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Acknowledgement of Country 
We acknowledge Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples as Australia’s First Peoples and the 
Traditional Custodians of the lands, waterways and skies where we live, work and play. We celebrate 
that this is the oldest continuous living culture in the world, and that sovereignty was never ceded. This 
always was, and always will be, Aboriginal land.  
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Executive summary 
This report presents the outcomes of Melbourne Polytechnic’s (MP) Workplace Gender Audit for FY21, 
FY23, and FY25. The findings highlight both progress and areas for strengthening in relation to gender 
equity, diversity, and inclusion. 

Workforce composition and segregation 

• MP’s workforce grew by 15% across the reporting period, remaining majority women. A small 
but growing proportion identify as gender diverse. 

• Gendered segregation within the workforce remains pronounced, with women concentrated in 
clerical, administrative, and caring roles and men more likely to hold technical, trade, and 
senior management positions. This pattern reinforces gender pay gaps, limits women’s career 
progression, and places them in less secure forms of employment.  

Leadership and representation 

• Gender balance has been maintained at the governing body level, with the Chair consistently 
held by a woman. 

• Vertical segregation remains: men are overrepresented in executive leadership, while women 
dominate lower organisational levels. Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander staff, CALD 
employees, and employees with disability remain underrepresented in leadership roles. 

Workplace experiences 

• People Matter Survey data shows modest improvements in perceptions of inclusion, cultural 
safety, and respectful workplace behaviours. However, gender diverse employees and 
employees with a disability report persistently lower safety, fairness, and trust. 

• Experiences of negative behaviours remain, though they are all declining, with the exception of 
sexual harassment which was experienced by 4% of staff in FY23 and FY25. Gender diverse 
staff and employees with disability are disproportionately impacted. 

• Reporting remains low due to fears of reputational or career harm and lack of confidence that 
complaints will lead to change. 

Recruitment, promotion, and development 

• Recruitment of women increased but remains heavily toward casual roles. 
• Promotion rates are broadly similar for men and women, but perceptions of fairness in 

promotion remain low. 
• Career development training uptake rose substantially across all groups, though gender 

diverse employees and employees with a disability continue to report barriers to success. 

Leave and flexibility 

• Confidence in managerial support for working flexibly increased. 
• Parental and carers leave remain overwhelmingly taken by women, reinforcing entrenched 

gender roles in caregiving. 
• Confidence that MP would support staff to take family violence leave was strong and 

improving. 
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Gender pay gap 

• Mean base salary gap steadily narrowed, falling from 7.9% (FY21) to 5.3% (FY25), while the 
median total remuneration gap fluctuated, widening again in FY25. 

• Shifts in workforce composition influenced results, with more women in higher duties and 
training raising average base salaries but not closing gaps in total earnings. 

• Growth in women’s casual, part-time, and unpaid parental leave uptake narrowed base salary 
gaps but reduced annual remuneration, contributing to divergence between mean and median 
measures. 
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Introduction  
Background to the report – Gender Equality Act 

On 31 March 2021, the Victorian Gender Equality Act (the Act) came into effect. The Act requires all 
defined entities, which includes Melbourne Polytechnic (MP), to take positive action towards achieving 
workplace gender equality and to embed gender equality in their policies, programs, and services.  

The Act aims to drive systemic change and realise the vision that “All Victorians should live in a safe 
and equal society, have access to equal power, resources and opportunities, and are treated with 
dignity, respect and fairness.”1 

Melbourne Polytechnic’s obligations under the Act 

As a defined entity, MP has a number of responsibilities under the Act. These include: 

• Undertaking regular Workplace Gender Audits; 
• Developing and submitting a Gender Equality Action Plan (GEAP) every four years; 
• Conducting Gender Impact Assessments for all new or reviewed policies, programs, and 

services that have a direct and significant public impact; 
• Publicly releasing its GEAP and de-identified audit data; and 
• Reporting on progress against the GEAP every two years. 

MP’s first GEAP was submitted in March 2022. This report supports the organisation’s development of 
its second GEAP, which will be submitted in 2026. 

Objectives of the Gender Equality Act 
The Act is designed to: 

• Promote, encourage, and facilitate gender equality and the advancement of women; 
• Identify and eliminate systemic causes of gender inequality in workplaces and service 

delivery; 
• Recognise the compounding effects of disadvantage or discrimination due to attributes such 

as Aboriginality, age, disability, ethnicity, gender identity, race, religion, sexual orientation, and 
others; 

• Address stigma, stereotypes, prejudice, and violence through structural change; 
• Enhance economic and social participation of people of all genders; and 
• Promote the right to equality as set out in the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities 

Act 2006 and the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against 
Women. 

To meet these objectives, the Act requires the Victorian public sector, local councils, and universities 
to take positive action, consider gender equality in their operations, and comply with oversight from 
the Commission for Gender Equality in the Public Sector (CGEPS). 

Purpose of this report 

This report contributes to two key obligations under the Act: 

• The completion of MP’s third Workplace Gender Audit; and 

 
1 State Government of Victoria (2021). Safe and strong: A Victorian Gender Equality Strategy . 
https://www.vic.gov.au/safe-and-strong-victorian-gender-equality 
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• The early stages of developing MP’s second Gender Equality Action Plan. 

It presents an evaluation of data collected through MP’s first three Gender Audits (2021, 2023, and 
2025), as required by the Act. The report aligns with the guidance provided by CGEPS and provides 
insight into MP’s progress toward gender equality since the implementation of its first GEAP. 

Rather than conducting a detailed strategic analysis, this report focuses on describing the audit 
findings and identifying patterns and trends. These findings will inform the consultation process and 
guide the development of MP’s second GEAP. 

