay away, but their attitudes have changed, along with the rest
of society. Indeed many of these practices were performed by and on behalf of the state. They do not
deserve to be called bigots. No-one deserves to be judged by the worst member of a group. As should
not need explaining, members of the Australian Medical Association and the Royal Australian and
New Zealand College of Psychiatrists are not homophobes for wanting to discuss this legislation with
the government over their concerns.
And in the middle of all of this there are the almost forgotten people who are about to have their rights
removed. Very much has been said about conversion practices but very little about suppression. Indeed
the La Trobe study itself has little to say on the topic. Let us consider the scenario of a married man
with children who later in life finds he is same-sex attracted. I have been told by both advocates and
opponents of this bill that this is not a particularly uncommon scenario. He may decide for the sake of
his family to freely make a sacrifice to suppress this part of his sexuality—and note this has nothing
to do with religion. He may seek support from others to help him with this. This sort of thing happens
now quietly and privately between consenting adults. However, if this bill passes, anyone providing
this type of support could find themselves receiving a visit from the conversation police at the
Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission. It would not matter that the
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conversations were consensual or even beneficial. If a third party knows that this type of conversation
is happening and they do not like it, they can make a complaint to VEOHRC and the commission may
exercise their new inquisitorial powers. Like me, the person in this scenario would be wondering why
they can choose their gender, their sexual orientation and their behaviour but not who they talk to and
what they talk to them about.
The Law Institute of Victoria would appear to agree with this concern about consent. In a letter to the
government dated 28 January asking for urgent clarification on the issue of consent they stated, and I
quote:
The LIV however respects that consenting adults should remain free to exercise their autonomy to partake in
such practices, to the extent that they are not deemed to have been ‘brainwashed’.

I agree. By now not many of us will be surprised by the stance taken by the three crossbenchers who
spoke earlier this week, but what excuse does the government have? So much for the champions of
diversity. And what about the Liberal Party? I remind the opposition that the founder of your party
once sat in this very place as a young man. Mr Menzies said that religious freedom was, and I quote:
… freedom for all, Catholic or Protestant, Jew or Gentile, and that to deny it was to go back to the dark ages
of man. Religious persecution was the denial of freedom.

So if you will not use your conscience vote now, when will you? I would like to thank the large number
of individuals and groups that engaged with my team from both sides of this debate. Many of my
concerns about the bill I learned were unfounded, but ultimately I cannot support legislation that
interferes with consensual relations between adults.
This whole episode is a sad, sorry mess. I will conclude by repeating what I said in my very first speech
in this place. I reject identity politics. I have been saddened by the recent rise of authoritarians on both
the left and right attempting to declare certain sections of society good or bad. Genders, races and
religions do not commit crimes, individuals do. Pitting man against woman, black against white and
Christian against Muslim is a recipe for social chaos. All Australians are valuable and should be treated
equally under the law.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (15:48): In rising to speak on this bill I wish to make a few
introductory comments. This is not about electric shocks. This is about free individuals seeking advice
on deeply personal matters that have irreversible and life-changing consequences. Individuals should
be free to seek counselling, advice or care on any matter that they see fit without the interference of
government. I believe in freedom of the individual and minimising government control over our lives.
Governments need to get out of our bedrooms, churches and kindergartens, stop telling us what
conversations we can and cannot have and what advice we can and cannot give to our children and
allow individuals to live their lives free of political intrusion. No-one—no-one—condones harmful,
barbaric conversion practices, and I am assured most, if not all, are already outlawed under the crimes
of battery, assault and false imprisonment. If they are not, they should be, and they should be outlawed
in distinct legislation, as my colleague Mr Ondarchie has just said.
I, like Mr Limbrick, am not particularly religious, but I totally support the right of any individual to
practice or not practice and to participate in a religion of their choice and of their free will. However,
I am a mother and most recently a grandmother, and I have also listened to medical experts, as we are
implored to do on a daily basis these days, as well as educators. I did not enter this Parliament to turn
parents, grandparents, educators, and medical and faith practitioners into criminals, and I take
exception to anyone who seeks to suggest—like the Leader of the Greens, who is quoted as saying
this—that opposition to this bill is ‘inherently homophobic and wrong’. Some of my very best friends
come from the non-heterosexual community, and I love them dearly. It is insulting in the extreme to
insinuate otherwise. I totally respect the views put by all members in this chamber, and unlike others
I will not cast aspersions on any of their claims or arguments. That is not why I am here. I came into
this place to fight the battle of ideas, not play the man. It is disingenuous, disrespectful and politically
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inadequate to personally attack those who do not subscribe to a particular viewpoint. Logic and reason
should be the modus operandi here, not cheap labels.
It is also disingenuous to lump the issues of sexuality and gender transitioning together. The latter
involves significant chemical and surgical procedures. Individuals going through transitioning deserve
to be provided with honest and open advice, unadulterated by any threats of fines and jail time. With
regard to Mr Meddick’s printed, reported and most personal arguments on this issue, I am here to say:
I totally respect your support and no doubt wise counsel to your children, but I implore you to
understand that all parents should have the right to counsel their children, especially those at an age
before or during puberty, in the way that they see fit.
If adult individuals want to embark on medical intervention to change their sex, their gender, that is
also their right, and they should be able to access every form and level of support, counselling and
medical expert advice. This bill will clearly limit all levels of support and advice by only allowing
them to hear one angle, so I cannot in good conscience vote for this bill in the form in which it has
come before this Parliament. This bill casts its net widely and vaguely, and goes way beyond what is
necessary to protect vulnerable individuals from harm.
It is not just about the restriction on freedom of thought, conscience and religious belief; it is also about
the freedom that consenting adults should have to choose how to live their lives. In the name of
outlawing harmful interventions, this government has produced a bill with an overreach of
monumental proportions. I will of course wholeheartedly support the opposition’s amendment that
requests further consultation with stakeholders, the referral of the bill to a parliamentary committee,
enshrining parental rights over children and the suggestions proposed by the Australian Medical
Association. The consultation conducted by the opposition has shown the deep flaws in this bill, and
we have proposed a number of solutions which retain the stated purpose of the bill but cut out the
assault on personal and religious liberty.
I would like to extend my gratitude to the many constituents, the thousands who have contacted me
about this legislation—parents, doctors, lawyers and members of the LGBT community included—
who have engaged incredibly closely with the text and the arguments and raised a huge variety of
important points. It is on their behalf that, should the amendments be defeated, I will be forced to vote
against this frighteningly flawed legislation. I would also like to flag the complete disdain with which
the Attorney-General treated staff for requesting very legitimate information, ignoring the Scrutiny of
Acts and Regulation Committee’s correspondence of seven weeks ago until I raised it in the chamber
this week. Suddenly we have an answer; whether it is adequate is debatable.
From the outset I would like to cast aside the negative and unhelpful assertions propagated by the
proponents of this bill. My opposition to this legislation does not originate from an ill-conceived belief
that members of the LGBT community are broken, and such an accusation is merely politicking with
an extremely contentious issue. Nor does my opposition somehow render me a supporter of barbaric,
cruel practices that cause extreme harm to individuals—which could not be further from the truth—
particularly given that, as argued by the LGB Alliance Australia, there is little evidence of any harmful,
coercive practices as described by the Human Rights Law Centre, such as involving sleep deprivation,
use of restraints, electrodes and ice bars and admissions to mental institutions, occurring in Victoria
today. The most extreme forms of conversion practice, which the government and their allies will
dishonestly point to, are rightly already illegal in Australia given that they constitute other criminal
offences. I oppose this legislation because rather than outlawing these specific practices the Labor
government’s real intent is much wider and involves controlling the thoughts and actions of
individuals in a way which I can only describe as sinister and terrifying.
My first reservation regarding this legislation pertains to the right of individuals to seek psychiatric
help without medical professionals being afraid of directions based on ideology and significant fines
or even jail. The consequences of gender transitions are irreversible and life changing, and the
individuals who undergo them are some of the most vulnerable people in society. According to the
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National LGBTI Health Alliance, nearly 80 per cent of transgender people aged between 14 and 25 in
Australia have self-harmed in their lifetime and 48 per cent have attempted suicide. These are
frightening statistics, and I know Ms Shing referred to these terrible circumstances in her deeply
heartfelt speech. I reject the notion that criminalising discussions about individuals’ gender dysphoria
will reverse these statistics. As the chair of the Royal Australian and New Zealand College of
Psychiatrists’ Victorian branch, Dr Kerryn Rubin, told the Age this week, these people ‘need more
help not less’. Why are we suggesting that they should be in any way restricted in the advice and
support they can get? This legislation will severely impact the way that psychiatrists interact with their
patients who are experiencing gender dysphoria, unable to explore the reasons why they feel a
particular way and assess the extremity of their situation, out of fear of radical punitive measures. It is
extraordinary that a government that has constantly urged everyone to listen to the health experts now
chooses to ignore them when it does not suit its ideological agenda.
My next significant concern about this legislation, which the opposition amendment seeks to rectify,
is regarding parental rights. As others have already raised in this chamber, many who are familiar with
the legal developments of transgender issues will be aware of the UK High Court case regarding Keira
Bell. Keira was prescribed puberty blockers, which have potentially irreversible effects on fertility,
sexual function, bone density and development, after just three appointments with a youth gender
clinic. The UK High Court, quite rightly in my view, found that children are unlikely to be able to give
informed consent to undergo treatment with puberty-blocking drugs. Children cannot get a tattoo,
drink alcohol, drive unsupervised, vote or smoke, yet somehow they can consent to life-altering
medical practices. This legislation would prevent parents from ensuring that their children’s desire to
change their gender is founded in genuine dysphoria and not in any other underlying anxiety or
psychological issues. A 2008 study in the Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent
Psychiatry found that:
Most children with gender dysphoria will not remain gender dysphoric after puberty.

Proponents of this legislation cannot on the one hand recognise the vulnerability and harrowing mental
health statistics of transgender Australians and simultaneously advocate that no child can receive any
advice that is contrary to immediate transitioning, despite the high rates of gender dysphoria not
persisting post puberty.
Lastly, there are significant issues in this legislation regarding individual freedom, which I hold as one
of the most fundamental political ideals. The government should have no right to stand in the way of
an individual who under no duress decides to seek advice on how to deal with personal issues in a
particular way. In particular, it is outrageous that prayer for individuals experiencing these feelings
could be criminalised. And Victorians share this outrage, with 75 per cent of Victorians over the age
of 18 believing that saying a prayer for a person struggling with gender identity should not be a
criminal offence, according to polling by the Menzies Research Centre.
To conclude, I would like to urge the crossbench to vote in favour of the opposition’s amendments.
The bill in its current form has potentially disastrous consequences, maybe unintended, for many
Victorians, and I cannot in good conscience vote in favour of it in its present form. If the government
is truly committed to its proclaimed aim of outlawing barbaric conversion practices and not more
broadly outlawing certain advice provided by parents, psychiatrists, counsellors, educators or religious
practitioners, then they too should vote for the opposition’s amendments. I oppose this legislation on
behalf of the thousands of Victorians who have written to me expressing their concerns and the many
families who may be endangered by it.
Sitting suspended 4.03 pm until 4.17 pm.
Ms WATT (Northern Metropolitan) (16:17): I am proud to rise today to speak in support of the
Change or Suppression (Conversion) Practices Prohibition Bill 2020. Can I start by acknowledging
my colleague Harriet Shing. I honour your courage, strength and advocacy today and always, and for
speaking up for the story of young LGBTIQA+ people from multicultural and faith communities and
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their lived experiences, because speaking about our personal experiences and those that we care about
is often painful but always powerful. Thank you, Ms Shing.
A change or suppression practice is one thing. It is an attempt to make people change or alter an
important part of who they are, and as a member for the Northern Metropolitan Region I am proud to
represent a thriving LGBTIQA+ community, from the Melbourne Queer Film Festival, which is
celebrating its 30th year this year, to important support services like Queerspace, Minus18 and so
many more. Melbourne’s northern suburbs are home to some of the most important institutions in the
LGBTIQA+ community. For far too long these harmful and insidious practices have been allowed to
ruin lives under the guise that LGBTIQA+ people are broken and need to be fixed, and this has never,
ever been true. Nobody should be led to believe that something so innate to who they are is
fundamentally wrong, no matter their age or background. These practices lead to lifelong trauma,
shame and guilt all based on a fundamentally flawed view. All Victorians deserve to live in a state
which affirms their identity, promotes equality and outlaws practices that actively undermine this goal.
To those who contacted me in opposition to this bill I say this: freedom of religion does not include
the freedom to inflict harm. Just as Victorians have the right to practise their religions, Victorians have
the right to be who they are without fear of harm or prejudice. Young Victorians should have the right
to explore and grow into their identity, and this Labor government will do everything we can to support
them. I want to assure the medical and psychological practitioners who have written to me that change
or suppression practices do not include supportive medical and psychological treatment which is in
keeping with professional standards. This includes support for a person who is undergoing gender
transition.
What is important in this bill is that it is shaped by those who have experienced these practices
firsthand. Feedback from survivors during the drafting of this bill made clear the coercive and insidious
nature of these practices. Practices often include subtle and recurring messages that with enough faith
and enough effort a person can be cured of their sexuality or gender identity. These messages about
brokenness begin to ingrain at an early age, before young people are able to form their own views,
making the notion that a person truly consents to these practices difficult to determine. This is why the
definition in this bill does not include an individual consenting to change or suppression practices.
The conversations that I have had with those from the LGBTIQA+ community have been so valuable.
I have been fortunate to learn from individuals who have experienced these practices, but also from
some of the great organisations working to support the community as a whole. Most memorable for
me was when I met with Joe Ball, the CEO of Switchboard. Switchboard is a fantastic peer-based
counselling service for the LGBTIQA+ community working to reduce social isolation and prevent
suicide in the community. Switchboard knows the hurt that these practices cause, and they work every
day to ensure access to services so desperately needed for the community out there. With Joe I shared
my own experiences of working with the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander members of the
LGBTIQA+ community, and our shared objective is to assure the social and emotional wellbeing of
our brothers, sisters and sibs is first and foremost in the minds of our policy settings and service system.
With Joe I heard about the impact that this debate is having on those who experience this so-called
therapy.
Watching this debate play out does bring back very real and difficult trauma for those who have been
subjected to these practices. Can I remind members here today that this debate is not about historic
practices. These practices are happening right now in our community. In the conversations I have had
over the last few weeks I have heard about the continuing effects of the stigma and prejudice against
the community. Today bigotry is often subtle, hidden in words and concern over one’s lifestyle
choices, but abuse is no less harmful when it is cloaked in the guise of love. Something else that I have
heard loud and clear is that for some people this bill is too late. To all of those who have gone through
this, I am deeply sorry that this was not done sooner. To those in this place that think that we need
more time, I say: think about the young Victorians who are sitting in front of someone they trust,
hearing time and time again that they need to change, that their identity is wrong and that their feelings,
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emotions and hearts are broken. For them we must do this today. For some of my newest friends like
Rob, today is already too late. The hurt has already been caused, and the memories are already seared
into his mind as clear today as ever. So Rob, I give you my thanks. Thank you for your bravery, thank
you for your courage and thank you for trusting in me to share your story in the hope that it never
happens again in the state that we both call home.
This Labor government is dedicated to equality in this state, from enabling adoption by same-sex
couples and expunging convictions for historical homosexual offences to building the Victorian Pride
Centre. As well as providing grant programs for events and activities across the state, we are
committed to supporting the LGBTIQA+ community to thrive. But we cannot believe in and advocate
for equality while allowing people to continue to be subjected to these terrible practices. In addition to
the individuals and organisations that shared their stories with me, I would like to thank my other
friends who shared their personal experiences with me. They trusted me with their stories of hurt,
shame and stigma and also the stories of their loved ones. These stories are not just of hurt, shame and
stigma; they are about survival, of brave resistance, of holding on to who they are and who they love
in the face of great adversity.
Nobody is in any doubt about the damage that change or suppression practices cause to some of the
most vulnerable people in Victoria. It is also important to talk about the broader impacts this bill will
have. The ideology that forms the basis of change or suppression practice is the idea that anyone in
the LGBTIQA+ community needs to be changed. This kind of attitude, this ideology, has devastating
impacts on the lives of so many Victorians. By passing this bill we are doing more than just banning
change and suppression practices; we as a Parliament are committing to the idea that LGBTIQA+
people are no less then any one else—no less whole, no less Victorian and no less worthy of our love
and support. We cannot undo the hurt caused by these practices for so many survivors, but we can and
must protect others from becoming future victims. LGBTIQA+ Victorians should never again be made
to feel broken or less deserving of protection from harm.
To the many survivors, we say that we hear you, we believe you and with this bill we stand with you.
I commend this to the house without amendment.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (16:26): I will be brief. In this bill, change or suppression
practices are defined broadly to include both conversations as well as more serious practices. Injurious
practices are, rightfully, already illegal, so the effect and the intention of this bill is to restrict what
would otherwise be considered non-injurious offences. This bill limits speech that the government
does not approve of. The Liberal Democrats have a proud history of fighting for free choice when it
comes to gender and sexuality. We call it freedom of thought and freedom of association, but in
practice it means that we believe you are free to love who you love and to be who you are. We back
that 100 per cent and we always have. We were for marriage equality and we were for the ability to
change the gender on your birth certificate, and we would support that again. We supported those
changes because we believe in personal choice. It is for that same reason that we will be rejecting this
legislation.
For centuries classical liberals have argued that people should be free to explore gender and sexuality
without government restraint. Views on gender and sexuality have changed rapidly over the past few
decades, and it is gratifying to see the members of the Parliament starting to question the value of
punishing alternative views and lifestyles. However, this bill is not an expression of forward-thinking
liberal values, it is an expression of arrogance and immaturity.
The Victorian government maintained a ban on sexuality until 1980, and now that this archaic
institution has finally made its views just a little bit less backward, it somehow feels it is now at the
vanguard of progressive thought. Let me be clear: this bill is not progressive. It is an enforcement of a
view of gender and sexuality that is already woefully out of date. To only include lesbian, gay and
trans views would have sufficed in the 1990s, but we know there is a greater diversity in the
LGBTIQA+ community, and each of those groups have their own unique needs and issues that they
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face every day. The bill takes a very narrow binary view of gender and sexuality, and in the process it
erases sections of the LGBTIQA+ community.
It is not progressive to ignore consent or good faith in discussing issues of conscience and personal
belief. It is not progressive to think your own personal view on gender and sexuality is the view that
everybody must hold. It is not progressive to ban discussion about gender or sexuality, and it should
not need to be said, but quashing freedom of expression is regressive and is a bad thing for all
Victorians. It is not progressive to create another blunder of a bill.
It should not surprise anyone, least of all those making this legislation, but there are many different
views of gender and sexuality held by many different people. This bill is arrogant because it seeks to
determine which views are acceptable regarding gender and sexuality. Why should anyone expect that
this government’s view of gender and sexuality is the correct one?
A progressive government would recognise that we should be free to hold our own views on this issue.
This legislation simultaneously believes that gender transition can have a profound and positive effect
on a person’s wellbeing while also condemning the suggestion that changing your gender may be
possible or beneficial. I am not convinced that we have reached the final moral or scientific position
on this subject, and this bill risks enshrining a view in law that may one day be seen as objectionable
and as unjustifiable as the gay bans of 40 years ago. It is a confused and short-sighted bill that forgets
every lesson we have learned about liberty in the last 200 years. State intervention in conversations
about gender and sexuality is inappropriate. That is the real progressive take.
The Liberal Democrats believe in individual liberty, and we wholeheartedly support the right to hold
whatever view on gender and sexuality you wish. What it comes down to, what it always comes down
to, is consent. Adults should always be able to apply informed consent to make choices, whether or
not we happen to think those choices are good or bad. The paternalism that infuses this bill is strong
enough to choke on. Treating members of minority groups as if they are not mentally capable of
forming consent is appalling. We have heard that adults cannot consent because they are unable to
stand against the views of their religious congregations. There is a very broad market in different
flavours of religion out there. If you belong to a church that will not accept your sexuality, it is time to
go shopping for a church that will accept it—that will love you as you are. There are many
LGBTIQA+ friendly congregations out there.
While we support some of the supposed objectives of this bill, it is poorly written, which in turn will
create poorly thought-out laws that will be inconsistently applied and interpreted. As usual this
government failed to consult anyone but their own carefully hand-picked groups when drafting this
legislation. We consulted very widely on this bill. I would suggest we consulted more widely than the
government did, because the government, knowing they held the high moral ground, did not feel any
need to check their workings. Failure to listen to everybody leads governments to produce bad law.
This legislation goes further than any other legislation in Australia and indeed further than most
legislation around the world. We dislike legislation that makes things doubly illegal, as this bill does.
We dislike legislation that attempts to enforce particular world views at the point of a gun, and we
dislike legislation that removes the rights of adults to consent to their own decisions. We reject this
legislation.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (16:33): I rise this afternoon to make my contribution on the Change
or Suppression (Conversion) Practices Prohibition Bill 2020, and in doing so I would like to
acknowledge that every day when we have the pleasure of standing up, for those who can stand up,
and we put our feet on the floor, we stand up as human beings first and foremost. We do not stand up
as any particular race, we do not stand up as any particular gender, we stand up first and foremost as
human beings and as human beings we deserve to give love. It is a joy to do it, and it is also a joy to
receive love. And it is with those sorts of comments that I would like to start my contribution.
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The Nationals, my party, believe in freedom of expression as a democratic right. We believe in
freedom of religion, freedom of faith and freedom of practice of faith. We believe in freedom of
association. We believe in parents’ rights to be able to parent. We value and uphold these freedoms.
However, these freedoms of the individual are not infinite and unfettered. A civilised society must and
does place limitations on our freedoms for the holistic betterment of society. Freedoms have to exist
so that others are not overly impinging on our own individual rights—so that the whole system of
society works. We have laws in this place that we commit to every week for our safety.
I would like to also thank people for the many hundreds—indeed thousands—of phone calls, emails,
letters et cetera that have come into my office and thank the people that I have spoken with on Zoom,
over the phone and face to face, and there have been a breadth of experiences related to me. Indeed
for those people who have called or written from interstate, I have not placed as much interest in your
comments because my electorate is my first focus, but I thank you all for the debate that you have had
and for the real experiences. I would like to share some of the experiences. Some have called for my
support to ban this very damaging and traumatic suppression practice, and others say that pastoral care
has been important for them as they have worked through their sexuality.
Let me be really clear: The Nationals endorse the outlawing of harmful, coercive, isolating, mentally
manipulating suppression or conversion practices. This is not the realm of a civilised state. Those
practices that cause trauma and severe mental anguish have no basis and are not wanted here.
I would like to share a couple of case studies, because I always get grounded when I speak to real
people on this. But before that I want to make a couple of comments about terminology. I find that
perception is a relative term and it means different things to different people. Indeed in this place today
we have heard about a raft of different experiences and comments and perceptions—some fired up,
some accusatory, others speaking from the heart and others a combination of the above. My
grandmother used to say, ‘Speak as you find’, so that is what I intend to do in relation to the case
studies.
First of all, I thank the people from my electorate who have shared their experiences, and I also want
to talk about consent. With the first case study, I have chosen to keep the constituent’s name to myself.
She endorsed my sharing of it if I wished to, but I have decided to keep it to myself. I thank her
wholeheartedly for sharing her experience. She started attending her local church in Eastern Victoria
Region in her late teens—at about 16. That is a very vulnerable age—at the outset, if we can turn our
minds back to what that looks like. She went to church, and after a couple of years of sitting quietly
she sought the leader’s help, explaining her feelings of same-sex attraction. She put her trust in them
in seeking guidance, and she shared her intimate and personal experiences and one very horrendous
crime. She said:
My candour was not meet with love and support but grave misconduct and abuse of power …

She felt pressured and that she could be fixed if she joined a program. Now, consent here was given
in a vulnerable state, and I feel it was not the right consent, it was not a free consent; it was a coerced
consent. Through the program, she explained to me, her childhood was disseminated, disassembled
and rearranged, placing her parents, her mother, at the centre of the blame for her same-sex attraction,
and even the crime that was committed was said to be in relation to her parents. I am quoting from
her:
… I drove myself there in tears and the whole trip home. I was not allowed to miss a session or leaders of the
church would come to my house, drag me to the pastor’s house and I would be subject to hours of exorcism
like prayer to “pray the gay away” and “remove the jezebel in me” for being too emotionally broken to attend
the conversion practices …

Twelve adults discussing why you had these feelings tearing shreds off you. She said:
I knew it was easier to attend the sessions and conform to their practices then to be subject to torrents of
horrible things said about me by leaders I trusted and thought would help me.
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…
Not only are you subject to these damaging sessions but you are not permitted to leave … unless you agree
with the lesson being taught.

Talking as me now, of my experiences, the term ‘gaslighting’ I have learned through this bill.
‘Perception altering’ and ‘brainwashing’ also certainly come to mind. This experience was not in the
1980s or 1990s or 2000s; it was in the past decade.
I would also like to talk about the other side and another experience that a lady from my electorate
spoke to me about. I was on a Zoom call with a number of ministers and pastors, and this lady spoke
of a totally different experience. She said that she had had many positive experiences and discussions
with her local minister and positive and accepting conversations over many years. She informs me that
she is in a very good place. She says she is now heterosexually married, is the mother of two and feels
valued and affirmed.
These are two highly different experiences and I thank both of these constituents for sharing them, but
one does not diminish the validity of the other. The second does not nullify the abuse of trust or pain
that the first had to experience. I am very pleased to say that the first constituent is now in a very good
place and is soon to be married to the female love of her life. The bill should be seeking to outlaw the
practices endured by the first but not inhibit the opportunities for supportive conversations in the
second.
The former Attorney-General, in her second-reading speech, outlined a definition of the change or
suppression practices, and she said what is not captured in the bill. I think it is important to put this on
record, because I am going to hold her to account. This is really important and most concerning for
many of my constituents. She said that what is not in the bill is if:
… for example, a person goes to a religious leader seeking advice on their feelings of same-sex attraction,
and the religious leader only informs this person that they consider such feelings to be contrary to the teachings
of their faith, and does so only to convey their interpretation of those teachings and not to change or suppress
the person’s sexual orientation or gender identity.

The next part the Attorney-General goes to in her second-reading speech:
Similarly, the definition would not capture conduct where, for example, a person confides in a religious leader
that they feel their gender identity does not align with the sex they were assigned at birth, and the religious
leader only invites this person to attend a weekly prayer group for the purpose of better understanding their
feelings and to support the person’s exploration of their feelings.

Now, this is what the Attorney-General has said. This is not in legislation, but it can be relied on in
court. Many of my constituents, and indeed many Victorians, are wary of the Labor government’s
commitments and promises. They are wary of them.
I would like to also comment about school chaplains, and I would like to thank one particular chaplain
whom I admire greatly and who is greatly valued by her community. She said:
When the student comes to speak to me, I don’t try and influence them in any way. I say that sometimes we
don’t know what we are at any age, it’s good just to not label ourselves. Let them self-determine their
sexuality.

She also said:
A gay guy recently told me that he would never had gone through high school if he didn’t have a chaplain to
speak to about his sexuality—he came every day to meet with me. I was the only one that didn’t judge him.

And she goes on:
You have to be able to discuss how they are feeling. How can they make up their own minds …

She said it is not up to a chaplain to determine their sexuality.
I am just there to help them talk about their issue.
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This work must still be allowed to continue, and this bill should not capture or curtail the work that
our good chaplains do.
There are indeed flaws in this bill, and I commend my colleague Mr O’Donohue for the very detailed
work he has done in this field. I commend the amendments and the reasoned amendment. I commend
and endorse the referral to a parliamentary committee. This bill has created such division, such
conversation, and many stakeholders feel that they have been left out of the tent—many church groups
but also medical professions—professionals and stakeholders. So it is a very worthy space to take it
into committee.
I also commend Mr O’Donohue’s amendments 1, 2, 3 and 4. Amendment 1 looks at and starts to really
get to the nub of many families’ and faiths’ concerns, where there has been an overreach in relation to
parental rights, and it carves out for direct parental and family assistance to under-age children and
impaired family members. It is very important to do this. People are quite concerned in their
commentary when they have come to me.
The second amendment is in line with the AMA, the Australian Medical Association,
recommendation, and it goes to the High Court decision that ruled that children under 16 with gender
dysphoria are unlikely to be able to give informed consent to undergo treatment with puberty-blocking
drugs. Now, this is not an area of my expertise, so I will not pretend it is, but the AMA are specialists
and they are calling for this. I appreciate Mr O’Donohue’s amendment, and also the amendment that
looks at where the AMA feels the bill is unfairly targeting psychiatry and psychotherapy. Indeed I
must alert the house to the very real need in regional Victoria for psychologists, psychiatrists and
mental health professionals and that many of our people in regional Victoria continue to struggle and
continue to find it difficult to access these services. This is not an area where we want to suppress their
ability to do their work. Indeed amendment 4 relates to the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human
Rights Commission; many feel that there has been this overreach, that they have now got powers that
are far, far greater than they should be.
There will be a committee of the whole and I would like to ask a number of questions then, but finally
I urge the house to amend this bill to ensure that families are free to have the discussions that they need
to have to best nurture their children, that medical professionals have the capacity that they require to
best support children and adults in their specialist care and that the statutory body is not given undue
power.
I will finish how I started: all of us—LGBTIQ community, whatever height, size, eye colour et cetera
that we are—stand up every morning, if we can, and deserve to be loved and accepted for who we are.
And in this bill I support the intent; I support the outlawing of these terrible suppression practices, but
I also support and ask the house to commit to adhering to and observing these amendments that will
make this a better bill for our society.
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (16:47): I will admit that I do feel quite emotional, as I
think many members in the chamber do for a variety of reasons—not for my own welfare, but I feel
really emotional that members of the LGBTQIA+ community have been made to feel anything less
than whole and anything less than lovable. I am deeply saddened by this, and it really was brought
home when Ms Shing shared her personal story with such conviction and candour. I am also concerned
that, subject to the tenor of the debate today, those feelings of being less than whole and less than
lovable will be perpetuated. That is truly regrettable, and it is all the more reason to bring about these
critical reforms, and all the more reason to show integrity and respect and to honour all Victorians.
Now, I know that much has been said about consultation—was there enough, was there not enough?
I just thought it would be good to review exactly what has occurred in that space. We know that in
2018 the health complaints commissioner was asked to lead an inquiry into change or suppression—
also known as conversion—practices in Victoria. The commissioner found that not only were these
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practices occurring here in Victoria but that they were also happening outside the medical field. The
commissioner recommended that the government legislate to prohibit these practices in all their forms.
Then in 2019 at the year’s Pride March—and I remember, I was there; I was there along with many
of my comrades—the Premier announced that we would denounce and prohibit conversion practices
in Victoria. It was an extremely proud moment, and it is why I am part of this Labor government,
because we do not shy away from these very, very difficult reforms. We know we have to bring these
reforms through if we truly want to show that we do respect and we do honour all Victorians. I know
that many have said, including those opposite, ‘Oh, we abhor conversion practices; they should be
outlawed’. If you truly do, then back this reform in. Do not find excuses. Do not find mechanisms to
avoid passing this reform today.
You need to back in what you are saying—empty words. When you say, ‘Conversion practices: we
reject them’, back them in today. Prove it. I want to see that. I do not believe it, I am sorry. And I have
to say that when you are looking at the implementation of these reforms it is not just a matter of saying,
‘We don’t like conversion practices’; you have to put mechanisms in place to facilitate the outcome.
You cannot just say, ‘We don’t like them’. I am sorry about that. It means we are having to challenge
the way that we have functioned as a society, and that is truly confronting, but so be it. That is what
needs to happen to bring these reforms through.
What I would like to also draw attention to and attest to is the fact that significant consultation did
occur and we did not just rock up to the chamber today and wing it. We would not be so disrespectful.
We completely understand how significant this reform is, and that is why we undertook such prudent
and careful and considered consultation on this matter. And as a result of that consultation some very
significant elements evolved. One was to ditch—and I say literally ditch—the concept of ‘therapy’.
Nobody here in any way is under any illusion that these conversion practices are in any way
therapeutic. Secondly, it was also discovered that it was necessary to do away with the word
‘conversion’ and to alter the naming of the bill to ‘change or suppression’ practices. And while we are
talking about specifically the rights of faith groups here, that is why that wording was altered—because
we heard from faith groups who were concerned that the term ‘conversion’ diminished a concept that
holds great importance to some people of faith, so that attests to the consultation that did occur.
‘Change or suppression’ practices avoids both of these concerns and tackles what this issue is really
about: attempts to make people alter or hide a fundamental part of who they are.
I think some of the other disturbing elements here today which are really trying to sort of sidetrack the
argument and pull away from this reform have been when people were talking about, ‘Oh, what the
government is selling’. I think you will find from the level of candour and conviction of the statements
that have been made here today that no-one is selling anything here. We are deeply concerned about
the damage that conversion practices—and I should say change or suppression practices, so let me
update my language as well—have caused to so many people to date and perhaps are continuing to do
so now as we speak. There have even been allegations that people will not be able to love their children
and they will not be able to pray, and then somebody as the height of insult to the LGBTIQA+
community wanted to bring the concept of paedophilia into this discussion. It is disgusting. Why do
that? Surely you can see through that argument and know how incredibly offensive it is to associate
that in the discussion that we have here today. I was deeply offended listening to that argument, and I
hope that we can bury it from this moment on.
I do want to refer to some really significant commentary regarding this critical reform that we are
bringing through here today, and I am going to quote Professor Patrick McGorry, AO, professor of
youth mental health at the Centre for Youth Mental Health, University of Melbourne, who is certainly
esteemed locally in Australia and I would say internationally as well:
From my clinical experience of 40 years of working with young people and their families, it is vital to support
them 100% in relation to the challenging task of understanding and clarifying their identity as a developing
person. This includes the central issues of gender identity and sexual orientation which we now understand
to be more diverse and sometimes fluid than was previously thought. This is a … task faced by everyone at
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this stage of life. The practice of conversion therapy is not based on scientific evidence, but on certain beliefs
and ideology, and is obviously deeply harmful and potentially life-threatening.
Hence I warmly welcome this new law. I believe the new law means that it remains possible to work alongside
young people and their families to help them navigate issues of gender identity and sexual orientation in a
flexible way without presuming or imposing any particular final outcome, while ensuring that harmful
practices, specifically conversion therapy, do not occur. Psychiatry made a great step forward many decades
ago in recognising that homosexuality was not in fact a mental disorder requiring “treatment”. We are now
building on that progress by maturing further into a deeper understanding and respect for the diversity of
human identity and experience and ensuring that we are always on the side of young people.

I do not know about those opposite, but I certainly respect the perspective of Professor Patrick
McGorry, AO.
I did want to look further to the issue of the breadth of definitions, because I know there are many
concerns that have been addressed in this chamber and no doubt a great number will be tackled in the
committee stage. But suffice to say, with those who have alleged that the definition is too broad and
captures things like religious counselling, which is not conversion therapy, the term ‘conversion
therapy’ is misleading, because these practices are not therapeutic or based in science in any way. The
term also does not match the reality that these practices can come in a wide variety of forms. The way
this bill defines these practices is broad, but necessarily so, because it captures all kinds of change or
suppression practices. No-one is trying to stamp out therapy and healing and proper processes that are
conducted by medical experts. Rather we are stamping out these dangerous conversion practices. Your
sexual orientation or your gender identity is a core part of who you are, and these practices make it
clear that this part of you is broken or wrong and needs to be fixed, which it cannot be, and this has
been reiterated a lot today.
The definition is fundamentally broad because this bill seeks to stop these practices, no matter what
they look like, and to try to stop the harm before it becomes life damaging. I think we need to be really,
really clear about what it is that the government is seeking to do. We are not trying to stop proper
counselling and conversations or parents talking to their children, and we are not trying to ban freedom
of speech. Rather we are trying to stamp out proven, damaging, destructive practices that have literally
driven people to suicide.
Now, the other issue, and I have alluded to it as well, is freedom of speech. It has been alleged that this
legislation prevents people from exercising their freedom of speech. This bill does not penalise speech.
It makes change or suppression practices unlawful. So let us not sidetrack the debate and get lost in
the most extreme interpretation of the legislation. Let me tell you, you could probably pick any bill
and take an extreme tangent if you really tried hard enough. Let us not do that. Let us enable reasonable
interpretation of this legislation That is all we are asking for. General statements of belief are not
change or suppression practices, and the legislation makes it clear that speech, such as a sermon, is not
considered to be a change or suppression practice. Can we put some of this terrible fearmongering to
rest? We would not have had the level of controversy that there has been with this bill if people had
not been perpetuating these myths. It is dangerous, and it actually breaks my heart to think that people
in the community are being literally misled in order to slow down the progression of this reform.
Furthermore, there is no prohibition on faith leaders informing people of their faith’s view of sexuality
and gender. What it does not allow them to do is seek to make someone change their sexual orientation
or gender identity.
The time is right, and I want to thank all the survivors along the way who have had the courage to
share their stories and to share their pain and who really are at the forefront of leading the most critical
elements of this reform. I cannot imagine how hard it must be to have to live with what they have had
to live with, even to this moment in this debate and until this bill is passed. I would say those memories
will endure in any case. They probably carry them for a lifetime, because that is part of being human
beings. We are the sum of all our experiences, and it is probably virtually impossible to eradicate the
worst pain in our lives. We do our best, but at the end of the day that is part of the vulnerability of the
human spirit.
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I will say as a government we are completely united in this reform. I am proud of that unity. I am
proud that we are standing here today before you asking you to honour this reform and to honour all
those in the community who will benefit from this reform into the future.
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:01): I too rise to speak on the Change or Suppression
(Conversion) Practices Prohibition Bill 2020. Just prior to Christmas a colleague and friend, while we
were out having a drink, asked me my opinion on this conversion bill. I was a little shocked that they
felt they needed to ask. I think I am an open book. I do wear my heart on my sleeve, and it is no secret
that I have come to this place to give a voice to people who are in the minority, who are vulnerable
and who have been treated unfairly. My voting record speaks for my support for the LGBTQ
community.
One of the saddest parts about this reform is the amount of misinformation, exaggeration and the
fearmongering that has been caused. This is worse than when we did the birth certificate reforms,
which we passed in this place in 2019. It caused much concern and debate then; however, the sky did
not come falling down. This bill also has caused much concern and debate, and the sky will not come
tumbling down. This is to protect against those individuals who can cause harm to vulnerable people.
This is not an attack on a church. This is not an attack on people of faith or their freedom of religion.
This is not an attack on freedom of speech. This bill does not restrict parenting. This bill will save
lives.
There is much debate about this bill. Unfortunately misinformation, the overreach of those opposed to
this bill, has actually harmed their argument. During the birth certificate reforms I had the extreme
pleasure to meet a family who shared with me their story of their teenage daughter, Alexia. I reflected
deeply with my deliberations around this bill, and that family was at the forefront of my thoughts.
Alexia was fortunate enough to have a loving, supporting and caring family. Unfortunately not
everyone in her position has this.
This conversion therapy is around us. In my office I have a member of my team whose uncle
experienced this. This bill is not getting written in stone, and for many people in the LGBTQ
community this is a journey, this is a stepping stone. And I am proud to be here today. I just want to
say to those on the journey, to the gorgeous Alexia and to other families like them: this one is for you.
I commend this bill to the house.
Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:05): I rise today to make a contribution on this important
bill with the deepest respect for members of the LGBTIQA+ community, who on the whole support
this bill. I also rise with respect for those many people who have contacted me to sit down and speak
with me about this bill who on the whole oppose elements of it. The bill, as you are aware, has received
both much attention and also impassioned contributions from many members of the house today. I
have been contacted, as I say, by a significant number of concerned Victorians, many from the
electorate that I represent in Melbourne’s eastern and north-eastern suburbs, who have taken the time
to seek to process the bill and to communicate their views with me. I have also heard from a whole
range of professional bodies and other civil society organisations like the Royal Australian and New
Zealand College of Psychiatrists, the Australian Medical Association and the National Association of
Practising Psychiatrists. To each of those who reached out I want to thank you for your passion and
your commitment to the democratic process.
It was also a privilege to have detailed discussions with the president of the Liberal Pride group, and I
want to thank Heath for his contributions and the way in which he helped me more fully understand
this piece of legislation. I want to share that I was so pleased tonight that so many of the people who
sought to engage with me expressed nothing but love and acceptance for members of the LGBTIQA+
community and wanted nothing but the best outcome for all Victorians through our deliberations here
today. While concerns were expressed with some components of the bill, all who contacted me were
aligned with the stated intent of the bill, being to outlaw conversion practices.
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Before getting to the specifics of the bill I want to make my position crystal clear. I unreservedly
support outlawing conversion practices. They have no basis in medical science and lead to long-term
trauma. Several victims and survivors within the LGBT community reached out to me and
courageously shared their experiences, some of which were incredibly harrowing. I commend and
thank them for being so vulnerable and trusting me with their stories. Others, also within the LGBT
community, came to me to seek to engage with me and speak with me about their views against the
bill and how they thought that some elements of the bill would restrict their freedoms. Again, I thank
them for the manner in which they spoke with me so openly and so freely.
In my very first speech in this place I said this:
… regardless of race, sexuality, gender, religion or any other category, there is so much that unites us all as
Victorians … As legislators, therefore, let us never seek division. Rather, through the protection of freedom,
let us seek unity and a Victoria in which every unique citizen can be their very best. These—

I concluded by saying—
are my principles.