Workplace Gender Audits at Melbourne Polytechnic 

MP has been required to complete organisation-wide, intersectional Workplace Gender Audits for the 
following reporting periods:  

• 1 July 2020 – 30 June 2021 (FY21) 
• 1 July 2022 – 30 June 2023 (FY23) 
• 1 July 2024 – 30 June 2025 (FY25) 

This report evaluates data across these three reporting periods. It provides a valuable opportunity for 
reflection, enabling the organisation to assess what has changed since implementing its first GEAP 
and to identify opportunities for further systemic and cultural reform in its second plan.  

The seven workplace gender equality indicators 

The Act defines seven indicators that reflect areas where gender inequality is most pronounced. 
Progress must be measured and demonstrated across these indicators: 

1. Gender composition at all levels of the workforce 
2. Gender composition of governing bodies 
3. Gender pay equity (note that this indicator is presented last in this report) 
4. Workplace sexual harassment 
5. Recruitment and promotion 
6. Leave and flexibility 
7. Gendered work segregation 

These indicators are examined individually throughout the report. However, it is recommended they be 
interpreted collectively to fully understand the intersectional dynamics of gender inequality at MP and 
to identify integrated opportunities for change. 

Sources of data  

The Workplace Gender Audit draws on two primary data sources: 

• Workforce data from MP’s payroll and HR systems, reported against the seven indicators; and 
• Employee experience data from the People Matter Survey, using a consistent set of questions 

aligned with the indicators. 

These datasets enable cross-sector comparability and provide a foundation for evidence-informed 
decision-making. 

Benefits and limitations 

The audits offer MP significant insight into gender equality within the organisation, highlighting areas of 
strength, identifying persistent gaps, and providing a basis for targeted improvement. While some data 
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reflects positive shifts, other results may be challenging and point to structural barriers that still 
require attention. 

It is important to note that the first audit occurred during the COVID-19 pandemic (2021), which 
significantly affected workforce patterns, including recruitment, leave, and promotions. Results from 
this year should be interpreted with that context in mind. 

Ultimately, this evaluation of the first three audits provides essential input to inform MP’s second 
Gender Equality Action Plan, enabling the organisation to build on progress to date and deepen its 
commitment to workplace gender equality.
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Indicator 1: Gender composition of all levels of 
workforce 
This indicator helps organisations decipher where they can benefit from greater diversity by 
highlighting whether there is equality of representation across all levels. In a gender-equitable 
workplace, all employees will have equitable access to opportunities, responsibilities and outcomes. 
This includes equitable access to different modes of employment and career progression through 
various levels of management. 

Composition impacts performance, decision making and culture. That is, a lack of diversity in thinking 
and workplace leadership impedes innovation. Outcomes from this indicator are linked to and inform 
other indicators. 

The gender composition of Melbourne Polytechnic’s workforce 

From FY21 to FY25, MP’s workforce grew by 15%. As can be seen in Table 1, in FY21, the 1,491-
person2 workforce was predominantly made up of women. The 1,556-person workforce in FY23 had 
similar proportions of women, men and self-described employees. In FY25, the workforce expanded 
further to 1,717 employees, with gender proportions similar to FY23, alongside an increase in 
employees identifying as self-described. 

 

Table 1. Total Proportions of Employees, Disaggregated by Gender Identity, n (%) 

 FY21 FY23 FY25 

Women 841 (56.4%) 905 (58.2%) 988 (57.5%) 

Men 649 (43.5%) 650 (41.8%) 717 (41.8%) 

Self-described 1 (0.1%) 1 (0.1%) 12 (0.7%) 
Note. Percentages are based on the total number of employees within each financial year. 

 

Given the small numbers of employees who self-described their gender identity, particularly in FY21 
and FY23, they will be grouped with women to protect their anonymity and to provide a more robust 
analysis. Please note that we recognise that women and people who self-describe their gender are not 
the same and that they have different experiences. It is not our intention to exclude the unique 
experiences of people who self-describe their gender. However, these two groups have been 
combined for the purpose of this evaluation which is to understand where inequality may exist within 
MP’s workplace. 

Examination of age distribution across MP’s workforce shows that across the reporting periods, 
women/self-described employees were most concentrated in the 35–64 age range, accounting for 
nearly three quarters of their workforce (see Table 2). Representation among younger cohorts (15–24 
and 25–34) was comparatively low, while 10% or less of women were aged 65 or over. For men, the 

 
2 Please note that the headcounts in this report include both active and inactive MP employees. While the 
Commission’s portal provides calculations using only active employees, this report provides a deeper analysis 
of the workforce. All employees are therefore included in the analysis to provide a complete picture and 
understanding of how MP is tracking within each of the workplace gender equality indicators.  
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largest share was consistently in the 45–64 age range, with notably higher representation than women 
in both the 55–64 and 65+ age groups.  

 

Table 2. Age of MP Employees, n (%) 

 Women &  
self-described Men 

FY21   

15-24 years 30 (4%) 19 (3%) 

25-34 years 128 (15%) 66 (10%) 

35-44 years 210 (25%) 139 (21%) 

45-54 years 214 (25%) 158 (24%) 

55-64 years 204 (24%) 195 (30%) 

65+ years 56 (7%) 72 (11%) 

FY23   

15-24 years 32 (4%) 18 (3%) 

25-34 years 142 (16%) 75 (12%) 

35-44 years 218 (24%) 131 (20%) 

45-54 years 220 (24%) 158 (24%) 

55-64 years 203 (22%) 182 (28%) 

65+ years 90 (10%) 86 (13%) 

FY25   

15-24 years 42 (4%) 28 (4%) 

25-34 years 158 (16%) 86 (12%) 

35-44 years 248 (25%) 140 (20%) 

45-54 years 232 (23%) 169 (24%) 

55-64 years 224 (22%) 197 (27%) 

65+ years 96 (10%) 97 (14%) 
Note: Percentages indicate the proportion of women and self-described employees, and the proportion of men, within each 
age bracket. 

 

MP also records intersectional information about the diversity of its workforce. Of those who have 
disclosed this information, 0.5% of employees (n = 8) identified as having a disability in FY21. Similar 
proportions were reported in FY23 (n = 9, 0.6%), increasing slightly to 15 employees (0.9%) in FY25. 

Table 3 shows that in all reporting periods, employees were predominantly from Anglo/European 
cultural backgrounds. A small proportion were from culturally and linguistically diverse (CALD) 
communities, and the smallest proportion of the workforce identified as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait 
Islander.  
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Table 3. Cultural Identities of Employees, n (%) 

 FY21 FY23 FY25 

Anglo/European background 243 (16.3%) 148 (9.5%) 276 (16.1%) 

Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander 11 (0.7%) 6 (0.4%) 12 (0.8%) 

Culturally and linguistically diverse communities 80 (5.4%) 44 (2.8%) 86 (5.0%) 

Other/unspecified 39 (2.6%) 0 1 (0.1%) 
Note. ‘Anglo/European background’ includes English/Irish/Scottish/Welsh, European, North American, Australian, New 
Zealander. ‘Culturally and linguistically diverse communities’ includes African, Asian, Middle Eastern/North African, 
Central/South American, Pacific Islander, and Māori. 

 

Levels of the organisation 

MP’s workforce can be analysed by organisational level, defined by reporting lines from the CEO. As 
shown in Table 4, across all reporting periods, men were more highly represented in the Executive 
Team (CEO and Level -1), while women were more highly represented in the Senior Leadership Team 
(CEO and Levels -1 and -2).   

Across all reporting periods, employees who identified as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander or 
CALD were represented at organisational levels -3 to -6, indicating limited progression into more 
senior roles. Employees with a disability were similarly concentrated in lower levels of MP, holding 
positions at levels -5 and -6 in FY21, and levels -4 and -5 in FY23. Progress was recorded in FY25 with 
employees with a disability represented at levels -3, -5 and -6. This pattern suggests that while some 
opportunities for advancement exist, structural barriers may be constraining access to higher-level 
positions for both Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander employees and employees with a disability.  
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Table 4. Level of MP Employees, n (%) 

 Women &  
self-described Men 

FY21   

CEO 1 (0.1%) 0 

-1 2 (0.2%) 5 (0.8%) 

-2 12 (1.4%) 7 (1.1%) 

-3 43 (5.1%) 37 (5.7%) 

-4 87 (10.3%) 64 (9.9%) 

-5 422 (50.1%) 428 (65.9%) 

-6 275 (32.7%) 108 (16.6%) 

FY23   

CEO 1 (0.1%) 0 

-1 2 (0.2%) 5 (0.8%) 

-2 16 (1.8%) 10 (1.5%) 

-3 39 (4.3%) 38 (5.8%) 

-4 102 (11.3%) 73 (11.2%) 

-5 450 (49.7%) 394 (60.6%) 

-6 295 (32.6%) 130 (20.0%) 

FY25   

CEO 1 (0.1%) 0 

-1 2 (0.2%) 3 (0.4%) 

-2 15 (1.5%) 14 (2.0%) 

-3 32 (3.2%) 33 (4.6%) 

-4 121 (12.1%) 91 (12.7%) 

-5 498 (49.8%) 418 (58.3%) 

-6 331 (33.1%) 158 (22.0%) 
Note: Percentages indicate the proportion of women and self-described employees, and the proportion of men, within each 
level. 

 

Employment basis 

Analysis of employment basis shows that, across all reporting periods, most men and women/self-
described employees were engaged either casually or in full-time ongoing roles (see Table 5). A higher 
proportion of men were employed full-time ongoing than women/self-described employees, while 
similar proportions were employed on a casual basis. Fixed-term roles were the least common 
overall; however, women/self-described employees were more likely than men to be employed in 
insecure forms of work. 
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Table 5. Employment Basis of MP Employees, n (%) 

 Women &  
self-described Men 

FY21   

Full-time ongoing 284 (33.7%) 292 (45.0%) 

Full-time fixed-term 61 (7.2%) 35 (5.4%) 

Part-time ongoing 145 (17.2%) 68 (10.5%) 

Part-time fixed-term 54 (6.4%) 16 (2.5%) 

Casual 298 (35.4%) 238 (36.7%) 

FY23   

Full-time ongoing 321 (35.5%) 298 (45.8%) 

Full-time fixed-term 72 (8.0%) 38 (5.8%) 

Part-time ongoing 148 (16.4%) 64 (9.8%) 

Part-time fixed-term 54 (6.0%) 14 (2.2%) 

Casual 310 (34.3%) 236 (36.3%) 

FY25   

Full-time ongoing 358 (35.8%) 307 (42.8%) 

Full-time fixed-term 30 (3.0%) 33 (4.6%) 

Part-time ongoing 183 (18.3%) 82 (11.4%) 

Part-time fixed-term 17 (1.7%) 5 (0.7%) 

Casual 412 (41.2%) 289 (40.3%) 
Note: Percentages indicate the proportion of women and self-described employees, and the proportion of men, within each 
employment basis. 