The party I represent in this place has a strong history of valuing core democratic freedoms like
freedom of expression and freedom of religion. As a practising Christian myself, I, like so many other
Australians, know that the ability to freely practise our faith is a crucial freedom that must be upheld.
It is these freedoms that separate us from antiquated, draconian and undemocratic systems that operate
in some other nations. Moreover, we in the Liberal Party firmly believe in a just and humane society
in which the importance of the family, the rule of law and justice are maintained. These are values that
are shared by so many of the people who have reached out to me to have discussions about this bill
which is on the table of the house today.
As a number of my colleagues have already said in this debate, we need to make sure that we get the
balance right when it comes to these freedoms and also to complex and sometimes competing rights.
Again, I in no way support change or suppression practices. The very idea is medieval, deranged. Noone, no group should seek to suppress another’s sexuality, and there should be laws that protect people
from exposure to destructive and archaic practices. Yet in its current form this bill contains
unnecessary ambiguities due to the Labor government’s failure to properly consult with relevant
stakeholders. These ambiguities are most pronounced, in my view, in clause 5 of the bill where
‘suppression practices’ is given a broad definition which could endanger some of the most vulnerable
members of our community while simultaneously infringing upon the liberties of Victorians. These
issues could have been resolved through the reasoned amendment that my colleagues in the lower
house put to the Andrews government before it was rejected. Now, let us be clear and let us be truthful:
my colleagues in the other house did not oppose the bill. They worked to make it better.
I support the amendments today that stand in Mr O’Donohue’s name, and I urge the Labor government
to support them too. It seems entirely appropriate to me that this bill go before a parliamentary
committee for intensive examination. That way, we can ensure that the legislation is framed correctly.
The first amendment, relating to the clarification of rights of children and their parents to seek
assistance with issues and concerns regarding gender identity and also sexual orientation, is an
important one. To me the idea of protecting children and enabling them to seek assistance when
required is a perfectly reasonable and, frankly, necessary thing to do. The dangers of children
potentially being unable to seek proper assistance or provide informed consent, particularly in relation
to transitioning hormonal drug treatment, is also reason for further consultation and deep thought.
An insightful article recently published in the Economist—a most progressive journal when it comes
to social matters—outlines the need for caution when providing children with puberty-blocking drugs.
The overwhelming evidence indicates that these drugs have irreversible effects, including the
possibility of sterility. For me it is so important to truly consider the ramifications that these drugs have
on children who are possibly too young to properly determine whether they need them or not without
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much adult support. Further, the article cites over a dozen studies into gender dysphoric children which
found that in no fewer than 85 per cent of cases children who were supported by counselling rather
than puberty blockers emerged from adolescence at ease with their sex at birth and accepting of who
they are in their own skin. Throughout puberty, as I know as a schoolteacher, children are developing
at the fastest rate of their lives. It is only natural and proper for them to explore, possibly doubt and
hopefully come to find who they are. This is why a more measured approach is better than a rush to
affirm gender reassignment based on the views of a child, however deeply felt, who may not
necessarily be able to provide informed consent.
I am also concerned that this bill in its current form may make it illegal for consenting adults to be
able to freely seek counsel, support and assistance when faced with difficult questions—deeply
difficult questions—concerning their sexual and gender identity. In practical terms this bill will
infringe on the liberty of parents, medical professionals, religious leaders, teachers and other trusted
adults to assist consenting individuals to traverse some of the most difficult scenarios that life could
possibly present. Now, these are values that we in the Liberal Party have always fought to uphold and
that I know—I know—can be upheld now while also criminalising conversion practices.
As the Shadow Assistant Minister for Education and a former schoolteacher, nothing concerns me
more than the wellbeing and safety of children. Children are some of the most vulnerable members of
our community—LGBTIQ+ kids even more so—and it is my hope that all Victorian kids are able to
experience the love, support and acceptance that they not only need but of course deserve. Under no
circumstances should young people feel they do not belong, nor should they be in a position that would
result in them suffering long-term psychological harm.
When thinking about my record in schools, I am proud that I was a part of developing pride groups at
the schools that I taught at and led. I am proud of my record supporting plus clubs, and I am also proud
of my record in ensuring that staff had relevant professional development to ensure that they too, in
the best and most evidence-based way, could seek the significant minority of young people who
experience really difficult issues regarding their sexuality and also their gender. It is for these reasons
that I have outlined that I sincerely hope we together today can come to the best outcome for all
Victorians.
As I say, I am very concerned by several aspects of this bill in its current form. I am concerned by the
impacts this bill will have on freedom of expression and freedom of religion. However, my concerns
also extend beyond these to the bill’s impact on families, secular psychologists, children and
detransitioners and to the severe limitations placed on actions that can be taken by consenting adults.
I fully support criminalising harmful and coercive practices that have negative impacts and cause longterm trauma to members of the LGBTIQA+ community. There is no place for abuse and manipulation
in this state, and every member of our community has the right to be loved and accepted just as they
are. This position, the position I have outlined today, is in keeping with the best traditions of the party
I represent. Gay or straight, trans or cisgendered, Muslim, Christian or atheist, the Liberal Party is a
party for all Victorians.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (17:16): I rise to contribute to the debate about the Change
or Suppression (Conversion) Practices Prohibition Bill 2020. My office, like many of yours, was
contacted by a large number of people regarding this bill: people who have been through conversion
practices, parents, lobby groups, religious organisations, medical practitioners, those for and those
against, and everyone had very passionate views.
I listened to all sides of the argument and heard heartfelt and horrendous stories. I thank each and every
one of them for their contributions. I have also looked at other legislation that exists, both here and
overseas, regarding conversion and suppression practices and the engagement that has been
undertaken. I have taken all of this into consideration in determining my position, as well as my own
views as a mother of five.
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As an Independent, I have no party position. I can only hope to do what is in the best interests of my
community. I only wish that many more in this room here today could do the same thing—that they
could actually have a conscience vote, as I can, rather than simply rubberstamping it.
I hope that any of us who choose to vote against the bill because we feel that it requires amendment—
not that we do not support the intent—will not be named and shamed for doing so. The behaviour of
one of the members of the government this morning, who talked about the shame felt by members of
the community but then went on to try and name and shame members of the Assembly and make
threats against members, is disappointing. Similarly, another member of the government stated today
it would virtually be on our heads if this bill did not get passed. Her comments verged on bullying.
Can I remind the members that we are all members of the Legislative Council, the house of review,
and it is our job to look at legislation and ensure that it is the best that it can be, not just to rubberstamp
it. Her comments infer that no amendments will be considered. Is this just arrogance on behalf of the
government, thinking that members of the chamber and, more importantly, community members
could not possibly have any valuable contribution to make?
Personally I find it horrific that any person is ever told that their gender identity or sexual orientation
is a disorder, sinful or broken. It is simply wrong, and I agree that the legislation is required. I believe
that everyone should be able to make informed choices and to choose their gender identity and their
sexual orientation and live their life accordingly within the bounds of the law. In considering this
legislation I think there are three things that are essential: informed consent by the individual, freedom
of choice and freedom from harm. It must also be easily understood, not open to interpretation and
able to be enforced.
As many others here have said, this legislation is important and we need to get it right, and in order to
get it right it needs to be based on sound, informed engagement. I was disappointed to see that the
engagement undertaken appears to have been conducted on relatively small samples. The La Trobe
University report Preventing Harm, Promoting Justice, on which the legislation appears to be based,
spoke to 15 people who had undergone conversion practices. I hear mutterings, but we have got
5 million people in Victoria. The report concentrates on religious practices, with a very brief coverage
of psychiatric and other practices. Yet another survey, with five times the number of responses, had
contrary findings and supported religious practices, and this survey appears to have been ignored. Then
we have the Engage Victoria consultation. Only 6.24 per cent of the 603 respondents to the Engage
Victoria consultation had undergone conversion practices—that is, only 43 of the 600 sampled. Nearly
60 per cent of the respondents were interested members of the public with no link to anyone with a
lived experience of conversion practices.
Now, I agree that a wide consultation is important, but I also think that it is vital to get a large number
of people who have lived experience, rather than basing it on the views of 43. A number of people
who contacted my office had consulted with religious counsellors and had found their input nonjudgemental and helpful. Some of them, in fact dozens, had responded to the Engage Victoria
consultation by way of free-form comments, yet none of these comments were included in the final
consultation outcomes in the report.
Both reports appear to lack consultation with transgender individuals, yet the bill does cover gender
identity, which includes transgender. In fact the La Trobe report states:
We recommend that the State Government fund:
a)

basic research into conversion therapy as it relates to multicultural and multifaith communities;

b)

basic research into conversion therapy as it relates to transgender and gender diverse people …

I was also interested to learn that this state in fact provided funds to the La Trobe University study to
identify strategies for religious communities to work collaboratively with only LGBT communities to
provide mutual human rights objectives resulting in significant social, cultural and health benefits to
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Australians, rather than the basic research recommended in the report. Now, isn’t that jumping the gun
before you do the research?
The La Trobe report appears to be a witch-hunt into religious practices and only talks about the
negative side, rather than those that have been helped. However, the report clearly states this must be
counterbalanced with respect for freedom of religion and personal autonomy of adults who wish to
seek out conversion practices. Yet here we have a bill that seems to single out religious practices, as
no other legislation in Australia—or, I believe, the world—does. That may not be the intent, but I
certainly believe it is a widely held view.
As I said before, this bill is important. It will affect the lives of children, of adolescents and of adults,
and it will affect the lives of vulnerable and often confused people. I am concerned that an affirmative
approach has been adopted. Recent peer-reviewed medical journal articles written by international
medical experts who work in this field state that an affirmative approach for children is controversial
and therefore is lacking in supporting evidence. They highlight that there are a range of alternative
management approaches. Further, the recent High Court decision in Britain, Bell v. Tavistock in
December last year, judged the affirmative treatment model as experimental with very little evidence
of efficacy, and the idea that children are never mistaken in their own self-diagnosis, including in
regard to gender, is simply unbelievable, especially in the case of children who experience trauma,
depression or autism spectrum disorder or have any of the other conditions that are comorbid with
dysphoria.
What this bill does not appear to cater for are those still questioning their gender identity or sexuality.
It seems to assume that someone has already made up their mind. It also ignores that gender and sexual
orientation can be fluid throughout a person’s lifetime. The affirmative approach does not cater for
this and is a one-way street. Why can’t we just adopt a watch-and-wait approach for children and
young adults? We need to get this right. I certainly agree with the intent of this bill, but do we have
this right? I do not think we do, judging by the wide range of interpretations put to me by various
groups and legal practitioners and the debate going on here today. We should not be rushing this
through. We need to do a thorough engagement. We need to listen to all the voices. I have amendments
to this bill which I would like to circulate.
Independent amendments circulated by Dr CUMMING pursuant to standing orders.
Dr CUMMING: With the amendments I looked at the bill from all angles. I have looked at it as
an Independent, as a centre politician with no party views, no strong religious views. I certainly would
never be called a bigot of any kind, and I find it offensive today that people would say that by putting
up amendments you are a bigot of some kind or are voting against the bill. I certainly do not dispute
the intent of this bill or the need for it, but I do not think that it is well written or is free from a wide
range of interpretations. I will speak more about my amendments and further about my amendments
and explain my amendments in great detail.
Before I finish my contribution I would also like to say thanks for and commend some of the
contributions today. Bev McArthur’s contribution was everything I could have wanted to say. It was
just a wonderful, well-thought-out and well-measured contribution, and I commend her.
David Limbrick’s also I cannot describe, but his words were just wonderful. And to my community:
I hope that you watched those two contributions today. I do not feel the need to actually repeat a lot of
what they have said, because a lot of what they have said is why I am putting up my amendments later
today.
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (17:30): Before I get into the substantive part of my
contribution I just want to make a few comments. I first of all want to acknowledge the extraordinary
contribution of our colleague in this place Ms Harriet Shing, who made at the very start of her
contribution a very salient point that we should all—all of us—take under note, and that is that she is
the only person in this chamber from the LGBTIQA+ community. The only one. And as such, she
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deserved a hell of a lot more respect than she got in here. Every single one of those people opposite
needed to walk a mile in her shoes. Call a point of order if you like; go ahead, that is procedure. No
problem. But to deny a member of that community her voice to finish her contribution was frankly a
low act.
And speaking of low acts, I have seen and heard a few in my time, but the contribution I heard from
another member of this chamber that associated paedophilia with that community was one of the most
disgusting, vile things I have ever heard in my life. And let me tell you: in ordinary times this chamber
up in that gallery would be packed full of those people, but let me guarantee you, sir, they were
watching and they were listening today. There is not a shovel big enough for you to dig yourself out
of that hole. There is no coming back from that one.
I also want to acknowledge the contributions of Ms Patten and Dr Ratnam, but I want to make special
mention of Mr Barton. He usually of late, with the COVID arrangements, has been sitting up at the
back there with Mr Hayes, and there have been a few jokes about the two of them being Statler and
Waldorf from the Muppets, who always had very short contributions in that show. And let me tell you
that contribution today was short, it was succinct and it was spot on. I thank him immensely, and I
know the community does as well.
I want to be clear from the start. In my view, the objections to this bill are based upon a single
underlying premise, and that is that if a person, no matter their age, does not conform to a binary gender
ideal based largely upon a religious edict or belief or from a bigoted homophobic, transphobic
viewpoint, then they are broken somehow and they need to be fixed. When we break this down to the
final arguments, that is it. Otherwise why would anyone need to pray or take any other measures to
stop them from being who they really are? Why would they resort to counselling or any other methods,
including group pressure, abuse, harassment, rejection and torture? If they do not believe that a person
is broken, lesser, then there is no need to do anything other than support them.
I open with those statements because that is exactly what I and many other members have been
confronted with during the campaign against this legislation—a barely disguised version of the old,
‘I’m not a bigot, but’ style of statements and advocacy. For what seems an eternity religious
institutions have demonised those who do not conform to their ideal of gender and sexuality. They
were the true instigators of and the upholders of laws that made it illegal to be anything other than
what they dictated, yet all the while they condoned acts of rape and molestation of children, hiding
and protecting the perpetrators and threatening the victims if they dared to speak out. Those are
undeniable, indisputable facts, self-admitted in courts of law. The hypocrisy, the arrogance. And now
they want to scream about their rights when for so many years they sought not only to deny any legal
rights but to deny a basic, human decency to others to live as who they are, to be accepted and valued.
These same people sought to deny the right to marriage equality in this country. They failed then, and
they are going to fail now because this bill is all about the rights of those they sought and still seek to
crush. But to my mind, as the Americans say, ‘You have no skin in this game’.
I want to take a moment to say I am so sorry to Gary Hall, my electorate officer, who has had to field
the phone calls from the self-righteous and the bigoted. As a proud gay man, those calls have been
particularly upsetting for him and his wonderful husband, Michael. We had to take steps to shield him
from the hate. But it seems this grasping, clutching desire for a hold on power is limited to some and
not others. Certainly there are some who understand the complexities of the real world as I received a
letter of endorsement of this legislation from a group of 12 community and religious leaders, and yet
it seems they are a lone light in that darkness. I am not a religious man, but I like to think that if God
does exist, then she would condemn these practices and she would uphold the LGBTIQA+
community’s rights to live as who they are.
Over 20 years ago my wife and I welcomed our two wonderful children into the world. We were
ecstatic and overwhelmed as new parents. We had a son and a daughter. Our little family was finally
complete. We could not have been happier. Now all these years later who we thought was our son is
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now our daughter and who we thought was our daughter is now our son. There has been a lot to
navigate—difficult conversations and medical appointments—but one thing has not changed: we still
could not be happier. As the proud parent of two transgender children and as a member of Parliament
with a vital vote on the crossbench, I feel it is my responsibility to call out the critics and opponents of
this bill.
This bill does something that should have been done a long, long time ago. It ends cruel so-called
conversion therapies that attempt to suppress a person’s sexual or gender identity. Practices that
attempt to suppress or change a person’s gender or sexual identity can include counselling for sexual
brokenness, prayer, scripture reading, fasting, retreats and spiritual healing. It is pseudoscientific,
widely condemned by medical professionals and causes irreversible harm. In some cases it can even
end lives. That alone is reason enough to legislate against these practices. Amongst youth death by
suicide, 36 per cent are from the LGBTIQA+ youth, with the overwhelming reason being rejection
from family and community because they had been told there was something wrong with them.
Members of Parliament who oppose this bill will be sending a message that my family does not
deserve to live their lives safely or with pride.
As usual, the conservative attacks have been relentless. This is not the first time that I have lived
through a campaign like it, with laws to allow gender-diverse Victorians the ability to change the sex
on their birth certificate passing in this Parliament. Prior to their passage my family and I came under
the same style of verbal and email attacks from the same old culprits. My children have been told they
need ‘fixing’ or that they are simply ‘confused’. My wife and I have been told we ‘failed’ and our
children simply need to be ‘cured’. Let me be completely, unequivocally, abundantly clear: my
children are perfect. They do not need fixing, nor do any other children or adults who do not fit an
often religiously held belief that sexuality and gender are binary only. The role of anyone—anyone—
be they a parent with religious beliefs, an institution, anyone, when someone comes before them and
tells them who they are is to say, ‘I love you. I see you. How can I support you?’. There is no other
answer.
That is exactly why this bill is so important, because it is our job as parliamentarians to change laws
that help shift attitudes and promote inclusivity and acceptance. This is one of those important steps. I
know my children are not broken because of their gender identities, and now Victoria’s laws might
finally reflect that. And my family is certainly not alone. All those families out there are looking for
leadership from this Parliament to show them that they matter.
There is no more public example of the lack of that than the recent gong awarded to a long-retired extennis great, whose words because of her profile are so public, so hurtful and so bigoted. I want to
quote an open letter to the Prime Minister from the proud mum of a transgender son:
Dear Mr Prime Minister,
I am writing … to invite you to sit down at our table. I have heard your defence of the award honouring—

a former tennis great—
… and I need you to know what this kind of leadership does to my family.

She:
… has called my child evil. The definition of evil; ‘morally reprehensible, arising from actual or imputed
character or conduct’ does in no way describe my 12 year old transgender son. He is a loyal friend, a strong
advocate for those around him and I think if you ask anyone that knows him, he is pretty nice human being.
Your lack of response shows agreement and support for this dangerous language. You allowing this award to
go ahead shows my son, he does not deserve your defense. Our kids are growing, questioning their world,
and looking to the leaders around them to call out things that cause them pain and harm. By not doing this
you are contributing to lifelong effects for them.
So I ask you as a mother who is proud of her child, who simply wants him to grow and be confident and
proud of himself, please do not allow—
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this person—
… to be given this award. For our family and many like ours, this leadership can help save our children’s
lives.
Thank you,
Merrin Wake
Proud Mum of a transgender son

And just this morning I was sent another email, and I would like to read that one out. This is from
Rebecca Leighton:
I have had to be a trans advocate in some form for nearly 20 years as the first trans person in nearly any space
I’ve been in, and your consistently pitch-perfect approach has awed me. I genuinely don’t know how you do
it.
I was motivated to write when I saw, this morning, various medical lobbies taking an approach to the
conversion therapy bill that horrified me. I am only 34, but I’ve been out for 20 years, and I came out in a
very different time. As an 18 year old attempting to transition (the RCH clinic’s establishment came just too
late), I was, like many others at that time, subjected to years of bizarre treatment from the perspective that
they needed to be “sure” that I was trans, and that the way for them to do this was to try to deter me from
transitioning, to make me desist in identifying as trans—over the space of literal years—and if they eventually
concluded that they had failed, that only then they be “sure” and would let me transition. I have never really
healed from those three years of what was, from any honest angle, psychological torture. I still have a physical
reaction when I pass the building in which most of it happened. One of their other staff members had a habit
of indecently assaulting young trans women, and that wasn’t remotely as damaging as their “therapy”. I
survived, scarred, but even as an isolated teen from Torquay I still heard at the time too many suicide stories
of trans people who couldn’t face having to take more of that “therapy” in order to have a future. I never
thought any of us would ever see anything resembling justice.
This bill, to my somewhat surprise after more hapless efforts in other states, goes after people who try to do
these things today. The people who “treated” me rationalised that trying to “deter” trans people from
transitioning or make them “desist” in a trans identity wasn’t really conversion therapy, with no Jesus and a
possibility of transition for people who ran the gauntlet of abuse. They literally espoused the idea that they
were practicing “do no harm” by making it as difficult as possible to transition and seeing deterrence and
desistance as positive/“safe” outcomes, while the incredible psychological damage they caused countless
trans people and the repeated suicides they caused never rated, were unimportant. This bill finally
acknowledges that those “therapies”—and the damage they cause—belong in the same category.

There is more, and I could go on, but I want to thank Rebecca Leighton. I really do, because Torquay,
where my family have grown up, has been the centre of some particularly vile attacks on the
community. None of us would forget the outrageous kerfuffle that occurred over flying of the rainbow
flag, the disgusting comments that came out about that, the people in the LGBTIQA+ community on
the Surf Coast and elsewhere that retreated away from themselves because of those attacks—just
disgusting. So to Rebecca I say: if you want to come home, come home, because I will stand in front
of you and I will stand beside you.
I will finish now. I will finish with a message to all the beautiful LGBTIQA+ people out there
experiencing fear, discrimination, loneliness and pain: I love you, I see you and I support you. As long
as my body draws breath I will stand with you—and if need be, in front of you—to protect you.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (17:48): I was not quite prepared to follow on behind Mr Meddick. That was an
extraordinary contribution, Mr Meddick, and in short I am so happy that you are proud of your family,
and I am proud of you. That was fantastic.
I unfortunately cannot say that the entire debate today has been overly constructive. I think there have
been a lot of contributions that have been quite extraordinary, quite hurtful and quite outdated.
Normally this place is pretty good, and I acknowledge that a lot of people in this place have condemned
certain practices, but I think—to draw on some words that some of us have reflected on, and in
particular I think Ms Patten—saying that you ‘support gay and lesbian people but’ or saying ‘Hey,
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I’ve got a gay or lesbian friend’ and then squibbing on this bill is just weak. We are not here to be
weak. We are here to reflect society, and this bill represents the vast majority of Victorians views in
this matter.
I should go back to what this bill is all about. It is two years of considered work, consulting with many
stakeholders but in particular survivors—survivors of these insidious practices, people who have been
subjected to awful actions derived from flawed ideological pseudoscience and some kind of view that
a person can be broken due to their sexuality or gender identity. We know that these practices cause
harm, injury and, sadly, fatality.
I certainly want to acknowledge my good friend and parliamentary colleague, Ms Shing. She is our
Parliamentary Secretary for Equality, and she was our lead speaker in this debate. I agree with
Mr Meddick’s assessment: her treatment was appalling. She should have been given the right to finish
her speech, not only as lead speaker for the government on this important matter but as the person that
has the closest lived experience to represent the people that we are here protecting today. I think we
should as a chamber be ashamed that Ms Shing’s request to finish another 5 to 6 minutes of her speech
was denied by those opposite. But what Ms Shing did do was remind us of what the purpose of us
being here today is. I do want to join her and acknowledge that it is an important bill but also
acknowledge that it is deeply personal and overdue, and so therefore bittersweet for many thousands
of Victorians.
Survivors have told us about their experiences and what conversion practices are, and during this
debate I got a little tired of hearing many members try and claim that this bill goes beyond what
conversion practices are. We as a government have listened to survivors. We have not tried to tell them
that their experiences were wrong and that what they experienced was something other than a socalled conversion practice. I urge all of my colleagues, everyone in this chamber, to listen to survivors
and hear their words, and if you do you will know that this bill in its entirety is the right thing to do.
Of course many members have confirmed, and I will say it again and I will continue to say it, that this
bill does not outlaw prayer, it does not prevent health professionals from doing their job, it does not
stop parents from talking to their kids about their views on sexuality or gender, and—to use the words
of Ms Terpstra, because anything else would be unparliamentary—to suggest anything to the contrary
is rubbish. As Mr Barton pointed out, many of those who seek to use these arguments have bombarded
our electorate officers. I do acknowledge our electorate officers—God, they cop it on those phones.
And to Mr Meddick’s electorate officer, actually being a homosexual man, how awful. My electorate
officers are straight, and they struggled. It is awful what they have been subjected to, and some of
those people pushing those falsities have done nothing more than do their cause harm.
I want to come back to, again, what this bill does. It clearly defines what a change or suppression
practice is, and this is outlined in clause 5(1) of the bill. I am pretty sure we are going to get a little bit
sick of me talking about clause 5(1) of the bill, because it is probably going to be my answer to nearly
every hypothetical situation that is going to be put. I will give people the benefit of the doubt. Perhaps
I will be using it a little bit, okay? Clause 5 sets out what a change or suppression practice is. It means:
… a practice or conduct directed towards a person, whether with or without the person’s consent—

and it has to meet three elements:
(a) on the basis of the person’s sexual orientation or gender identity; and
(b) for the purpose of—
(i)

changing or suppressing the sexual orientation or gender identity of the person; or

(ii) inducing the person to change or suppress their sexual orientation or gender identity.

So we will talk about this a lot, this clause, because this is what the bill is about. This is what a change
or suppression practice is. This is what we are trying to prevent happening to anybody in our society.
As I said, I think some members have been either confused or, worse, deliberately peddling the myth
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that this bill stops a range of practices or infringes on other freedoms, such as freedom of religion. I
want to be very clear: to be deemed a conversion or suppression practice, the conduct must, again,
come back to clause 5.
I would acknowledge that for some this bill does not go far enough. It does nothing to prevent telling
gay people they are broken. It does not stop anyone telling them they are sinners, or that they should
be ashamed or worse. In a sense I am sorry that it does not do this, but I hope this bill does send a
message that these views are wrong—and of course the vast majority of Victorians agree. The bill will
also ensure that if you hold these views and you act on these views for the purpose of changing
someone from who they are, you will be breaking the law.
Importantly, this bill takes a measured response proportionate to the action and therefore criminal
penalties only apply in the case of injury. We have a civil response that is about education and dispute
resolution with the aim of ensuring these practices stay in the past, where they belong. This is why the
Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission have been equipped with additional
powers—to ensure that we can keep the response to these practices in a civil scheme, as opposed to
driving more cases into the criminal justice system—which should be reserved for the most serious of
cases.
This bill has been two years in the making. Over that time not only did we draw on the stories of
survivors, we have engaged in extensive consultation shaped by hundreds of submissions, face-to-face
meetings and stakeholder round tables, including consultation with religious groups, health
professionals, legal entities, multicultural representatives, LGBTI Victorians and of course the broader
community. This bill gets the balance right.
I would like to take the opportunity to thank my predecessor, the former Attorney-General, Jill
Hennessy, and our Minister for Equality, Martin Foley. This was a fantastic bill to come to the cabinet.
I was honoured that as a government we are making these important changes, and I am really proud
of the government.
I have had only a small amount of time to really concentrate on the technical side of this bill, because
it was not supposed to be me bringing it through. But now I am the Attorney-General, and I reflected
on it on my way in to work. I do not know if many of you see me on my way to work. I have
headphones with music blaring, because I like to clear my head each morning. That is what I do; that
is how I start my Parliament days. No music this morning could block out how frigging proud I am
that this is the first bill as Attorney-General that I get to bring to this house. I cannot wait to go home
and tell my kids what I did today.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Patten): Before we move to the second reading, we will put the
question on Mr O’Donohue’s reasoned amendment. Do you want to speak to it?
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (17:57): I think I covered the key points on the reason why
I am moving this reasoned amendment. I note that the reasoned amendment calls for urgent additional
consultation and any appropriate amendments to be made urgently, and I look forward to the house’s
support for the reasoned amendment.
House divided on amendment:

Ayes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr

Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr

Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr
Quilty, Mr
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Noes, 20
Barton, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Meddick, Mr

Melhem, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms

Tarlamis, Mr
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
Watt, Ms

Amendment negatived.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 31
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms

Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr

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

Noes, 6
Bourman, Mr
Grimley, Mr

Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr

Maxwell, Ms
Quilty, Mr

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Referral to committee
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (18:07): I move:
That the proposals contained in the Change or Suppression (Conversion) Practices Prohibition Bill 2020 be
referred to the Legal and Social Issues Committee for inquiry, consideration and report by 31 March 2021.

This is to consider the aspects that have been raised during the second-reading debate of the bill, the
feedback from stakeholders and, as several members flagged, the consequences of the UK High Court
decision in Bell & Anor v. The Tavistock and Portman NHS Foundation Trust 2020, commonly known
as the Tavistock decision, which has set a new precedent in relation to legal competency in the United
Kingdom.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (18:08): The government will not be supporting this motion. The motion is yet another
attempt to delay the passage of this bill, and indeed would result in a deferral of up to 12 months. We
have listened to survivors, and we have consulted widely on the development of this bill. We would
say the time to act is now, not more than a year from now.
In relation to the UK High Court decision, it should be noted that this decision was reached without a
conversion practices ban in place, so attempting to determine the impact a foreign court case would
have on a Victorian bill before the Victorian Parliament is not overly useful. Furthermore, this bill
itself contains provisions to ensure there is no change for medical professionals as outlined in
clause 5(2), and I would encourage members to review that clause. Specifically, as a clarification
which I think goes without saying: if you have read the bill, you will know that in relation to trans and
gender-diverse children the bill does not change any of the current health regulations relating to
treatment for trans and gender-diverse children.
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Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (18:09): While the Legal and Social Issues Committee
loves to get into meaty issues, I do not think further consultation is warranted on this. We have seen
the consultation that was done. We have seen the research that was done by La Trobe University.
There has been extensive community conversation around this legislation, and as often as the
opposition and emails to me have mentioned the Tavistock case, I cannot see the relevance to this
specific piece of legislation. So to ask our committee to consider that international decision does not
seem to me relevant or helpful at this point.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (18:10): In rising to support Mr O’Donohue’s
amendment and having just heard Ms Patten’s contribution, I understand why this is in order or
wanted, because obviously that legislation was only passed in December of last year. I think it is
reasonable till 31 March of this year.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 15
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms

Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr

Lovell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr
Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Noes, 22
Barton, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Maxwell, Ms

Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms
Stitt, Ms

Symes, Ms
Tarlamis, Mr
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
Watt, Ms

Motion negatived.
Ms TAYLOR: I move:
That the meal break scheduled for this day pursuant to sessional order 1 be suspended and the house take a
30-minute meal break immediately.

Motion agreed to.
Sitting suspended 6.15 pm until 6.49 pm.
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1 (18:51)
Mr O’DONOHUE: Minister, there has been a debate during the second-reading debate about the
consultation process and the various stakeholders that the government has accumulated in opposition
to the bill, and some of your members, some of your colleagues, have dismissed that as a fig leaf
basically. But I think it is a serious issue and it is an important issue. I would invite you to give some
detail to the committee about the consultation that has taken place since the bill was drafted.
Ms Taylor, I think, referred to the health complaints commissioner process. That was really
recommending the outlaw of conversion practices, not the actual legislation. Obviously as legislators
we need to vote not on the idea or the concept but on what is in front of us as legislation.
As I mentioned in my second-reading contribution, the Age had an editorial on 8 December headed
‘Addressing faith leaders’ concerns on gay conversion bill will only strengthen it’. As I said, the
Australian had a similar editorial today about the accumulation of concerns of groups, from doctors to
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faith leaders. Many faith leaders traditionally do not speak out in the public debate but have really
found their voice in a very, very strong way. It is quite a long statement, Minister, but I invite you
basically to address that proposition that proper consultation has not taken place between the houses
or before the bill was even introduced.
Ms SYMES: I thank Mr O’Donohue for his question in relation to consultation. As has been
outlined, this bill has been two years in the making and has been shaped by hundreds of responses that
have been received through various means. It has included face-to-face consultation with survivor
organisations, LGBTIQ support and advocacy organisations and multifaith communities. It has also
included religious organisations, including the Multifaith Advisory Group and the Law Institute of
Victoria (LIV) as well as hundreds of contributions from the public. All have been asked about the
ways to best implement this ban. We heard, as I summed up, very harrowing stories from survivors,
and these stories certainly steeled our resolve to get the job done, but importantly get the job done
right, and that is what we are seeking to do through this bill.
In recent months, Mr O’Donohue, we have held stakeholder round tables and briefings and received
further written submissions to inform the legislation. We have consulted closely with government
agencies, including the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission (VEOHRC), the
Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), Victoria Police, the Office of Public Prosecutions
(OPP) and VCAT. From the time the bill was introduced into the Legislative Assembly until it has got
here, lots of different groups have been further consulted. There have been round tables, including
with the Victorian Multicultural Commission Multifaith Advisory Group, which consists of the
Anglican Diocese of Melbourne, the All Nations Presbyterian Church of Australia, the Australian
Intercultural Society, the Australian Muslim Women’s Centre for Human Rights, the Buddhist
Council of Victoria, Catholic Social Services Victoria, the Coptic Orthodox Diocese of Melbourne,
the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese of Australia, the Hindu Society of Victoria, the Islamic Council of
Victoria, the National Council of Churches, the Sikh Interfaith Council of Victoria, the Uniting Church
in Australia and the Synod of Victoria and Tasmania. Indeed other organisations that we have spoken
to would be the faith group representatives of the collective coming from a variety of the communities
that make up Victoria.
I acknowledge that there are groups out there that are not happy with this bill. Often it can be the case
that when you have legislation that people are opposed to, when you do not reflect someone’s views,
it is not necessarily that you did not consult with them adequately; it is just that you have not agreed
with them. We have certainly listened to a very extensive variety of groups from the Victorian
community, and this bill is about protecting survivors. It does not impinge on freedom of religion, and
it does not infringe on the right of people to go about their lawful business. So, Mr O’Donohue, I
would contend this bill has had more than adequate consultation in its development.
Mr O’DONOHUE: At Ms Crozier’s prompting, I did not hear you mention the AMA or the
psychiatrists. Could you clarify the medical groups? Because that is obviously a key part of where the
body of opposition is coming from.
Ms SYMES: Yes, they have also been consulted. I have got correspondence between the AMA
and me—sorry, the correspondence with the AMA was with the department, and the correspondence
with the representatives for that particular group of people that represent the psychiatrist groups was
direct correspondence with me.
Mr O’DONOHUE: While we are on this issue, Minister—because it is all squared away now—
the Queensland Labor government, the Palaszczuk government, after representations from, as I
understand, the Queensland branch of the AMA made changes similar to what the Victorian AMA is
seeking. I know the bills are different and this bill is not the same as the Queensland bill, but what
consideration did you give to the requests of the Victorian AMA to remove psychiatrists and
psychotherapy? What have you done to try and address their concerns that they believe their ability to
practise may be limited?
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Ms SYMES: Thank you, Mr O’Donohue. This bill does not affect medical professionals’ ability
to do their job, and that is the message that we have sent back to the medical professional representative
bodies.
When we passed the Health Complaints Act in 2016 the government expressly referred to so-called
conversion therapy as something that the health complaints commissioner could investigate.
Following this, survivors came forward and the then Minister for Health, Jill Hennessy, requested
obviously the commissioner to investigate these practices, who recommended a broader legislative
ban. This ban was designed to be broader because of the recognition that practices are not confined to
the medical profession. Having said that, the medical profession had already been part of the process
with the health complaints commissioner process.
The bill does not make any amendments to legislation relating to the provision of health services to
any person. Mr O’Donohue, you would be familiar with the clause 5(2)(b), which expressly carves
out:
a practice or conduct of a health service provider that is, in the health service provider’s reasonable
professional judgement, necessary—
(i)

to provide a health service; or

(ii) to comply with the legal or professional obligations of the health service provider.

The effect of this clause is that no aspect of the bill, including both the criminal and the civil elements,
applies to any practices undertaken by health service providers who act in accordance with existing
legislation and guidelines, and many of those came about through the health complaints
commissioner’s work. Accordingly the bill does not change any legal requirements relating to parental
consent in relation to health services for LGBTQ children or adults, as this is governed by existing
legislation and regulation. I know you have got an amendment that will deal with some of the issues
that the AMA raised. In relation to the definitions, we would argue that they are interchangeable and
therefore the word ‘necessary’ is broad enough. If it is clinically appropriate, then it is going to be
necessary.
Ms CROZIER: If I could just follow up with the minister from Mr O’Donohue’s questions in
relation to the Royal Australian and New Zealand College of Psychiatrists. Minister, are you aware of
the letter that was sent to the former Attorney, Minister Hennessy, on 11 December?
Ms SYMES: Indeed I am.
Ms CROZIER: Is this the first time you have seen that letter?
Ms SYMES: No, this is my response to the letter.
Ms CROZIER: Right. I know that you have just said in a response to Mr O’Donohue—and I am
paraphrasing—the bill does not stop doctors and psychiatrists from doing their work.
Ms SYMES: Appropriately.
Ms CROZIER: Appropriately. That is fine. But this letter to the former Attorney stipulates:
However, we are concerned the legislation may not protect the work of clinicians engaged in evidence-based
practice to support the mental health needs of the LGBTIQ+ community.