 

In FY21, Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander employees were represented across full-time ongoing, 
full-time fixed-term, and casual roles. By FY23, representation was limited to full-time permanent and 
part-time fixed-term positions, with no employees in casual roles. In FY25, representation broadened 
again, with Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander employees employed across all categories except 
full-time fixed-term roles. Employees with a disability in FY21 held a mix of full-time ongoing and part-
time positions, spanning both permanent and fixed-term arrangements. A similar pattern was 
observed in FY23; however, part-time fixed-term roles were no longer held, and some employees with 
a disability were instead employed on a casual basis. By FY25, employees with a disability were 
represented in all roles. In FY21, CALD individuals were represented across all full-time and part-time 
roles, and by FY23 and FY25, this extended to casual positions as well. 
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Employee experiences 

People Matter Survey data was provided for FY23 (covering the 2022–2023 financial year) and FY25 
(covering 2024–2025). In FY23, 36% of MP’s workforce participated in the survey, increasing to 59% in 
FY25. 

Demographic information 

This section provides demographic information about the employees who responded to the People 
Matter Survey.  

Gender diversity: 

Respondents’ gender identity was collected through two questions. The results are presented below:  

• ‘How would you describe your gender?’ 
In FY23, the respondents were 56% women, 33% men, 1% non-binary/I use a different term, 
and 9% preferred not to say. Similar proportions of employees responded in FY25: women 
(51%), men (36%), non-binary/I use a different term (2%), and preferred not to say (12%). 

• ‘Are you trans, non-binary or gender diverse?’  
In FY23, 1% responded yes and 11% preferred not to say. In FY25, 2% responded yes and 
11% preferred not to say. 

Please note that when People Matter Survey data is exported by demographic categories, responses 
are only disaggregated where at least 2% of respondents have selected a given category. Therefore, in 
FY23, data is disaggregated by men and women only, while in FY25, data is disaggregated by men, 
women, and non-binary/I use a different term. To ensure intersectional insights are included, 
responses from employees who identify as non-binary/use a different term will be shown in visual 
charts and descriptive analyses, and referred to as ‘gender diverse’. However, caution is advised when 
comparing this group to men and women, due to the large differences in sample size.  

Sexual orientation 

The FY23 respondents’ sexual orientations included 70% heterosexual, 18% preferred not to say, 3% 
bisexual, 3% gay or lesbian, 2% asexual, 1% used a different term, 1% pansexual, and 1% did not 
know. These proportions are similar to the respondents in FY25: 70% heterosexual, 20% preferred not 
to say, 3% gay or lesbian, 2% bisexual, 1% asexual, 1% used a different term, 1% pansexual, and 1% 
did not know. 

Please note that in FY23, responses were disaggregated and grouped into two categories: 1) gay or 
lesbian, and 2) asexual, pansexual, don’t know, I use a different term. In FY25, responses were 
grouped into 1) gay or lesbian, and 2) bisexual. To support clearer analysis and data interpretation 
across years, a composite variable – ‘sexually diverse’ – was created by combining these categories. 

Disability 

In terms of disability, in FY23 and FY25, 8% and 9% of respondents, respectively, identified as having a 
disability. In both years, 8% preferred not to say.  

Cultural diversity 

In FY23 and FY25, 23% and 24% of respondents, respectively, were born outside of Australia. 
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The cultural identities of respondents in FY23 were as follows: 31% CALD,3 69% non-CALD,4 and 15% 
preferred not to say. The proportions of cultural identities were very similar in FY25: 30% CALD,5 68% 
non-CALD,6 and 16% preferred not to say. Note that as respondents could select more than one 
cultural identity, percentages may not total 100%. 

Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander 

In FY23, 0% of respondents identified as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander, with 8% choosing not 
to disclose. In FY25, this increased to 1% identifying as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander, and 
7% preferring not to say. 

Diversity and inclusion 

Employees were asked if MP uses inclusive and respectful images and language as it can impact on 
the workplace culture. As can be seen in Figure 1, there were increased proportions of individuals who 
agreed/strongly agreed with this statement in FY25 compared with FY23. Interestingly, Figure 1 shows 
that more women than men agreed, and gender diverse respondents reported lower agreement than 
both women and men, highlighting the need to further explore images and language used at MP.  

 

Figure 1. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed that MP uses inclusive and respectful images and language, 
disaggregated by year and demographics. 

 

Feeling culturally safe7 at work also improved from FY23 to FY25 (see Figure 2). The most notable 
increase was found for sexually diverse respondents whose agreement increased 15 percentage 

 
3 CALD group included East and/or South-East Asian, South Asian, Middle Eastern, Central and/or South 
American, European (including Western, Eastern and South -Eastern Europe, and Scandinavia), and Aboriginal 
and/or Torres Strait Islander. 
4 Non-CALD group included Australian, English, Irish, Scottish and/or Welsh, and New Zealander.  
5 CALD group included East and/or South-East Asian, South Asian, Middle Eastern, Central and/or South 
American, European (including Western, Eastern and South -Eastern Europe, and Scandinavia), Aboriginal 
and/or Torres Strait Islander, and Central Asian. 
6 Non-CALD group included Australian, English, Irish, Scottish and/or Welsh, and New Zealander.  
7 The Victorian Public Sector Commission, the third party who developed and delivered the survey, clarify that 
“culturally safe” is defined as a workplace environment that “is spiritually, socially, emotionally and 
physically safe for people; where there is no challenge or denial of their identity, of who they are and what 
they need.”  
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points to 85%. Again, however, a low proportion of gender diverse respondents agreed that they feel 
culturally safe at work. 

 

Figure 2. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed that they feel culturally safe at work, disaggregated by year and 
demographics. 

 

Inclusion was also assessed by asking whether employees felt their workgroup acts fairly and without 
bias. While overall agreement increased between FY23 and FY25, Figure 3 highlights persistent 
disparities. Agreement increased among women and men, with a more positive perception noted for 
women in FY25, while gender diverse respondents were less likely to agree.  Figure 3 also shows 
improved perceptions among sexually diverse employees and those born overseas, whereas 
employees with a disability continued to report lower levels of agreement. 

 

Figure 3. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed that their workgroup acts fairly and without bias, disaggregated 
by year and gender identity. 
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Indicator 2: Gender composition of governing 
bodies 
This indicator reports on the representation of women in the governing bodies.  

Key benefits of gender diversity and inclusion in governing bodies include: improved business 
performance; greater productivity where gender diversity is present; reductions in pay gaps for 
managers, with evidence showing gender equitable representation on boards leading to a 6.3% 
reduction in pay gaps; and greater likelihood of identifying and meeting community needs.8 

Equal representation of women in governing bodies, and in any leadership positions, demonstrates 
that these sorts of roles are attainable for other women. It positively impacts on women’s aspirations 
to seek opportunities for higher-paying positions. 

The gender composition of Melbourne Polytechnic’s governing body 

As shown in Table 6, the governing body maintained overall gender balance across the three reporting 
periods, with the Chair role consistently held by a woman. This reflects a stable commitment to 
gender balance at the leadership level. Notably, two new members of the governing body also 
reported additional demographic characteristics, demonstrating MP’s commitment to capturing and 
understanding workforce diversity. To protect the anonymity of these individuals, this information is 
not detailed in the report. 

 

Table 6. Gender Composition of the Governing Body, n 

 Women Men 

FY21   

Chair 1  

Other members of governing body 5 5 

FY23   

Chair 1  

Other members of governing body 6 4 

FY25   

Chair 1  

Other members of governing body 5 5 

 

 
8 Cassells, R., Duncan, A., & Ong, R. (2016). Gender Equity Insights 2016: Inside Australia’s Gender Pay Gap , 
BCEC|WGEA Gender Equity Series, Issue #1, March 2016.  
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Indicator 4: Workplace sexual harassment 
This indicator tracks the workplace environment and enables equality more broadly. Consistent 
collection and reporting on data leads to transparency and accountability. 

Under the Equal Opportunity Act 2010 (Vic), employers of all sizes have a positive duty to prevent and 
eliminate sexual harassment in the workplace.9 This means, “positive action should be taken to 
prevent these behaviours – regardless of whether someone has made a complaint.”10 Under the 
Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 (Vic), employers must also provide and maintain a work 
environment that is safe and without risk to the health of their employees, so far as is reasonably 
practicable. This is inclusive of workplace gendered violence and workplace sexual harassment.11 

Recent research suggests that workplace sexual harassment occurs in all industries, in all locations 
and at all levels.12 Recent reports by the Victorian Auditor General’s Office found that the Victorian 
Public Service and Local Government sector workplaces were not free from sexual harassment and 
that reporting levels were consistently low compared to the level of experiences of sexual harassment 
identified through self-reporting surveys.13 Some employees were also found to be at higher risk of 
sexual harassment than others, including women aged 15 to 24, sexually diverse and gender diverse 
employees, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders, and those who earned less than $75,000 per 
annum.14 

How your workplace responds to incidents and reports of gender-based discrimination and 
harassment has a significant impact on employee safety and perceptions of workplace support for 
women. Reporting experiences of sexual harassment builds confidence among employees. 

Reported workplace sexual harassment at Melbourne Polytechnic 

No complaints of sexual harassment were lodged in FY21 or FY25. In FY23, three sexual harassment 
complaints were recorded at MP: two from employees (one woman and one man) who reported their 
own experiences of harassment, and one from a member of the public (woman) who lodged a 
complaint as a bystander. No complaints were reported from the governing body or other sources 

Looking at the age distribution, all complainants were under 35 years of age. One woman was in the 
15–24 group, while the other two complainants (a woman and a man) were in the 25–34 group. No 
complaints were lodged by individuals aged 35 and over. 

Respondents were exclusively men and were identified as colleagues or immediate managers. Two 
cases involved male colleagues, and one involved a man in a direct supervisory role. No respondents 
were recorded as senior managers, clients, or members of the public. 

 
9 Equal opportunity Act, Part 3. 
10 Victorian Equal Opportunity & Human Rights Commission (2021). Sexual harassment. 
https://www.humanrights.vic.gov.au/for-individuals/sexual-harassment/ 
11 WorkSafe Victoria (2020). Work-related gendered violence including sexual harassment . 
https://www.worksafe.vic.gov.au/work -related-gendered-violence-including-sexual-harassment 
12 Australian Human Rights Commission (2020). Respect@Work: Sexual Harassment National Inquiry Report . 
https://humanrights.gov.au/our-work/sex-discrimination/publications/respectwork -sexual-harassment-
national-inquiry-report-2020 
13 Victorian Auditor-General’s Office (2019). Sexual Harassment in the Victorian Public Service . 
https://www.audit.vic.gov.au/report/sexual-harassment-victorian-public-service?section= 
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One complaint lodged by a man resulted in the dismissal of the perpetrator. Two complaints lodged by 
women were recorded under ‘other outcome’. All complainants reported being satisfied with the 
outcome. 

These findings suggest that younger employees and women were more likely to raise complaints, 
while men were named as respondents in every case. All complaints reached a resolution, and the 
dismissal of a perpetrator in one case suggests accountability was pursued. 

Employee experiences 
Experiences of workplace sexual harassment 

The People Matter Survey asked individuals if they had experienced any types of sexual harassment in 
the workplace in the last 12 months. In both FY23 and FY25, 4% of respondents reported that they had 
experienced workplace sexual harassment. In FY25, disaggregated data showed this included 3% of 
women, 3% of men, 15% of gender diverse employees, 5% of employees with a disability, 6% of 
sexually diverse employees, and 2% of employees born overseas.  