I raised this issue in my second-reading speech. I am just wondering: if you have got your response to
the college, could you outline those concerns? Because I have also spoken to medico-legal companies
such as Avant, which is the biggest insurer of medical professionals, and they also are concerned about
that protective mechanism for medical professionals.
Ms SYMES: Thank you, Ms Crozier, for your question in relation to the Royal Australian and
New Zealand College of Psychiatrists. Yes, the email was received by the former Attorney on
11 December, and I have responded since the change of portfolios. Certainly I do appreciate their
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overall support of the bill, and they provided a submission during the consultation process. But I did
take the opportunity in my response to clarify and respond to some of the concerns that they raised.
We understand their concerns relating to the protection of psychiatrists in supporting the mental health
needs of the LGBTIQ+ community. The bill was drafted with that in mind to ensure that we will not
affect or prohibit the important work of Victorian psychiatrists in assisting patients with gender identity
and mental health issues and nor will we make changes to laws about medical treatment.
In relation to the issues raised about clause 5(3) of the bill, the intention of that clause, which I referred
to with Mr O’Donohue, is to provide a broad range of examples of practices that may constitute a
change or suppression practice, including formal and informal practices. These examples are
illustrative only. They reflect the feedback from stakeholder consultation about some of the practices
which have been used historically. As you may have heard in my summing up on the bill, we were
very keen to listen to survivors and learn from their experiences and what conversion therapies were
applied to them.
Even if the clauses that the college of psychiatrists is suggesting could be removed were removed, any
psychiatry and psychotherapy practices that meet the three elements contained in clause 5(1) would
still be considered a change or suppression practice, because the reference is only illustrative anyway.
So it is in fact actually providing clarity for the bill. Removing it would not change the law, it would
just perhaps create more confusion.
On the proposed amendment from the college of psychiatrists in relation to clause 5(3) to highlight the
exclusions for health service providers, I responded that the bill as drafted already achieves that
outcome. Certainly while I appreciate the suggestions, my advice is that the amendment is not
necessary and may create ambiguity. Clause 5(2) outlines certain practices that are excluded from the
definition of ‘change or suppression practice’, which have also been set out in clause 1.
I was certainly grateful to receive feedback from the likes of the college of psychiatrists and indeed
the AMA. The bill, as I think I have expressed previously, is about stopping change and suppression
practices, not about impeding the important work of medical professionals.
Ms CROZIER: Thank you, Minister. Minister, as I said also in my second-reading contribution,
the government is making decisions every day under the state of emergency on expert medical advice.
I have been speaking to the college of psychiatrists only yesterday. Their concerns have not gone away
in terms of the concerns that they wrote to the former Attorney about, and they say, for their
amendments, they are urging you to action these to ensure that it accurately reflects the purpose of this
legislative action. Their concerns still remain, Minister.
Likewise, the AMA just a few days ago—less than a week ago—also said in a letter to me and
Mr O’Donohue that they still have several concerns with this bill. They are concerned that the bill as
currently drafted unnecessarily focuses on psychiatry and psychotherapy, is excessively punitive and
has the potential to compromise the legitimate practice of medicine to the detriment of both practitioner
and patient alike.
You referred to clause 5(3), which states that:
For the purposes of subsection (1), a practice includes, but is not limited to the following—
(a) providing a psychiatry or psychotherapy consultation, treatment or therapy, or any other similar
consultation, treatment or therapy …

The AMA said in this letter to me just a few days ago:
AMA Victoria believes that this unfairly targets psychiatry and psychotherapy specifically.

Minister, these are the experts, these are the peak bodies—the college of psychiatrists, the AMA. These
are the people that are dealing with this professionally, but you are ignoring their concerns. I am just
interested to know: how can you say to Victorians that you take expert medical advice on the one hand
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but in this situation you are not willing to even look at the amendments that they are suggesting and
you are not willing to take their advice?
Ms SYMES: Ms Crozier, it is completely false to say that we have not looked at the suggestions
that they have presented just because we have not agreed with them. You are misleading the house by
saying that we have not considered them. I wrote a response to these organisations. Consultation does
not necessarily always mean agreeing with every single person that makes a submission. There were
hundreds of submissions on this, including from medical professionals in a range of capacities.
I would argue, Ms Crozier, that the bill holds medical professionals to the existing guidelines. As
outlined in clause 5(2)(b), the bill makes no changes to the laws about medical treatments for trans or
gender-diverse people. It is not intended to affect the work of health professionals assisting patients
with matters relating to sexual orientation or gender identity. Having an illustrative example removed
from the bill, I will repeat, would not change the impact of the bill, the effect of the bill or the fact that
a certain practice can be deemed a change and suppression practice. It would just take out some clarity.
Mr FINN: Minister, I only have one question, and it may refer to clause 5.1, which you made
mention of a little bit earlier. But what I am specifically asking—and I ask this because I suspect that
in years to come a learned judge, possibly of the Supreme Court, will be looking at the Hansard
transcript of the response to this question—is: what procedures exactly does this legislation ban?
Ms SYMES: I thank Mr Finn for his question. What this legislation will ban are change and
suppression practices. What change and suppression practices are is clearly defined by the legislation.
First, the conduct must be directed to an individual. This ensures that conduct generally directed, such
as sermons, expressing a general statement of belief et cetera is not captured. Second, the conduct must
be directed on the basis of the victim’s sexual orientation or gender identity. Third, the person engaging
in the attempt must intend to change or suppress or induce that person to change or suppress their
sexual orientation or gender identity.
Mr Finn, put simply, what this bill does is, I guess, as an example: a person would have to engage an
individual gay person and seek to make them straight. General commentary on sexuality is not a
change or suppression practice. Any scenario must meet all three parts of the definition—not one or
two, all three. So I repeat: things like giving a sermon, teaching a religious studies class or even a faith
leader counselling a person on what their faith teaches about sexuality would not be a change or
suppression practice. Everything comes back to the definition of what a change or suppression practice
is, and, Mr Finn, that is what we are banning.
Mr FINN: Thank you, Minister. What exactly is the position of the legislation with regard to those
who seek advice—seek counsel—for their particular sexual disposition or queries with regard to
religious or even parents’ discussions?
Ms SYMES: I did not understand the question.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Mr Finn, could you just restate your question.
Mr FINN: Yes, certainly, Deputy President. I am just wanting to know what the position of the bill
is with regard to responses to requests for support or counselling—prayer, even. What does the bill
say about a response to a request by an individual about counselling on their sexuality or indeed their
gender?
Ms SYMES: Mr Finn, anyone can speak to someone. The person giving advice just cannot try and
change them.
Mr FINN: Minister, when you say ‘cannot try to change them’, does that mean that they must
encourage them? What exactly do you mean by that? If, for example, somebody goes to them and
says, ‘I feel that I need a gender transition’, and the person says, ‘I don’t think that’s a very good idea’,
does that make them liable to be charged?
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Ms SYMES: Mr Finn, I assume you would be referring to seeking advice from a medical
practitioner in relation to gender transition, and nothing in this bill changes the advice, support and
medical treatment that a qualified medical professional deems appropriate.
Mr LIMBRICK: I would like to focus firstly on the denunciation of conversion and suppression
practices. I want to focus in on the suppression side of things. In my second-reading speech I outlined
a scenario. Now, the denunciation of suppression practices implies that the government feels that all
of these should be outlawed. The scenario that I outlined in my second-reading speech was that of
someone who is married with children, for example—let us say it is a man, for argument’s sake. They
discover later in life that they are same-sex attracted. They make a decision that they want to seek to
suppress that part of their sexuality because they do not want to break up their family. They go out and
seek help with that from someone—let us say in a group. It could be a church. It does not have to be.
It is not necessarily religious. The person providing that advice to help them suppress that part of their
sexuality would appear to me to meet the criteria that you mentioned before. It is directed to an
individual, because they are getting that individual advice. It would also be directed around their
orientation, so it would also meet that criteria, and it would also have the intent of suppressing their
sexuality. So my question to you is: does the government denounce people engaging in this type of
activity and support for people who consensually want to engage in this type of activity?
Ms SYMES: Thank you, Mr Limbrick, for the question. Our bill has been derived after extensive
consultation, particularly with survivors. It is very important that we acknowledge that many change
and suppression practices can take time, be not obvious on the surface and indeed cause harm later on.
There is no evidence to suggest that change and suppression practices work. In fact the opposite is
demonstrated. And that is why this bill does not provide for a situation where you can consent to that
harm.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her answer. So are we saying that someone cannot
provide assistance to someone to suppress a part of their sexuality? It seems like something that is
possible. In this particular case I would say—some people might not like it—that it seems like an
ethical thing for someone to do, to provide that support and to seek out that support. It is a totally
reasonable scenario. I do not see what the justification is for the government’s denunciation of this
type of activity that someone would seek out consensually.
Ms SYMES: By way of response, Mr Limbrick, change and suppression are effectively the same.
There would be learnings from survivors, and I think actually Mr Leane’s contribution probably
summed this up. Our experiences and the stories that we have heard suggest that there are plenty of
people that desperately want to change. They have had a horrible time coming to terms with their
sexual orientation. So if someone is trying to seek out help to change and somebody is telling them
that they can, I can see a situation where there would be people wanting to consent to these practices.
These practices do not help people; they harm people. We want to ban them. That is why this
legislation is before the Parliament.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the Attorney-General for her answer. You just said that you see change
and suppression practices as the same. They seem like very, very different things to me. One is
acknowledging someone’s sexuality and seeking to not act on it, I suppose. The other one is attempting
to change their sexuality. I realise that there is a lot of controversy around the change part of it. The
suppression part of it does seem like something that could be entirely possible. In fact I think it is quite
common for people to suppress part of their sexuality for many various reasons. In this particular case
I am not sure I accept what you are saying—that they are the same thing. You said that they are the
same thing. Could you please clarify that?
Ms SYMES: Mr Limbrick, they are both tactics in the same practices. And coming back to the
definition of ‘change or suppression practice’, the one definition is used in the bill: first, conduct must
be directed at an individual; it must be on the basis of the victim’s sexual orientation or gender identity;
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and the person engaging must attempt to change or suppress. So if you meet all three of those criteria,
the laws can be applied.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her answer. So just to clarify then, that scenario that I am
talking about would definitely fall under the purview of this bill and is a suppression practice?
Ms SYMES: It is not good practice for me to provide what would happen in hypothetical situations.
If you meet the three elements that I have described, then the laws can be enacted. But I would also
point out that if no report is made then there is no report to follow up on. So in the situation that you
are talking about in terms of a person consenting or wanting to have private conversations, there would
still need to be a report made for the laws to apply.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her answer. But those reports can be made by a third
party, so if a third party knew that those conversations were taking place and did not approve, even
though the conversations were taking place in a consensual arrangement where the person receiving
that may feel that they are getting benefit, an investigation could still take place if a complaint was
made by a third party; is that not correct?
Ms SYMES: That is correct.
Mrs McARTHUR: Minister, just on that very point, you are saying that for two consenting adults
who are embarking on seeking advice for suppression purposes, the other person providing that advice
could be rendered criminally liable if a third party decided to report that instance. Can you confirm
that?
Ms SYMES: Mrs McArthur, third-party reports can occur, but they also have to take into account
the survivor’s view. So if you look at the legislation when, for instance, a report is made to VEOHRC,
they have to consider the impact on the affected person.
Mr O’DONOHUE: Minister, I just want to take you back to the issue of the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee report. SARC wrote to your predecessor. I do not believe the Alert Digest had
a response. Has a response to the issues SARC raised in its Alert Digest after the bill was tabled in the
Legislative Assembly been put in the public domain by you?
Ms SYMES: I mentioned this several hours ago when it was raised before the commencement of
today’s business. Mr Davis asked a similar question, to which I was able to say that there was a
response to SARC that had been submitted, and as such for the benefit of the chamber’s debate today
I had it emailed to all members of this chamber.
Ms MAXWELL: Attorney, I am just wondering: will there be a statute of limitations that applies
to the offences described in the bill?
Ms SYMES: Thank you, Ms Maxwell. For the criminal offences the ordinary statute of limitations
would apply.
Mr LIMBRICK: Again going back to the scenario of the married person seeking assistance, any
person that is, for example, bisexual and is in a monogamous married relationship is already
suppressing part of their sexuality and so—
Ms Symes: Not necessarily.
Mr LIMBRICK: Well, not necessarily, but they possibly are. And so the idea that somehow this
is necessarily harmful—I cannot understand how it needs to be denounced in all scenarios. Can the
government not provide any ethical scenarios where this might be possible?
Ms SYMES: Mr Limbrick, bisexuality is a sexual orientation separate from homosexuality or
heterosexuality.
Mr Limbrick interjected.
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Ms SYMES: Right. So I bring you back to the elements of what amounts to a ‘change or
suppression practice’: directed at an individual on the basis of the victim’s sexual orientation, and the
person engaging in the attempt must intend to change or suppress, or induce that person to change or
suppress, their sexual orientation or gender identity.
Dr CUMMING: Just going on from Mr Limbrick’s scenario, if you are a man who is in a
heterosexual relationship, and because sexuality is fluid you have been heterosexual up until you are
25 but now you are actually feeling you are more attracted to men, and you are of a particular religion
and you want to actually stay within your marriage because you believe in the marriage and you want
to seek counsel or prayer about that, is that going to be against the law?
Ms SYMES: Dr Cumming, no, this bill does not ban anyone seeking support or seeking prayer.
Your sexuality or gender identity of course might change over time as you are referring to in the
scenario that you presented. The bill does not seek to dispute that. What the bill seeks to prevent is
someone forcing someone else to change their sexuality or gender identity. Coming out later in life or
discovering that your gender may be different to what you thought it was originally is obviously a very
personal and significant process. And seeking therapy or counselling or support from any member of
the community or any professional, whether a medical professional or your local pastor, is completely
fine. That is completely different to someone else telling you that you are broken and that you need to
be fixed and that they will attempt to do so.
Dr CUMMING: Minister, I totally agree with the intent that they are not broken and they are not
sinful, but it is the element of saying someone has the opinion that they want to suppress it and they
are asking to be prayed over to suppress it. By actually engaging in that prayer, is someone doing
anything wrong in that scenario?
Ms SYMES: Dr Cumming, I am reluctant to get into hypotheticals in a very direct way, but again
I would bring you back to the definition of a change or suppression practice, which has to be directed
at an individual on the basis of that person’s sexual orientation or gender identity and the person who
is engaging in those practices is doing so in an attempt to change or suppress. So for any actions that
trigger those three elements—and all of those three elements would be deemed a change or
suppression practice—a report could be made on that basis. We listened extensively to the stories of
survivors. You cannot consent to a change or suppression practice.
Dr CUMMING: But I have heard of people consenting, so there is consent at times. They may be
living their authentic life in a heterosexual relationship, waiting for their partner to pass away so then
they can explore their bisexuality and, during that time, looking for counsel and prayer. They might
feel helped by that.
Ms SYMES: Dr Cumming, there is nothing in this legislation that stops you exploring your
sexuality. You say that there are cases of people that have consented. That is the reason we are banning
the ability to consent to these practices, because a lot of people have consented to them in the past to
absolutely dire consequences. These practices are deemed medically not to work. You cannot change
someone’s sexual orientation by praying for them or asking them to fast or through any amount of
counselling. They do not work, which is why you should not be able to consent to them. The way you
are presenting it I would liken to consenting to a drug dealer giving you heroin. You consented—it is
still a crime. We are not allowing you to consent to this harm. We are protecting Victorians based on
the experiences and stories of survivors who either did or did not consent to these practices but endured
the harm.
Dr CUMMING: I guess I beg to disagree, because people have come and said that prayer has
helped them during those times of understanding. Looking at that scenario, yes, they are bisexual. I
would not say that the person who is praying over them is actually saying, ‘You’re not bisexual’, but
they are wanting to suppress that in a way to continue on in their heterosexual marriage because they
believe in marriage. But it is not an open marriage.
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Will you just take that as a statement?
Ms SYMES: I know Dr Cumming does not agree with this element of the bill, and I will take her
last contribution as a comment. I do acknowledge that you have given it considered thought, so thank
you for your contribution.
Mr LIMBRICK: As we are getting onto the consent issue already, if the government say, ‘Okay,
people may want to provide consent, but we are not allowing them to give consent’ or they are
nullifying that consent effectively, the reason that you gave before was, I think—and I do not want to
verbal you, Minister—that these practices do not work. That may or may not be true for conversion
practices. Are you saying that it is not possible for someone to suppress their sexuality? It seems like
an entirely possible thing to do to me and to many people, I would have thought.
Ms SYMES: Mr Limbrick, I would just point out that you can change or suppress yourself. What
we are banning is other people doing that to you.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister. We are banning someone from providing support to do that,
are we not? Isn’t that what we are doing? So of course you can suppress yourself, if you want to—
Ms SYMES: You can consent to attempt to suppress yourself.
Mr LIMBRICK: Yes, so we are saying in that scenario we still want to outlaw that or stop people
providing support to suppress those situations.
Ms SYMES: Mr Limbrick, this is legislation informed on the experiences of people that have been
subjected to these practices. Many of them did consent to them. The injury, the harm, the suicides that
have resulted from them have led us to believe the stories. We want to avoid more people having those
stories. That is why we are not allowing people to consent to the harm that we know can be caused.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her answer. The answer given seems to imply that we
cannot consent to something that could cause us harm or that the government does not want us to be
able to consent to something that might cause us harm. But of course this seems quite ridiculous. I can
go to the bottle shop and I can buy a bottle of whisky. I can go and buy a packet of cigarettes. There
are many, many things I can think of that I can happily consent to in a free society that might cause
me harm. What is the reason why you would denounce or prohibit this particular form of harm where
consent exists?
Ms SYMES: Mr Limbrick, this is in line with the feedback from survivors. It recognises that many
of these practices have been insidious and inherently coercive practices, and for too many survivors
the realisation that these practices were causing more harm than good came too late. For many this is
the story that they have told us.
We do not want LGBTI people to feel pressure to change, we want them to be comfortable with who
they are. The vast majority of Victorians accept LGBTI members as a valuable part of our community.
Some of the stories from survivors would also point to massive power imbalances in relationships,
which is why people may have consented to practices which turned out to be very devastating to them.
Ms BATH: Minister, first of all, earlier today you mentioned that you would forward the SARC
letter that the Attorney-General—you—wrote. I have looked through my emails, and I do not have a
copy of it. Was it sent to one specific person other than SARC, or was it meant to go to everybody?
Ms SYMES: My request was that it be sent to everybody. I asked my office to do so.
Ms BATH: Thank you. Minister, could you just check to make sure that it went out to everyone?
I genuinely cannot see it in my inbox, so I am not sure. And if not, at this late stage could it be sent?
Ms SYMES: We are double-checking. I am happy to table my response. If people would like a
copy, I will table my response. Have we got a clean copy? I will get a clean copy and get it tabled.
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Ms BATH: Thank you, Minister. That would be most helpful. Minister, in my contribution today
I spoke of the then Attorney-General’s second-reading speech, and I did so because out in Victoria
there are I think a number of—many—churches who want to practise their faith, want to be free to
practise their faith. But they are living at the moment in a very uncertain space. They do not know, if
they do what they have been doing, preaching their faith, whether they will step over the line and all
of a sudden have potentially either a civil or a criminal offence. I refer specifically to the AttorneyGeneral’s contribution. It goes to what is not considered captured by this bill, and it talks about—and
it is worth putting on record, because people have been asking me:
… a person goes to a religious leader seeking advice on their feelings of same-sex attraction, and the religious
leader only informs this person that they consider such feelings to be contrary to the teachings of their faith,
and does so only to convey their interpretation of those teachings and not to change or suppress the person’s
sexual orientation or gender identity.

My question is: what do you say to assure those people, the ministers, pastors et cetera who are going
to stand at the pulpit or sit down beside someone and have those conversations, that they are not going
to step over this line now and be engaging in suppression or change situations even though someone
will have come and asked? I want to understand the clarity of that line for the religious groups.
Ms SYMES: Ms Bath, the actions would have to meet the definition of ‘change and suppression
practices’, which are the three elements that I bring the house’s attention to. The conduct must be
directed at an individual, it must be directed on the basis of that person’s sexual orientation or gender
identity and the person engaging in this must intend to change or suppress that person’s sexual
orientation or gender identity. There is nothing in the bill that seeks to impact on people’s ability to
preach, to pray, to live by their faith, to talk about their faith. As I think I said in my summing up, in
this bill we are not stopping anybody, regardless of whether they are religious or not, from saying that
being gay is wrong. Of course I think most Victorians would say that that is an inappropriate position
to hold, but this bill does not prevent that. Every person in Victoria, I would contend, has an absolute,
unqualified right to have or adopt a religion or belief, but they do not have a right to impose those
beliefs on another person to cause them harm. This is what this bill is doing: it is preventing people
from engaging in conduct that amounts to change and suppression practices as met by the three
elements that I have outlined in my answer.
Ms BATH: Thank you, Minister. I am interested to understand—and I can ask in a later clause, but
we are asking a wideranging lot of questions now—what sort of education are you going to provide
faith communities in relation to where this line sits and upskill them, as it were? Because this is
certainly new to Victoria, naturally, but it is also new to many of these religious educators, teachers,
ministers or the like. So what sort of education is going to happen, and what sort of funding is the
government going to put toward education for our religious groups?
Ms SYMES: Thank you, Ms Bath. Great question, because it is an important matter. As you
identified, there are a lot of myths out there; there is misinformation. It is indeed incumbent on the
government to address that, which is why it is really important as part of this reform that we continue
to work around implementation. So when this bill is passed, there will be a 12-month implementation
period. VEOHRC will be providing education, materials and advice to religious organisations, and
indeed any other organisations that may be interested, on how these laws are going to apply. Indeed
that is also sort of the crux of the civil element of this legislation. If reports are made to VEOHRC
about certain practices, they can engage in voluntary conversations with those organisations to help
educate them, to help ensure that suppression and change practices are not being performed. That is
something that we are committed to doing: to continuing to work with those organisations so everyone
is really clear, when the law comes into effect, that they are doing the right thing.
The vast majority of people are. Churches do a fantastic job supporting particularly vulnerable
members of their community, and they will continue to do so. There are very, very few that are going
to get caught up by these suppression practices. There are probably a few that are a bit vocal on their
views of our LGBTI community, and that is unfortunate, but the suppression and change practices are
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something that we agree should not occur now and should not have occurred in the past. Certainly in
the future, with education, I hope that these laws are not actually applied to anyone, because everyone
will know that you should not do this.
Ms BATH: Thank you, Minister. I am interested in, when you are talking about the education
through this process, how many staff you envisage across Victoria and regional Victoria. Specifically,
though, and importantly, what sorts of qualifications are those staff going to have to educate the
population, and how will those staff be chosen? What is the criteria for their education? I would like
you to unpack—we are educating people—what sort of skill level they will have to have, these
educators. Also, how are they going to get instructions? So I need you to unpack that, please.
Ms SYMES: Ms Bath, I do want to concentrate on passing the bill before we talk about the details
of implementation. It is something that we will be working with VEOHRC on to figure out the best
way to use their existing staff, and indeed we would be, as with other agencies, considering budget
proposals to be able to perform the work that they think would best communicate with, educate and
work with those groups that want to learn more about ensuring that they are operating in an appropriate
manner and not offending the legislation, which, as we know, will ban these dangerous practices.
Mr LIMBRICK: I would like to ask a couple of questions about some things that have been put
to me by schools. Firstly, I think one of the problems with the definition of ‘suppression’ is that it is
sort of circular, because the definition actually refers to the word ‘suppression’ as well. So if it is
directed to an individual and it is around their orientation and intent—those three criteria that you
talked about—if I am encouraging abstinence, is that equivalent to suppression? So abstinence is a
form of suppressing sexuality.
Ms SYMES: Mr Limbrick, I again bring you back to the elements of what amounts to change and
suppression practices. It is on the basis of a person’s sexuality, not sexual activity.
Mr LIMBRICK: Thank you, Minister. In that scenario, if someone recommended celibacy only
if they were same-sex attracted, for example, but did not in other situations, would that fail this test?
Ms SYMES: My previous answer stands. A change and suppression practice is about trying to
change someone’s sexual orientation or gender identity, not who or when or even where they may
engage in sexual activities.
Mr LIMBRICK: In that case, what is the difference between suppression and change? You said
before that they are the same thing. Are you saying that not acting within what you believe to be your
sexuality is not suppression unless I am trying to change it?
Ms SYMES: Not for the purposes of this bill. Somebody telling someone or a parent telling their
kids that they should not have sex at 16—go for it. Telling your 16-year-old kid that they need to go
off to camp and get changed from gay to straight—that is going to enact the change and suppression
practices. I am not quite sure why you are going down the avenue of what people physically do. This
is about people’s identity.
Mr FINN: I want to go back, Minister, to a comment that you made to Ms Bath a few minutes ago,
where you said that you were very keen to get the bill passed. That is obvious, but you said that you
were keen to get the bill passed at the expense of actually telling us how it would operate. I would
have thought that the committee stage is the ideal time to tell us how the bill operates. What I am
asking is: what is your attitude to what you can and will not tell us on this particular bill in this
committee stage?
Ms SYMES: Mr Finn, your actual question is: what is my attitude? We could be here for a while,
but in relation to the operation of the bill, how the bill applies and how the bill has been crafted, that
has been the subject of considerable consultation already to date. That is exactly how we have ended
up with the bill that has been presented. So a lot of people are very aware of how the bill will apply,
but because there are questions, because we want to educate, because we want to stamp out these
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practices, we do not want anyone delving into some grey areas. We want to make sure that VEOHRC
is supported to go out and assist organisations to make sure that they know how the law will apply to
them, and they will be in a much better situation once the law comes into effect to be able to do that.
Mr FINN: Minister, Ms Bath asked this question and you sort of fobbed her off, so I will ask it
again: how is this bill actually going to operate on a day-to-day basis? If this bill becomes law, how
will this law operate on a day-to-day basis?
Ms SYMES: Mr Finn, I guess the best example or the best way to answer your question would be
if a suppression or change practice is reported to VEOHRC, they would be able to go and ask some
questions about the conduct, and if there seems to be something that needs to be discussed with a
particular organisation or a particular individual, then those conversations can take place with the
views of the victim or the affected person taken into account.
In the event that an individual is subjected to a change or suppression practice and they incur injury,
that is when it may amount to a criminal matter which could also be reported via VEOHRC or indeed
via the police for investigation.
Ms MAXWELL: Attorney, can I just quickly clarify what we should actually call you in the
chamber?
Ms SYMES: Attorney.
Ms MAXWELL: Attorney? Other people have been calling you ‘Minister’, and I was a little bit
unsure as to what to call you.
Ms Symes interjected.
Ms MAXWELL: Thank you, Attorney. Can I just ask: will there be an age limit of any kind below
which children in Victoria will not be able or eligible to receive affirming transition-related medical
interventions?
Ms SYMES: Ms Maxwell, I thank you for your question, but that is not in any way connected to
this bill.
Mr O’DONOHUE: Attorney, I want to take you to the quite extensive discussion about the issue
of consent. I have noted the government’s response, and I do not wish to relitigate that. I just wish to
put on the record, though—and there was some reference to this earlier—the letter sent to the
Department of Justice and Community Safety from the Law Institute of Victoria on 28 January. I note
that the deputy secretary responded yesterday to that correspondence from the CEO of the law
institute, but just with regard to consent I think the proposition put by the law institute is one worthy
of the committee’s consideration and your consideration, noting the answers you have already
provided. It says:
A person’s initial consent should not invalidate serious injury that occurs from accepting a conversion
practice, including feelings of depression, anxiety and suicidal ideation. The LIV however respects that
consenting adults should remain free to exercise their autonomy to partake in such practices, to the extent that
they are not deemed to have been—

and this is their term—
‘brainwashed’.

I suppose that just goes to the questions that some other members have asked, and this is obviously
the subject of an amendment from Mr Bourman, so—
Ms Symes interjected.
Mr O’DONOHUE: Well, I understand Mr Bourman—
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Mr Bourman has not actually moved his amendments or circulated
them as yet.
Mr O’DONOHUE: I apologise for that. Let me just say it is an issue of interest to the committee.
It is an issue of interest to stakeholders, so whilst there has been some discussion about this issue, I
think the LIV’s summary of the issue is very cogent. Their representation to you last week has
obviously, as the letter says, come from significant feedback from stakeholders, so I am interested in
their proposition and interested in your response to what they had to say.
Ms SYMES: I thank Mr O’Donohue for his further points on this matter. I acknowledge the
difficulty in getting the balance right when it comes to consent in these practices, but I would draw
again on issues of power imbalance and issues of inherent discrimination against gay people—of
others wanting them to seek treatment to change if it existed. So there is vulnerability of people of the
LGBTI community to give uninformed consent through coercive practices through a desire to be more
accepted by the community and sign up to something that we know will cause harm, either
immediately in the short term or indeed in the long term. This is the position we have landed on after
intensive consideration of the feedback from survivors, many of whom freely consented to such
practices before understanding the harm that it would cause them, and indeed from many survivors’
friends and families—or from many victims’ friends and families, because they are no longer here.
Mr O’DONOHUE: Minister, clause 1(b) says the purpose of the act is to establish a civil response
scheme within the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission. It goes on to say that
it will promote understanding et cetera, consider and resolve reports and investigate serious or
systemic change or suppression practices. Again, I have moved my amendments that will deal with
VEOHRC, and perhaps this is an appropriate time to deal with this issue in the deliberations of the
committee. It is the opposition’s view that these powers for VEOHRC are a significant expansion and
not necessarily an appropriate expansion of the powers of the commission. The commission has wellestablished, well-known and well-understood powers which have been in place now for many, many
years, and that jurisdiction operates effectively. Giving VEOHRC such significant investigatory
powers I believe is a mistake. I suppose my first question in this sphere is: did the government give
consideration to another model or another agency? Why did the government land at VEOHRC
particularly with the significant powers it is being provided?
Ms SYMES: Mr O’Donohue, as you know, this is two years in the making, this bill, and it is the
government’s opinion that VEOHRC is the most appropriate body to deal with the legislation.
Therefore they are the ones that have been named in the legislation, and we will continue to work with
them in the implementation of it, should it pass the Parliament this evening.
Mr O’DONOHUE: Minister, were other agencies considered?
Ms SYMES: Mr O’Donohue, I have the benefit of having the adviser behind me, who has been
involved in this process from the start, and my advice is that other models were considered and that
VEOHRC was considered to be the most appropriate.
Mr O’DONOHUE: That is helpful, and I am pleased that the adviser has that information. Can
you give the committee some detail about what other models were considered and why VEOHRC was
deemed the best place?
Ms SYMES: I acknowledge your interest in this matter, Mr O’Donohue, but I am not going to go
through the government decision-making process. I can confirm that other ones were considered, and
we are confident that VEOHRC is the appropriate body to be responsible for what we have provided
in the bill.
Mr O’DONOHUE: Let me try and ask perhaps a more direct question in a different way. Was
consideration given to Victoria Police and the OPP having the function in regard to the criminal aspects
of the bill?
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Ms SYMES: Mr O’Donohue, I would argue that the questions you are asking are now outside the
content of the bill. I have given you a pretty good run on responding to our government policy
decision-making. I would bring you back to questions related to the bill. I might add just one more
point which might be useful to Mr O’Donohue in relation to some of the agencies that he did mention.
I would note that it was important for us to identify an appropriate body that could enforce civil
schemes, which is one of the reasons VEOHRC was deemed the most appropriate.
Mr BOURMAN: I circulate the amendment in my name.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Mr Bourman, we do not actually need you to formally talk to your
amendment at this stage. You need to do that when you move it during clause 5.
Mr O’DONOHUE: Minister, I note you do not wish to reveal what other options were considered,
so I will just make perhaps a comment in response to your last comment and we will move on.
Given the fact that VEOHRC has an existing civil scheme, I could understand why that would be the
home for a civil scheme in this space, but it would not be unusual or difficult for government to manage
two homes, shall we say: a place for the civil scheme and a different place for a criminal system. I
suppose I will just make that point, and that is the foundation of why the opposition believes that it is
wrong for VEOHRC to have these expanded powers beyond its current remit.
Ms SYMES: I will comment on the comment. There are two homes for this legislation. The police
have responsibility in relation to the criminal scheme, so I will just put that on record as well, and I
think we are moving on from this topic.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I invite Mr O’Donohue to move his amendment 1, which is a test
for his amendments 2 to 4 and 8 to 24 on sheet EOD39C.
Mr O’DONOHUE: Thank you, Deputy President. That is an excellent time to move my
amendment, given the discussion that was had with the minister. I move:
1.

Clause 1, page 2, lines 8 and 9, omit subparagraph (iii).

As I said, the opposition believes that the current framework for VEOHRC is the best. The government
has not made a case for the expanded powers it is giving to VEOHRC. Therefore, my amendments in
this space—there are numerous amendments, but this is a test for all of them—will seek to wind those
powers back to the framework that VEOHRC has.
Ms SYMES: The government will not be supporting the opposition’s amendment. I would make
the point that this is not a novel power for VEOHRC. It was indeed in the original legislation in 2010
which was not proceeded with by the coalition when they became government. I would point out that
the civil response scheme has been designed, again, with the needs of survivors front and centre. Its
functions are survivor led, trauma informed and voluntary. The civil response scheme commences
with the voluntary process in which survivors can report conversion to VEOHRC. From there the
commission can then provide education to people engaging conversion practices or offer facilitation
between parties, all of which is voluntary for all involved.
Clause 34 outlines the scenario in which an investigation may take place. An investigation cannot
simply be launched on any grounds but only on those that are specified in the bill. We think that this
is the appropriate place. I think the removal of VEOHRC’s power to investigate and do their job as
we envisage in this bill would be flawed and would undermine the success of this legislation, which
indeed would lead to undermining the success of banning these insidious, awful, harmful practices.
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Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr

Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr

Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr
Quilty, Mr

Noes, 19
Barton, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr

Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms

Tarlamis, Mr
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
Watt, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 2 (20:12)
Dr CUMMING: I move:
1.

Clause 2, omit this clause.

2.

Insert the following New Clause before clause 3—
“2

Commencement
This Act comes into operation on the day after the end of the period of 6 months beginning on the
day this Act receives the Royal Assent.”.

I believe a period of six months is sufficient to allow some education to take place to provide clarity
around the bill to enable medical practitioners and others to come to certainty in their actions.
Ms SYMES: The government will not be in a position to support Dr Cumming’s amendments. We
want the commission to have the necessary time to ensure that their processes and procedures for the
bill to commence are topnotch, and we think that 12 months is the adequate time for implementation
of this bill but acknowledge that we would always like to do things quicker than we can. But we are
certainly wanting to bring everyone along on this. We have spoken at length during debate and the
committee stage about making sure that people are very clear what these laws are, and I think
12 months is an appropriate implementation period.
Mr O’DONOHUE: The opposition will not be supporting Dr Cumming’s amendments. This is a
standard commencement clause, and we see no reason for it to change.
Amendments negatived; clause agreed to.
Clause 3 (20:15)
Mr LIMBRICK: Clause 3 talks about, in 3(1)(c):
to ensure that all people, regardless of sexual orientation or gender identify, feel welcomed and valued in
Victoria and are able to live authentically and with pride.

So my question is this: how will the government measure whether this part of the object has been
achieved, and what does it actually mean ‘to live authentically and with pride’?
Ms SYMES: Mr Limbrick, the objectives of the bill in clause 3 are to explain what the bill is about
and why we are doing it. I have got to say, when I first read this bill—this is an awesome clause. It
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sets out clearly, after listening to all the stakeholders, what we want to do, what we want to protect,
what we want to ban and how we want people to feel. There are no definitions of what is there; they
are definitions for what the bill does.
Mrs McARTHUR: Clause 3(1)(a) says:
to eliminate so far as possible the occurrence of change or suppression practices in Victoria …

Minister, why does the bill refer to the relevant practices as ‘change or suppression practices’ and not
‘conversion practices’, as used in the title of the bill?
Ms SYMES: I would draw Mrs McArthur to the second-reading speech, which explains that, yes,
the common terminology for these practices that we are seeking to ban is ‘conversion practices’. It
was actually acknowledged following extensive consultation and feedback from religious
organisations that that terminology has different meanings and is important to them. So we want to
acknowledge so-called conversion therapy in this bill, but because of that feedback we have used
‘change’ and ‘suppression’ for the purposes of this bill. But effectively for all intents and purposes the
understanding of conversion therapy is interchangeable with ‘change’ or ‘suppression’ in this bill.
Mrs McARTHUR: Thank you, Attorney. Minister, how many change or suppression practices
currently exist in Victoria?
Ms SYMES: Mrs McArthur, the bill is designed to ban all change and suppression practices, and
change and suppression practices could be any practice that meets the three elements as set out in the
bill: conduct that is directed to that individual on the basis of their sexual orientation or gender identity,
and the person who engages in that must be doing that with the intention to change or suppress or
indeed induce that person to change or suppress their sexual orientation or gender identity.
There is not the ability for me or for anyone to say how many practices exist—hopefully not many—
but we have heard from survivors that there are various ways that people, organisations and family
members have sought to change who they are, and those practices would meet the change and
suppression practices. We do not want those to continue. I would point out that these are not just
historical cases. Survivor groups are helping people deal with change or suppression practices or
conversion therapy practices being applied to them in 2021.
Mrs McARTHUR: Thank you, Attorney. Minister, how many ‘extreme conversion practices’
exist in Victoria as defined by the Human Rights Law Centre?
Ms SYMES: Mrs McArthur, because there are no laws banning these practices now it is difficult,
if not impossible, to collect data on the practices that would amount to conversion therapy practices or
indeed extreme conversion practices. There may be situations where those practices also offend the
criminal law in terms of maybe physical harm or causing serious injury by other means, so it could
still attract the criminal law, but the data that you are asking for does not exist. However, after this bill
becomes law, we will be in a position to start collecting data based on the reports that are either made
to the VEOHRC or indeed investigated by the police.
Mrs McARTHUR: Thank you, Attorney. Well, perhaps I can help out here, because the Human
Rights Law Centre refers to these extreme conversion practices as sleep deprivation, use of restraints,
electrodes and ice baths, and admissions to mental institutions. Surely you would have researched
these instances in the preparation of the bill.
Ms SYMES: Thank you, Mrs McArthur, and those are indeed examples of change and suppression
practices if they have been performed for the purposes of changing someone’s sexual orientation or
gender identity. There are a range of practices that may meet the definition of the bill—the three
elements that would constitute change or suppression practices. Those are extreme measures. They
certainly deserve to be banned. But there are a range of measures that we have learned about through
our consultations with survivors. They can be quite coercive practices and they can be quite subtle,
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but they can cause harm. And under this bill if you engage in those practices that are directed at an
individual on the basis of that victim’s sexual orientation or gender identity and are indeed attempting
to change or suppress, then that will trigger the law if it passes tonight.
Mrs McARTHUR: Well, Minister, then can you confirm that these extreme practices are in
existence, and can you quantify them?
Ms SYMES: Mrs McArthur, we have learned from survivors that indeed there are a range of
practices that exist—practices that we are seeking to ban. As I think I explained in my previous answer,
I do not have figures or data in relation to how widespread these practices are. But indeed whether
there is one case or 100 cases, they should be banned.
Dr CUMMING: I move:
3.

Clause 3, omit this clause.

4.

Insert the following New Clause before clause 4—
“3

Objects of this Act
(1) The objects of this Act are—
(a) to affirm that—
(i)

all people have characteristics of sexuality and gender identity; and

(ii) no combination of those characteristics constitutes a disorder, disease, illness,
deficiency, disability or shortcoming; and
(b) to recognise and prevent the harm caused by sexuality and gender identity conversion
practices.”.

The objects contained in the bill are wordy and contain a number of words that are not easily defined,
such as ‘feel welcome’, ‘valued’ and ‘live authentically and with pride’. These differ for each and
every person, and while they are certainly essential for all community members, they are not based
wholly on a person’s gender identity or sexual orientation. They are based on a number of factors: our
relationships, our family, our workplaces. I think it is important to state up-front that it is not a disorder,
disease, illness, deficiency, disability or shortcoming and that ‘prevention of harm’ should be an
objective. The ACT bill states the objects very clearly and up-front, and I think we should simplify the
objects of this bill. The wording I have recommended is the same as the ACT wording, which is simple
and clear but shows the intent of the government in putting forward the bill:
The objects of this Act are—
(a) to affirm that—
(i)

all people have characteristics of sexuality and gender identity; and

(ii) no combination of those characteristics constitutes a disorder, disease, illness, deficiency,
disability or shortcoming; and
(b) to recognise and prevent the harm caused by sexuality and gender identity conversion practices.

I do believe my change has the exact same intent as the government. It is just words.
Ms SYMES: I thank Dr Cumming for her amendments and her explanation of them. I guess I
would take issue with the conclusion of your contribution. The reason you are moving your
amendments is that this is not just words; these are the objectives of the act. This is our commitment
to the stakeholders, the survivors who told us their stories. It confirms what the bill is about and
importantly what it is not about. We committed to denouncing these practices, and this is a clarifying
position. We want survivors and we want the LGBTI community to know why we are doing this. This
is important reform. It confirms that the community, that this Parliament and that this government
value the LGBTI community. Those individuals should not ever be subjected to these practices, and
that is why these objectives in the act exist. As I think I pointed out earlier, this is an awesome clause.
I am really proud of it, and we will not be agreeing to remove one word from this clause.
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Mr O’DONOHUE: The opposition will not be supporting Dr Cumming’s amendments.
Dr CUMMING: Just in response to the Leader of the Government, I understand, and I am not
saying that they are not awesome words. I am wanting the words changed, but I believe my wording,
which is exactly like the ACT’s, is simple and clear. I believe that I have the same intent, and I do not
want anyone to twist it that somehow we do not have the same intent because of my changing the
wording. I am simply saying that the ACT’s wording of the objectives is very clear. They talk about
the importance of making sure that people understand that it is not a disease and it is not a disability.
Their wording recognises that we do not want to create any harm. It is right up at the front of it, so I
do not want the government to twist my intention. I just want to make that clear.
Amendments negatived; clause agreed to; clause 4 agreed to.
Clause 5 (20:29)
Mr O’DONOHUE: Minister, with my proposed referral to the Legal and Social Issues Committee
we had a brief interchange about the Tavistock case. I note your position that it is not relevant to the
state of Victoria. Whilst true in a strict legal sense, Victoria and Australia always look to similar
jurisdictions for legal developments and the development of the common law, so the Tavistock case
in that context is quite significant. Has the department obtained any legal advice about the possible
implications of the Tavistock case on practices in Victoria?
Ms SYMES: No.
Mr O’DONOHUE: Has the government given any consideration to the implications of the
Tavistock case in a broader sense beyond the strict legal implications?
Ms SYMES: Mr O’Donohue, as I think I have previously indicated, the government in informing
its policy positions considers a range of things, and it is not really within the scope of the bill to go into
great detail about those deliberations; that is actually a matter for government, our prerogative. The
case that you are referring to is currently subject to appeal, I understand, and so therefore I guess,
referring to my previous answers, we would question the usefulness of applying in-depth consideration
of that case. However, that is not to rule out that elements and stories that came out of that case have
not been factored in and indeed considered by those that have developed the bill in consultation with
stakeholders and indeed survivors and people that have experienced these practices.
Mr O’DONOHUE: Thank you for that answer, Minister. A final question on this issue: are you
aware of whether the Royal Children’s Hospital gender clinic has given any consideration to its
practices in light of the Tavistock decision and the changed approach in the UK?
Ms SYMES: That is not a matter for this bill.
Mr LIMBRICK: Clause 5(1) has the statement, ‘a practice or conduct directed towards a person’.
Can I just seek some clarification—I have been asked about this—if a teacher is asked a question by
a student in a classroom and the teacher answers that question, is that directed towards a person?
Ms SYMES: In terms of what amounts to a change or suppression practice, you have to meet all
three elements, so for any hypothetical that you are putting to me, I want to have the conversation
about how the bill applies. Nothing—no talking, no praying, no views of someone’s sexual
orientation—actually enacts this law until there is conduct that is directed to an individual, and I think
that is a plain English definition: if something is directed to an individual, it is directed to an individual.
It has to be directed on the basis of that person’s sexual orientation or gender identity, and the person
engaging in the attempt must intend to change or suppress or induce the person to change or suppress
their sexual orientation or gender identity. Mr Limbrick, referring to just one element is never going
to amount to a change or suppression practice, so it is a bit difficult for me to comment on all sorts of
situations and hypotheticals unless we are talking about the application of that clause.
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Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the minister for her answer. The other part of clause 5 which concerns
me the most is the ‘whether with or without the person’s consent’. I think you have given me an answer
on this, but I would just like to clarify it for the record. So can the government confirm that it is seeking
to deny competent adults the right to undertake a voluntary action, regardless of how much knowledge
they might have regarding that action?
Ms SYMES: Mr Limbrick, we have had a very lengthy conversation on consent. This bill does not
allow you to consent to a change or suppression practice, because we do not want people consenting
to harm. There are a range of laws in our justice system that you cannot consent to have applied to
you. I used the example before of a person consenting to an illicit substance. The heroin dealer cannot
claim that they consented and avoid criminal repercussions because of that consent.
Mrs McARTHUR: Attorney, clause 5(2)(a) clarifies that a practice or conduct is not a change or
suppression practice if it is ‘assisting a person to express their gender identity’. What would prevent
an individual who wants to consensually partake in a change or suppression practice from arguing that
the practice was assisting them to express their gender identity, that which matches their biological
sex, and therefore absolving themselves and the practitioner of any offences?
Ms SYMES: I thank Mrs McArthur her question, and I would just bring her back again to the start
of clause 5. To amount to a change or suppression practice it has to be directed to an individual on the
basis of that person’s sexual orientation or gender identity and the action must be attempting to change
or suppress, or induce that person to change or suppress, their sexual orientation or gender identity.
Mr ATKINSON: I understand what you said, Minister, about the consent factor because the
consent implies that the actual action or the interaction has been initiated by someone other than the
person. Where the person initiates, though, you are not actually talking about consent, you are talking
about them having initiated a process. Is that picked up by this clause?
Ms SYMES: Mr Atkinson, you can initiate any action, but you cannot consent to a change or
suppression practice. If you want to initiate a conversation about your faith or about your sexuality or
have a conversation with a therapist about any mental health issue or any gender questioning issues,
then you can certainly initiate those conversations. What you cannot consent to is being subjected to
a change or suppression practice which seeks to change someone from what they are.
Mr ATKINSON: Who is to say that that conversation is not about exactly that topic? In other
words, you initiate the conversation and the conversation itself could be construed by someone else as
a change or suppression action, could it not?
Ms SYMES: You can have conversations with people about sexual orientation, about the challenge
they are having, but you cannot cross the line and, by meeting the definition, seek to change someone’s
sexual orientation or gender identity. I guess the example would be that many qualified therapists as
part of their professional conduct help people form their own decisions. They bring people to make up
their own minds. They do not force people to leave their partner. They do not force somebody to
confirm that they are a gender that they are not. They do not have an intention to suppress or change
a person’s gender. That already would offend professional practices. So having the conversations with
a patient, for example, about these issues is fine, but crossing the line, meeting the elements of the
offence, is not.
Ms MAXWELL: Attorney, I would like to refer you to some of the wording on pages 4 and 5 of
the explanatory memorandum that relates to the definition of ‘change or suppression practice’. In
particular I want to direct you to those parts of the wording that convey that the definition is intended
to—
Ms SYMES: Just give me 2 seconds to find it.
Ms MAXWELL: Sorry. It is a bit of a long question anyway, Attorney, if you are happy for me to
continue. It is intended to be broad and it is aimed at capturing a range of conduct that includes formal
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practices such as behaviour change programs. For all those who have criticised and attacked us today,
it would be remiss of us not to ask this question of the government. As you know, respectfully,
Attorney, there are a range of clinically based programs and treatments in Victoria that are applied to
sex offenders, especially to try to alter or suppress their sexual inclinations and behaviour and through
that their chance of reoffending in the future. In the course of preparing this legislation did the
government seek legal advice specifically about whether the continuation of these programs and
treatments could be compromised in any way by the passage of this bill, particularly because of the
very broad nature of the definition of ‘change or suppression practice’ in it?
Ms SYMES: Ms Maxwell, they will not be. The bill refers to sexual orientation. Unlawful sexual
behaviours are not sexual orientations. Attraction to children, for example, is not a sexual orientation
or gender identity under the bill, nor is any other sexual offence. The conduct described would not be
a change or suppression practice. People who are attracted to children are not able to rely on definitions
of ‘sexual orientation’ or ‘gender identity’ under this bill. The definition of ‘sexual orientation’ is a
person’s emotional, affectional and sexual attraction to or intimate or sexual relations with persons of
a different gender or the same gender or more than one gender. It is clear this definition only relates to
attraction or relations with other persons of a different gender, same gender or more than one gender,
so it would not be able to be used by people attracted to children, as the concept of a child is not
specific to gender. So there is no impact on sexual offender programs as a result of this bill.
Ms MAXWELL: Attorney, aren’t those programs and treatments by their very nature though
aimed at changing or suppressing a person’s existing sexual inclinations and desires?
Ms SYMES: Sexual inclinations, sexual desires and sexual fantasies are not subject to this bill. We
are talking about sexual orientation and people’s identity.
Mr O’DONOHUE: Minister, I just want to take you to the carve-out provision in subclause (2)(a),
subparagraphs (i), (ii), (iii), (iv) and (v). Subclause (2) says:
(2) For the purposes of subsection (1), a practice or conduct is not a change or suppression practice if it—
(a) is supportive of or affirms a person’s gender identity or sexual orientation …

and it goes on to talk about assisting a person who is considering undergoing gender transition
et cetera. Again, the Tavistock case was about a person who transitioned and then wanted to transition
back. One of the foundational concepts of the birth certificates legislation of course is that gender is
fluid. What is the legal position for someone who does transition and then determines their true identity
perhaps is their original gender, for example?
Ms SYMES: Mr O’Donohue, am I correct that in your question you are referring to the affirmation
model? Yes. The bill does not specify that the affirmation treatment model must be taken. It specifies
that an affirmation or supportive approach is not a conversion practice. This clause 5(2) is to provide
clarity under this legislation for what is not a change or suppression practice to provide guidance for
those that are seeking to navigate their way through this legislation. The bill simply says that the
medical professionals must follow their existing guidelines in relation to treating LGBTIQ patients.
Ms CROZIER: Have you finished with that line of questioning, Mr O’Donohue? I have got a
question, Minister, on clause 5(2)(a)(v) in relation to facilitating a person’s coping skills. Could you
please explain to the house, as outlined in the bill:
For the purposes of subsection (1), a practice or conduct is not a change or suppression practice if it …

is ‘facilitating a person’s coping skills’? So how is ‘coping skills’ defined? Is it not subjective, when
an individual is particularly with a doctor, what those coping skills would be?
Ms SYMES: Thank you, Ms Crozier. This is very similar to both the Queensland and ACT
legislation. A person’s coping skills might be helping people explore their identity, for example. But
again these are examples of what does not amount to a change or suppression practice. It is a guiding
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piece of legislation to help people navigate through, but I would always bring you back to what does
amount to a change or suppression practice and the three elements that must be met in order to offend
that provision.
Dr CUMMING: My question is on the same clause, so clause 5(2)(v). This states:
facilitating a person’s coping skills, social support or identity exploration and development …

Shouldn’t this also include sexual orientation exploration and development?
Ms SYMES: Thank you, Dr Cumming. I can confirm that it does include the ability to help
somebody explore their sexual orientation or their sexual identity. What it does not permit is for a
medical professional—or any individual, for that matter—to then seek to perform a change or
suppression practice as defined by the bill for the purposes of changing that person.
Mr LIMBRICK: In clause 5(1)(b), where it refers to:
for the purpose of—
(i)

changing or suppressing the sexual orientation or gender identity of the person …

one thing I would like to clarify that has been put to me and is of concern to a number of
organisations—I would like to get the Attorney’s thoughts on this—is: is encouraging someone to
remain celibate suppression? Assuming that it meets the other criteria for coming under this act, is
encouraging celibacy—so accepting their sexuality, so we are not rejecting that they are same-sex
attracted or anything like that? So we are accepting that they are same-sex attracted but we encourage
them to remain celibate.
Ms SYMES: The short answer is no, not if it is taught regardless of sexuality.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the Attorney for her answer. One of the specific cases of this that was
put to me in a letter from the Board of Imams Victoria was around I think it is a doctrine called nasiha.
My understanding is under Islam it is an obligation to provide direct advice, and so their concern they
said was that they do not see people as broken or ill or anything like that, but they have an obligation
when someone says that they are same-sex attracted to tell them to not engage in same-sex practices.
They are not denying their sexual orientation. Can the Attorney confirm that that would not be caught
by this definition and it would be safe for them to continue this practice?
Ms SYMES: Without giving my personal views on telling someone what they should and should
not do sexually, I would bring you back to the definition of ‘change or suppression practice’. Telling
someone not to engage in sexual activity does not offend the bill, because it does not induce the person
to change or suppress their sexual orientation or gender identity. If just simply the instruction is not to
engage in sexual activity, that does not offend the bill.
Mr LIMBRICK: Thank you, Attorney. That does clarify it somewhat. Even if the intent of
encouraging them to remain celibate is because they are same-sex attracted, that still would not fall
under the provisions of this bill?
Ms SYMES: No. You could tell somebody who is same-sex attracted not to have sex or you could
tell somebody who is attracted to the opposite sex not to have sex, and that would not offend this
provision. This provision is only enacted if you are seeking to change that person’s sexual orientation
of who they want to have sex with.
Mrs McARTHUR: Attorney, in clause 5(2)(b) it refers to:
a practice or conduct of a health service provider … to provide a health service … to comply with the legal
or professional obligations of the health service provider.

Attorney, could you give a list of examples of health service providers, please?
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Ms SYMES: Thank you, Mrs McArthur. I am advised that it is in the definitions of the bill, which
are on page 5 of the bill:
health service provider has the same meaning as it has in the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law

Mrs McARTHUR: Attorney, so therefore are psychiatrists health service providers? Are
counsellors health service providers?
Ms SYMES: I do not have an exhaustive list in front of me but I would certainly be of the view
that the answer to that would be yes. I can double-check for you, but I would be confident that that
answer would be yes.
Mrs McARTHUR: Thank you, Attorney. Moving to clause 5(3):
(3) For the purposes of subsection (1), a practice includes, but is not limited to the following—
(a) providing a psychiatry or psychotherapy consultation, treatment or therapy, or any other similar
consultation, treatment or therapy …

Attorney, subclause 3 notes that psychiatry can constitute a change or suppression practice. How far
could a psychiatrist deviate from advice that explicitly advocates for transitioning? Would asking a
patient to wait a while and contemplate the extremity of their feelings constitute a conversion practice?
Ms SYMES: Mrs McArthur, there is nothing in this bill that changes the provision of medical
treatment and medical advice from medical practitioners and those that are qualified to support people
in making those decisions. I would again bring you back to the start of clause 5, which outlines what
a change or suppression practice is, and that is directed to an individual because of their sexual
orientation that seeks to change their sexual orientation or sexual identity. There is nothing in this bill
that prevents doctors providing adequate support, treatment and care for people that are seeking advice.
Mrs McARTHUR: I move on to clause 5(3)(c):
giving a person a referral for the purposes of a change or suppression practice being directed towards the
person.

Attorney, clause 5(3)(c) uses the word ‘referral’. What does this word mean in this context? Does it
have to be a medical referral or something else with a similar level of professional credibility? Is advice
by a parent, friend or anybody else to undergo a change or suppression practice enough to constitute a
practice of referral in itself?
Ms SYMES: Mrs McArthur, it is an illustrative example to help people understand the legislation,
and the reference to ‘referral’ is literal. It is not a medical reference. It is, for example, you do not run
a gay conversion camp but you know someone that does and you refer them there.
Dr CUMMING: My question is: why has government actually singled out psychiatry? That is my
question. Why did the government single this out within all of the clauses?
Ms SYMES: Dr Cumming, it is illustrative, but it is an example of practices that have been relayed
to us from people that have been subjected to these practices.
Dr CUMMING: Attorney, neither the ACT nor, say, the Irish bill go into such detail regarding
which services are covered, so why does the government actually need to go into one specific service?
Because in my mind if it did not go into a specific service it would cover everything. It would be more
broad reaching.
Ms SYMES: I acknowledge that the ACT do not have the descriptors, the illustrations and
examples that we have provided, but I would say that that is a flaw in their legislation. It creates more
ambiguity. By providing illustrations which are drawn on experiences based on the stakeholder
consultation, we are providing as great a clarity as possible for people to make sure that they are very
clear on not breaching these laws.
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Ms BATH: Attorney, is there a lower age limit for which this bill applies?
Ms SYMES: Ms Bath, the answer is no. I am not sure where you are quite going with it—you
might have a supplementary question—but we would argue that every individual deserves protection
regardless of their age.
Ms BATH: Thank you. In relation to Mr O’Donohue’s amendment 1, we are seeking to amend to
have a family be able to communicate with their children up to the age of 18, but am I to understand
that at age four, six or 10 this would be captured? So at age 10—I am just picking that as a random
age—this bill would capture the level of suppression et cetera that someone could be communicating
in their church or in a school or wherever and that child at age 10 would be captured in this bill?
Ms SYMES: It is our intention that the bill protects everyone regardless of age. There has to be a
report made in relation to an allegation of a change or suppression action, and that would be
investigated, taking into account the consideration of the alleged victim.
Dr CUMMING: Given that the affirmative approach is seen by international medical experts as
lacking in supporting evidence and experimental, how is it that this legislation is in favour of the
experimental and controversial affirmative treatment approach and criminalising alternative ethical
and standard treatment approaches?
Ms SYMES: I guess I would give you the same response as I gave Mr O’Donohue on a similar
line of questioning in that the bill does not specify that an affirmative treatment model must be taken,
it specifies that an affirmative or supportive approach is not a conversion practice. The bill simply says
that medical professionals must follow their existing guidelines in relation to treating LGBTI patients.
Dr CUMMING: This is another question about putting the cart before the horse. Why didn’t the
government, prior to introducing any of this legislation, do a full investigation by independent medical
experts to report on the best medical management approaches being commissioned? And then from
that position you come up with singling out. Would you like me to do that again, Minister?
Ms SYMES: I guess the answer to your question is: there is no change to that area.
Dr CUMMING: I guess my question is then: if there actually was a report around medical
management approaches and that actually said that you had to single out psychology, then that would
have informed this bill.
Ms SYMES: I am a little unclear exactly what you are asking, Dr Cumming, but I would confirm
that, as I have previously stated, there is no change to the provision of medical care or medical
treatment to any individual and certainly not individuals that are seeking advice on gender-related
matters.
Dr CUMMING: I guess my line of questioning here is around that I feel the bill actually assumes
that the individual has made a decision rather than going through what would be a period of
exploration. I feel that it assumes that the child has never, say, mistaken their own self-diagnosis,
including regarding gender. It is simply unbelievable, especially in the case of children who experience
trauma. But this is actually quite a held position, that there may be obviously ways that children can
make mistakes.
Ms SYMES: Dr Cumming, I would draw you to clause 5(2)(a), which confirms that for the
purposes of this bill a practice or conduct is not a change of suppression practice if it:
is supportive of or affirms a person’s gender identity or sexual orientation including, but not limited to, a
practice or conduct for the purposes of—
…
(iv) providing acceptance, support or understanding of a person …
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Dr CUMMING: I move:
5.

Clause 5, line 3, before “practice” insert “harmful”.

This bill is about prevention of harm, and I think this should be clearly stated in the meaning of change
or suppression practices. In this amendment I am inserting the word ‘harmful’ in the second line. I
would like to see the insertion of ‘harmful’. So how it would actually read is: ‘a harmful practice or
conduct directed towards’.
Ms SYMES: I thank Dr Cumming for her amendment and certainly acknowledge her intention to
ensure that harmful practices are prohibited. We will not be in a position to support the amendment
because our advice is that it would create an artificial distinction between harmful and non-harmful
change or suppression practices. This would undermine the current objectives of the bill in
clause 3(2)(a), which suggests that all change or suppression practices are harmful. In addition, the
criminal offences all require injury to be proven, which makes the inclusion of the word ‘harmful’
redundant in relation to those offences—because there has to be injury, which means there has to be
harm.
Mr O’DONOHUE: The opposition will not be supporting Dr Cumming’s amendment.
Amendment negatived.
Mr BOURMAN: I move:
1.

Clause 5, line 4, omit “, whether with or”.

One of the things that I like to think about a free society is that occasionally you have the ability to
choose. Now, whilst I could not imagine anyone wanting to choose this, I think it is up to people to
make up their own mind. The effect of my amendment would be: if someone wanted to be subject to
these things, they could be. Now, obviously if they give consent, it has got to be proper consent. It is
not coerced consent, because that would be captured by the rest of this bill. So this basically just says,
‘If you want it, you can have it’. I cannot imagine why anyone would, but that is how it is.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank Mr Bourman for moving this amendment. This goes to a key concern
that I have with the bill. The idea that someone cannot consent to something that has the possibility of
being harmful, regardless of their knowledge of what that thing is, is offensive to individual autonomy.
It is offensive to the idea of freedom, and quite frankly it is ridiculous when you think how there are
so many things that someone can engage in and consent to that have some possibility of harm. We
have spoken about—you know—they can go to the bottle shop, they can buy hamburgers and they
can engage in all sorts of activities that have a possibility of harm, and yet for some reason we think
that in certain cases people have no ability to form any sort of knowledge or consent, and the
government will come in and say, ‘You cannot form consent no matter what your level of information
with this’. I think this is offensive to individual autonomy, and I will definitely support this
amendment.
Dr CUMMING: I do not wish to go on either, because I feel like we debated it earlier. I also
believe that there are individuals—because they have contacted my office—who have felt that they,
with consent, have got something out of prayer or the like to suppress their feelings within a marriage,
as I gave examples of earlier. I do actually believe in consent, and I understand the government’s
argument. I am going to try to be the devil’s advocate here, which is to say that suppression practices
do not work. Prayer does not work. It is not scientific, so therefore it does not actually work in
suppression or conversion. That is what I keep hearing from the government: that actually you cannot
convert someone; you cannot suppress it.
Ms SYMES: This is a really complex area, but we listened to survivors. By putting in a consent
exemption or defence we would be saying that conversion practices work. We would be telling the
LGBTI community that they can change, and that would encourage people to tell them that they should
change. I think that we should under no circumstances have any laws that tell our LGBTI community
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that they are less worthy than anyone else and that they indeed should change. Conversion practices
do not work. The power imbalance that is in the stories of survivors—Mr Bourman, you say you
cannot imagine people would want to consent to that. If you are a gay kid and you have been bullied
and harassed and your parents think you are an abomination, I reckon you probably would consent to
something if you thought it would work. We know from survivors it does not work. We know that
many people have consented to it, because of course when the society does not accept our LGBTI
community, why wouldn’t they want to consent to change? But they do not work. They cause harm,
they cause death and they send a message to our LGBTI community that they should not be who they
are. We will vehemently oppose this proposed amendment.
Dr CUMMING: Just on what the Attorney-General said—and I am really wondering if it has been
twisted by mistake or I have not heard it correctly—I can believe that these conversion and suppression
therapies do not work. I get that. The government might be saying that prayer does not work because
it is not scientific. I get that, but the actual consent part of it—even if it does not work, it is almost
saying that they can do that even if it does not work. I feel that you are actually saying that people
cannot actually be fluid.
Mr O’DONOHUE: I had an interchange with the minister earlier about this issue, and I quoted
the very good summary by the Law Institute of Victoria. The opposition will be supporting
Mr Bourman’s amendment.
Mr BOURMAN: I thank the Attorney-General. That I do not believe they will work is not the
issue. The issue is that someone may or may not, and it is up to them. In this house we saw the passage
of the Voluntary Assisted Dying Act 2017. One day what was murder became an act of kindness the
next day. What that showed is there is a mechanism that is possible for a person. We can figure out
what is consent. That is a missed opportunity in this bill, I think. I think that consent would be if there
were X number of doctors of X number of sorts that had to figure it out. The example you used was a
perfect one.
I do not want some kid who has got some sort of uncertainty about their gender or their sexuality to
feel like they have to do something, nor do I want an adult to have to do that, but choice is choice. As
I said, I think this is a missed opportunity to give an avenue for those that want to explore this stuff. It
is not for me to tell them it works or not; it is for them to figure it out. Everyone goes through their
own life. Everyone has a different journey, and I think that is the crux of this.
Committee divided on amendment:
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Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms

Tarlamis, Mr
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
Watt, Ms

BILLS
298

Legislative Council

Thursday, 4 February 2021

Mr O’DONOHUE: I move:
5.

Clause 5, page 8, line 4 omit “necessary ” and insert “clinically appropriate”.

Ms Crozier read into the Hansard earlier on in the committee the letter from Associate Professor Julian
Rait, OAM, the AMA Victoria president. The relevant extract from his letter for this clause says:
AMA Victoria is concerned that clause 5(2)(b) restricts what psychiatrists can talk about in a session, and
therefore limits appropriate normal psychiatric practice.
This restriction is brought about by the use of the word ‘necessary’. There can be significant discussion around
whether a treatment is ‘necessary’ and by whom. Therefore, we urge that the words ‘when clinically
appropriate’ be substituted in place of ‘necessary’.

I noted the minister’s response to Ms Crozier earlier when she put questions about this. We in the
opposition would prefer to listen to medical advice and to medical experts and to enact the
recommendations of health advice and medical experts when it comes to dealing with issues of
medical practice—not politicians and public servants. Therefore I move my amendment.
Mr MEDDICK: This might seem unusual. I ask Mr O’Donohue what date that letter was dated.
Mr O’DONOHUE: 29 January 2021.
Mr MEDDICK: I will just explain myself. Thank you, Mr O’Donohue. It is because Professor
Rait rang me on Tuesday afternoon and said to me that the AMA supports this bill in its entirety,
wholeheartedly.
Ms SYMES: We have discussed the amendment, because it has been proposed by the AMA. We
have responded to the AMA to provide assurances that the words ‘necessary’ and ‘clinically
appropriate’ would have the same effect under the bill. In that sense there is no need for us to support
this amendment. What is clinically appropriate is necessary.
Ms PATTEN: I do think that the timing is interesting. But also, in speaking to Professor Rait, I
think what Professor Rait and the AMA were trying to do was confirm that the wording would provide
them with that protection. I think in clause 1 we actually came to that position that a change in wording
was not going to change how this would be defined and how it would be read, so I think that as it
stands it actually should answer the AMA’s concerns.
Mr LIMBRICK: I have just got a question for the Attorney about this amendment. Is it the
government’s position that this amendment would simply be redundant, or would it have negative
effects on the bill?
Ms SYMES: Mr Limbrick, it is redundant, and it would delay the bill if we sought to amend it this
evening, because the Assembly have gone home. I think Ms Patten certainly picked up on what I took
to be the concerns of the AMA—to make sure that they had the assurances that our word ‘necessary’
would provide the same protections as the words ‘clinically appropriate’—and I have responded to the
AMA to provide that assurance.
Mr DAVIS: The bill comes into effect in 12 months.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I think that was just a statement.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 14
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O’Donohue, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
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Noes, 21
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Amendment negatived.
Dr CUMMING: I move:
6.

Clause 5, page 8, lines 9 to 20, omit subclause (3).

My amendment 6 deletes that whole section, so it actually deletes:
(3) For the purposes of subsection (1), a practice includes, but is not limited to the following—
(a) providing a psychiatry or psychotherapy consultation, treatment or therapy, or any other similar
consultation, treatment or therapy …

It also deletes:
(b) carrying out a religious practice, including but not limited to, a prayer based practice, a deliverance
practice or an exorcism;
(c) giving a person a referral for the purposes of a change or suppression practice being directed
towards the person.

It deletes that whole section. Why I am putting this amendment up is because of the large amount of
emails I have had that were either from the medical side of things or from religious groups that were
wondering why this is actually specified in this bill, because it would seem that there are no other bills
in Australia or around the world that actually pull these out. I understand the government’s position,
that they feel that by singling these things out it makes this bill more progressive in some way or it
spells out more clearly exactly what the conversion or suppression practices are. But I also hold the
view that by not having them there the bill and its intent are still there. All of the intent is actually still
there in the rest of the bill. Yes, maybe I am going to be accused of trying to be all things to all people,
but I am also trying to make sure that—
Members interjecting.
Dr CUMMING: Really? These mutterings when you know what my intention is—just putting up
amendments and saying that I actually like or I am listening to my community and trying to change
the words to those in parts of acts in other parts of the world that actually have the same intent, to stop
suppression and conversion therapy. It is okay for me to actually get up and just say that by deleting
this you still have the same bill and the same intent, but you are not upsetting these particular groups,
so I really do take offence. I will just leave it at that.
Ms SYMES: Dr Cumming, it is true your amendment would not affect the legal operation of the
act, because practices such as prayer or psychiatric treatment would still be considered a change or
suppression practice if they met the definition in clause 5(1). We have provided illustrative examples
of what could constitute a suppression or change practice if it met the elements of clause 5(1), drawing
on examples, stories and experiences from survivors of what has happened to them and the conversion
therapy that has been applied to them in a particular setting. This is not about singling out people or
particular practitioners with a view to offending them; it is reflecting that practices in these fields have
indeed caused harm to people who have been subjected to conversion therapy. It is not intended to be
directive, it is intended to be guiding.
Amendment negatived.
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Mr O’DONOHUE: I move:
6.

Clause 5, page 8, lines 11 to 14, omit paragraph (a).

Again, this has been discussed between the minister, Ms Crozier and me. This amendment seeks to
remove the provision of psychiatry, psychotherapy or similar consultational therapies from explicit
reference in the legislation. Again, my understanding is that in the Queensland legislation that was
removed after consultation with the Queensland branch of the AMA. The psychiatrists I have met
have expressed concern that practitioners may stop consulting in this area, which would be a perverse
outcome. That would be a bad outcome for the community. So this amendment is lifting what the
AMA have requested, and again I would say that the Liberal-Nationals are listening to the medical
advice, and that is reflected in this amendment.
Ms SYMES: I guess my response to this amendment is similar to my comments in relation to
Dr Cumming’s amendment. We will not be supporting it. But I might take the opportunity just to put
on record that psychiatrists and psychologists are amazing. They do a fantastic job in looking after the
health, particularly the mental health, of Victorians. In fact if you have not sat down with one, I would
recommend it. I think people in this chamber would probably see a fair bit of stuff that is worth talking
about. So any suggestion that this bill would detract from people talking to people from the LGBTI
community would be very disappointing. I think that people, particularly vulnerable people—those
people that are subjected to discrimination and made to feel less valuable than other members of the
community—certainly need these services. So I do want to commend the work that they do. There
would, I hope, be very few psychiatrists and psychologists that would seek to engage in suppression
and change practices, but from the examples we have been provided from survivors, it has happened,
which is why it has been drawn out in the bill. It is not intended to imply that this is a common practice,
that this is what psychologists and psychiatrists secretly try and do. They are fantastic people. They
provide a valuable service, and I certainly do not want to detract from that work. But if there are people
in that profession who seek to change people, then they may be caught out by this legislation and
deservedly so.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr

Finn, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms

Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr
Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Noes, 19
Barton, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr

Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms

Tarlamis, Mr
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
Watt, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Mr O’DONOHUE: I move:
7.

Clause 5, page 8, after line 23 insert—
“(5) For the purposes of sub-section (1), a change or suppression practice does not include a practice or
conduct that is directed by a person, including a parent, towards a member of the person’s family,
if the member of the person’s family—
(a) is under 18 could years of age; or
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(b) has impaired cognitive capacity.”.

This is seeking to provide a carve-out for familial discussions between parents and children and the
like. Again I note the correspondence from the law institute dated 28 January, which says:
… it may be appropriate that the Bill clarify that general familial conversations, including general words of
guidance and counselling in familial settings do not constitute a change or suppression practice.

Now, I note that the Department of Justice and Community Safety’s deputy secretary has responded
to that to provide some clarity, but of course that has no legal weight. Correspondence between the
law institute and the department of justice does not have legal weight, so my amendment would seek
to have it made clear in the bill. We think it is important for families to have that clarity and to have
that confidence so they can have conversations without fear of invoking the provisions that this bill
will introduce, and for those reasons I move my amendment.
Ms SYMES: I would like to begin by asking Mr O’Donohue a question in relation to his
amendment. Mr O’Donohue, could you please explain who you envisage would be covered by the
definition of ‘family member’?
Mr O’DONOHUE: That would have the ordinary meaning.
Ms SYMES: Mr O’Donohue, I am related to half of Benalla. I would consider my second cousin
a family member. Are you envisaging that a second cousin of someone under 18 could be caught up
by your proposed amendment?
Mr O’DONOHUE: The general context of this proposed amendment is a family setting—
conversations between parents and children—and that would be the interpretation. I think this
conversation, this interchange, if this amendment passes, would be useful for any interpretation
purposes. That would be the general intent of this amendment.
Ms PATTEN: I must say, some of the emails that I have received have been about the Jehovah’s
Witnesses and their consideration of family, which is extremely broad in the way that they consider
family and the way that they—for want of a better word—kick people out of the Jehovah’s Witnesses
family. So without any definition of ‘family’, this would enable Jehovah’s Witnesses, in my reading
of this, to be able to continue to practise these suppression and conversion practices or change
practices. I cannot see, without a definition of ‘family’, Mr O’Donohue, how we could possibly think
that this was just mum and dad having a nice chat to their children.
Mr O’DONOHUE: I think the example, Ms Patten, you offer would not meet the definition of the
ordinary meaning of ‘family’, and therefore I do not think that it would apply in this case.
Ms MAXWELL: Just for some further clarification, if we were actually speaking about an
Indigenous community, which is very broadly considered as family, Mr O’Donohue, could you just
confirm for me how great that would be in regard to an Indigenous family?
Mr O’DONOHUE: Ultimately an interpretation of this clause, if it were tested, would be a matter
for the court, which is the normal course for a clause or an expression in any piece of legislation that
is not specifically defined. I could envisage, Ms Maxwell, that in that context that you describe perhaps
a broader definition may be given by a court.
Ms SYMES: Mr O’Donohue, I do not reckon you drafted that amendment, because you are not
that sloppy, but I will not be supporting the amendment. What it would seek to do is ensure that some
of the most vulnerable to conversion practices are left completely without protection. Children and
people with impaired cognitive ability are often in the care of family members, and this amendment
would ensure that nothing a family member did to them would be classified as a conversion practice.
We know from the testimony of survivors that these practices can often begin at an early age,
particularly for children who may be starting to come to terms with their sexuality or gender identity.
Every parent of course has the right to raise their children in accordance with their own beliefs, but
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every child has the right to be free from harm. These practices that we are seeking to ban cause harm.
Conversion practices do not work. They cause harm, sometimes lifelong harm or fatal harm. We will
not be supporting an amendment that does not protect children.
Mr LIMBRICK: Although I agree with Mr O’Donohue’s intent in this amendment, I also share
concerns about the definition of ‘family’ and what that actually might look like in a household, even
if we limit it to a household. So the Liberal Democrats will not be supporting this amendment.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 10
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr

Finn, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Lovell, Ms

McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Noes, 25
Barton, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Limbrick, Mr

Maxwell, Ms
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms

Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tarlamis, Mr
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
Watt, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
Ms SYMES: Pursuant to standing order 4.08(1)(b), I declare that the sitting be extended by up to
1 hour.
Clause agreed to.
Sitting suspended 10.02 pm until 10.19 pm.
Clauses 6 to 23 agreed to.
Clause 24 (22:20)
Mr LIMBRICK: Could the government explain the reasoning why someone who has not been
affected by a change or suppression practice is able to make a complaint to the commission? I would
just be interested in the reasoning behind why this third-party complaint mechanism exists.
Ms SYMES: Mr Limbrick, thank you for your question. This is indeed to ensure that poor practices
can be reported, I guess, like any crime. If somebody witnesses a breach of the law, reporting it is
certainly an appropriate step to take. I would note that the VEOHRC’s conduct and how they would
respond to a report must take into account the impact on the affected person, and indeed this ensures
that bad practices can be reported and ensures that the burden is not entirely on survivors. It would be
our expectation that it would be more common for the affected party to make reports, but it is
appropriate to ensure that anybody who witnesses poor practices, dangerous practices and indeed, after
this bill is law, illegal practices to report them to the appropriate authorities.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the Attorney for her answer. It would seem that one of the effects of this
would be to allow the policing, so to speak, by VEOHRC of the consent scenario that we talked about
before, because it would be unlikely, if there was a scenario where someone was consenting to this
sort of treatment and someone was providing it in a consensual relationship, that a third party could
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witness that relationship and disapprove of it and complain about it. Is that the type of conduct that
would be picked up under this mechanism?
Ms SYMES: Without saying it is the type of conduct that would be picked up by this process,
coming back to our previous discussions, you cannot consent to a change or suppression practice. That
does not mean that the person reporting it—the consent is irrelevant in relation to making a report.
Mr LIMBRICK: I thank the Attorney for her answer. One of the concerns that has been put to me
about this third-party complaint mechanism is activist-type campaigns, so if there is, for example, a
religious institution which happens to be unpopular, large numbers of complaints could be put forward
by activists or this sort of scenario. What sorts of protections are there against vexatious complaints
using this third-party mechanism?
Ms SYMES: Thank you, Mr Limbrick. Because of the way the bill is drafted VEOHRC have to
take into account the alleged victim or the impact on the affected person, and as we have gone through
in the bill, reports to VEOHRC, particularly by third parties, would enable them to go and have a look
at it and would involve further steps involving the agreement for the parties to be involved in those
discussions. In many cases, if the victim or the consenting participant does not support any action
going forward, it would be difficult for VEOHRC to advance that because it requires the consent of
the parties to have those discussions for the civil scheme.
Clause agreed to; clauses 25 to 58 agreed to.
Clause 59 (22:25)
Dr RATNAM: Attorney, I refer to the definition of ‘sexual orientation’ in this clause. As I alluded
to in my second-reading speech, there is concern amongst the asexual and aromantic community that
the definition may exclude them and therefore they would not be covered by anti-discrimination laws
and the ban on conversion therapy. Could the Attorney clarify that the intention of the new definition
of ‘sexuality’ does in fact include asexual and aromantic people?
Ms SYMES: I thank Dr Ratnam for her question, and indeed we were anticipating this because of
your second-reading speech, which is always helpful. So I can confirm, yes, it does. The definition of
‘sexuality’ is intended to be inclusive and not exclusive:
sexual orientation means a person’s emotional, affectional and sexual attraction to, or intimate or sexual
relations with, persons of a different gender or the same gender or more than one gender

The government considers the term ‘and’ is likely to be interpreted as inclusive rather than cumulative
of these three types of attraction—that is, emotional, affectional and sexual. This means that the
attraction can be one or more of the three types of attraction. We also consider this to be the case
because the definition comes from the Yogyakarta Principles, including the use of ‘and’, which makes
it clear the intention is to protect people of diverse sexual orientations, which we take to include people
with asexual sexual orientation.
Clause agreed to; clauses 60 to 66 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (22:29): I move:
That the report be adopted.