Table 7 outlines the forms of sexual harassment reported by employees in FY23 and FY25. The most 
common form in both years was sexually suggestive comments or jokes that caused offence, reported 
by 2% of employees. Intrusive questions about private life or comments on physical appearance and 
inappropriate staring or leering remained consistent across the two periods. Reports of any other 
unwelcome conduct of a sexual nature increased slightly, from 0% in FY23 to 1% in FY25.  

While the overall prevalence of specific forms of sexual harassment remained low and stable between 
FY23 and FY25, the disaggregated FY25 data highlights notable disparities in who is affected.  

 

Table 7. Forms of Sexual Harassment Experienced by Employees 

 FY23 FY25 

Sexually suggestive comments or jokes that made me feel offended (in either a 
group or one on one situation) 2% 2% 

Intrusive questions about my private life or comments about my physical 
appearance 1% 1% 

Inappropriate staring or leering that made me feel intimidated 1% 1% 

Any other unwelcome conduct of a sexual nature 0% 1% 

 

Of those who experienced workplace sexual harassment, reports of who behaved that way (see Table 
8) and the relationship with the perpetrator (see Table 9) revealed patterns. Across both FY23 and 
FY25, a colleague was the most frequently reported perpetrator, increasing seven percentage points 
to 63%. Reports involving clients, customers, patients or stakeholders also rose, while incidents 
involving executives or senior leaders and managers or supervisors notably declined over the same 
period. 
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Table 8. Source of Sexually Harassing Behaviour Reported by Employees 

 FY23 FY25 

A colleague 56% 63% 

An executive, senior leader or the head of your organisation 19% 8% 

A client/customer/patient/stakeholder 13% 17% 

A manager or supervisor 13% 8% 

A group of colleagues 6% 4% 

Other 6% 8% 

 

In terms of workplace relationship, Table 9 shows that the majority of perpetrators in FY23 were 
outside the respondent’s workgroup (79%), but this proportion dropped 32 percentage points to 47% 
in FY25. At the same time, reports involving someone within the respondent’s workgroup increased 
eight percentage points. Notably, in FY25, 16% of respondents reported harassment from their 
immediate manager or supervisor; a category with no reports in FY23. Furthermore, 5% reported 
harassment from someone they supervise or manage. 

These findings suggest that while incidents from senior leaders and people outside the workgroup 
have decreased, there is an emerging trend of harassment occurring within workgroups, including from 
direct managers and supervisors. This shift underscores the importance of targeted prevention and 
accountability measures within teams. 

 

Table 9. Relationship with the Source of Sexually Harassing Behaviour Reported by Employees 

 FY23 FY25 

They were outside my workgroup 79% 47% 

They were in my workgroup 29% 37% 

They were my immediate manager or supervisor 0% 16% 

They were someone I supervise or manage 0% 5% 

 

Employees shared how they responded to experiences of sexual harassment. As can be seen in Table 
10, the most common response in both years was avoiding the person(s) by staying away from them, 
though this fell 18 percentage points to 38% in FY25. Other frequently reported actions in FY23, such 
as telling the person the behaviour was not OK, telling a manager, telling a colleague, and telling a 
friend or family member, all saw notable decreases in FY25, with each dropping to 25% or less. 

Few respondents in either year reported taking formal action, such as submitting a formal complaint 
(down nine percentage points to 4%) or telling human resources (down nine points to 4%). 
Furthermore, the proportion of respondents who did take formal action dropped. 

Some avoidance strategies increased over time, including avoiding locations where the behaviour 
might occur and, newly reported in FY25, seeking a transfer to another role/location/roster. 
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These responses indicate a shift away from direct confrontation and formal reporting, with a greater 
reliance on avoidance strategies and silence, which may signal ongoing barriers to reporting and 
addressing sexual harassment. 

 

Table 10. Response to Sexual Harassment 

 FY23 FY25 

Avoided the person(s) by staying away from them 56% 38% 

Told the person the behaviour was not OK 50% 25% 

Told a manager 44% 13% 

Pretended it didn’t bother me 38% 33% 

Told a colleague 38% 13% 

Told a friend or family member 38% 13% 

Tried to laugh it off or forget about it 25% 29% 

Took time off work 19% 4% 

Told human resources 13% 4% 

Told someone else 13% 4% 

Submitted a formal complaint 13% 4% 

Avoided locations where the behaviour might occur 6% 13% 

Told employee assistance program or peer support 6% 0% 

Sought a transfer to another role/location/roster 0% 4% 

Other 0% 13% 

 

Those who did not submit a formal complaint were asked to share their reasons, as shown in Table 11. 
In both FY23 and FY25, the most common reason was believing the incident was not serious enough. 
This indicates a need for further training to strengthen employees’ understanding of what constitutes 
sexual harassment and their rights to report it. The second most common reason in FY23 was thinking 
it would not make a difference, which dropped markedly by 26 percentage points to 17% in FY25. This 
decrease suggests progress but also reinforces the importance of ongoing communication and training 
to demonstrate that MP is committed to a zero-tolerance approach, where any experience of sexual 
harassment will be taken seriously and acted upon. 

Concerns about negative consequences remained significant. In FY23, 43% of respondents believed a 
complaint could damage their reputation, and 21% feared it could harm their career. While these 
proportions declined in FY25 (to 22% and 13% respectively), they remain notable. 

These findings likely intersect with earlier results (Tables 8 and 9), which showed increased reports of 
harassment from immediate managers or supervisors (up 16 percentage points in FY25) and 
experiences involving individuals from the executive/senior leader level of MP. The power imbalance 
inherent in these relationships may amplify fears of reputational or career repercussions, discouraging 
formal reporting. This dynamic, combined with a perceived lack of impact from lodging a complaint, 



 

22 
 

suggests that organisational culture and reporting processes may still present significant barriers to 
addressing workplace sexual harassment effectively. 