Motion agreed to.
Report adopted.
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Third reading
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (22:30): 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, 27
Atkinson, Mr
Bach, Dr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Kieu, Dr

Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Shing, Ms
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tarlamis, Mr
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
Watt, Ms

Noes, 9
Bourman, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Finn, Mr

Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr

Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Quilty, Mr

Question agreed to.
Read third time.
The PRESIDENT: Pursuant to standing order 14.27, the bill will be returned to the Assembly with
a message informing them that the Council have agreed to the bill without amendment.
Business of the house
ADJOURNMENT
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Attorney-General, Minister for
Resources) (22:37): I move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday, 16 February 2021.

Motion agreed to.
Rulings by the Chair
CHANGE OR SUPPRESSION (CONVERSION) PRACTICES PROHIBITION BILL 2020
The PRESIDENT (22:38): Members, the Clerk has drawn to my attention that the numbers in the
division on the reasoned amendment moved by Mr O’Donohue to the second reading of the Change
or Suppression (Conversion) Practices Prohibition Bill 2020 were reported incorrectly. The result of
the division was reported as ayes, 16, and noes, 19. I have reviewed the video footage and the result
of the division should have been reported as ayes, 16, and noes, 20. The outcome remains unchanged,
and the reasoned amendment was defeated. Pursuant to standing order 16.62, I will ensure the minutes
of the proceedings reflect the correct result.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE AND MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Thursday, 4 February 2021

Legislative Council

305

Questions without notice and ministers statements
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (22:38): Members, during question time Mr O’Donohue raised a concern with
his substantive answer from the Attorney-General. I checked the Hansard and the question was not
answered, so there are two days for a response to the question.
Mr O’Donohue: On a point of order, President, I may have misheard you, but did you say two
days for an answer?
Members interjecting.
Mr O’Donohue: I see.
Bills
SUMMARY OFFENCES AMENDMENT (DECRIMINALISATION OF PUBLIC
DRUNKENNESS) BILL 2020
Introduction and first reading
The PRESIDENT (22:40): I have a message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act to amend
the Summary Offences Act 1966 to repeal offences relating to public drunkenness, to make consequential
amendments to the Bail Act 1977 and the Liquor Control Reform Act 1998 and for other purposes’.

Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(22:40): I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

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

Motion agreed to.
Statement of compatibility
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(22:41): I lay on the table a statement of compatibility with the Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006, (the Charter), I
make this Statement of Compatibility with respect to the Summary Offences Amendment (Decriminalisation
of Public Drunkenness) Bill 2020 (the Bill).
In my opinion, the Bill, as introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible with human rights as set out
in the Charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview of the Bill
The purpose of the Bill is to:
•

amend the Summary Offences Act 1966 and repeal offences relating to public drunkenness

•

make consequential amendments to the arrest and infringement notice powers applicable to public
drunkenness offences, and

•

make consequential amendments to the Bail Act 1977 and the Liquor Control Reform Act 1998.

In August 2019, the Victorian Government committed in principle to decriminalise public drunkenness and
replace it with a health-based response. The decision was made in the context of the coronial inquest into the
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death of Yorta Yorta woman Tanya Day, who died after being held in police custody in December 2017 on a
charge of being drunk in public.
The Victorian Government’s commitment to decriminalise public drunkenness is consistent with the final
report and recommendations of the Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody (RCIADIC)
(1991), and the findings and recommendations made by the Deputy State Coroner in April 2020 in the inquest
into the death of Ms Day.
As the RCIADIC found, Aboriginal people are disproportionately disadvantaged by public drunkenness laws,
and overrepresented in the criminal justice system more broadly, leading to an unacceptably high rate of
deaths in custody. Data also indicates that people experiencing homelessness and people from Sudan and
South Sudan are disproportionately affected by public drunkenness laws. It is intended that decriminalising
public drunkenness will reduce incarceration of these groups people and prevent Aboriginal deaths in custody.
An Expert Reference Group (ERG) was established to provide advice to government on the decriminalisation
of public drunkenness and the design and development of a new health based response. The ERG provided
its report “Seeing the Clear Light of Day” to government in August 2020 with 86 recommendations, including
repealing public drunkenness offences in the Summary Offences Act 1966 (the Act) and recommendations on
the design and implementation of a health-based response.
The Bill is the first stage of work to implement public drunkenness reforms and will be followed by detailed
work to design and implement an alternative public health response.
Human Rights Issues
In my opinion, the human rights protected by the Charter that are relevant to the Bill are:
•

the right to recognition and equality before the law (section 8)

•

the right to life (section 9)

•

cultural rights, including Aboriginal cultural rights (section 19), and

•

the right to liberty and security of person (section 21).

For the reasons set out below, I am satisfied that the Bill is compatible with the Charter and does not limit any
rights in the Charter.
The right to recognition and equality before the law (section 8)
Section 8(2) of the Charter provides that every person has the right to enjoy their human rights without
discrimination, and section 8(3) of the Charter provides that every person is equal before the law, is entitled to
the equal protection of the law without discrimination and has the right to equal and effective protection against
discrimination. This means that laws, policies and programs should not be discriminatory, and also that public
authorities should not apply or enforce laws, policies and programs in a discriminatory or arbitrary manner.
‘Discrimination’ for the purposes of the equality right means discrimination within the meaning of the Equal
Opportunity Act 2010 (EO Act). The EO Act defines discrimination in section 7 to include direct or indirect
discrimination on the basis of an attribute, including, age, gender identity and sex, disability, parental status
or status as a carer, and, relevantly, race.
As noted above, certain cohorts, including Aboriginal people, people experiencing homelessness and people
from Sudan and South Sudan are disproportionately affected by public drunkenness laws. This highlights a
significant inequity in the application of these laws. This inequity has significant costs and consequences both
for those who are disproportionately affected and the broader Victorian community, because contact with the
justice system is well known to be correlated with poorer outcomes across a range of social and economic
indicators.
The RCIADIC asserted that the most significant contributing factor resulting in the overrepresentation of
Aboriginal people in custody was the disadvantage and inequality which Aboriginal people experience in
society—socially, economically and culturally. The disproportionate application of public drunkenness laws
is an example of this inequality and also compounds inequality by limiting opportunities to participate and
contribute to society.
For these reasons, I consider that the Bill will promote the right to equality before the law by repealing public
drunkenness laws that have continued to be applied disproportionately to certain cohorts, resulting in reduced
contact with the justice system for these cohorts and improved outcomes across a range of indicators.
The rights to life (section 9) and to liberty and security (section 21)
Section 9 of the Charter provides that every person has the right to life and the right not to be arbitrarily
deprived of life. Under this right, public authorities have a positive obligation to protect the lives of people in
their care, including from harm they do to themselves. Section 21 of the Charter provides that every person
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has the right to liberty and security and must not be subject to arbitrary arrest or detention or deprived of their
liberty, except as provided by law. Relevant to both rights, the term ‘arbitrary’ means capricious,
unpredictable or unjust, or unreasonable in the sense of not being proportionate to a legitimate aim sought to
be achieved.
The RCIADIC found that the disproportionate rate at which Aboriginal people were arrested was the major
and most immediate cause of the deaths of Aboriginal people in custody. Public drunkenness was found to
be the most frequently reported offence, and Aboriginal people were, and continue to be, significantly
overrepresented among those charged with breaching public drunkenness laws.
By reducing the overrepresentation of Aboriginal people in the justice system, decriminalising public
drunkenness will reduce deaths in custody. For these reasons, I consider that the Bill promotes the right to life
and the right to liberty and security. These rights will be further promoted by shifting the approach to public
intoxication from a criminal justice response to a public health response, which prioritises the safety and
wellbeing of people who are intoxicated in public.
As outlined below, a holistic health model is currently being developed and will be implemented before the
repeal of the public drunkenness laws. This will ensure there is a response in place to meet the health needs
of intoxicated people in public once the offences are repealed and will further promote the right to life, rather
than limiting it.
Cultural rights, including Aboriginal cultural rights (section 19)
Section 19 of the Charter provides that people with particular cultural, religious, racial or linguistic
background must not be denied the right to enjoy or practise their culture. Section 19(2) recognises that
Aboriginal people hold distinct cultural rights.
The disproportionate effect of public drunkenness laws and the resulting overrepresentation of Aboriginal
people in the criminal justice system has a strong negative impact on the ability of Aboriginal people to
exercise cultural rights, as outlined in section 19(2) of the Charter. The rates at which Aboriginal people are
held in police and prison custody has the likely effect of further compounding losses of culture, family and
purpose for a growing number of Aboriginal people because they are unable to be with their kin and the
consequences of incarceration are often intergenerational.
For these reasons, I consider that the Bill promotes cultural rights. Decriminalisation of public drunkenness
will reduce contact with the justice system and the work to implement a health model will provide culturally
safe pathways to access social and health support. Better social and health outcomes for Aboriginal people
will also increase enjoyment of distinct Aboriginal cultural rights, including maintaining kinship ties and
connection to land, identity and culture.
Commencement of the Bill
The Bill will commence on or before 7 November 2022 to allow time to implement a health model. A holistic
health model is currently being developed and will be implemented state wide to ensure an effective service
response is in place to meet the immediate and long-term health needs of Victorians, before the repeal of
public drunkenness laws comes into effect. The implementation of the holistic health model alongside
repealing the public drunkenness laws will further promote the right to life.
An implementation period of approximately 24 months is required to ensure that the alternative health-based
response to public intoxication is funded and operational to support people who are intoxicated in public. The
implementation period will allow the health model to be trialled and evaluated to provide a comprehensive
understanding of the requirements for state-wide implementation.
The implementation period will also allow for meaningful consultation with key stakeholders on the design
of the health model, including Aboriginal stakeholders and Culturally and Linguistically Diverse
Communities, to ensure the service response is culturally safe and meets community needs.
Hon Jill Hennessey MP
Attorney-General

Second reading
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(22:41): I move:
That the second-reading speech be incorporated into Hansard.

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

Incorporated speech as follows:
Today is a historic day for Victoria, as the government fulfils its commitment to decriminalise public
drunkenness. People who are drunk in public need support, not punishment. Abolishing the offence of public
drunkenness was one of the key recommendations of the Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in
Custody in 1991. Until now, Victoria was one of only two states that had not yet done so, with Aboriginal
Victorians still disproportionally affected by the offence.
The tragic death in custody of Tanya Day, a proud Yorta Yorta woman, nearly three years ago reignited calls
for the decriminalisation of public drunkenness in Victoria from Aboriginal communities and the broader
public. This call was echoed in the key recommendation of the Deputy State Coroner in the Inquest into the
death of Ms Day, who in turn reiterated recommendations from numerous other independent bodies. This Bill
responds to those calls by repealing the public drunkenness offences in the Summary Offences Act 1966 and
related powers of arrest, as well making consequential amendments to the Liquor Control Reform Act 1998
and the Bail Act 1977. It reflects the fundamental premise that no one should be placed in a police cell just for
being drunk in public.
This Bill is an important milestone along a journey which acknowledges the failures of the past and the
Government’s commitment to move to a better, safer future. At its core, this long-overdue reform will change
the way we think about and respond to public drunkenness—moving the response away from law enforcement
to an approach that focuses on health and safety. I acknowledge the tireless work of Aboriginal leaders,
communities, families and organisations throughout the years who have long advocated for this change.
These offences have passed their use-by date, and belong in the distant past, where alcohol abuse was treated
as a moral failing not a health issue. Nowhere is this clearer than in one of the offences removed by this Bill,
that of being drunk while in charge of a carriage, a horse, cattle or a steam engine. Laws like this are relics of
a less enlightened time, and it’s time we traded them in for a modern, safe, health-based approach.
We know that repealing the offences, while a crucial first step, is not enough on its own. The Royal
Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody, and other reviews since, have stressed the importance of
alternative non-custodial systems, laws and services for people who are intoxicated in public. However, the
Government strongly believes that legislation now is essential to solidify our commitment to reform, and to
provide government entities and the community with the certainty they need to move towards the alternative
model. This reform is too important to delay—by setting a clear date by which the new public health response
must be in place, we are finally establishing a pathway that so many have waited too long to come into view.
We also know that people who are homeless and from particular culturally and linguistically diverse
communities are, for various reasons, overrepresented in their contact with law enforcement on public
drunkenness offences. This is why, when we announced the government’s reform commitment in August
2019, we also committed to putting in place a holistic public health response.
Last year, I appointed an Expert Reference Group to provide advice to government on the design and
implementation of a holistic health model to protect the safety and wellbeing of individuals who are
intoxicated in public. The Group comprised: Jack Blayney, Helen Kennedy, Tony Nicholson and Nerita
Waight, each a leader in their field.
The Expert Reference Group members combined their considerable expertise with extensive consultation
with stakeholders across Victoria which culminated in their report, delivered to government in August this
year. The report, “Seeing the Clear Light of Day”, was named in recognition of Ms Day and with approval
from her family.
The comprehensive report found that the current response to public drunkenness is “unsafe, unnecessary and
inconsistent with current community standards”. Repeal of public drunkenness offences features among the
86 recommendations, along with a range of other measures and considerations for the development and
implementation of a holistic public health model.
I wish to acknowledge and thank the Expert Reference Group for their commitment and invaluable
contribution to this important reform.
As we work through the recommendations to develop and implement the public health model envisaged by
the Expert Reference Group and give effect to their intent, further legislation may be developed to help support
the model. This Bill will take effect in November 2022, substantially in line with the Expert Reference
Group’s recommended 24-month implementation period for the public health model. The Expert Reference
Group stressed the importance of this transition period to effectively design, trial and implement a health
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model across the state by the time decriminalisation takes effect. We will work with the Aboriginal
community and other stakeholders during this period to ensure the reforms succeed in creating a culturally
responsive system for all Victorians.
With this Bill, we pave the way for people who are drunk in public to be safe and able to access appropriate
care and support for their health and wellbeing, while at the same time protecting the safety of all Victorians.
Bill details
The Summary Offences Amendment (Decriminalisation of Public Drunkenness) Bill 2020 will repeal public
drunkenness offences in the Summary Offences Act 1966 and make consequential amendments to the Bail
Act 1977 and the Liquor Control Reform Act 1998.
Turning to its structure:
Part 1 of the Bill sets out the purpose and commencement of the Bill. The Bill will come into effect in
November 2022. The public health model to respond to people who are intoxicated in public is scheduled to
be established and operating throughout Victoria.
The government acknowledges that, while the reforms are indeed overdue, the Expert Reference Group was
right to guard against the risk of decriminalising public drunkenness in the absence of a fully operational
alternative public health model. However, we believe that legislation to repeal the offences must be passed
now, to establish a stake in the ground for reform. The legislation will provide certainty and clear expectations
to service providers regarding when the public health model is to be in place.
Part 2 of the Bill provides the amendments to the Summary Offences Act 1966 (the Act) in which the public
drunkenness offences are articulated.
The Bill will repeal the public drunkenness offences in sections 13, 14 and 16 of the Act.
It will no longer be an offence for a person to be drunk in a public place (section 13 of the Act). I note that this
offence made up 88 per cent of all public drunkenness offences recorded by police between 2014 and 2019.
Similarly, it will no longer be an offence to be drunk and disorderly in a public place, as outlined in section 14
of the Act.
The Bill also repeals section 16 which sets out two offences.
Section 16(a) makes it an offence for any person, while drunk, to behave in a riotous or disorderly manner in
a public place.
Section 16(b) makes it an offence for any person in a public place to be drunk in charge of a carriage (not
including a motor vehicle within the meaning of the Road Safety Act 1986) or a horse or cattle or a steam
engine. Although this somewhat outdated provision may apply to a person riding a bicycle, the government
considers it is appropriate that any potential reduction in road safety arising from its repeal is addressed in
relevant provisions for road safety. The Department of Transport will lead any necessary policy development
work in this respect, in collaboration with the Department of Justice and Community Safety and Victoria
Police prior to repeal taking effect.
The Bill also repeals section 15 of the Act, which outlines powers of arrest for both police officers and
protective services officers (PSOs) for the offences of being drunk in a public place, or drunk and disorderly
in a public place (at sections 13 and 14 of the Act respectively). This section is removed as a consequence of
the repeal of those offences, as following their removal the arrest power has no work to do.
Consequential amendments will also be made to the Act to remove the associated powers for police officers
and PSOs to issue infringements for being drunk in a public place or being drunk and disorderly in a public
place under sections 13 and 14 of the Act (respectively).
Data from the Crime Statistics Agency reveals that such fines are issued by police in almost all cases.
Part 3 of the Bill makes consequential amendments to other Acts as a result of the public drunkenness
offences being repealed, namely the Bail Act 1977 and the Liquor Control Reform Act 1998.
The offences of drunk and disorderly in a public place and behaving in a riotous or disorderly manner in a
public place while drunk under sections 14 and 16 of the Summary Offences Act 1996 will be removed from
the list of ‘specified offences’ under Schedule 2 of the Liquor Control Reform Act 1998. This will impact the
provisions in Part 8A of that Act, meaning that police will no longer be able to issue a notice banning a person
from a designated area or all licensed premises therein for up to 72 hours (banning notice) based on those
offences. Where police have issued banning notices for public drunkenness offences, the majority are on the
basis of the offence of ‘drunk and disorderly in a public place’ (section 14 of the Summary Offences Act 1966).
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Similarly, although they are rarely made, the Magistrates’ Court will no longer be able to make an exclusion
order for a person who is found guilty of the relevant public drunkenness offences, thereby excluding them
from a designated area, or some or all licensed premises within that area for up to 12 months.
A further consequence of repeal will be that the provisions of the Bail Act 1977 which enable police to release
a person from custody on payment of a deposit of $50 or less as security for the payment of any penalty that
may be imposed as punishment, will no longer apply to public drunkenness offences, given the repeal of these
offences.
Part 4 provides a formal repeal date given its status as an amending Bill.
Conclusion
Introducing this Bill formally recognises that public drunkenness should be treated as a health issue, not a law
enforcement issue. Repealing public drunkenness offences is a critical first step to ensure people who are
drunk in public are not locked up in a police cell, but are supported to access the care and services they need,
thereby enhancing the health and wellbeing of the drunk person and the safety of the community as a whole.
It brings Victoria a step closer to finally making these critical recommendations of the Royal Commission
into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody a reality.
I commend the Bill to the house.

Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (22:41): I move, on behalf of my colleague
Mr O’Donohue:
That debate on this matter be adjourned for one week.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for one week.
EDUCATION AND TRAINING REFORM AMENDMENT (MISCELLANEOUS) BILL
2020
Introduction and first reading
The PRESIDENT (22:41): I have a further message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act to amend
the Education and Training Reform Act 2006 to further provide for the duties, functions and powers of the
Victorian Institute of Teaching in relation to the approval of a program or course of study that leads to
qualifying as a teacher, to amend the process for investigating the conduct, competence and fitness to teach
of teachers and early childhood teachers, to make amendments in relation to teacher registration, to further
provide for the disclosure and collection of information, to amend the Minister’s powers to issue policies,
guidelines or directions to the Victorian Institute of Teaching, to make consequential and other minor
amendments and for other purposes’.

Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(22:42): I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

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

Motion agreed to.
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Statement of compatibility
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(22:43): I lay on the table a statement of compatibility with the Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 (the Charter),
I make this statement of compatibility with respect to the Education and Training Reform Amendment
(Miscellaneous) Bill 2020 (the Bill).
In my opinion, the Bill, as introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible with the human rights protected
by the Charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview of the Bill
The Bill makes miscellaneous amendments to the Education and Training Reform Act 2006 (the Act) to:
clarify and enhance the existing duties, functions and powers of the Victorian Institute of Teaching (Institute)
in relation to approving programs and courses of study that lead to qualifying as a teacher; provide the Institute
with new powers in respect of approving pathway programs; provide the Institute with express powers to
endorse continuing education programs; amend the Institute’s processes for investigating the conduct,
competence and fitness to teach of teachers and early childhood teachers; make amendments in relation to
teacher registration, including in relation to the length of time a teacher may be provisionally registered, and
to provide for reinstatement of registration in some circumstances; provide for the disclosure and collection
of information; increase the scope of the delegation powers of the Institute; strengthen the accountabilities of
the Institute to the Minister; and make consequential and other minor amendments to the Act.
Human rights issues
Right to privacy
Section 13(a) of the Charter provides, relevantly, that a person has the right not to have their privacy
unlawfully or arbitrarily interfered with. An interference will be lawful if it is permitted by a law which is
precise and appropriately circumscribed, and will be arbitrary only if it is capricious, unpredictable, unjust or
unreasonable, in the sense of being disproportionate to the legitimate aim sought.
Various provisions of the Bill engage the right to privacy, as discussed below.
Provisions authorising the Institute to require or request information
Clauses 10 and 11 make amendments to the Act regarding applications for ‘provisional’ registration (that is,
registration as a teacher or early childhood teacher where the applicant is qualified in accordance with the
requirements of the Act except that they have not achieved, to the satisfaction of the Institute, the standard of
professional practice required for registration) and reinstatement of registration where registration has lapsed.
The Bill requires that applicants who have been provisionally registered for six years, and applicants for
reinstatement of registration, must show that special circumstances exist in order to be granted further
provisional registration or to have their registration reinstated.
Applicants may be required to disclose private and sensitive information to demonstrate that the relevant
special circumstances exist. However, any interference with privacy associated with such disclosure is neither
unlawful nor arbitrary, as it is authorised by the legislation and is necessary and proportionate for the purpose
of (a) promoting higher standards in teaching by ensuring that a person cannot continue to be registered
indefinitely where they have not demonstrated the necessary skills and capabilities unless special
circumstances exist, or (b) to discourage people from allowing their registration to lapse without good reason.
Further, applicants may choose what information to disclose, and are not compelled to provide any specific
information. I therefore consider that the right to privacy is not limited by these provisions.
Notifications, complaints and investigations
New section 2.6.30, inserted by clause 24, requires employers of registered teachers to notify the Institute
about a range of matters relating to the fitness or competence of a registered teacher in specified
circumstances. This includes information about action taken against a registered teacher by an employer,
information relating to charges or convictions for certain serious offences, and other matters relevant to the
teacher’s fitness to teach. The Chief Commissioner of Police and the Commissioner for Children and Young
People are also required to notify the Institute of certain matters relating to criminal offences and reportable
conduct under Part 5A of the Child Wellbeing and Safety Act 2005.
These provisions authorise interferences with the privacy of registered teachers. However, any interference is
lawful (as it is authorised by legislation) and will not be arbitrary, as it is for the important purpose of ensuring
that the Institute has sufficient information to effectively regulate registered teachers. This promotes the rights
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of children by ensuring that the Institute can take action in relation to teachers who may not be fit or competent
to teach, or who may pose a risk of harm to children in their care.
Clause 24 inserts new provisions into the Act allowing complaints to be made to the Institute about a
registered teacher and requiring the Institute to conduct a preliminary assessment of a notification or
complaint. For that purpose, the Institute may require the complainant, the registered teacher who is the
subject of the complaint, or any person who may have relevant information, to provide further information
within a specified period. The Institute may use that information for the purposes of considering the
notification or complaint, conducting an investigation, or performing its functions under Part 2.6. The
registered teacher and the person who made the notification or complaint must be advised of the outcome of
the preliminary assessment, unless the Institute reasonably believes that doing so may seriously prejudice any
investigation of the notification or complaint, place at risk a person’s health or safety, or place a person at risk
of harassment or intimidation.
Clause 26 inserts new provisions into the Act expanding the Institute’s investigation powers. New
section 2.6.33A requires the Institute to investigate certain matters if it suspends a person’s registration under
Division 8A of the Act. New section 2.6.33AB authorises the Institute to investigate a matter relating to a
registered teacher without receiving a notification in certain circumstances. Under new section 2.6.33AC, in
order to determine whether to conduct a formal or informal hearing into a matter, the Institute may conduct
an investigation into the matter or request the employer of the person being investigated to conduct an
investigation into the matter.
Under new section 2.6.33B, where a person is being investigated, the Institute must give that person written
notice of the investigation unless doing so may seriously prejudice the investigation, place at risk a person’s
health or safety, or place a person at risk of harassment or intimidation (noting, however, that no disciplinary
consequences may arise from an investigation without either the agreement of the person being investigated
or a subsequent panel hearing).
These provisions all involve interferences with privacy, as they authorise the Institute to investigate or collect
information about certain matters, authorise the provision of certain information to the Institute, and authorise
the Institute to notify certain persons or entities of the outcome of their preliminary assessment or the fact that
a matter is being investigated. However, any interference with privacy will be neither unlawful nor arbitrary,
as the powers are authorised under legislation and are reasonable and proportionate powers necessary to
enable the Institute to effectively investigate the conduct or fitness of registered teachers. These powers
promote the rights of children to such protection as is in their best interests. I therefore consider that these
provisions are compatible with the Charter.
Disclosure and collection of information
New section 2.6.21B, inserted by clause 18, provides that the Institute may disclose information in respect of
a registered teacher or former registered teacher, or a provider of a program, unit or course of study, for
specified purposes, to various bodies. Relevant bodies include any State, Territory or Commonwealth
Government department or public authority, any municipal council, or a former or current employer of a
registered teacher. The Institute may also collect information in respect of a registered teacher (or former
registered teacher), or a provider of a program, unit or course of study, from those bodies, who are authorised
under new section 2.6.21B(3) to disclose that information for specified purposes.
The relevant purposes for which information can be disclosed or collected under this provision are where the
disclosure or collection is reasonably necessary for, or to enable, the Institute to perform its functions or duties,
or exercise its powers, or reasonably necessary for one of the following purposes: regulating and registering
schools, early childhood services or other services related to children; regulating and registering teachers and
early childhood teachers; screening persons who work or are intending to work with children or vulnerable
people; regulating disability services; promoting the safety and wellbeing of a child or group of children; or
for any other prescribed purpose. Information may also be disclosed or collected for the purposes of research
or development of national, State or Territory policy in respect of the regulation and registration of teachers.
This provision interferes with the right to privacy by enabling information to be shared by organisations,
which may include sensitive personal information about teachers, such as health information or information
relating to criminal records. However, any interference is lawful, as it is authorised under legislation. Further,
interferences with privacy are not arbitrary, as the provision is appropriately tailored to achieve the legitimate
purpose of improving information sharing that will assist with the regulation and oversight of persons and
organisations holding positions of trust in relation to vulnerable persons such as children or disabled persons.
Further, the provision includes a number of safeguards to ensure interferences with privacy do not go beyond
what is necessary to achieve that purpose. In particular: information disclosed or collected for the purposes of
research or policy development must not include personal information, sensitive information, or health
information; and where information is disclosed to an employer or former employer, that entity must collect,
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store and use the information in a way that protects the privacy of the persons to whom the information relates
and must not use the information disclosed other than for the purpose for which it was disclosed. Further,
where a receiving body is subject to any secrecy or confidentiality requirements under other laws in the
receiving body’s home jurisdiction, these laws would continue to apply, which will ensure that information
is managed appropriately once disclosed to the body by the Institute. I therefore consider that this provision
does not limit the right to privacy.
Criminal history and reportable conduct information
Clause 15 inserts new sections 2.6.18A, 2.6.18B and 2.6.18C into the Act, which concern applications for
reinstatement of registration. These provisions facilitate the conduct of national and State criminal history
checks on applicants and require applicants to consent to those checks occurring for the purpose of the
application, and also from time to time during the period of registration (if granted). Applicants are also
required to provide identity information necessary for the purposes of the check. Under new section 2.6.18C,
the Institute may require an applicant to provide information about any criminal records relating to the
applicant for the purposes of determining whether to grant an application for reinstatement.
These provisions all interfere with the right to privacy by requiring certain private and sensitive information
to be provided to the Institute and authorising the Institute to consider that information in making its decisions.
However, any interference with privacy is neither unlawful nor arbitrary. It is authorised under legislation,
and, given the position of trust teachers occupy in relation to children, and the necessity of protecting children
from persons whose history indicates that they may not be an appropriate person to hold such a position, it is
reasonable to require that such information be disclosed by applicants and taken into account by the Institute
in determining whether a person’s registration should be reinstated. It is also reasonable that ongoing
monitoring of criminal records be undertaken by the Institute to ensure relevant criminal matters can be taken
into account even if they occur after registration has been reinstated.
Right to equality
Section 8(3) of the Charter relevantly provides that every person is entitled to equal protection of the law
without discrimination and has the right to equal and effective protection against discrimination. The purpose
of this component of the right to equality is to ensure that all laws and policies are applied equally, and do not
have a discriminatory effect.
‘Discrimination’ under the Charter is defined by reference to the definition in the Equal Opportunity Act 2010
(EO Act) on the basis of an attribute in section 6 of that Act. Direct discrimination occurs where a person
treats, or proposes to treat, a person with an attribute unfavourably because of that attribute. Indirect
discrimination occurs where a person imposes a requirement, condition or practice that has, or is likely to
have, the effect of disadvantaging persons with a protected attribute, but only where that requirement,
condition or practice is not reasonable. Relevantly, section 6 of the EO Act contains the attributes of disability
and race.
New section 2.6.5 allows the Minister to approve requirements, criteria or standards that a program or course
of study must satisfy before the Institute approves it as an initial teacher education program. Requirements,
criteria or standards may be set in relation to entry standards or minimum requirements for entry into programs
or courses of study, including academic and non-academic attributes, demonstrated proficiency in literacy
and numeracy, the extent and scope of credit or advanced standing for prior study, including study completed
as part of a pathway program, and requirements that a provider must ensure are met by students before
students proceed beyond a particular point of the program or course, including the demonstration of
competence in literacy and numeracy. New section 2.6.6M provides that the Institute may set requirements,
criteria or standards that must be met by a program or course of study before it is approved as a pathway
program, including in relation to entry requirements and minimum academic and non-academic attributes or
standards to be achieved or demonstrated by students.
The setting of standards relating to academic attributes and literacy and numeracy proficiency may
disadvantage some persons with the attribute of disability, as a person with an intellectual or learning disability
may not be able to meet the standards established by the Minister or the Institute. Further, English literacy
standards may disadvantage persons on the grounds of race. However, given the nature of the role of a teacher,
imposition of standards relating to these matters is a reasonable requirement necessary to ensure that teachers
have the skills and ability to adequately perform their role. The provisions therefore do not authorise indirect
discrimination, and the right to equality is not limited by these provisions.
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Second reading
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(22:43): I move:
That the second-reading speech be incorporated into Hansard.

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

Incorporated speech as follows:
The Bill proposes amendments to Part 2.6 and section 5.2.1 of the Education and Training Reform Act 2006
(ETRA).
Part 2.6 of the ETRA establishes the governance framework and powers and functions of the Victorian
Institute of Teaching (VIT). VIT is the statutory authority that regulates the Victorian teaching profession,
including early childhood teachers.
A key purpose of the proposed amendments in the Bill is to clarify and enhance the powers and functions of
VIT in relation to initial teacher education (ITE) programs that lead to qualifications for entry to teaching in
schools, through amendments to Part 2.6 of the ETRA. The proposed amendments with respect to ITE
programs largely strengthen the implementation of the existing regulatory framework by clarifying the extent
of VIT’s powers to regulate ITE programs.
To remove ambiguity, the proposed amendments clarify the responsibilities and powers of VIT and the
Minister for Education in relation to the regulation of ITE programs. They also add nuance to VIT’s powers
with respect to ITE programs, which will ensure VIT is able to effectively implement, and regulate
compliance with, current ITE program standards and requirements. For example, the amendments provide a
clear legislative remit for the standards for ITE programs to include ITE program entry requirements, such as
those in the existing Victorian Selection Framework (VSF) for entry to ITE, which includes the minimum
ATAR for entry.
The amendments in the Bill will also provide VIT with the ability to implement any future reforms to raise
the standards of ITE programs.
The Bill also proposes new powers for VIT with respect to the approval of programs that are identified or
marketed as offering a pathway to entry into an approved ITE program (pathway programs). The Victorian
Government recognises the valuable scaffolding and support that pathway programs can provide to candidates
who have not obtained the minimum ATAR for direct entry to ITE programs, to develop their skills to a level
preparing them for entry to ITE.
By empowering VIT to set a quality benchmark for pathway programs, the Victorian Government will make
sure that programs identified or marketed as pathways to ITE provide sound foundations for their alumni to
study teaching successfully. Pathway programs that are adding value in this way deserve official recognition,
and students of these programs need to have confidence they will be well prepared to succeed in their future
studies of ITE. Empowering VIT to set standards for and approve quality pathway programs will achieve
these objectives.
The Bill also explicitly confirms that VIT has the power to endorse continuing education programs for
teachers and early childhood teachers. The proposed voluntary endorsement framework will enable VIT to
quality-assure continuing education programs for registered teachers and early childhood teachers, reinforcing
the importance of quality-assured education programs throughout a teacher’s professional life.
With this in mind, the Bill proposes a new statutory objective for VIT: that VIT have regard to raising the
quality of teaching while performing certain functions.
In relation to ITE, this Bill is designed to strengthen the quality of entrants to ITE and of teachers’ continuing
education in Victoria, lifting the quality of education for Victorians far into the future. In line with the
objectives of the Education State, the Bill reinforces access for diverse candidates to teaching, and embeds
excellence in their training and participation in the profession.
In addition, the Bill proposes to make technical changes to section 5.2.1 of ETRA to clarify limitations on the
powers that the Minister may exercise in respect of VIT.
Currently, one section of ETRA provides the Minister with general powers to set overall policy for education
and training in Victoria, and to issue policies, guidelines, advice and directions to education and training
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institutions and statutory authorities established under the Act, however another section states that VIT must
only give ‘due regard’ to ministerial advice.
This Bill proposes to clarify this inconsistency by amending ETRA to make clear that the Minister can issue
a mandatory policy, guideline or direction to VIT.
This will make clear that VIT’s accountability to the Minister is the same as that of other education statutory
authorities, in particular the Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority and the Victorian Registration
and Qualifications Authority.
This consistency with other statutory authorities will also include limitations on the Minister’s power, to
ensure that the power only relates to VIT’s operations and not to VIT’s decision-making which impact on
individuals. Technical amendments will also be made to clarify the Minister’s general powers in relation to
issuing policies, guidelines and directions to statutory authorities.
The change will strengthen and modernise VIT’s functioning and accountability.
The Bill will also make a number of changes that will improve VIT’s efficiency and service provision to
teachers by streamlining aspects of VIT’s current functions and processes. I will speak to each of these
changes in turn, commencing with VIT’s processes for managing complaints and notifications.
VIT receives a large number of notifications and complaints about teachers from a number of sources,
including through the Office of the Commissioner for Children and Young People, from employers and
members of the public. VIT is currently dealing with over 700 such notifications and complaints, some of
which will not meet the threshold of misconduct.
To enable VIT to deal more efficiently with this case load, it is proposed that VIT be given a power to dismiss
a matter that is vexatious, frivolous, misconceived or lacking in substance. This will not mean that important
matters relevant to a teacher’s suitability are dismissed. VIT will undertake a preliminary assessment of each
matter against a risk-based framework to decide whether or not the matter should be investigated to determine
whether disciplinary action needs to be taken.
It is also proposed to amend VIT’s process for investigating complaints, notifications and matters of which
VIT becomes aware through other avenues, for example, through a police check. This will involve resolving
the current lack of clarity in ETRA regarding the processes for an “inquiry” and an “investigation”.
Under the proposed changes, VIT will undertake a preliminary assessment of each matter, and then determine
appropriate action, which may be to proceed to an investigation which could lead to a hearing. Other matters
which are less serious could be addressed through an informal hearing. These changes will enable VIT to deal
more efficiently and effectively with teacher misconduct, serious misconduct and serious incompetence.
The Bill will provide the VIT Council with greater flexibility in its decision making by removing current
limitations on Council’s power to delegate matters.
There are currently a few powers in ETRA that VIT is unable to delegate below the level of the VIT Council.
Refusal of an application for registration and refusal to renew an application for registration are an example
of powers which are subject to this limitation.
Removal of this limitation on VIT’s power to delegate will provide the VIT Council with discretion to
determine whether or not a particular power should be delegated below the level of Council, and if so, to whom.
This change will give the VIT Council greater control to determine which matters it should spend time on
and which can be delegated, enabling Council more time to focus on the strategic direction of VIT and less
on procedural matters.
The Bill will provide VIT with a power to reinstate the registration of a teacher in certain circumstances.
A teacher who does not renew their registration by the 30 September currently has a deemed period of three
months during which VIT can renew registration following application from the teacher. If the teacher does
not apply to renew during this period, they become unregistered.
The proposed change would provide VIT with discretion to grant a reinstatement of registration following the
expiry of the three-month deeming period, and up to the next registration renewal date, that is, 30 September,
where VIT is satisfied that there are special circumstances.
An applicant for reinstatement of registration will still need to meet the suitability to teach conditions and
undertake a new national criminal history check.
This change will reduce administrative burden for VIT and for affected teachers as they will not be required
to provide evidence of their qualifications or competence in speaking or communicating in English.
Improved information sharing powers will strengthen VIT’s already robust child safe protections. The Royal
Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse recommended improved information sharing
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between authorities to improve child safety. The proposed new information collection and disclosure
provisions will provide VIT with discretion to share information about registered teachers with interstate
teacher regulatory authorities, police authorities, child safe screening agencies and employers of teachers.
VIT is subject to the Privacy and Data Protection Act 2014 (PDP Act), has a Data Security Plan in place and
will share information strictly in accordance with the Protective Data Security Framework which operates
under the PDP Act.
Changes limiting to the length of time that VIT can grant Provisional Registration will enable this category
of registration to operate as was originally intended under ETRA.
Provisional registration of a teacher is subject to the condition that, within two years of registration being
granted a teacher will achieve the standard of professional practice required for full registration—that is, the
teacher will meet the Australian Proficient Teacher Professional Standards.
However, there is currently no provision in ETRA that enables VIT to refuse a new application for registration
from teachers who have previously been provisionally registered and failed to meet the proficient teacher
standard. This has led to an unintended consequence where teachers who have not satisfied the requirements
for full registration are able to continue teaching indefinitely under consecutive grants of provisional
registration.
The proposed change will give VIT discretion to refuse a further grant of provisional registration if the
applicant has previously been granted provisional registration for a total period of six years and has not
satisfied the standard for full registration. VIT will have discretion to grant further periods of provisional
registration beyond the six-year period where it is satisfied that special circumstances exist.
My Department has consulted key stakeholders on the reforms proposed in this Bill, including VIT, our
unions and providers of ITE and pathway programs. There is wide recognition of the value in clarifying roles
and responsibilities in this sector, and in the importance of quality preparation of our teachers.
I commend the Bill to the house.

Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (22:43): I move, on behalf of my colleague Mr RichPhillips:
That debate on this matter be adjourned for one week.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for one week.
WORKPLACE INJURY REHABILITATION AND COMPENSATION AMENDMENT
(PROVISIONAL PAYMENTS) BILL 2020
Introduction and first reading
The PRESIDENT (22:44): I have a message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly presents for the agreement of the Legislative Council ‘A Bill for an Act to amend
the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013 to provide for a provisional payments
scheme for workplace mental injuries, to make corresponding and consequential amendments to the Accident
Compensation Act 1985 and certain Acts that provide for personal injury compensation for volunteers, and
to make other minor and technical amendments, and for other purposes’.

Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(22:44): I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

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

Motion agreed to.
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Statement of compatibility
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(22:45): I lay on the table a statement of compatibility with the Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006, (the Charter), I
make this Statement of Compatibility with respect to the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation
Amendment (Provisional Payments) Bill 2020 (the Bill).
In my opinion, the Bill, as introduced to Legislative Council, is compatible with human rights as set out in the
Charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview of the Bill
The Bill amends the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013 (WIRC Act) and makes
corresponding and consequential amendments to the Accident Compensation Act 1985 (AC Act) to introduce
a provisional payments scheme that provides workers who suffer a work-related mental health injury and
lodge a workers’ compensation claim with access to payments for reasonable medical and like expenses,
whilst their claim is being determined, and provides workers whose claim is rejected with access to payments
for reasonable medical and like expenses for their mental injury for up to 13 weeks.
The Bill also makes consequential amendments to several Acts that provide for personal injury compensation
to certain volunteer cohorts including the Police Assistance Compensation Act 1968, the Emergency
Management Act 1986, the Juries Act 2000, the Victoria State Emergency Services 2005, and the Education
and Training Reform Act 2006.
Human rights issues
In my opinion, the human rights under the Charter that are relevant to the Bill are:
•

the right to recognition and equality before the law (section 8)

•

the right to privacy and reputation (section 13)

•

the right to property (section 20), and

•

the right to a fair hearing (section 24).

For the following reasons, I am satisfied that the Bill is compatible with the Charter. To the extent that any
human rights are limited by the Bill, any such limitation is reasonable and demonstrably justified in
accordance with section 7(2) of the Charter.
Right to recognition and equality before the law (section 8)
Section 8(3) of the Charter provides that every person is equal before the law, is entitled to the equal protection
of the law without discrimination and has the right to equal and effective protection against discrimination.
This means that laws, policies and programs should not be discriminatory, and also that public authorities
should not apply or enforce laws, policies and programs in a discriminatory or arbitrary manner. However,
courts recognise that ensuring that all people have the equal protection of the law may require that certain
groups are treated differently.
‘Discrimination’ for the purposes of the equality right means discrimination within the meaning of the Equal
Opportunity Act 2010 (EO Act). The EO Act defines discrimination in section 7 to include direct or indirect
discrimination on the basis of an attribute, including, relevantly, age, gender identity and sex, disability,
parental status or status as a carer, and race. ‘Disability’ is defined in the EO Act to include disabilities of a
physical, mental and psychological nature.
It is possible that new sections 75A and 263B of the WIRC Act (introduced by clauses 9 and 11 of the Bill,
respectively), new section 99AG of the AC Act (introduced by clause 35 of the Bill), and equivalent
amendments made to the other Acts which provide for personal injury compensation for volunteers, may have
the effect of directly discriminating in favour of injured workers or volunteers who lodge a mental injury
claim on the basis of a protected attribute under the EO Act (in this case, a disability of a mental or
psychological nature). To the extent that these clauses involve discrimination, they will engage the right in
section 8 of the Charter.
However, section 8(4) of the Charter provides that measures taken for the purpose of assisting persons or groups
of persons disadvantaged because of discrimination do not constitute discrimination. Section 12 of the EO Act
similarly provides that a person does not discriminate by taking a special measure, which is a measure taken
for the purposes of realising substantive equality for people with relevant attributes. Return to work rates and
determination timeframes are significantly longer for those who suffer a mental injury compared to those who
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suffer a physical injury. To the extent that persons with protected attributes will be disproportionately affected
by the Bill, I consider that the clauses constitute a special measure and will thus be compatible with the right to
equality in section 8 of the Charter. They have the purpose of assisting a group of persons (workers and
volunteers with mental injuries) who may be directly or indirectly discriminated against by the previous
measures. They address a clear need for measures tailored to address the particular circumstances of workers
who have experienced mental injuries and go no further than is required to address this need.
For the same reason, I consider that any limit on the right to equality that may be imposed by these clauses is
reasonable and demonstrably justifiable in accordance with section 7(2) of the Charter. To the extent that any
limitation on the right to equality is occasioned by the operation of new sections 75A and 263B of the WIRC
Act, new section 99AG of the AC Act, or the equivalent amendments made to the other Acts, by treating
workers differently according to their injury type, I consider that any such limitation is reasonable and
demonstrably justified. The proposed amendments are intended to create equity amongst injured workers or
volunteers irrespective of the injury suffered and the clauses have been specifically tailored to mitigate the
particular impact on workers who have experienced a mental injury.
For completeness, it is unlikely the clauses would have the effect of indirectly discriminating against any
person. Indirect discrimination occurs if a person imposes, or proposes to impose, an unreasonable
requirement, condition or practice that either has or is likely to have a disadvantageous effect on persons with
an attribute (section 9(1) EO Act). To the extent that mental injuries are more prevalent in particular groups,
for example among a particular gender or age group, it is possible that there will be a differential impact.
However, this impact is not disadvantageous, and the conditions in the Bill are not unreasonable as required
by the definition of indirect discrimination in the EO Act.
For these reasons, I consider that the Bill is compatible with the right to recognition and equality before the
law in section 8 of the Charter.
Right to privacy and reputation (section 13)
Section 13 of the Charter provides that a person has the right not to have their privacy unlawfully or arbitrarily
interfered with or their reputation unlawfully attacked. An interference will be lawful if it is permitted by a
law which is precise and appropriately circumscribed, and will be arbitrary only if it is capricious,
unpredictable, unjust or unreasonable, in the sense of being disproportionate to the legitimate aim sought.
The operation of the new provisional payments scheme will require injured workers or volunteers to provide
personal information (including name and contact information) and sensitive information (including health
information) specific to their injury to enable their request for provisional payments to be assessed. There is
no separate application process for provisional payments. Rather, a worker or volunteer will provide relevant
information when they make a claim for compensation in respect of a mental injury.
Currently, section 9 of the WIRC Act provides a statutory mechanism for injured workers to access
information about their claim for compensation that is held by the Authority and self-insurer, subject to certain
prescribed exceptions.
Clause 11 of the Bill inserts new section 263N into the WIRC Act, which provides that section 9 of the WIRC
Act applies to a request for information in relation to the provisional payments scheme. Similarly, clause 35
inserts new section 99AS into the AC Act, which applies section 9 to requested provisional payments under
the AC Act.
These provisions do not, in my opinion, limit the right to privacy and reputation. Section 13 of the Charter
contains internal limitations that affect the scope of the right. Because any interference with a person’s privacy
or reputation occasioned by these provisions will be lawful and non-arbitrary, it will thus will not limit the
rights protected by section 13 of the Charter. In this respect I note that the information that will be collected
is necessary for the proper functioning of the workers’ compensation scheme and the determination of a
claimant’s entitlement to provisional payments and will be dealt with in accordance with the provisions of the
WIRC Act, the AC Act, and the relevant volunteer legislation, which are precise, appropriately circumscribed
and reasonable. Furthermore, information of this nature must also be dealt with in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 and the Health Records Act 2001.
Right to property (section 20)
Section 20 of the Charter provides that a person must not be deprived of their property other than in
accordance with law. A deprivation of property is likely to be in accordance with law for the purposes of
section 20 of the Charter if the law is publicly accessible, clear and certain. Section 20 does not confer a right
to compensation on a person deprived of his or her property.
Clause 11 of the Bill inserts new section 263J into the WIRC Act, which relevantly provides that provisional
payments will not be considered to be compensation for the purposes of the WIRC Act, except for the
purposes of calculating employer premiums. Premiums for accepted claims will continue to be calculated in
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accordance with the existing provisions in Part 10 of the WIRC Act. For claims that are rejected but where
the worker continues to receive provisional payments for 13 weeks, the individual employer premium will
not be affected; rather any increased costs will be allocated at the industry level via the premiums order (as
provided for in s 448 of the WIRC Act), reflecting where the risk and hazard of mental injury lies. The Bill
similarly amends the AC Act (see clause 35, which introduces section 99AO).
In light of this, the Bill will have a nominal consequential effect on employer premiums arising from the
introduction of the provisional payments scheme, potentially engaging the property right in section 20 of the
Charter.
In a majority of cases the property right as protected by the Charter will not be engaged, since the right in
section 20 applies to a person, and section 3 of the Charter provides that ‘person’ means a ‘human being’ for
the purposes of the Charter. Most employers are not natural persons.
In the case of employers who are natural persons, the right is also unlikely to be engaged or limited. This is
because the right has an internal limit, requiring that the deprivation of property be other than in accordance
with law. Any assessment of premiums that results in an employer who is a natural person paying more than
they otherwise would but for the introduction of the Bill, would occur in accordance with a law which is clear,
transparent and precise.
Right to a fair hearing (section 24)
Section 24(1) of the Charter provides that a party to a civil proceeding has the right to have the proceeding
decided by a competent, independent and impartial court or tribunal after a fair and public hearing. The right
to a fair hearing includes a right to access a court.
For injured volunteers, disputes concerning provisional payments will be resolved in accordance with the
dispute resolution procedures provided for in each legislative scheme. In each instance, the relevant legislation
provides that if a question or matter arises under the Act, the County Court and the Magistrates’ Court have
the same jurisdiction to hear and determine the question or matter as though it arose under the WIRC Act or
the AC Act.
For injured workers, the new provisional payments scheme will utilise the existing dispute resolution
provisions contained in Part 6 of the WIRC Act. Clause 14 of the Bill amends section 281(2) of the WIRC
Act to provide that Division 2 of Part 6 applies to a dispute in connection with a request for provisional
payments, enabling these disputes to be referred to the Accident Compensation Conciliation Service (ACCS)
for conciliation. The Bill will also have the effect of making provisional payment disputes subject to the
operation of sections 264 and 266 of the WIRC Act, which respectively provide that the Country Court and
Magistrates’ Court have exclusive jurisdiction to hear any question or matter arising under the WIRC Act or
the AC Act. Parties to disputes will be required to engage in alternative disputes resolution with the ACCS
prior to accessing these courts.
The Bill also makes necessary consequential amendments to Part 6 of the WIRC Act to ensure that the
existing dispute resolution framework applies to provisional payments disputes.
Clause 17 amends section 297 of the WIRC Act to provide that, in the event that an employer disputes a
worker’s eligibility for provisional payments or the reasonableness of a service, a conciliation officer may
give a general direction to the Authority, self-insurer or employer to continue to make provisional payments
to the injured worker, including throughout the dispute resolution process.
The right to a fair hearing is engaged by the Bill as parties to disputes concerning provisional payments will
be required to participate in alternative dispute resolution processes prior to commencing proceedings in a
court, and the Magistrates’ Court and County Court have exclusive jurisdiction in relation to such disputes.
However, in my opinion, the right to a fair hearing will not be limited. The Bill will not bar access to the
courts. Rather, a process is established in which parties will be required to participate before a dispute can be
litigated. While the Bill may affect how the right to a fair hearing is realised, it does not limit that right.
Ingrid Stitt MP
Minister for Workplace Safety

Second reading
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(22:45): I move:
That the second-reading speech, except for the statement under section 85(5) of the Constitution Act 1975,
be incorporated into Hansard.

Motion agreed to.

BILLS
320

Legislative Council

Thursday, 4 February 2021

Ms STITT: I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The Bill will deliver the Government’s election commitment to introduce a provisional payments scheme in
the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013 and will provide early access to treatment
and support to workers with a mental injury, to assist with their recovery and return to work.
Over the past 13 years, mental injury claims have grown significantly, and that growth is expected to only
continue, with rates projected to increase to 33 per cent of all new claims by 2030.
Recent inquiries into mental health, such as the Productivity Commission’s report and the Royal Commission
into Victoria’s Mental Health System highlight the growing need to proactively support workers and
volunteers who suffer a mental health injury, to quickly get the help they need.
Mental injury claims often take longer for insurers to determine compared to physical injury claims. Data
from WorkSafe shows that on average a mental injury claim takes up to 27 days to determine from the date
the insurer receives the claim, compared to 7 days for physical injury claims. As a result, a worker who is
suffering a mental injury may not access treatment or support for up to 38 days (five weeks) after lodging
their claim. This delay impacts their recovery and ability to return to work.
We also know that mental injuries have lower return to work rates. The higher prevalence and longer lasting
mental injury claims will place increased pressure on the scheme’s financial sustainability.
The Bill will address these delays by removing barriers in access to mental health treatment for injured
workers, allowing them to get the help they need as early as possible, as well as promoting the sustainability
of the scheme by preventing long term claims.
Scope
Consistent with Government’s election commitment, provisional payments will be available to all Victorian
workers who have lodged a workers’ compensation claim for mental injury.
The majority of the Bill is intended to commence by proclamation on 1 July 2021, with penalty provisions
commencing on 1 January 2022. This is to allow for a period of adjustment for employers to new notification
requirements and will be supported by education activity carried out by WorkSafe during implementation.
The Bill provides injured workers with access to payments for reasonable medical and like costs for their
mental injury until their claim has been determined. If their claim is rejected, provisional payments will
continue to cover the medical and like services for their mental injury for up to 13 weeks, from the date they
are deemed eligible for provisional payments.
The objective of providing provisional payments for up to 13 weeks under the Bill for those workers and
eligible volunteers whose mental injury claim is rejected is three-fold:
(a) Support injured workers whose claim is initially rejected due to insufficient medical evidence but
subsequently overturned;
(b) Support injured workers whose claim is rejected, and they choose to dispute this through the
Accident Conciliation and Compensation Service; and
(c) Support injured workers whose claim is rejected to return to work and transition to the public health
system.
Workers who have their claim rejected will also have access to transitional services to assist their return to
work, such as occupational rehabilitation and facilitated discussions with the injured workers employer
(where appropriate).
To ensure parity of support is provided to those workers who develop a mental injury after their original claim
for a physical injury has been accepted (secondary mental injury), work will be undertaken to expand existing
WorkSafe policy to provide 13 weeks of reasonable medical and like expenses for secondary mental injuries,
without a determination by the insurer. The nature of treatment or services will also be expanded to mirror
arrangements provided for under the new provisional payments scheme.
Notifications and penalties
To help mitigate the current delays experienced by an injured worker who lodges a mental injury workers’
compensation claim, the Bill will provide injured workers with access to reasonable medical and like expenses
within two business days of their employer lodging the claim with their insurer.
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This is coupled with a new notification requirement for employers to notify their insurer of the mental injury
claim within three business days.
Self-insurers, as both the employer and insurer, will have five business days to assess eligibility for provisional
payments.
The employer notification requirement is an additional process for employers and will not impact the
employers 10 days to provide further information to the Agent in relation to the determination of the claim,
nor will it impact the Agents 28 days to determine the claim.
To promote employer compliance with the three-business day notification requirement, penalties will be
introduced for non-compliance to commence six months after the commencement. In addition to the delayed
commencement of penalties, education and awareness activities will be carried out by WorkSafe to inform
employers of their new obligations.
These reductions in delays coupled with expanded support for rejected claimants will ensure that injured
workers are getting the treatment and support the moment they need it.
Removal of employer medical excess
To ensure a streamlined claims management experience for injured workers and reduce the barriers to seeking
early treatment and support, the Bill provides that employers will not be required to pay their existing
employer excess on any claim that has provisional payments made.
Impact on the WorkCover Scheme
Extensive financial modelling has been undertaken by WorkSafe and its actuaries to ensure the financial
viability of the scheme is not compromised by the introduction of provisional payments. To cover the costs
of the new legislative scheme, in its first year of operation, an additional $6.1 million is estimated would need
to be collected for the 2020–21 financial year represented an impact of 0.003% on the premium rate. Financial
modelling highlighted that there will be a growth of 1.8 per cent assumed in future years.
The funding responsibility for rejected claims will sit with WorkSafe, and costs funded through the scheme.
Payments for rejected claims will not impact individual employer claims history or premium but will be
allocated at an industry level, reflecting where the risk or hazard lies.
Whilst provisional payments for mental injury will create additional costs to the scheme, this upfront
investment of early intervention to assist injured workers with mental injuries to receive treatment as soon as
possible, will increase return to work prospects and shorten the duration of time off work. This ultimately will
save the scheme costs later down the track by preventing longer term clams.

Section 85 Constitution Act 1975
Ms STITT: I make the following statement under section 85(5) of the Constitution Act 1975 of the
reasons why the bill alters or varies that section. Clause 30 inserts a new section 617(2) into the
Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013 (WIRC act) to provide that it is the
intention of sections 264, 265 and 266 of the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Act
2013, as they apply on and after the commencement of clause 11 of the bill, to alter or vary section 85
of the Constitution Act 1975.
Clause 31 inserts a new section 618(2) into the WIRC act to provide that it is the intention of new
section 263D as inserted by clause 11 of the bill to alter or vary section 85 of the Constitution
Act 1975.
Clause 38 inserts a new section 252P(2) in the Accident Compensation Act 1985 to provide the
express intention of new section 99AI as inserted by clause 35 of the bill to alter or vary section 85 of
the Constitution Act 1975.
New section 263D provides that section 227 applies to new division 10 of part 5—provisional
payments for mental injuries. New section 99AI provides for corresponding amendments to be made
to include sections 99(10) and (11) in the Accident Compensation Act 1985 for the new provisional
payments scheme.
Section 618 of the WIRC act expressly provides that section 227(1) varies or limits the jurisdiction of
the Supreme Court and engages section 85 of the Constitution Act 1975. Similarly, section 252P of
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the Accident Compensation Act 1985 provides that section 99(10) and (11) also varies or limits the
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court and therefore also engages section 85 of the Constitution Act 1975.
The intention of amending these existing sections in the bill is to ensure that the restriction on
proceedings necessary to protect workers from actions or proceedings that should be initiated against
the authority, employer or self-insurer, who is liable for payments, also applies to the new provisional
payments scheme.
In addition to this, the new provisional payments scheme will utilise the existing dispute resolution
options available under part 6 of the WIRC act. Section 617 of the WIRC act expressly provides that
sections 264, 265 and 266 of the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Act alter or vary
section 85 of the Constitution Act 1975.
The intention of the bill is to provide consistency with existing processes so that they apply to the new
provisional payments scheme. Furthermore, it is anticipated that the relative value of provisional
payment disputes will be small, and any dispute that is unresolved at conciliation should proceed to
the lower courts.
Incorporated speech continues:
Conclusion
Providing early access to treatment and support for a worker suffering a mental injury is critical. This policy
will benefit workers, employers, the WorkCover scheme and the Victorian community as a whole.
I commend the Bill to the house.

Mr Ondarchie: On a point of order, President, I draw the minister’s attention to her contribution
when it regarded clause 31 of the bill. Now, to be fair, it was hard to hear her from over here. I thought
she referenced a section 263B, as it comes after section 11, where in fact the clause says 263D. Now,
to be fair, I could not completely hear her, and I just want to check.
Ms STITT: Sorry, Mr Ondarchie, it was ‘D’, and I can provide you with a copy of what I just read.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (22:50): I move, on behalf of my colleague Mr RichPhillips:
That the debate on this matter be adjourned for one week.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned for one week.
Adjournment
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(22:50): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

SHEPPARTON EDUCATION PLAN
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (22:50): My adjournment matter is directed to the Minister for
Education, and it concerns the Andrews Labor government’s stated time lines to fully deliver the
Shepparton Education Plan. The action that I seek from the minister is for the minister to provide an
update of the status of each stage of the Shepparton Education Plan, including details of the
consultation conducted by the government with parents, students and the wider Greater Shepparton
community, and for the minister to provide an explanation of why the government has failed to meet
its own stated time lines to deliver the remaining stages of the plan, being the early childhood and
primary, and the higher education and skills plans.
The Shepparton Education Plan was developed by the Andrews Labor government to attempt to
improve educational outcomes for the children of Greater Shepparton. The plan was originally divided
into four separate stages to represent the four areas of education—early childhood, primary, secondary
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and higher education and skills. But over time early childhood and primary were combined into one
stage, stage 2 of the plan. Stage 1 of the Shepparton Education Plan saw the closure of the four public
secondary schools and the creation of the Greater Shepparton Secondary College, designed to house
up to 3000 students on one campus—a very unpopular plan. This decision has seen enrolments at the
new school reduce, many teachers taking early retirement or leaving to teach at what they believe are
better schools and the removal of an incompetent and divisive executive principal. An early childhood
centre was also brought forward to be in part of stage 1 of the plan and to be constructed at Mooroopna
Primary School, but this is not the early childhood plan that I am talking about here; what we are
talking about is the comprehensive plan for early childhood and primary schools in the municipality
that has not been delivered.
The official Shepparton Education Plan document clearly articulates the time lines for the consultation
process and the development for each of the stages of the plan, with consultation for early childhood
and primary to commence in June 2018 and a plan developed by December 2018 and the higher
education and skills consultation to commence in February 2019 and a plan completed by June 2019.
In October 2019 I spoke in this place pointing out that these time lines had not been met and sought
an explanation from the minister. In his response the minister created new time lines for delivery of
the plan, stating the early childhood and primary element of the plan would be published in early 2020
and the higher education and skills element would be published in early to mid-2020. Once again the
minister has failed to meet these revised time lines, and I have been informed that there is very little
or no consultation that has taken place with the community and no details on these elements of the
plans have been completed. This is another example of a government who are all spin and no
substance, all while the community are forced to sit and wait in great uncertainty as to what the future
of education in Greater Shepparton will look like.
RACISM
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (22:53): My adjournment matter this evening is for the
Minister for Multicultural Affairs in the other place, and the action I seek is for the minister to ensure
that the government uses all the powers available to it to identify, educate and discipline those who
chose to participate in the disgusting displays of racial hatred that we saw at Gariwerd on 26 January
this year. My father was one of the first Allied soldiers through the gates of Bergen-Belsen death camp
in the Second World War, and what he saw haunted him. The old black-and-white photos he kept in
an old suitcase were the stuff of nightmares.
These dangerous people are brazen in their racism and their hatred. The symbols they rally around
have not changed in at least 80 years: the Nazi flag, the stiff-arm salute and, in what must strike fear
into all our hearts but particularly our First Nations people, the burning cross, symbols of hatred and
violence against all people, but the latter particularly against Indigenous people and all people of
colour. The significance and directness of the message they were sending them is blindingly obvious,
given where they chose to so deliberately and publicly out themselves—Gariwerd, a place sacred to
our First Nations people. They were filmed and recorded chanting ‘White power’, ‘Ku Klux Klan’
and ‘Heil Hitler’.
Free speech is not, in my view, a right to incite racial hatred and violence. Some here will seek to
defend these people’s freedom of speech. If you are personally untroubled by this speech, consider
how it affects those members of our society who are survivors of the Holocaust or people of colour
whose communities have suffered from systemic racism here or elsewhere. Nevertheless, police
spokespeople have lamented that these people were apparently not breaking any laws. This is not good
enough, but it implies that responsibility to stop them lies with all of the rest of us. We need then to
call them out at every opportunity.
Younger generations need to be taught exactly what all this means, because as time passes, so does
the memory of what the far right stands for. We owe it to our predecessors that fought and defeated
Nazism once before to never forget their sacrifice or the risks that such racist ideologies pose to any
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society. I ask the minister and her colleagues in the government to consider any and all measures that
she can pursue to prevent a recurrence of these actions and to report progress back to the Parliament.
PLENTY ROAD, BUNDOORA
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (22:56): My adjournment matter is for the Minister
for Roads and Road Safety. It concerns Plenty Road from South Morang to Bundoora. Motorists who
frequently use Plenty Road were left shaking their heads when they saw a new sign has been put up
near the Plenty Road–Childs Road intersection in Mill Park indicating that there is going to be a
reduced speed limit from 80 kilometres an hour after the upgrade to 70 kilometres an hour.
For years they have had to put up with the Plenty Road construction, moving it from two lanes each
way to three lanes each way. Before that, it was 80 kilometres an hour. Now, after the upgrade—so
there are three lanes each way—it is down to 70 kilometres an hour. And they are going, ‘What?
What’s this all about?’. For years they have been putting up with it. They have watched the Plenty
Road construction go on and on, hoping of course that this upgrade will increase the traffic flow. They
also had to observe the completion of the Gordons Road–Plenty Road intersection, only to see it ripped
up 12 months later and redone. And so you can understand why the people in the local area are just
shaking their heads. They are trying to work out what the point was of upgrading Plenty Road to three
lanes each way, six lanes in total, to then reduce the speed from 80 to 70, particularly as people are
starting to get back on their feet, getting back to work after COVID. They just cannot believe what has
happened.
The action I seek from the minister—and I have to say, in the process of this they took down the wire
rope barriers in the whole section and replaced them with the old steel Armco barriers along the whole
thing. After telling us how great wire rope barriers are they have now taken them all down and put up
the old steel Armco barriers. I am sure Mrs McArthur would just love to come and have a look at that
and shake her jolly head about it. The action I seek from the minister, by way of directing the
Department of Transport or VicRoads, is to justify the decision to reduce the speed limit from 80 down
to 70 and then review the decision so people in the local area can get home safely and more quickly to
their families.
YOUTH JUSTICE SYSTEM
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (22:58): My matter is for the Minister for Youth Justice. It
relates to the government’s Youth Justice Strategic Plan 2020–2030. More specifically, it relates to
some wording on page 28 of that plan under the heading of ‘Key actions 2020–24’. The wording says
that youth justice will:
•

Deliver a High Risk Panel to oversee and support the most complex and high-risk young people in
custody and the community. The High Risk Panel is chaired by the Commissioner for Youth Justice and
includes senior operational and clinical representatives, ensuring robust planning for this group of young
people.

Given the heading in that section, I am obviously mindful that none of this activity might have occurred
yet, nor will it happen prior to even the end of 2024, potentially. Equally, though, some of that wording
I have just quoted is written in present tense. It therefore at least conveys an impression that the panel
might already have been formed or that some of its members might already have been chosen. And
that is really why I am raising this matter this evening.
From looking at the plan and the comments about it on the public record by the government, it is
difficult to discern what steps, if any, may have been taken so far in relation to that panel. I say that in
respect of not only the formal appointment of any members of the panel but also the scheduling or
convening of any meetings and/or any work it might have potentially undertaken, as well as how wide
its ambit might be for youth justice matters not just in metropolitan areas but in rural and regional
areas.
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The Department of Justice and Community Safety’s most recent annual report, published late last year,
does not seem to shed light on any further detail or activity on these fronts either. The action I therefore
seek from the minister is an update on progress of the delivery of the key action identified on page 28
of the Youth Justice Strategic Plan relating to the high-risk panel. As a central component of that
update I would obviously be grateful for an outline of the nature and results of any work it might have
undertaken so far, if it is the case that the panel has already been established and is already in operation.
Alternatively, if it is yet to be established then I would appreciate advice from the minister of the likely
date by which the work may commence.
GRAMPIANS NATIONAL PARK
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (23:01): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change. Last November’s Greater Gariwerd Landscape: Draft
Management Plan contained the suggestion that dingoes might be reintroduced to the Grampians
National Park. While it is only a small part of the plan, I must admit that it worried me. It takes no
imagination to understand the potential damage to some of the state’s best grazing land which
surrounds the park, nor does it stretch credibility, knowing Parks Victoria’s record, to realise that
attempting to keep dingoes within the park would be extremely expensive and almost certain to fail.
It seemed like yet another idea with good intentions but sadly no connection to reality.
What I have learned since, however, is that even the purported environmental benefit of the scheme is
highly questionable. John Higgins has bred dingoes for more than 40 years and in his career has
worked with farmers and with government agencies to identify and combat stock predation. John
explained to me not just the reasons dingoes would hunt neighbouring sheep populations for
preference but also the danger to other species. In his view local populations of koalas would be
threatened, as would the brush-tailed rock-wallaby, a critically endangered species only recently
reintroduced to the Grampians. Mr Higgins is just part of the growing opposition to the proposal. The
response was at first muted, probably because the idea is so outlandish that most people with little
experience of Parks Victoria considered it too ridiculous to be serious. I hope I have helped make clear
to people that common sense is no requirement in these matters and that the most absurd ideas can
eventuate if the flaws are not widely exposed.
I want to pay particular tribute here to John and Rhonda Crawford of Rock-Bank merino stud, who
have done a huge amount to inspire media interest and to mobilise the local community. Farmers,
tourism operators and environmentalists as well as other residents who recognise the risks of the idea
are united in their opposition. 1921 people have now signed the change.org petition, and the paper
copy circulated in Dunkeld, Cavendish and Hamilton has over 800 signatures. The flaws in the plan
are so evident they need little restatement here, so instead I would ask the minister for something
different—namely, a full and rigorous assessment of the ecological arguments for and against
reintroducing dingoes, for if even this case is weak then the whole idea must surely be removed from
the landscape management plan before its ultimate approval.
FREE TRAVEL FOR DISADVANTAGED YOUTH
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (23:03): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Public Transport in the other place, and the action that I seek is for the government to provide free
prepaid travel for disadvantaged young people through travel passes or Mykis. Westjustice, formerly
known as Footscray Legal Service, runs a travel assistance program for young people in the western
suburbs of Melbourne. Not only is education a basic right, but in Australia attendance at school is also
required by law, yet the cost of public transport is often prohibitive for many young people to exercise
this right and comply with the law. Such unlawful travel can lead to fines and a number of other issues
such as increased debt, increased family stress, poor health and social, psychological and emotional
issues. The program came about because their school lawyers were assisting many young people with
public transport fines incurred while the young people were travelling to school. Often the reason the
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young person was not travelling compliantly was that they or their family could not afford the cost of
travel.
A report by Westjustice shows that many young people who have been experiencing disadvantage
want to attend school and will attend school if they are given free and accessible ways to get there.
Overall, providing young people experiencing disadvantage with access to prepaid public transport
results in increased school attendance and punctuality, decreased stress, increased access to wellbeing
services and decreased non-compliance travel and helps the young people to feel safer. In addition the
program helps young people experiencing homelessness and family violence to move to safer places
to stay. The report has five key recommendations:
1.

Provide pre-paid travel for disadvantaged young people through the provision of travel passes or Mykis.

…
2.

School wellbeing teams should be used to assess which students meet the eligibility criteria.

…
3.

Public transport staff need better training about … products.

…
4.

Public transport staff need better training about how to interact with vulnerable young people.

…
5.

Consider increasing funding for school wellbeing teams to extend support for vulnerable young people
in schools.

I hope the government will find it in their heart to find the funds to help Westjustice.
COUNTRY FIRE AUTHORITY CARRUM DOWNS BRIGADE
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (23:07): My adjournment tonight is for the
attention of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, and it relates to the Carrum Downs CFA
brigade. In December I was pleased to visit the new Carrum Downs fire station to tour the facilities
but also to talk to the leadership of Carrum Downs CFA around their need for new operational
infrastructure, because while they have a new building, what they do not have is the trucks they need.
Several years ago Carrum Downs fire brigade received a new tanker, but their current need is for a
new pumper.
I am advised that five years ago Carrum Downs fire brigade were on the list to receive funding or to
receive a new pumper. However, for reasons that they are not aware of they have dropped off the list
of brigades that CFA hold and are no longer in line to receive a pumper. The current pumper they have
is now, I believe, more than 15 years old, is reaching the end of its service life and needs to be replaced
urgently. Carrum Downs CFA actually serves a very large part of my electorate, extending into
industrial areas of Dandenong South as well as many of the open areas around Carrum Downs and of
course the residential areas of Carrum Downs and down towards Frankston. So it is a significant
brigade in the area it covers and the responsibility it has, and in addition to the tanker it needs a pumper.
Certainly leading up to the 2018 election the Liberal opposition made an election commitment to
provide a pumper to Carrum Downs CFA. The brigade is of the view that the successful member,
Sonya Kilkenny of the current government, also committed to provide a pumper to Carrum Downs
CFA, but to date, 2½ years into this term of government, they have not received a pumper. So what I
seek from the minister for emergency services is that Carrum Downs CFA receive the pumper they
need so that they can continue to provide the very important service they do to the greater Carrum
Downs community.
MIKE SLOAN
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (23:09): My adjournment manner is for the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services. Mike Sloan is a Victorian security industry instructor who a few years ago
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was charged with breaching two conditions of his security industry instructors licence. The licensing
and regulation division, LRD, shut down his training school and seized his property. When the matter
went to court, LRD’s claims were proven to be false, and the fault was with LRD for failing to update
their own database with correct information. LRD lost track of 16 firearms and then blamed Mike for
their mistake and dragged him to the courts.
But the story does not stop there. It seems LRD never forgive a humiliation. In 2020 Mike suffered a
heart attack and was hospitalised. While in hospital he submitted a request to renew his licences and
was informed that his licences were at risk of being cancelled. LRD told Mike that he was not a fit and
proper person and that it was not in the public interest for him to maintain his licences. After he left
hospital LRD paid Mike’s business a visit to interrogate his records. The LRD officers noticed that
Mike had not been trading for some time. Even though Mike’s business was forced to close because
of COVID restrictions and even though he had suffered a serious hospitalisation and was unable to
work, the LRD officer at the scene said to Mike, ‘Too bad, so sad’. In early November LRD sent Mike
notice that his security training business and firearms licences had been cancelled. It is unclear why
LRD decided to reinvestigate the financial viability of Mike’s business. It is not standard procedure to
investigate financial viability for a licence renewal. Regardless, Mike is not at fault for the
government’s COVID restrictions or for having a heart attack.
In the last few weeks since I originally wrote this question the story has taken another turn. Mike,
unable to operate his own business with his business licences cancelled but still holding his personal
security licence, had gotten a job with another company. LRD are having none of it. Now they are
threatening the new company that it will also have its licences cancelled. It appears nothing will satisfy
our LRD but driving Mike out of the industry for good.
Let me take a moment to address our friends at LRD. We have now had a series of incidents where
LRD would appear to have gone beyond its powers. You are not above the law. You are open to public
scrutiny. You are being watched. If you abuse your authority, you will be called out. I call on the
minister to investigate and explain to us the reason that LRD appear to be carrying out a vendetta
against Mike Sloan.
FITZSIMONS LANE–MAIN ROAD, ELTHAM
Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (23:12): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Roads
and Road Safety in the other place, and it concerns the government’s proposal to demolish the
Fitzsimons Lane and Main Road roundabout in Eltham to replace it with a quite extraordinary 10-lane
monstrosity. The Eltham Community Action Group is particularly concerned with the government’s
proposal to remove hundreds of iconic trees from the intersection. They have taken to tying red ribbons
around the trees that are marked for destruction. The broader proposal—which is the size, would you
believe it, of the MCG—will destroy up to 1000 trees. This particular group has even presented to
Major Road Projects Victoria an alternative design, one that improves the traffic flow in my humble
view but also preserves the trees. At the last election we on this side of the house presented a plan that
would have also dealt with the traffic issues at the same time as preserving the many important trees.
If Labor were serious about improving the traffic flow for residents of Eltham, they would at least be
able to appreciate the wider impacts of this proposal on surrounding streets. For example, it is hard to
see how supposedly fixing this roundabout will alleviate the pressure on a number of other
thoroughfares. The Main Road bridge just down the road is a one-lane road—one lane each way—yet
of course the intersection is set to be quite an extraordinary 10 lanes.
In this quest I know I have an ally in the member for Eltham, Vicki Ward. There have been, much to
my dismay, a few leaks around on Spring Street this week, President—you might have noticed in the
newspapers—and I can report to the house that there has been a leak to me from Vicki Ward this week.
I am currently holding in my hand a private communication—my legal adviser tells me that I am
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entirely at my liberty to read it into Hansard—from Vicki Ward to one of her constituents. She has
said:
I have pushed back against … the Minister’s office a great deal for more than a year to see if there was any
way the intersection could work with saving the roundabout … I have not been able to achieve …

it. The member for Eltham is entirely against this ridiculous Labor government proposal, so my request
of the minister tonight is to release the documentation and the evidence behind this quite bizarre
scheme. Release to us the tender documents. Release to us the traffic modelling that displays that this
is an appropriate course of action. Release to us the data regarding the impact of the North East Link.
Release to us the information regarding why the Eltham Gateway zones have been entirely ignored
and also why the significant landscape overlays have been ignored.
COVID-19
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (23:15): My matter tonight is for the Premier, and the action I
seek is maybe to be treated a little less like a mushroom. With the current COVID situation we have
there was a press conference held last night at 10.38 pm, something like that, and the only information
that we not in the government were given was in the media. We get questions. We all represent people
as well. We get questions, and a lot of the time we have to look up online to see what is going on. So
basically the action I seek is that when the Premier makes a change that will affect people at least the
information that is provided to the press is provided at the same time to the non-government MPs and
that we get a dedicated MPs’ hotline to provide definitive advice on the changes. A lot of the time
when you call the COVID hotline they are a little wary of giving definitive advice, but we are in a
position where people come to us asking questions and a lot of the time we are less aware than the
people asking us the questions, and that is not a good place to be.
DUCK HUNTING
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (23:16): My adjournment debate matter is for the Minister for
Agriculture in the other place, and it relates to the reinstatement of waterfowl identification testing
through the Game Management Authority. My constituent has been actively attempting to sit the
junior waterfowl identification test for the past year because his entry-level 12-month junior licence
has expired. Now, contacting the GMA early last year he was told that testing would be put on hold
because of COVID. Since then he has had multiple calls made to the GMA and it has produced a
variety of responses. In November the former agriculture minister responded to my previous inquiry
on the topic, saying the government has extended the validity of game licences by one year. Notably,
this was not the experience of my constituent. He was advised that he was not able to participate in the
reduced 2020 duck season; adult licences were extended but not junior licences. Furthermore, he could
not even legally go and enter our local game reserve to camp with his family.
The GMA website published information stating that the waterfowl ID test would be scheduled to
come online in January this year. It is now February and the online waterfowl test has failed to be
established. The website says the GMA will be transitioning to a new online licence system and to
please check out the Facebook post. Well, there is no time line on the Facebook post and there is no
identification as to when this will be up and running. We have responsible duck hunters who are tired
of being duckshoved around, blocked and given mixed messages by the Andrews government. They
have been wondering when the Andrews government will open duck season and whether they will
actually open it at all. The action I seek from the Minister for Agriculture is to immediately commit to
a time frame for implementing these online COVID-safe waterfowl identification tests and also to
announce when the 2020 duck season will be up and running so my young constituent can finally
complete his test and join his family out on the water reserve.
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND TRAINING
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria)
Incorporated pursuant to order of Council of 15 September 2020:
My adjournment matter is for the attention of the Minister for Higher Education, the Honourable Gayle
Tierney.
My matter surrounds the recent closure of the only undergraduate course in Victoria that produced ‘highquality’ vocational education and training and technologies teachers for Victorian secondary schools.
Dr Karen O’Reilly-Briggs has contacted your office and that of the Minister for Education, James Merlino,
about the shortage of qualified VET and technologies teachers as a result of closing the course that actually
trains the teachers themselves.
I would like to quickly thank Mr Merlino’s office for arranging a meeting between Dr O’Reilly-Briggs and
the department of education officials, and I look forward to hearing the outcome of the meeting.
Dr O’Reilly-Briggs was the coordinator and lecturer of this course at La Trobe University, with decades of
real-life experience and expertise in a hands-on field, specifically metal fabrication, manufacturing and
engineering, to name a portion of her career.
An initial teacher education program like the one she taught is now urgently needed to produce a sustainable
supply of VET and technologies teachers for Victorian secondary schools.
At a time when the government has committed a lot of energy and money promoting TAFE, including free
TAFE courses, it seems kids who choose to stay in high school but want to learn in a hands-on environment
may be forgotten.
This is why the VET-in-schools policy was developed in the first place: to bridge that gap between kids
leaving school to learn a vocation and kids learning traditional school subjects. We don’t want to open that
gap again.
In partnership with the federal government, the state government needs to support and encourage the tertiary
sector to reintroduce the undergraduate initial teacher education programs.
What if there is no plan to address the crippling skills shortage of VET and technologies teachers for Victorian
secondary schools?
How do we envisage preparing and convincing tens of thousands of young Victorians to want to pursue the
trades, apprenticeships and technical vocations being created through these subjects?
The action that I seek is for the state government to urgently work with Dr O’Reilly-Briggs, VET specialists
and the federal government to reintroduce ITE programs as a matter of urgency to ensure Victoria has a
regular stream of qualified VET teachers in the education system.

ABORIGINAL LEGAL SERVICES
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan)
Incorporated pursuant to order of Council of 15 September 2020:
My adjournment matter is for the Treasurer, Tim Pallas, and the action I seek is for the government to fund a
further four community legal hubs for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples in Victoria.
In last year’s budget the government delivered $2.176 million for the Victorian Aboriginal Legal Service to
develop two hubs for Aboriginal communities across Victoria.
While this funding was welcomed, it will not meet the demand.
The Legal Need and the COVID-19 Crisis report by the Federation of Community Legal Centres Victoria
highlights the following concerns regarding the pandemic and associated legal need:
•

The number of legal problems experienced by Victorians will increase.

•

The proportion of Victorians who need free legal assistance to handle their legal problems will increase,
as more Victorians become unable to afford private legal representation.

•

The consequences of unresolved legal problems will become more severe, as people lose sources of
financial and health resilience to the adverse effects of their legal issues.
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Nerita Waight, the CEO of the Victorian Aboriginal Legal Service, is adamant the two hubs are not enough
to service the legal needs of Aboriginal Victorians. In their budget submission VALS requested funding for
six community legal hubs.
Nerita is the expert on this. She knows the legal issues of the Aboriginal community better than anyone else
in this state.
Therefore the action I seek is for the government to support Nerita by funding a further four Aboriginal
community legal hubs across Victoria in consultation with the Victorian Aboriginal Legal Service.

RESPONSES
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood)
(23:19): There are 11 adjournment matters tonight regarding a range of topics, and those matters will
be referred to the appropriate ministers for a response.
I have three written responses to adjournment debate matters, raised by Ms Maxwell on 6 February,
Ms Vaghela on 26 November and Dr Ratnam on 10 December.
The PRESIDENT: Goodnight. The house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 11.19 pm until Tuesday, 16 February.
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Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.

Thursday, 4 February 2021
FIRE SERVICES
In reply to Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (6 February 2020)
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine—Minister for Water, Minister for Police and Emergency Services):
The Victorian Government greatly values the selfless contributions of Country Fire Authority (CFA)
volunteers and is committed to the future of the CFA as a volunteer-based firefighting organisation.
In May 2017, $56.2 million was committed to the CFA Support Fund as part of the Fire Services Statement
to strengthen volunteer recruitment and retention, increase training options, expand brigade support and
develop brigade leadership. The government also recently announced the details of a CFA capability Funding
package to provide a further $126 million over the next five years to support CFA in delivering critical
training, equipment, infrastructure and volunteer support. This includes 16 new fire stations and 50 new
replacement appliances.
Governance and consultation mechanisms are in place to ensure that the views of CFA volunteers continue
to guide the implementation of fire services reform. The Fire Services Reform Volunteer Reference Group
(VRG) meets monthly and comprises senior representatives from Volunteer Fire Brigades Victoria (VFBV),
CFA and Emergency Management Victoria. The VRG provides a forum for volunteer representatives to
identify issues or concerns in relation to the reforms and serves as a mechanism for their resolution.
Emergency Management Victoria is able to escalate any significant matters to Government for further
consideration as required.
The Year One Fire Services Reform Implementation Plan assigns specific actions to the CFA in relation to
volunteer consultation. This includes a requirement for CFA to continue consulting with volunteers and to
consider any required improvements to consultative processes and escalation pathways between volunteers
and the CFA, and for CFA to consult with volunteers in relation to the delivery of the $126 million Capability
Funding package.
The Hon Niall Blair has also been appointed as the state’s inaugural Fire Services Implementation Monitor.
This role provides independent advice and assurance on the progress and impact of fire services reform.
Over February and March 2020, the CFA also held 54 engagement sessions with volunteers in Groups and
integrated brigades, which were attended by over 1300 members. These meetings were structured to inform
members about the reforms and facilitate discussions around local and general issues. These sessions also
provided an opportunity to capture the concerns of members, and for the groups and brigades to ask questions
and raise issues to senior personnel within the Fire Services Reform team.
Due to the introduction of restrictions as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, further planned engagement
sessions transitioned to online meetings. These meetings occurred regularly in the lead up to reform, allowing
volunteers to be briefed and raise questions with senior operational and administrative managers within the
CFA. These meetings continue to be held, with the most recent meeting held on 9 December 2020.
Volunteers more broadly have been kept informed on reforms through regular communication via reform
email updates, organisation-wide videoconferencing sessions and a dedicated Intranet page. Members have
also been able to raise questions and concerns via a dedicated Fire Services Reform inbox and through District
and Region line management.
The CFA is continuing to transition through reforms, including finalising a number of agreements and
arrangements that will clarify the operating environment between CFA and Fire Rescue Victoria. The CFA’s
engagement with volunteers will continue and grow into the future in line with its focus as a volunteer
firefighting organisation with deep community ties.
Regarding the concern raised in relation to appliances, CFA volunteers continue to have the flexibility to
choose the appropriate brigade appliance to respond to an incident. That remains unchanged.
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BIG HOUSING BUILD
In reply to Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (26 November 2020)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing):
I thank Ms Vaghela, Member for Western Metropolitan Region for her question and acknowledge her support
for improving housing outcomes for the community in the Western Metropolitan area.
As you have indicated, the 2020–21 Budget has committed record investment for new social and affordable
housing. The $5.3 billion Big Housing Build will deliver 12,000 new homes across the state. It will also help
Victoria’s building and construction industry recover from the impact of the coronavirus pandemic.
The Big Housing Build is starting straight away, and I am pleased to advise that the Cities of Maribyrnong,
Brimbank, Hume and Wyndham, which all overlap the Western Metropolitan Region, have been identified
as priority Local Government Areas for investment. This includes a spot purchase program to acquire social
and affordable housing.
New modern homes will also be constructed and will met 7-star NatHERS energy efficiency standards to
ensure a comfortable living environment and low energy costs. This means the Western Metropolitan area
will not only see the benefits of much-needed social housing, but also investment and jobs that support the
local community.
The Big Housing Build comes on top of the $498 million for refurbishment and maintenance of existing social
housing dwellings, $209 million to build 1,000 new public housing dwellings, $150 million for the
Homelessness to Home program, $112 million package for energy efficient upgrades to social housing and
the $185 million Public Housing Renewal Program.
I trust this information is of assistance and I once again thank the Member for Western Metropolitan region
for her ongoing support for social and affordable housing.

HOMELESSNESS
In reply to Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (10 December 2020)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing):
Since the COVID-19 health emergency began, the Victorian Government has supported over 13,000 people
whose housing situation deteriorated because of the pandemic. Assistance has included accommodation for
people who were experiencing homelessness, but also financial support to prevent people from losing their
homes.
In July 2020 the Government announced the $150 million From Homelessness to a Home package, to provide
longer term housing and individualised support for people currently in emergency accommodation, which is
primarily hotels. The tailored support—including services addressing mental health and alcohol and other
drugs—will assist people to establish and maintain stability in long-term housing as they look for permanent
homes. Many people will begin to transition out of emergency hotel accommodation well before March 2021
as these properties come online.
Anyone who was in the emergency accommodation prior 6 December is eligible for a package, which
includes up to 24 months support in a range of different dwelling types.
But we know this alone is not enough, and that is why the Government has announced it will invest
$5.3 billion on the Big Housing Build to deliver 12,000 new homes across the state over the next four years.
Over 9,000 of these homes will be for social housing, which is prioritised for people in urgent need of housing
including people who are homeless, affected by mental illness, victims of family violence, people with
disabilities and older Victorians.
The Big Housing Build comes on top of $498 million for refurbishment and maintenance of existing social
housing dwellings, $209 million to build 1,000 new public housing dwellings, the $112 million package for
energy efficient upgrades to social housing and the $185 million Public Housing Renewal Program.
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Answers to constituency questions
Responses have been incorporated in the form provided to Hansard and received in the period shown.

27 November to 10 December 2020
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (4 March 2020)
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Leader of the Government, Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Resources):
Thank you for the opportunity to provide you with information on this great project. A $50,000 grant from
the State, plus $20,000 in funds from Tourism Greater Geelong and the Bellarine (TGGB) was provided to
develop the Thriving Ambition Project. The project was developed in response to advocacy from business
owners in the Borough of Queenscliffe to develop strategies and initiatives to improve visitor attraction
opportunities and drive visitation across the Borough.
Traders and businesses in the Borough of Queenscliffe worked closely with the project team, led by TGGB,
throughout all its stages, and have praised the results of this collaborative effort. The project team consisted
of specialists in the field of digital tourism marketing, HyperSocial and TGGB, who interviewed more than
20 traders in the Borough. Participation was enthusiastic, with over 30 hours spent working one-on-one with
local traders, talking about their business and the region as a destination.
The final outcome has been an Industry Vision, Industry Development Plan and Brand Blueprint for
Queenscliff and Point Lonsdale and provides a refreshing approach to tourism and visitor attraction. These
documents are available online at thrivingambition.com.au
Outcomes of the project were shared with traders and the community via a public presentation on
18 September 2019 and were published in the Borough Business E-News October edition.

EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (16 June 2020)
Ms THOMAS (Macedon—Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Regional Development):
We have supported SEA Electric since our agreement with them began in 2018 to create jobs for Latrobe
Valley workers.
In October 2020 SEA Electric reported they had 40 employees, four of which reside in the Latrobe Valley.
The Latrobe Valley Authority has provided funding to SEA Electric to support travel costs of Latrobe Valley
workers who travel to the Dandenong factory.
We remain committed to working with the company to progress the agreement they signed with the
Government to create jobs for Latrobe Valley workers.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (4 August 2020)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business):
The Victorian Government understands the impact that last summer’s bushfires have caused in regional
Victoria, including in areas such as Towong, Alpine and Indigo Shire. We have listened to impacted business
owners, primary producers, and local councils and acknowledge their concerns about cashflow and the need
for targeted support.
As you are aware, to meet the immediate needs of indirectly affected small businesses in Towong, Alpine and
Indigo Shires, Small Business Bushfire Support Grants of $10,000 are available to eligible businesses to assist
with the costs of maintaining their business. As of 11 November 2020, approximately $9.5 million has been
paid in Small Business Bushfire Support Grants across the three shires, supporting 947 small businesses.
All Small Business Bushfire Support Grant applications undergo a thorough assessment process, with each
application being assessed in accordance with the grant program guidelines. For applicants that wish for their
assessment to be reviewed, a review process is in place that is conducted by Rural Finance. However,
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information on applications reviewed under the ‘exceptional circumstances’ process is not available at the
Local Government Area level. As of 11 November 2020, within Towong, Alpine and Indigo Shires,
947 applications have been approved, with 146 ineligible applications, 74 withdrawn and 22 currently in
progress.
For businesses directly impacted by the bushfires, Small Business Bushfire Recovery Grants of up to $50,000
are also available to help eligible small businesses pay for costs of clean-up and reinstatement of eligible small
businesses that have suffered direct damage as a result of the bushfires. As at 11 November 2020, 33 grants,
amounting to more than $1.1 million, has been paid to businesses in Alpine, Towong and Indigo Shires, with
7 applications currently in progress.
For primary producers that may not have been eligible for the Small Business Bushfire Support Grant or
Bushfire Recovery Grant, grants of up to $75,000 through the Emergency Bushfire Primary Industries Grants
are available for eligible primary producers and farm businesses.
The Victorian Government is also delivering a package of tax relief, including land tax, stamp duty, motor
vehicle duty and water rates. Payroll tax in state of disaster areas will be reduced to 25 per cent of the
metropolitan rate and landfill levies will also be waived for businesses whose properties were damaged.
Through the Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions, the Victorian Government is working with recovery
teams across the impacted shires to provide face-to-face business advice and support tailored to the specific
needs of impacted communities and businesses. Business Recovery Advisers in Alpine, Towong and Indigo
Shires have supported 290 businesses.
The advisers’ one-on-one support ranges from immediate assistance in navigating support programs, referrals
to appropriate agencies, and practical assistance in negotiating logistical challenges and assisting with
administrative matters relating to grant applications.
Information about all government support can be found by calling Bushfire Recovery Victoria on
1800 560 760.

SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (18 August 2020)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education, Minister for Mental Health):
I thank the Member for the Southern Metropolitan Region for her question and commend Catherine from
Black Rock on her advocacy for funding small community service organisations.
The Andrews Labor Government has provided record-breaking funding for mental health since 2014. When
in government, the Liberal Nationals spent a dismal $609 million for mental health initiatives, whereas we
have proudly provided $1.8 billion so far on mental health funding, including more than $215 million in
COVID-19 response funding.
The Andrews Labor Government has shown commitment to the NGO mental health services by:
•

Endorsing Mental Health Community Support Services (MHCSS) funding for community
services, especially for Youth Residential Rehab services

•

Endorsing non-government organisations as key partners and subcontracted to health services via
Prevention and Recovery Care (PARC) and Early Intervention Psychosocial Support Response
(EIPSR) services

•

Funding to increase hourly rates or provide retainers for NGO workers, as well as funding
consistent backfill for staff who may be unable to work due to exposure or contraction of
coronavirus

•

Funding a $59.4 million COVID package to reduce preventable or worsening mental illness,
promote community connectedness and protect the health system from being overrun by
coronavirus and its associated impacts, including NGO access.

On top of that, the Andrews Labor Government is determined to fix the broken system through the Royal
Commission into Victoria’s Mental Health System. We have already committed to implementing every single
recommendation from the final report when it is handed down in February 2021. Further, we are getting on
with implementing the interim report recommendations as seen with the $868.6 million budget announcement
on 12 November.
I trust this information is useful.
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WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (18 August 2020)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education, Minister for Mental Health):
Thank you for your question. I understand this year has been, and remains, incredibly difficult for Victorians.
Many people will be feeling anxious and worried for the health and safety of themselves and loved ones.
Recent media coverage suggests that the COVID-19 pandemic has resulted in ‘a surge’ in suicides,
particularly young people and related to social isolation. Further media reports have noted comments
suggesting that an increase in suicides is predicted. While we haven’t yet seen evidence of an increase of
suicides in the community, research shows there is often a surge in mental ill-health in the months and years
after a community crisis.
That’s why the Andrews Labor Government has invested more than $200 million in COVID-19 response
funding this year. This funding will provide vital surge capacity and offer more mental health support options
for those seeking it.
The Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) has a Memorandum of Understanding with the
Coroner’s Court for access to suicide data and analysis, and current advice is that to date (12 November 2020),
there has been no detectable spike in suspected suicides in Victoria, since the commencement of restrictions
and physical distancing to control the spread of coronavirus. The frequency of suicides this year (2020)
remains steady when compared to this time last year (2019). The latest monthly report was released publicly
by the Coroners Court of Victoria on 12 November 2020, showing data up to 31 October 2020.
The Andrews Labor Government has committed to suicide prevention via the Victorian Suicide Prevention
Strategy 2016–2025 (the Framework), a whole-of-government commitment to reduce suicide and suicidal
behaviour, and to implement a coordinated strategy that will help save lives.
The 2016–17 Victorian State Budget allocated $27 million over four years to deliver two flagship suicide
prevention initiatives within the Framework. First, the Hospital Outreach Post-suicidal Engagement (HOPE)
initiative at twelve hospitals, providing intensive, tailored support for people leaving hospital following
treatment for an attempted suicide. Second, place-based suicide prevention trials, being delivered in
partnership with and co-investment from Primary Health Networks, at 12 sites across Victoria. The trials
support local communities to develop proactive evidence-based suicide prevention strategies tailored to the
unique needs of each community.
As well as the Andrews Labor Government’s commitment to undertake a Royal Commission into Victoria’s
Mental Health System, we have also committed to implement all recommendations. This includes a
recommendation through the interim report, to recurrently fund all Victorian area mental health services to
offer the HOPE program.
In response to your specific questions, DHHS has advised that due to the impact of COVID-19, the YL4L
program in Benalla and Glenelg has received further funding to continue its work for an additional 12 months
until June 2021. The Department also advises that YL4L Inc. has been discussing further opportunities to
implement the YL4L program model in several rural and regional communities.
Regional Partnerships (run by Regional Development Victoria within the Department of Jobs, Precincts and
Regions) engage with their communities and local stakeholders year-round to identify priorities for their
regions and to develop collaborative solutions to local problems. The Partnerships provide advice to the
Victorian Government about regional priorities so they can then be incorporated into government policies,
programs and planning. It is anticipated that the organisation will also be considered for funding through the
2021–22 State Budget.
I trust this information has been helpful.

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (1 September 2020)
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie—Minister for Public Transport, Minister for Roads and Road Safety):
I thank the Member for Western Victoria for his question. The Andrews Labor Government is committed to
ensuring that all Victorians can access public transport services.
As advised on 28 July, availability of accessible train carriages suitable for use on the Warrnambool line has
been reduced due to acts of vandalism, forcing carriages to be taken out of service for repair. It is incredibly
disappointing that needless actions by a few cause unnecessary disruption to the community.
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In addition, V/Line has been undertaking major maintenance works on accessible carriages, resulting in the
temporary removal of some carriages from service while works take place. If a train is operating without an
accessible carriage, V/Line will always provide alternate transport for passengers with accessibility needs.
V/Line has completed a number of accessibility improvements to its Classic Fleet in recent years including
upgrading the buffet carriages on long haul trains with handrails and major refurbishment of Sprinters by
installing two new allocated spaces for mobility aids, a luggage rack and non-slip flooring.
Extensive work is being done as part of the Warrnambool Line Upgrade Stage 1 to improve rail services in
South-west Victoria. The upgrade will allow for an additional weekday return service running between
Warrnambool and Southern Cross and is expected to be complete in 2021.
In the recent Federal Budget, the Commonwealth Government announced it will provide $208 million for the
Warrnambool Rail Upgrade Stage 2. Once complete, the Warrnambool Line Upgrade Stage 2 will allow
VLocity trains to run along the line, improving accessibility on the line.

NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (16 September 2020)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing):
As part of the Victorian Government’s response to the coronavirus (COVID-19) crisis, a number of planning
and infrastructure projects with the Victorian Planning Authority (VPA) are to be accelerated to unlock
approximately $18.8 billion in estimated economic value by mid-2021, including land for around
89,200 homes and 107,340 jobs across Victoria. On 17 July 2020, I decided the Preston Market Structure
Plan and associated planning scheme amendment was a project suitable for this fast-track·planning process.
The VPA is still reviewing information and data and preparing the structure plan and associated planning
scheme amendment. I am advised the package for the project will not be drafted before the local government
elections and therefore consultation prior to the elections would be premature.
Once the project documentation has been prepared, the VPA intends to brief the councillors of Darebin City
Council. Following consultation with the council, the VPA will consult with the wider community on the
structure plan and associated planning scheme amendment. During this process, there will be an opportunity
for the community to make submissions to express support or raise any concerns about aspects of the structure
plan or the planning scheme amendment, and propose changes, which will then be considered by the VPA.

SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (16 September 2020)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing):
The Victorian Government is committed to facilitating the timely delivery of high-quality development that
will stimulate the Victorian economy and create job and investment opportunities, which are urgently required
as the state recovers from the effects of the coronavirus (COVID-19) global pandemic.
The proposed development is consistent with state planning policy, which designates Toorak Village as a
Major Activity Centre, while local planning policy identifies the land as a key development site. The
development will benefit from shops, transport and services in the locality, consistent with the principle of
the 20-minute neighbourhood, which aims to give people the ability to live, work and play locally.
The development has been designed to integrate with the built form of the surrounding area, consistent with
the objectives of the relevant planning controls. The scale of the proposed building is comparable with the
seven-storey development on adjacent land and the nearby 11-storey Trak Centre building, while upper levels
will be set well back from Toorak Road to protect the public realm.

EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (13 October 2020)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business):
The Victorian Government is committed to ensuring our sole traders, micro-businesses and SMEs impacted
by restrictions have access to the support they need to prepare for COVID Normal through cash grants, tax
relief, skills programs, mentoring and wellbeing assistance.
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We understand that sole traders in a number of sectors were, and continue to be, severely affected by the
pandemic. That’s why the Government instituted the $100 million Sole Trader Support Fund, which provides
grants of up to $3,000 to eligible sole traders working in sectors of the economy that gave been affected by
restrictions. Eligible employing sole traders can also access grants through the Business Support Fund.
The Victorian Government is also providing business resilience and adaptation programs, such as the UpSkill
My Business program, to assist business owners to adapt and prepare for reopening under COVID Normal
settings. The value of these programs can be demonstrated by the more than 48,000 users that are accessing
free premium short courses from the state’s top education providers and industry experts on the Upskill My
Business website.
The Business Resilience and Recovery Mentoring program that the Member disparages has, as at
24 November, received nearly 1500 expressions of interest. That’s 1500 small business owners that clearly
disagree with the Member’s remarks. Many of the individuals are now receiving expert support to strengthen
their businesses and begin to recover from the impacts of the global pandemic.
We have invested $26 million in the Wellbeing and Mental Health Support for Victorian Business program
to help small business owners including sole traders deal with the compounding challenges of running a
business through the crisis.
The Small Business Digital Adaptation Program is also assisting small businesses to build their digital
capability by offering rebates of up to $1,200 for software programs from approved providers such as Mr
Yum, Square, Shopify, MYOB, Xero and Squarespace. With almost 4,000 registrations received since the
program launched on 15 November, it’s safe to say that plenty of Victorians indeed want and need the small
business support services that the Andrews Government is offering.
More information on the Victorian Government’s business support measures can be found at the Business
Victoria website: business.vic.gov.au or by calling the Business Victoria hotline, 13 22 15.

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (14 October 2020)
Mr PAKULA (Keysborough—Minister for Industry Support and Recovery, Minister for Trade,
Minister for Business Precincts, Minister for Tourism, Sport and Major Events, Minister for Racing):
The Victorian Government understands the acute impacts coronavirus (COVID-19) continues to have on
many businesses across Victoria, especially those in the tourism industry.
In recognition of these difficult and unprecedented circumstances, the government has extended rent relief
for tenants experiencing financial hardship due to the COVID-19 pandemic until 31 December 2020. Parks
Victoria’s commercial agreement holders are included in this scheme, including Tourism Great Ocean Road
who manage the Cape Otway Lightstation.
Tourism Great Ocean Road has also received support through the government’s Business Support Fund. In
addition, the government also continues to carry out necessary works at the lightstation, including $240,000
for upgrades to the carpark and toilet block at the site.
Management of the lease for the Cape Otway Lightstation, including offering a long-term extension, falls
within the portfolio responsibilities of the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, the
Hon Lily D’Ambrosio MP. The question in relation to offering a long-term lease by the government has
consequently been referred to Minister D’Ambrosio for consideration.
The government values the significance of the Cape Otway Lightstation as a business, an employer and an
important tourism attraction for the region and will continue to support the lightstation operator where
possible.

EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (15 October 2020)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education, Minister for Mental Health):
As Minister for Education, my greatest responsibility is the wellbeing of students and school staff. That is
why the Andrews Labor Government has always followed, and will continue to follow, the advice of the
Victorian Chief Health Officer.
In line with advice from the Victorian Chief Health Officer, most Victorian school students returned to a
remote learning model during Term 3 to help reduce movement of people across Victoria and slow the spread
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of coronavirus (COVID-19). With falling case numbers and reduced community transmission, there has been
a staggered return to on-site learning for all students from the start of Term 4.
To support the health and wellbeing of Victorian students and staff, the Department of Education and Training
(the Department) is continuing to work closely with the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS)
to provide schools with expert health advice on a range of strategies to reduce the risk of coronavirus (COVID19) transmission in schools and early childhood settings.
The School Operations Guide provides point-in-time and detailed advice on specific activities and operations
for all schools, informed by COVIDSafe school principles and Victorian Chief Health Officer and DHHS
advice.
Schools have implemented a number of practices to ensure the safety of students and staff while on school
site. These practices have been guided by a number of guiding principles:
•

Reinforcing COVID Safe behaviours such as staying at home when unwell, practising good
hygiene, ensuring physical distancing (1.5m), wearing a mask where indicated for students over 12
and staff and avoiding interactions in enclosed spaces

•

Creating COVIDSafe spaces including making hand hygiene easy, keeping surfaces clean and
implementing enhanced environmental cleaning and disinfection and promoting outdoor air
ventilation

•

Promoting COVIDSafe activities including adapting or modifying or deferring high risk activities
and moving activities outdoors where possible

•

Responding to coronavirus (COVID-19) risk by keeping records and acting quickly if someone
becomes unwell, using personal and protective equipment, cleaning and disinfecting appropriately
if a staff member or student has been unwell at school and managing individual risks.

DHHS and the Department have strategies in place to ensure any potential outbreaks in schools and early
childhood services can be quickly controlled. Any school or early childhood service attended by a child,
student or staff member while infectious will be closed. Deep cleaning, contact tracing, and a review by
DHHS staff will occur before the school or early childhood service is reopened.
In Term 4, the focus for every Victorian government school will be to provide continuity in learning and
support for every student to the extent possible. This means, schools will:
•

support students’ mental health and wellbeing

•

identify those who need help catching up and extending those who have progressed

•

prepare for successful transitions.

The Andrews Labor Government recently announced a $28.5 million package of initiatives to ensure more
students can receive more support, including through the Navigator Program, LOOKOUT, Mental Health
Practitioners and the Mental Health in Primary Schools pilot.
In addition, the Andrews Labor Government has committed $250 million to support the recruitment of
4100 tutors to support student learning in 2021. Schools will be supported to identify students that may require
targeted teaching in 2021.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (15 October 2020)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education, Minister for Mental Health):
I thank the Member for Northern Victoria for her question.
I acknowledge the strategic priorities that Mitchell Shire Council has developed to improve the mental health
of individuals and families within the local government areas. The priorities also promote collaborative
working with the Commonwealth Primary Health Networks, the Victorian Department of Health and Human
Services (DHHS), and key service providers to ensure a whole system response.
The Andrews Labor Government supports initiatives that enhance resilience, improve population health and
health outcomes. DHHS continues to work with Mitchell Shire Council to develop local options.
Since April 2020, the Andrews Labor Government has invested more than $200m in additional mental health
and wellbeing supports, as part of its coronavirus response. This funding has supported mental health services
to meet demand as Victorians reach out for help to cope with stress, isolation, and uncertainty.

ANSWERS TO CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Thursday, 4 February 2021

Legislative Council

339

As part of this funding package, Goulburn Valley Health (Shepparton), Melbourne Health (Northern
Hospital) and Mildura Hospital (Mildura) will deliver the Hospital Outreach Post-Suicidal Engagement
(HOPE) program. Area Mental Health Services will deliver extended operating hours in their community
mental health teams and provide assertive outreach to individuals and families. Individuals and families can
access online and phone-based counselling services through Lifeline, Beyond Blue, Kids Helpline, YMCA,
and the Partners in Wellbeing program, delivered across regional Victoria by the Australian Community
Services Organisation.
In order to assist mental health services for young people, the Andrews Labor Government has provided
$645,000 towards the $1.7 million development of a new Youth Services Hub in Wallan. The Andrews Labor
Government is also fast-tracking Orygen’s roll-out of their Moderated Online Social Therapy (MOST)
platform, which is being implemented across 14 specialist mental health services and 28 headspace centres.
In addition for adults, the stepped care approach is being utilised across Lower Hume. DHHS has provided
funding and support for the Lower Hume Primary Care Partnership (LHPCP) to increase visibility, access
and integration of mental health services across Mitchell and Murrindindi Shires.
On top of these funding initiatives, the Andrews Labor Government introduced the Royal Commission into
Victoria’s Mental Health System, a result of a 2018 state election commitment. The Royal Commission will
make recommendations on the broader changes needed to transform Victoria’s mental health system and
improve access for individuals, families, and communities. The final report from the Royal Commission is
due in February 2021, and the Andrews Labor Government has already committed to implementing every
single recommendation.

EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (16 October 2020)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing):
The Department of Education and Training declared this site surplus in April 2016 following the
amalgamation of schools in the area. As required by the Victorian Government Landholding Policy and
Guidelines 2015, Yarra Ranges Shire Council had the opportunity to acquire the site during the First Right of
Refusal process from June 2017 to August 2017 but declined to purchase it. No other government agency or
council expressed interest in acquiring the site.
The Department of Treasury and Finance, on behalf of the Department of Education and Training, requested
a planning scheme amendment to change the planning controls to facilitate disposal of the northern portion
of the former school site. The amendment sought to apply the Neighbourhood Residential Zone, a
Development Plan Overlay and a Significant Landscape Overlay to this area. I referred the proposal to the
Government Land Standing Advisory Committee on 25 August 2019.
Following consideration of the report of the advisory committee, I supported its recommendations in full and
approved Amendment C183Yran to the Yarra Ranges Planning Scheme. The amendment was gazetted on
13 August 2020.
The amendment applied Schedule 10 to the Development Plan Overlay which includes a requirement to
prepare a development plan for the land which must include a landscaped shared path connecting the northern
boundary of the site at Cambridge Road with the southern boundary providing access to the oval which is
retained as open space on the site. Other open space requirements are also included within the schedule.
Yarra Ranges Shire Council made a submission to the advisory committee supporting the application of
Neighbourhood Residential Zone to the site, noting that council had recently entered a 20-year lease with the
Department of Education for the former school oval in the southern portion of the former school site. Should
council wish to acquire that oval for permanent open space, it is able to discuss this with the Department of
Education and Training as the landowning agency.

NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (16 October 2020)
Ms SPENCE (Yuroke—Minister for Multicultural Affairs, Minister for Community Sport, Minister
for Youth):
I thank the member for the Northern Metropolitan Region for her question regarding the project to install a
synthetic pitch at Hosken Reserve and for the concerns you have raised about the project.
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Moreland City Council was awarded a $500,000 grant through the 2019–20 World Game Facilities Fund for
this project. Following the grant’s announcement, I was made aware of community concerns that appropriate
consultation had not taken place on this project. Community consultation is a key requirement of our grant
application process. As a result, I asked Sport and Recreation Victoria, within the Department of Jobs,
Precincts and Regions to review Council’s funding application.
A review has now been completed and found that no community consultation had been conducted by
Moreland City Council for the specific project it sought State Government funding to support. This was
contrary to the undertakings made in the funding application. Further, Council did not have the broad
community support for the project that it claimed.
As a result, Victorian Government funding for the project has now been withdrawn and has been re-allocated
to the next round of the World Game Facilities fund. Moreland City Council will not be precluded from
reapplying for Government funding for the project at Hosken Reserve, so long as it meets the program
requirements including the requirements for community consultation.

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (27 October 2020)
Ms THOMAS (Macedon—Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Regional Development):
The Victorian Government understands the critical importance of the agricultural sector and the wool industry
to the Victorian economy. Agriculture Victoria has been actively engaging key shearing and wool industry
groups and contractors on a weekly basis to understand and monitor workforce demands and to enable
continued operation of the wool supply chain, during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic.
The Victorian Government continues to work with our state and federal counterparts through mechanisms
like the Agriculture Workers Code to ensure essential agriculture workers such as shearers can move across
state borders to meet industry demands. I also continue to strongly advocate to the Commonwealth
Government to lead a national plan for seasonal workers, including shearers.
The Victorian Government has been active in boosting training and education for shearers. This includes
investing $1.2 million for a Victorian TAFE and two niche training providers to increase the locations and
number of teachers delivering shearing training across Victoria.
Through the Agriculture Workforce Plan we are providing targeted financial support to agriculture, food
processing and critical food supply chain businesses in Victoria. This program provides grants to businesses
to help with the cost of worker accommodation and relocation assistance, induction and training support, and
grants for businesses to implement COVID safe practices or adapt to new ways of working.
On 17 September 2020 my predecessor Jaclyn Symes MP announced the extension of key components of the
Agriculture Workforce Plan, including using $10 million to extend the Business Adaptation Grants for
agriculture businesses to help them meet health and safety requirements and adapt to distancing changes
imposed by the pandemic. As at 21 January 2021, the business grants stream had awarded $24.7 million in
grants to 297 businesses. My predecessor also announced over $6 million to address the movement,
accommodation and employment of people in key agriculture regions and support for Seasonal Workforce
Coordinators and CALD Engagement Officers who are working with industry groups, employers, labour hire
agencies and local government to connect workers to jobs.

EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (28 October 2020)
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine—Minister for Water, Minister for Police and Emergency Services):
I thank the member for his question.
Firearm Safety Courses (FSC) have commenced again and I would encourage anybody requiring more
information about booking an FSC to contact their local District Firearms Officer (DFO). Further information
can be obtained from: Firearms industry news (police.vic.gov.au)
The Licensing and Regulation Division of Victoria Police (LRD) is also currently reviewing the FSC and
looking at a model in the short term that is managed by suitable, LRD-approved volunteers (who are already
assisting the DFO’s with the management of the course). The volunteers would be required to facilitate the
completion of the FSC test only and the course itself would be completed online. This will make the FSC
more accessible and will better enable DFOs to undertake other duties to monitor and improve firearm safety.
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I acknowledge the patience and understanding of firearms licensees during the unprecedented COVID-19
pandemic. Although the LRD of Victoria Police are returning to a COVID normal, there may still be backlogs
which are being worked through.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (30 October 2020)
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie—Minister for Public Transport, Minister for Roads and Road Safety):
As part of the recently announced 2020–21 State Budget, $6.5 million has been provided to progress detailed
planning and business case development for the Bulla Bypass.

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (10 November 2020)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Minister for
the Suburban Rail Loop):
I thank the Member for Western Victoria Region for his question.
I have raised this matter with the Department of Transport who are responsible for undertaking assessments
of level crossing upgrades across the State.
The concerns raised about this crossing have also been passed to Australian Rail Track Corporation (ARTC),
the Rail Infrastructure Manager.
The State-wide Level Crossing Upgrade Program will be undertaking works this financial year at the crossing
to improve signage visibility.
The Victorian Government has improved safety on the rail network across regional Victoria through the
Regional Rail Revival program and the Safer Country Crossings program. The Safer Country Crossings
program has increased safety at 52 priority road level crossings which carry high speed passenger trains or a
high number of heavy vehicles. The upgrades included works to install flashing lights and boom gates. The
program also has upgraded 25 pedestrian crossings at 13 priority locations.
The State-wide Level Crossing Upgrade Program has and will continue to deliver a rolling program of rail
crossing upgrades across the state.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (11 November 2020)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education, Minister for Mental Health):
I thank the Member for Northern Victoria for their question.
The Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) has been working closely with mental health
services around recruitment strategies and challenges in regional and rural areas.
DHHS are piloting a mental health worker relocation grants program that will be managed and operated by
the Rural Workforce Agency Victoria (RWAV). The program aims to provide financial incentives for mental
health workers to relocate and take up roles in public specialist mental health services operating in rural and/or
remote areas of Victoria.
The Royal Commission into Victoria’s Mental Health System is due to deliver its final report on 5 February
2021. Whilst the recommendations of the Royal Commission are unknown, the Victorian Government is
committed to implementing every recommendation including any recommendations related to regional and
rural mental health workforce supply.

SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (11 November 2020)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing):
Bayside City Council’s request to prepare, adopt and approve Bayside Planning Scheme Amendment
C176bays to apply an interim Heritage Overlay at 28–34 Service Street, Hampton, has been refused.
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The council received a planning permit application for the redevelopment of the sites in December 2019 and
considered the application at a meeting on 11 August 2020. The request for interim heritage controls was not
received until 6 November 2020 prior to the hearing and review of the council’s decision by the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal.
The introduction on an interim Heritage Overlay is an extraordinary use of my powers under section 20(4) of
the Planning and Environment Act 1987. The delay in the heritage assessment of the properties and lodgement
of this request after the council received and considered the application is unacceptable and inconsistent with
the strategic and orderly planning objectives of the Act. In this circumstance, intervention would have raised
issues of procedural fairness and natural justice.
If a property has not yet been provided with heritage protection and the council receives a planning permit
application, it is important that potential heritage significance is assessed early in the process so that interim
protection can be requested without delay. Leaving it until the last minute is in no one’s interests.

EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12 November 2020)
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave—Premier):
The Essential Services Commission (ESC) is required by the Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry
Act 2017 to review and set the maximum fares that commercial passenger vehicles can charge for unbooked
trips every two years, and follow the formal process set by the Essential Services Commission Act 2001.
The ESC is an independent regulator, and the Government does not intervene or direct it in making its
determination.
On 8 September 2020, the ESC released its Unbooked taxi fare review 2020—final decision and price
determination, which provides its rationale for retaining fares at current levels during the COVID-19
pandemic.
In July 2020, our Government announced a $22 million support package to assist the commercial passenger
vehicle industry through the COVID-19 pandemic. The funding aims to provide financial relief for drivers
and operators, boost the commercial passenger vehicle industry and support vulnerable consumers who rely
on the service.

SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12 November 2020)
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie—Minister for Public Transport, Minister for Roads and Road Safety):
All trains, trams and buses undergo a deep clean each night which involves wiping down high touch areas
like next stop buttons, handrails and grab straps.
There is also regular cleaning of high-touch surfaces on trams and at stops during the day.
We’ve also installed over 300 hand sanitiser units across the public transport network.
Independent auditors have conducted a thorough assessment and inspection of cleaning taking place across
the public transport network to ensure high standards are met.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (24 November 2020)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning is working with departments and agencies across
government to provide a response to the report prepared by the Inner West Air Quality Community Reference
Group.
I again thank the Inner West Air Quality Community Reference Group for its hard work and considered
advice to government.
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NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (24 November 2020)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education, Minister for Mental Health):
Contrary to your continuing campaign of ill-informed deception, I can confirm that staff funding for Greater
Shepparton Secondary College has not been cut.
In fact, GSSC will receive an increase of more than $1 million in 2021 to employ more staff to assist students
who need to catch up in their learning after the disruption caused by coronavirus (COVID-19).
This is on top of the school’s existing funding of close to $34 million provided through the Student Resource
Package in 2020.
Greater Shepparton Secondary College has committed to retain ongoing staff from the four schools that
merged during the transition phase (2020 and 2021) and for the first two years of its operation on the single
site (2022 and 2023).
The school is offering a larger range of subjects than ever before available to Greater Shepparton secondary
students. It will make local decisions to run individual subjects and staff them appropriately based on local
student take-up and demand for these subjects.
Greater Shepparton secondary schools have experienced declining enrolments for a decade and poor
educational outcomes for much longer than that. Whilst that may have been an acceptable standard for the
previous Liberal-National Government, it is not one the Andrews Labor Government is prepared to accept.
That’s why under the Shepparton Education Plan, the Andrews Labor Government is delivering
unprecedented investment in Greater Shepparton secondary education to undertake transformational change
to reverse those trends—because the school community of Shepparton deserve nothing less.

NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (24 November 2020)
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie—Minister for Public Transport, Minister for Roads and Road Safety):
The Andrews Labor Government is delivering the Hume Freeway/O’Herns Road interchange and an upgrade
of Epping Road to alleviate traffic congestion in Epping North.
The section of Edgars Road between O’Herns Road and Craigieburn Road will be a local road under the
management of the City of Whittlesea and its construction is dependent on private landowners developing
the land. This future development will require the owner to construct a two-lane road.
In addition, Koukoura Drive is also planned as an important north-south link road connecting O’Herns Road
to Craigieburn Road East. This link will also be constructed as a two lane road by developers as part of future
development in the area.

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (24 November 2020)
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie—Minister for Public Transport, Minister for Roads and Road Safety):
The evidence is clear that Flexible Safety Barriers save lives. The number of people who died or were
seriously injured from head-on or run-off-road crashes was reduced by two-thirds on the first 20 roads treated
with flexible safety barriers—down from 120 lives lost in 2015 to 41 lives lost in 2019.
The installation of flexible safety barriers is compliant with the Department of Transport’s design principles
and the Austroads standards. This includes consideration of future roadside maintenance, fire prevention and
access to properties.

SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (24 November 2020)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Minister for
the Suburban Rail Loop):
I thank the Member for Southern Metropolitan Region for his question.
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The Suburban Rail Loop will transform how people move around Melbourne. $2.2 Billion has been
committed to start work on Stage One from Cheltenham to Box Hill. It is acknowledged that the Member for
Southern Metropolitan and the Victorian Liberal Opposition are opposed to the project.
The Investment Case and technical work underway will determine the anticipated total cost of Stage One and
the project as a whole. Funding options being considered include potential State, Commonwealth and private
sector contributions. The Liberal Commonwealth Government are supportive of value creation and value
creation initiatives as part of major infrastructure projects and these opportunities will be assessed. The
Investment Case will be released in 2021.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (25 November 2020)
Ms SPENCE (Yuroke—Minister for Multicultural Affairs, Minister for Community Sport, Minister
for Youth):
I thank the member for her question and her support of community sport and community cricket in
Melbourne’s western suburbs. Providing high quality community sport and recreation infrastructure is a key
objective of the Victorian Government and is integral to the health and well-being of all Victorians. Initiatives
announced in the 2020–21 State Budget bring the Andrews Labor Government’s record investment in
community sports and active recreation infrastructure to more than $1.05 billion since 2014.
The $13.5 million investment into the Community Cricket Program helps address a range of facility
challenges and the needs of cricket participants across Victoria. The program has a strong emphasis on
supporting the development of cricket facilities that seek to increase participation among disadvantaged
communities and support the inclusion of women and girls and other under-represented groups, while
boosting local economic activity.
Victoria is the home of cricket and women and girls have signed up in record numbers, with female
participants now making up 27 per cent of total participants in Victoria. It has never been more important to
invest in cricket facilities and the Community Cricket Program reflects the Andrews Labor Government’s
commitment to securing the many benefits of cricket participation and supporting all Victorians to achieve
better health, wellbeing, social, and economic outcomes.
The 2019–20 round of the program provided more than $1.4 million to support 15 projects, across Victoria,
including the installation of a new automatic irrigation system at Warringa Reserve in Hoppers Crossing.
The 2020–21 round of the Community Facilities stream of the Community Cricket Program is now open and
applications close on 1 February 2021. All Local Government Authorities and Alpine Resort Boards are
eligible to apply and I encourage those from the Western Metropolitan Region to review the program
guidelines for detailed grant information and eligibility. The 2020–21 program guidelines are available on
Sport and Recreation Victoria’s website and my department is happy to work with any Local Government
Authorities who are interested in applying to the Community Cricket Program.
We are also progressing the Metropolitan Cricket and Community Centres stream by inviting five Local
Government Authorities, including two from the Western Metropolitan Region, to submit proposals to
develop metropolitan cricket centres to support all aspects of cricket participation including casual play, local
and state competitions and the development of professional athlete skills and pathways.
I look forward to seeing many exciting proposals come through the Community Cricket Program in 2021 to
ensure Victoria remains Australia’s cricket capital.

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (25 November 2020)
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie—Minister for Public Transport, Minister for Roads and Road Safety):
Thank you for raising this important road safety issue with me.
Dog Rocks Road is a local road under the responsibility of the Golden Plains Shire Council. The Victorian
Government works closely with local government to ensure that speed limits on all roads are reflective of the
changing road conditions.
The Department of Transport has passed on your constituent’s concerns to Council and offered to assist in
any review Council may wish to undertake.
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SOUTH EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (25 November 2020)
Mr PAKULA (Keysborough—Minister for Industry Support and Recovery, Minister for Trade,
Minister for Business Precincts, Minister for Tourism, Sport and Major Events, Minister for Racing):
Events are an important part of Victoria’s visitor economy, and work is continuing to identify, negotiate and
secure a future events pipeline over the next ten years. Major events alone generate economic benefits of
around $2.5 billion a year to Victoria’s economy.
I am pleased that the 2020–21 Victorian Budget includes an additional $152 million over four years to boost
the Major Events Fund to $100 million per annum to acquire new events and retain existing events. This
funding and ongoing work to secure and retain events will underpin the visitor economy’s longer-term
recovery, readying Victoria to seize the opportunities that will arise once travel and social distancing
restrictions are fully lifted.
The Government is committed to supporting the safe return of crowds to public events. The recent release of
a Public Events Framework sets out permitted venue capacity and attendee limits through phases. The
Framework covers off an approval process for higher-complexity events, and provides guidance on issues
like security, crowd management and managing COVID-19 transmission risks.
The Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions has been meeting regularly with event organisers to work
through event plans, including crowd management requirements. In all discussions with event organisers, the
Government's highest priority is the safety of Victorians.

EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (25 November 2020)
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans):
Thank you for raising your concerns about Banyule City Council’s decision to cancel this year’s Boulevard
Christmas lights display. Christmas is an important time of year for many, and the festive tradition of the
lights display has been enjoyed by thousands of families over many years.
I understand that, in line with COVID-19 restrictions, the council has carefully considered the health and
safety risks this event poses due to the high numbers of people that visit The Boulevard each year, along with
the need to ensure the safety and wellbeing of the community.
As Minister for Local Government, my role is not to override council decisions. My role is to oversee the
system of local government, advocate on behalf of the sector and to ensure councils are not failing in their
duty to provide good governance.

SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (25 November 2020)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing):
Melbourne has been the fastest growing capital city in Australia due to the opportunities it provides for
employment, education and lifestyle. A short pause in growth is expected due to the coronavirus pandemic
but these fundamentals will drive Melbourne’s growth again in the future.
For a number of decades the city has grown through both expansion and consolidation. Many Melburnians—
old and new—seek a place to live in the well-connected and well-serviced established suburbs. New dwellings
are required in these suburbs to provide a range of accommodation types and sizes for a growing and changing
population.
Black Street is very well-located within walking distance of Middle Brighton’s activity centre and transport
connections (20 minute neighbourhood). Facilitating growth close to key centres allows suburban areas
further from these hubs to experience more gradual change.

ANSWERS TO CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
346

Legislative Council

Thursday, 4 February 2021

SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (25 November 2020)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business):
From Monday 30 November, Victorian business owners have been able to access a free QR Code Service,
which is helping businesses and venues to keep records of visitors to help us stay safe and stay open.
It’s as simple as registering your business, downloading and printing a poster with the Victorian Government
QR Code and displaying it prominently in your business. Businesses or venues with multiple outlets or spaces
can register for multiple QR codes.
Visitors simply need to scan the QR code using their smartphone camera. For those with up-to-date
smartphone software, a pop-up will appear asking for a first name and contact number.
For other users, they will be directed to download the Service Victoria mobile App from the Apple or Google
Play app stores to complete the check-in. A unique six letter code entered on a web site will be on each QR
code poster, for visitors to check-in also.
All data collected through the Victorian Government QR code is securely stored, protecting customers from
on selling of contact details. Data will be deleted after 28 days unless it is specifically requested by the
Department of Health and Human Services for contact tracing purposes.
For businesses or venues that are currently using an existing market led QR code solution, the Government is
working with the sector to develop an Application Programming Interface to allow these systems to link
directly into DHHS Contact Tracing systems when check-in data is required.
Victorian businesses and venues can now go to www.coronavirus.vic.gov.au/qrcode to register and be sent
their unique QR code to display for visitors to scan and check-in.

SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (25 November 2020)
Mr PAKULA (Keysborough—Minister for Industry Support and Recovery, Minister for Trade,
Minister for Business Precincts, Minister for Tourism, Sport and Major Events, Minister for Racing):
The Victorian Government is committed to supporting small businesses through these challenging times.
To date the Victorian Government has received over 337,000 applications from small business across Victoria
to the three rounds of the Business Support Fund, the Sole Trader Fund, the Licensed Venue Hospitality Fund
and the Outdoor Eating and Entertainment Package. This has resulted in almost $2.7 billion in grants to small
businesses across Victoria.
The Victorian Government’s Economic Survival Package has included some of the largest grant programs
that have received large numbers of applications.
As part of the Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions (DJPR) commitment to ensuring all applications
are assessed in a fair and equal manner, DJPR conducted a review into the first round of the Business Support
Fund. This has allowed DJPR to identify some applications that require a closer look and reassessment.
Your constituent was included in this cohort and DJPR has been in contact with them personally to discuss
the process and will continue to keep them up to date on the progress of the reassessment.
Equally, I am pleased to say that this constituent has been supported by the Victorian Government with
$15,000 in additional grants through the Business Support Fund expansion and the Outdoor Eating and
Entertainment Package.
As you noted in your question, the data provided by applicants needs to be verified by partner agencies,
including the State Revenue Office, WorkSafe Victoria and Commonwealth Agencies such as the Australian
Tax Office and the Australian Securities and Investment Commission. This verification is essential to ensure
the integrity of the eligibility process. Established processes are in place to address occasional data matching
discrepancies and other eligibility issues under the program.
Business Victoria has been very responsive to applicants who have raised concerns with their applications
either directly or through an advocate like their local MP, as you have done here.
Businesses who believe they are eligible but received an unsuccessful outcome should contact the Business
Victoria Hotline on 13 22 15 to obtain further advice. All eligibility issues will be investigated and
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opportunities may be provided for applicants to resubmit documents and rectify any application errors or
omissions.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (26 November 2020)
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie—Minister for Public Transport, Minister for Roads and Road Safety):
The Code of Practice for Road Management Plans clearly defines the standards to which Victoria’s arterial
roads are required to be maintained by the Department of Transport (DoT) and its contractors.
During 2019–20, DoT collected data on the condition of pavement markings across metro Melbourne. Based
on this data, $1.792 million was allocated to the Metro North West area. The works were delivered through
two separate contracts and are now complete.
DoT will continue to inspect and monitor pavement markings on arterial roads and undertake maintenance as
required. Non-urgent road issues can be reported directly to DoT on 13 11 70 or www.vicroads.vic.gov.au so
it can be swiftly investigated.

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (26 November 2020)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Minister for
the Suburban Rail Loop):
I thank the Member for Western Victoria Region for her question.
The Victorian and Commonwealth Governments have committed $4 billion toward Geelong Fast Rail and
have recently announced that the Werribee corridor is the best solution to delivering faster services for
Geelong. Some Geelong trains will continue to travel via Wyndham Vale and Sunshine providing Geelong
passengers a connection to Melbourne Airport.
It is a shame that the Member does not agree with, nor support these plans for faster rail to Geelong, which
have been endorsed by the Prime Minister and have been well received by the Geelong community.
Running faster Geelong services via an upgraded Werribee corridor as part of Geelong Fast Rail enhances
the proximity to Avalon and does not preclude a future connection.
The Liberal-Nationals promised rail lines to airports during their term of Government but failed to deliver a
single piece of track. Our projects, now underway, such as Melbourne Airport Rail, Geelong Fast Rail and
Suburban Rail Loop will create an integrated network that will deliver faster, more reliable train services and
provide better connections for passengers across the State.

EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (26 November 2020)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education, Minister for Mental Health):
As Minister for Education, my greatest responsibility is the wellbeing of students and school staff. That is
why the Andrews Labor Government has always followed, and will continue to follow, the advice of the
Victorian Chief Health Officer.
I appreciate the concerns of your constituent, Anastacia, regarding music education in schools and like her, I
hope music in schools can resume normal operations as soon as it is safe to do so.
The Department of Education and Training (the Department) seeks regular advice from the expert Public
Health team within the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) on school operations and the
measures required to manage the risk of coronavirus (COVID-19) and ensure a safe learning and working
environment for our school staff and students. This includes seeking advice on the conduct of music programs
in schools.
I understand that the latest DHHS guidance for schools is that musical instruments may be used and group
singing is permitted without specified limits, however schools must consider and implement measures that
may prevent or significantly reduce the risk of infection transmission including physical distancing, moving
outdoors, increasing ventilation, reducing the number of people, or reducing the length of time and hygiene
measures in place where possible.
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The Department regularly updates the comprehensive health and safety advice, guidance and support it
provides to schools in the management of coronavirus (COVID-19). As soon as DHHS and the Chief Health
Officer advise that it is safe to resume normal music programs in schools the Department will ensure this is
implemented swiftly.
I assure you that we would all like to see our students fully participating in music education and realising its
full and considerable benefits as soon as possible.

EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (26 November 2020)
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Suburban
Development, Minister for Veterans):
Councils are the experts of their communities and are privy to information and local context I am not aware
of.
Banyule City Council has assessed this event against the Public Events Framework and has determined that
it is unable to run the Boulevard Lights this year in a COVIDSafe way.
The health and safety of our community needs to come first as restrictions ease.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (8 December 2020)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
Large areas of the Bendigo Stream Side Reserve are included on the Joint Fuel Management Plan, for
treatment by Forest Fire Management Victoria (FFMVic). This plan shows where fuel management works
are completed to reduce risk to the community from bushfire.
The focus of work in the reserve is the annual mowing and slashing of grass to reduce overall fuel hazard. I
can confirm that FFMVic completed the program of mowing and slashing work in this reserve in the week
of Monday, 14 December 2020.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (8 December 2020)
Mr PALLAS (Werribee—Treasurer, Minister for Economic Development, Minister for Industrial
Relations):
Owners of vacant residential properties are required to notify the State Revenue Office (SRO) by 15 January
each year. Penalties apply for failure to declare a vacant property. The SRO conducts compliance activities
to make sure that vacant residences have been declared, and exemptions have been correctly claimed. Water
data is among a range of sources used to identify potentially vacant properties. The SRO’s compliance activity
has resulted in hundreds of investigations being conducted, with a strong success rate.
The vacant residential land tax only applies to residential properties in inner and middle Melbourne which are
capable of being occupied, such as finished or established homes, which are left vacant. This cannot accurately
be compared with vacancy figures for land that is not subject to the vacant residential land tax, including land
in the broader Metropolitan Melbourne area, as well as vacant land and properties under construction or being
substantially renovated.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (8 December 2020)
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine—Minister for Water, Minister for Police and Emergency Services):
I thank the member for his question.
Victorian recognition of interstate clubs
The recognition of an association is at the discretion of the relevant jurisdiction or regulatory body.
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The Firearms Act 1996 (Vic) permits the Chief Commissioner of Police to recognise a shooting club or
shooting organisation upon receipt of an application and meeting the legislative requirements, such as that a
person or body is either a person incorporated under the Corporations Act or a body incorporated under the
Associations Incorporation Reform Act 2012 and is not a prohibited person.
There are a small number of clubs along the Victorian and New South Wales (NSW) and South Australian
(SA) borders that are technically interstate, however they are approved as handgun target shooting clubs here
in Victoria and provide an annual report identical to all Victorian based clubs. For example, Victoria
recognises some NSW and SA clubs so that Victorian shooters who live close to the borders can use
membership of those clubs as a genuine reason to hold a licence and for participation.
Competitions
The Firearms Act 1996 (Vic) permits recognition of interstate competitions. For example, section 16 (8)(b)
states that a handgun target shoot must be:
A handgun target shoot conducted in another State or Territory or a place outside Australia that is
recognised by the Chief Commissioner under subsection (12)(b) as complying with paragraph (a).
Furthermore, section 16(12)(a) and (b) of the Firearms Act 1996 (Vic) states that the Chief Commissioner
may recognise:
(a) A handgun target shooting match conducted in another State or Territory or a place outside
Australia to be an approved handgun target shooting match; or
(b) A handgun target shoot conducted in another State or Territory or a place outside Australia to be a
handgun target shoot that complies with subsection (8)(a).
Currently there are no plans to change this arrangement.
The recognition of a Victorian based association by another jurisdiction is at the discretion of that relevant
jurisdiction or regulatory body and I will not comment on the decisions of other jurisdictions.
I would encourage any firearms licensees impacted by the decisions of other jurisdictions to contact the
Licensing and Regulation Division (LRD) of Victoria Police and discuss their specific concerns with them.
LRD can be contacted on 1300 651 645 or lrd@police.vic.gov.au
I reconfirm the Government’s commitment to the National Firearms Agreement and continued advocacy for
consistent and strong firearms laws across Australia.

SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (8 December 2020)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
Thank you for raising this important matter with me. Spending more time at home this year due to the
coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic has meant bigger power bills for many households. Victorians can be
assured that under our state’s nation-leading Payment Difficulty Framework, customers have rights to
payment assistance from their energy companies. So long as customers comply with the terms of this
assistance, they cannot be disconnected from their energy supply for non-payment. Your constituent has
followed the right channels by contacting her energy company for assistance, and then the Energy and Water
Ombudsman Victoria to make a complaint.
In recognition of the impacts of the pandemic on customers, our Government imposed further requirements
on energy companies from 1 October 2020. Requirements include offering payment assistance to small
businesses and completing Utility Relief Grant applications on behalf of customers. We subsequently
announced the Household Energy Saving Package, a landmark investment of $797 million to help Victorians
cover the cost of their power bills and make homes more energy efficient. The investment includes a one-off
$250 payment to help eligible concession card holders pay their energy bills, including anyone receiving
pension payments. These payments will be available from 1 February 2021 by visiting
https://compare.energy.vic.gov.au/.
This investment builds on the $3.7 million Utility Hardship Support Package we announced in May 2020,
which funds the Energy Assistance Program. The program provides tailored, individual support to consumers
who are struggling to pay their bills. I encourage your constituent to visit
https://www.bsl.org.au/services/energy-assistance/energy-assistance-and-brokerage/ or call 1800 830 029.
Finally, the Victorian Government offers a range of energy concessions to eligible concession card holders,
including aged pensioners. This includes the annual electricity concession and the winter gas concession,
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which each provide a 17.5% discount on energy bills. Further information is available through
http://services.dhhs.vic.gov.au/energy or the Victorian Concessions Information Line on 1800 658 521.

SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (8 December 2020)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Minister for
the Suburban Rail Loop):
I thank the Member for Southern Metropolitan Region for his question.
The Andrews Labor Government has committed $2 billion to start work on stage one of the Suburban Rail
Loop from Cheltenham to Box Hill. I acknowledge that the Victorian Liberal Opposition are opposed to the
project.
The Government has been consulting extensively on the project with councils, stakeholders and the
community and is delighted with the extremely high levels of engagement and overwhelming support for the
project.
As well as providing a connection to Deakin University, the station at Burwood will connect local residents
to Melbourne’s train network, slashing travel times to destinations across Melbourne, including the city.
Details on the location of the station at Burwood have been released and nearby residents contacted. Detailed
station designs will be released for further community feedback. Further information is available at
https://suburbanrailloop.vic.gov.au/

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (9 December 2020)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The recent State budget on 24 November included a record breaking $1.6 billion of funding committed to
support the Victoria’s energy transition. The package includes a wide range of initiatives and programs to
help Victorian communities and businesses take advantage of clean renewable power and reduce their energy
costs while slashing carbon emissions.
Bendigo Stadium and officers from the City of Greater Bendigo have had extensive conversations with my
Department to discuss their proposal. I would encourage the proponents to continue this engagement as new
funding programs are announced to explore how the Government’s programs can support the Stadium’s
ongoing success.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (9 December 2020)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes)
The $797 million Household Energy Savings package was announced on 17 November 2020 for delivery
over four years from 2020–21 to 2023–24.
The Victorian Government's plan to invest $335.5 million over four years to provide efficient, lower cost
heating and cooling for 250,00 low income and vulnerable households will improve the comfort of homes
and deliver ongoing health and wellbeing benefits. Eligible households and social housing providers across
the state will be able to apply for this program in 2021.
A one-off $250 Power Saving Bonus will help eligible households with their energy bills. Payments will be
available to households with at least one concession card holder, including those receiving JobSeeker, youth
allowance or a pension from 1 February 2021 and will be available until 31 January 2022. The payments are
limited to one per eligible households and claimants will be able to apply via the Victorian Energy Compare
website, an independent Victorian Government energy price comparison site.
$112 million will be invested to improve the energy efficiency of 35,000 social housing properties. The
government will work closely with community housing providers to identify eligible properties and deliver
the upgrades. The program will be led by the Department of Health and Human Services and will commence
early 2021.
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$5.9 million will be invested to introduce a new 7-star energy efficiency standard for new homes, building on
the current 6-star standard for homes by extending standard to major fixed appliances, such as heating,
cooling, hot water systems and lighting. Victoria will work with other jurisdictions to make changes to the
National Construction Code to introduce the new standards in 2022. Information on the timing of the new
standards will be available in 2021.

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (9 December 2020)
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave—Premier):
Face masks help reduce COVID-19 transmission risk by reducing the chance of droplets spreading when
someone speaks, laughs, coughs, or sneezes, including someone who may have asymptomatic COVID-19.
Masks have played an important part in reducing Victoria’s case numbers.
Currently, masks are only required in a limited number of places: on all domestic flights, at airports, in
hospitals, on public transport, in commercial passenger vehicles, at supermarkets and other large indoor retail
locations, including shopping centres.
Masks continue to be recommended indoors or outdoors when social distancing can’t be maintained.
Decisions about current and future face mask policy will continue to be based on expert public health advice.

EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (9 December 2020)
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie—Minister for Public Transport, Minister for Roads and Road Safety):
The Department of Transport (DoT) receives many requests for new bus shelters each year and installs bus
shelters at locations requested by local councils. DoT regularly seeks feedback from councils on its priority
for bus shelters to be installed within their council boundary.
I have asked my Department to pass on this shelter request for the bus stop (ID 4941 Boondara Road/Belmore
Road Mont Albert North) to Whitehorse City Council for inclusion in its bus shelter priority list request.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (9 December 2020)
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine—Minister for Water, Minister for Police and Emergency Services):
The Country Fire Victoria (CFA) is aware of the firefighting challenges presented by the Beechworth gorge.
The CFA is continuing to work with the Beechworth Rural Fire Brigade regarding its resource allocation and
local risk profile. The brigade has recently taken delivery of a CFA-owned 2008 Heavy Tanker, which
became operational on 8 December 2020 and replaces a previous 1980s era-Tanker. The brigade also has a
2004 Light Tanker and 2006 Forward Command Vehicle, in addition to two brigade-owned slip-on units
utilised during the fire danger period. The brigade is also due to be allocated CFA’s District 24 Slip-on in
2021.
The CFA is aware that the Beechworth Rural Fire Brigade has submitted a Volunteer Emergency Services
Equipment Program (VESEP) grant application for an Ultralight tanker. It is anticipated that the outcome of
the current VESEP program will be announced in early 2021.
The Beechworth gorge is public land managed by Parks Victoria. The lead agency for bushfire management
on public land is Forest Fire Management Victoria (FFMVic), and any response to a fire in the gorge would
entail a multi-agency effort. Between the CFA and FFMVic, there is currently suitable equipment and
appliances available to respond to fires in the gorge and surrounding area. During the bushfire season, aircraft
also provide firefighting support to the area. In the vicinity of Beechworth, aircraft positioned at Ovens,
Albury and Benalla are able to respond rapidly to fires.
Since 2016, FFMVic has undertaken 10 planned burns in the Beechworth area, totalling 1,316 hectares, to
help reduce the size, intensity and spread of future bushfires in the area. FFMVic is also currently undertaking
non-burn fuel management works such as mulching, mowing and slashing in the Ovens fire district, including
at the Beechworth Gorge. These activities are conducted annually to manage fuel loads, and to protect life
and property from the risk of future bushfires in the area.
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For the 2020–21 financial year, FFMVic has scheduled 24 planned burns totalling 19,672 hectares in the
Ovens fire district. This includes a number of burns which are located in the Beechworth area.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (9 December 2020)
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine—Minister for Water, Minister for Police and Emergency Services):
Community alert sirens are used as part of Victoria’s warning system for all hazards—including flood, fire
and storm. Victoria has 46 community alert sirens. These sirens are sounded for five minutes when there is
an emergency threatening the community.
Some Country Fire Authority (CFA) fire stations also have brigade fire sirens, which were traditionally used
to alert volunteer firefighters to respond to their fire station for a fire or incident. Some brigade fire sirens have
a dual purpose as a community alert siren.
The use of brigade fire sirens is no longer standard practice in the CFA, although sirens are still in use in some
locations where they were provided many years ago. In some cases, sirens may only be activated during
daytime hours due to community requests for the siren not to be activated during the night. The CFA does
not generally provide funding for the automation of existing sirens for the purpose of brigade fire calls.
CFA firefighters are now alerted to fires and incidents via a paging network, with most firefighters equipped
with a pager. This system has a very high reliability and includes a redundancy system should it be required.
CFA members also have access to a new mobile phone-based alerting service application, which is linked
with the paging network. This delivers pager messages directly to personal mobiles or other devices via the
dedicated app.
The Kinglake West fire station has a dual-purpose community alert siren. The community alert siren is
functional and is activated in accordance with the Emergency Management Victoria Community Alert
Sirens—Policy and Guidelines (2016). The brigade fire siren can be manually activated for the purpose of
fire calls if required.
The volunteer firefighters at Kinglake West CFA are equipped with pagers to alert them to fires and incidents,
and they may also choose to use the mobile phone-based alerting service application. Should the Kinglake
West CFA wish to further discuss the use of the installed siren, I encourage the brigade to raise this through
the local chain of command.

NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (10 December 2020)
Ms THOMAS (Macedon—Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Regional Development):
The Government recognises that demand for food relief has increased significantly during the COVID-19
pandemic and acknowledges the tireless work of all food relief organisations, including Bendigo Foodshare,
to collect and distribute food to some of our most vulnerable Victorians.
We are supporting Foodshare organisations across the state to continue their valuable work. In June 2020,
$400,000 was allocated to support the Albury-Wodonga, Bendigo, Shepparton and Warrnambool Foodshare
operations. This included $200,000 for the City of Greater Bendigo to coordinate and lead work across the
four Foodshare organisations in developing a sustainable model for their future and provide independent
business advice with regard to business planning and fundraising options. With the remaining $200,000
allocated in equal shares to the four Foodshare organisations to support their operations.
In September 2020, the Victorian Government announced over $11.3 million to support food relief activities
for Victorians in response to increased demand for this important service. This funding includes the $5 million
Community Food Relief Fund providing grants of up to $75,000 to increase the state’s capacity to source and
distribute food relief. Bendigo Foodshare will receive $75,000 from this fund to upgrade the Bendigo
Community Food Pantry website and ordering system for food relief in Bendigo.
Bendigo Foodshare has also been invited to participate in the $3.5 million Building Regional Food Relief
Networks Program. The Program will establish a network of Regional Food Relief Hubs consisting of up to
five community sector organisations to deliver regional food relief services. It is anticipated that successful
Regional Food Relief Hubs will be notified by late January 2021.
In addition to these investments, Regional Development Victoria has worked closely with the City of Greater
Bendigo and Bendigo Foodshare to develop a proposal to establish a Greater Bendigo Community Food Hub.
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WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (10 December 2020)
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East—Leader of the House, Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Minister for
the Suburban Rail Loop):
This matter does not fall within my portfolio responsibilities. You may wish to address your question to the
Minister for Public Transport, the Hon Ben Carroll MP.

WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (10 December 2020)
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie—Minister for Public Transport, Minister for Roads and Road Safety):
The Department of Transport commenced work in 2020 to refresh the pavement along Sunbury Road
including between Oaklands Road and near the Tullamarine Airport. The speed limit has been temporarily
reduced to create a safer environment until the pavement improvements are completed in early 2021.
In relation to a Bulla Bypass, the 2020–21 State Budget included funding to progress investigations and
planning for a future alignment.

WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
In reply to Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (10 December 2020)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
Forest Fire Management Victoria (FFMVic) plans and delivers fire prevention works on public land across
Victoria to reduce the impacts of bushfire on people, property and the environment.
Regarding fuel management in Ocean Grove Nature Reserve, FFMVic undertakes an extensive annual works
program that includes slashing, mulching and planned burning. More specifically, the program includes:
•

Fuel modification works along the Southern fence line between the fuel break and private property,
which were completed on 16 December 2020.

•

An annual slashing program commenced on 14 December 2020 in line with the grass curing
observed across the Bellarine Peninsula.

•

Further mechanical treatment of larger fuels will occur in late January 2021.

•

The 2021 autumn planned burn schedule includes the Scaevola Tk burn unit, which is directly
north of the Woodlands Estate.

EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
In reply to Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (10 December 2020)
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie—Minister for Public Transport, Minister for Roads and Road Safety):
The Andrews Labor Government understands the important role that public transport plays in meeting the
travel needs of people including access to medical services.
There are many existing public bus routes between Box Hill Hospital and Box Hill Station bus interchange,
which is very close to the Ellingworth Parade and Harrow Street carpark. Bus route 281, 293 and 302 all
operate between Box Hill Station and the hospital.
I understand the need for people to access the hospital and have asked the Department of Transport to consider
your suggestions as part of future bus network planning.
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Written responses to questions without notice
Responses have been incorporated in the form provided to Hansard and received in the period shown.

10 December 2020 to 4 February 2021
FIRE RESCUE VICTORIA
In reply to Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (10 December 2020)
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher Education):
I am advised:
The Victorian Government is committed to ensuring both CFA and FRV have the resources they need now
and into the future to keep the community safe.
CFA is currently consulting with volunteers regarding the draft Tenancy Agreement and there is a dedicated
implementation process in place to work through and resolve any issues, with all agencies working
collaboratively through this.
Consultation on the Tenancy Agreement has been a complex process to ensure formalised arrangements
provide certainty for volunteer brigades, clarity for both agencies and flexibility to ensure the individual needs
of each location are met.
Both agencies continue to work together to protect the Victorian community, including our major regional
centres, and Victorians should be in no doubt that they are well protected.
Status quo arrangements are in place at co-located FRV stations while final tenancy arrangements are being
formalised. The final Tenancy Agreement will be executed as soon as practicable.

KINDERGARTEN FUNDING
In reply to Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (10 December 2020)
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood):
I am advised that:
The Free Kinder initiative is designed so that as many Victorian families as possible can access a free funded
kindergarten program in 2021. The funding subsidy for sessional services of $2,122 has been set at a level
that exceeds the annual fees charged by a large majority of sessional services. As well as directly supporting
children and families, this will provide a financial boost to these services and support the ongoing employment
of our highly valued early childhood workforce. The Government expects very high take-up of the initiative
and will work with providers through the Department of Education and Training.
The Frequently Asked Questions released to the sector on 30 November 2020 provides further detail about
the initiative, including that funded kindergarten providers can opt in or opt out of the scheme. This reflects
the approach that has been taken in 2020 with the Government’s free kindergarten funding in response to
COVID-19, and recognises that kindergarten providers are independent entities that must make this decision
in consideration of the needs of their local community and their particular circumstances.

CENTRAL PIER, DOCKLANDS
In reply to Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (2 February 2021)
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood):
I am advised that:
WorkSafe have not previously commenced and have no current investigation into the Central Pier site.
It’s important that I reiterate that I do not direct WorkSafe in what investigations they undertake. WorkSafe
is an independent regulator. I have been advised WorkSafe is making enquiries, the outcome of these
enquiries will determine if an investigation is required.
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COVID-19
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (2 February 2021)
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Employment, Minister for Innovation, Medical
Research and the Digital Economy, Minister for Small Business):
On 5 January 2021, I travelled to Wodonga with the Minister for Regional Development to meet with the
Wodonga Council and participated in a roundtable with representatives from the Wodonga Council, Quest
Serviced Apartments Wodonga, Business Wodonga and Murray Regional Tourism.
Feedback from these discussions is informing the Victorian Government’s investigation into options to further
support for these businesses. This deliberation is being aided by Regional Development Victoria’s ongoing
engagement with local businesses. In addition, Victoria’s Cross Border Commissioner is in regular contact
with, and advocating on behalf of, affected businesses.
Any further support would be in addition to the Victorian Government’s $3 billion Business Resilience
Package. This package includes the $5 million Grants for Business Chambers and Trader Groups program
(which included $50,000 for Business Wodonga to provide additional assistance to local traders),
$251 million of grants for licenced hospitality businesses ($395,000 of which went to 22 businesses in
Wodonga), $100 million of grants for eligible sole traders (including $30,000 to 10 sole traders in Wodonga),
$87.5 million of outdoor eating and entertainment grants (including $190,000 to 38 businesses in Wodonga)
and a further $822 million of grants for small and medium sized businesses under the third round of the
Business Support Fund (which included $1.82 million to 170 Wodonga businesses).

DUCK HUNTING
In reply to Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (2 February 2021)
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher Education):
I am advised:
The Game Management Authority (GMA) is the independent authority responsible for the regulation of game
hunting, including duck hunting in Victoria. The GMA provides the Government with recommendations
about the annual duck season arrangements once all the scientific data has been considered and consultation
on relevant issues with key stakeholders has concluded.
The GMA recommendations for the 2021 duck season will be considered by Government, followed by an
announcement about arrangements for the 2021 duck season.

KINDERGARTEN FUNDING
In reply to Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (3 February 2021)
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood):
I am advised that:
The Andrews Labor Government’s Free Kinder initiative will ensure that more children experience the
benefits of early childhood education, while helping with the cost of living for thousands of families with
children in kindergarten.
Free Kinder will drive greater participation and inclusion of Victorian children in Kinder, and support
workforce participation for families, especially women, who are often the primary caregivers for children and
have been disproportionally affected by the COVID-19 pandemic. It will provide job security for the
4,700 teachers and 6,300 educators that work in funded kindergarten programs in Victoria and will support
those who own and manage these services - including local government, community, parent groups and
businesses.
The Free Kinder initiative has seen a very high participation rate. At the time of writing, 95 per cent of
Victorian sessional kindergarten services have opted in to the initiative. Kinders have warmly welcomed the
initiative as one that will deliver much needed support to local communities and ensure that more children
can access a kindergarten program.
As most sessional kindergarten services charge fees of between $1,700 and $2,000 per year, the vast majority
of sessional kindergarten services will financially benefit from the Free Kinder funding arrangements of
$2,122 per child. This boost to funding will be reinvested back into the delivery of high quality programs.
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The Free Kinder funding is in addition to all other government funding streams including the usual per capita
rates. And whether services opt in or not, the usual government funding streams will continue to apply.
It’s important to reiterate to the Member that the Free Kinder initiative is not compulsory. All kindergartens
may choose to opt-in or opt-out after consideration of their individual circumstances. The Department of
Education and Training has invited any services with concerns to raise these matters with the Department.
The Department will work closely with these services to look further at their individual circumstances and
financial situation. I again invite the Member to provide any further details the Member may have from
St Paul’s Kindergarten so the Department can work closely with them.

KINDERGARTEN FUNDING
In reply to Dr BACH (Eastern Metropolitan) (3 February 2021)
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan—Minister for Workplace Safety, Minister for Early Childhood):
I am advised that:
The Andrews Labor Government is investing $169.6 million through the Free Kinder initiative to ensure that
more children experience the benefits of early childhood education. Free Kinder will help with the cost of
living for thousands of families with children in kindergarten and will also support workforce participation
for families, especially women, who are often the primary caregivers for children and have been
disproportionally affected by the COVID-19 pandemic.
As most sessional kindergarten services charge fees of between $1,700 and $2,000 per year, the vast majority
of sessional kindergarten services will financially benefit from the Free Kinder funding arrangements of
$2,122 per child, and it’s important to emphasise that this funding is in addition to all of the usual kindergarten
funding streams. Usual government funding streams remain available to kindergartens whether they opt in or
not.
Currently 95% of sessional kindergartens have signed up to the scheme and we expect more to join in coming
weeks. These services have warmly welcomed the initiative and the financial boost it will provide. It will
enable these services to reinvest in the quality of the kindergarten program, achieving great outcomes for
children.
It’s important to reiterate to the Member that the Free Kinder initiative is not compulsory. All kindergartens
may choose to opt-in or opt-out after consideration of their individual circumstances. The Department of
Education and Training has invited any services with concerns to raise these matters with the Department.
The Department will work closely with these services to look further at their individual circumstances and
financial situation.
Together with an unprecedented pipeline of early childhood capital projects and other key reforms, the
Andrews Labor Government’s investment in early childhood is helping our youngest Victorians get ready for
school and ready for life.
Victorian children starting at kindergarten this week will also benefit from the rollout of funded three-yearold kinder. This is part of the Labor Government’s almost $5 billion investment over the decade to deliver
two years of funded kindergarten program for all Victorian children. An estimated 2,500 children will now
benefit from the delivery of up to 15 hours of funded kindergarten programs each week. This will be expanded
in 2022 to give three-year-olds across the rest of the state access to five hours of funded kindergarten, before
being scaled up to a full 15-hour program by 2029. At full roll-out, an estimated 90,000 children each year
will be receiving this important educational boost.
Every Victorian child attending a funded kindergarten program this year will get the most out of their learning
and development with the final stage of the Labor Government’s, Australian-first, School Readiness Funding
roll out. School readiness funding will allow Victorian kindergarten providers to tap into the expertise of
speech and occupational therapists, language and literacy professionals and child psychologists, who can then
boost the capability of both parents and teachers. In 2021, about 1,700 kindergartens in 47 local government
areas have received this funding for the first time.
Making Victoria the Education State starts with the early years, and the Andrews Labor Government is getting
it done.
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DUCK HUNTING
In reply to Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (3 February 2021)
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher Education):
I am advised:
Based on the recommendations of the Game Management Authority (GMA) the Victorian Government will
make an announcement on the 2021 duck season in due course.
As has been the practice in previous duck seasons, the GMA uses the best available information at the time
to make recommendations to government with regard to arrangements for a duck season. The GMA also
considers submissions from relevant stakeholders both supportive and against the hunting of ducks.
With regard to the 2020 duck season, the GMA has posted a media statement on its website that outlines the
data used to underpin the estimates of game duck abundance and distribution along with estimates of the
economic impact of hunting. This is available at https://www.gma.vic.gov.au/media-releases/2021/statementfrom-the-gma-duck-season-advice