 

Table 11. Reason for Not Submitting a Formal Complaint 

 FY23 FY25 

I didn't think it was serious enough 50% 57% 

I didn't think it would make a difference 43% 17% 

I believed there would be negative consequences for my reputation 43% 22% 

I didn't need to because I no longer had contact with the person(s) who harassed 
me 

36% 0% 

I believed there would be negative consequences for my career 21% 13% 

Other 21% 22% 

I believed there would be negative consequences for the person I was going to 
complain about 

14% 22% 

I thought the complaint process would be embarrassing or difficult 14% 9% 

I didn't need to because I made the harassment stop 14% 4% 

I was advised not to 7% 0% 

I didn't feel safe to report the incident 0% 9% 

I didn't know who to talk to 0% 4% 

I didn't know how to make a complaint 0% 4% 

 

Experiences of bullying 

In FY23, 17% of survey respondents shared they had personally experienced bullying at MP in the 
previous 12 months. This dropped to 13% in FY25. Of the FY25 respondents, bullying was experienced 
by 12% of women, 12% of men, 15% of gender diverse employees, 22% of employees with a 
disability, 9% of sexually diverse employees, and 9% of employees born overseas. 

Table 12 outlines the forms of bullying experienced by employees in FY23 and FY25. The most 
commonly reported behaviour in both years was incivility. Exclusion or isolation was the second most 
common behaviour. Both behaviours decreased in FY25. 

Other forms of bullying that saw notable declines included withholding essential information needed 
to do the job and intimidation and/or threats. Verbal abuse remained relatively stable, while reports of 
being assigned meaningless tasks unrelated to the job and impossible assignments showed modest 
decreases. Interference with personal property and/or work equipment was the least common 
behaviour. 
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Table 12. Forms of Bullying Experienced by Employees 

 FY23 FY25 

Incivility (e.g., talking down to others, making demeaning remarks, not listening to 
somebody) 

61% 58% 

Exclusion or isolation 46% 37% 

Withholding essential information for me to do my job 39% 27% 

Intimidation and/or threats 39% 24% 

Verbal abuse 21% 22% 

Other 15% 16% 

Being assigned meaningless tasks unrelated to my job 15% 11% 

Being given impossible assignment(s) 13% 10% 

Interference with my personal property and/or work equipment 7% 4% 

 

Tables 13 and 14 provide insights into both the source and workplace relationship of bullying 
behaviours reported by employees. In both FY23 and FY25, managers or supervisors were the most 
frequently reported source of bullying, increasing slightly by four percentage points to 48% (Table 13). 
Reports involving colleagues also rose slightly. While incidents involving executives, senior leaders, or 
heads of the organisation declined in FY25, they remained a significant source of bullying, with roughly 
one in four employees reporting such behaviour from this group.  

 

Table 13. Source of Bullying Reported by Employees 

 FY23 FY25 

A manager or supervisor 44% 48% 

A colleague 38% 40% 

An executive, senior leader or the head of your organisation 30% 23% 

A group of colleagues 17% 18% 

A client/customer/patient/stakeholder 6% 8% 

Other 1% 1% 

A volunteer within my organisation 0% 1% 

 

In terms of workplace relationship (Table 14), the majority of perpetrators were within the 
respondent’s workgroup. Reports involving immediate managers or supervisors increased eight 
percentage points to 44%. Bullying by someone the respondent supervises or manages more than 
doubled, rising from 5% in FY23 to 11% in FY25. 
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These results indicate that most bullying occurs within the employee’s immediate work environment 
and is often perpetrated by individuals in positions of authority, particularly direct managers or 
supervisors.  

 

Table 14. Relationship with the Source of Bullying Behaviour Reported by Employees 

 FY23 FY25 

They were in my workgroup 53% 53% 

They were my immediate manager or supervisor 36% 44% 

They were outside my workgroup 26% 24% 

They were someone I supervise or manage 5% 11% 

 

Table 15 summarises how employees responded to their experiences of bullying in FY23 and FY25. 
The most common actions in both years was telling a manager, although this declined 16 percentage 
points to 45% in FY25. Confiding in a colleague, friend or family member rose in FY25. Directly 
confronting the perpetrator by telling the person the behaviour was not OK decreased slightly. 

Notably, more employees pursued formal or organisational reporting channels in FY25, with formal 
complaints increasing from 10% to 21%, and reports to human resources from 10% to 20%.  

These findings suggest a shift from primarily informal manager-based reporting towards a greater use 
of formal organisational processes, although a small but persistent proportion of employees continue 
to remain silent about their experiences. 

 

Table 15. Response to Bullying 

 FY23 FY25 

Told a manager 61% 45% 

Told a colleague 37% 43% 

Told a friend or family member 34% 42% 

Told the person the behaviour was not OK 20% 16% 

Told someone else 14% 9% 

Submitted a formal complaint 10% 21% 

Told human resources 10% 20% 

Told employee assistance program or peer support 7% 12% 

I did not tell anyone about the bullying 7% 9% 

 

Respondents who chose not to submit a formal complaint about bullying were asked to indicate their 
reasons (see Table 16). In both FY23 and FY25, the most common reason was fear of negative 
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consequences for their reputation, reported by half of respondents in FY23 and increasing slightly by 
four percentage points to 54% in FY25. This was followed by believing it would not make a difference, 
which notably increased by 18 percentage points to 60%, and fear of negative consequences for their 
career, which also increased (up 10 percentage points to 43%). 

Other notable increases included not feeling safe to report the incident and thinking the incident was 
not serious enough.  

The high proportion of employees citing fears of reputational or career harm is likely linked to earlier 
findings that a significant share of bullying was perpetrated by managers or supervisors (48% in FY25) 
and, to a lesser extent, executives or senior leaders (23%). Additionally, Table 14 showed an increase 
in incidents involving an immediate manager or supervisor (up eight percentage points to 44%). Similar 
to what was reported under workplace sexual harassment, these power-imbalanced relationships can 
create strong disincentives to report, particularly when the alleged perpetrator holds influence over 
the victim’s career progression, work environment, and professional reputation. 

 

Table 16. Reason for Not Submitting a Formal Complaint 

 FY23 FY25 

I believed there would be negative consequences for my reputation 50% 54% 

I didn't think it would make a difference 42% 60% 

I believed there would be negative consequences for my career 33% 43% 

Other 19% 7% 

I didn't know who to talk to 13% 11% 

I didn't feel safe to report the incident 9% 29% 

I believed there would be negative consequences for the person I was going to 
complain about 

9% 11% 

I didn't know how to make a complaint 9% 6% 

I thought the complaint process would be embarrassing or difficult 6% 11% 

I didn't think it was serious enough 5% 19% 

I was advised not to 5% 7% 

I didn't need to because I made the bullying stop 5% 4% 

I didn't need to because I no longer had contact with the person(s) who bullied me 5% 1% 

 

Experiences of discrimination 

In FY23, 7% of respondents were discriminated against in the past 12 months, which reduced to 5% in 
FY25. An intersectional analysis in FY25 revealed that this included 2% of women, 4% of men, 15% of 
gender diverse employees, 11% of employees with a disability, and 3% of employees born overseas. 

Table 17 outlines the forms of discrimination experienced by employees in FY23 and FY25. The most 
common category in both years was ‘other’, reported by 43% in FY23 and 45% in FY25, suggesting a 
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large proportion of experiences fell outside the predefined options included in the People Matter 
Survey. 

Several forms of discrimination declined between FY23 and FY25, including employment security 
threats, opportunities for training or professional development, denied flexible work arrangements or 
adjustments, and access to leave. 

Conversely, there was a large increase of 19 percentage points in reports of discrimination relating to 
pay or conditions offered by the employer, while reports relating to opportunities for promotion rose 
slightly, and opportunities for transfer or secondment more than doubled from 4% to 10%. 

These responses demonstrate a shift in the nature of discrimination experienced by employees, with 
fewer reports of threats to job security or access to training, but a notable rise in concerns around 
remuneration and employment conditions. The persistent prevalence of ‘other’ indicates the need for 
qualitative exploration to better understand the range of discriminatory behaviours being experienced. 

 

Table 17. Forms of Discrimination Experienced by Employees 

 FY23 FY25 

Other 43% 45% 

Employment security - threats of dismissal or termination 32% 10% 

Opportunities for promotion 29% 32% 

Opportunities for training or professional development 21% 10% 

Denied flexible work arrangements or other adjustments 18% 13% 

Access to leave 14% 3% 

Pay or conditions offered by employer 7% 26% 

Opportunities for transfer/secondment 4% 10% 

 

Table 18 shows that in both FY23 and FY25, managers or supervisors were the most frequently 
reported source of discrimination, accounting for 61% of cases in both years. Furthermore, reports 
involving executives, senior leaders, or heads of the organisation rose substantially, indicating a 
growing proportion of discrimination linked to the most senior levels of leadership and management. 
Reports involving colleagues also increased 14 percentage points to 32%, while incidents involving 
clients, customers, patients, or stakeholders fell. In FY25, 13% of respondents reported experiencing 
discrimination from a group of colleagues, up from 0% in FY23. 
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Table 18. Source of Discrimination Reported by Employees 

 FY23 FY25 

A manager or supervisor 61% 61% 

An executive, senior leader or the head of your organisation 29% 45% 

A colleague 18% 32% 

A client/customer/patient/stakeholder 11% 6% 

Other 7% 3% 

A member of the public 4% 0% 

A volunteer within my organisation 4% 0% 

A group of colleagues 0% 13% 

 

In terms of the relationship between victim and perpetrator (Table 19), the most common perpetrators 
in FY23 were immediate managers or supervisors, though this declined in FY25. Over the same period, 
discrimination from someone in the respondent’s workgroup increased 11 percentage points to 50%. 

These reports indicate that while direct managers remain a key source of discrimination, the issue is 
increasingly arising from senior leadership and within peer workgroups. It is worth noting the growing 
involvement of executives and senior leaders given the significant power they hold over employees’ 
career progression, work conditions, and organisational culture. This dynamic not only amplifies the 
potential impact of discriminatory behaviours but may also contribute to reluctance to report, as seen 
in earlier findings on fears of reputational and career consequences. 

 

Table 19. Relationship with the Source of Discrimination Behaviour Reported by Employees 

 FY23 FY25 

They were my immediate manager or supervisor 57% 33% 

They were in my workgroup 39% 50% 

They were outside my workgroup 22% 30% 

 

Actions taken in response to discrimination are summarised in Table 20. The most common action in 
both FY23 and FY25 was telling a colleague, though this declined 22 points to 32%. About one in three 
reported the behaviour to a manager.  

A smaller proportion submitted a formal complaint in FY25. Directly addressing the behaviour by 
telling the person it was not OK dropped 15 percentage points to 3%. Reports to human resources and 
employee assistance programs or peer support also fell slightly. The proportion of employees who did 
not tell anyone about the discrimination remained relatively low and stable. 

These responses demonstrate a shift away from direct confrontation and informal peer-based 
reporting, without a corresponding increase in formal complaint activity. This trend may indicate 
ongoing barriers to raising discrimination concerns through formal organisational channels, 
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particularly given earlier findings that a large proportion of discrimination involves managers, 
supervisors, and senior leaders; relationships that can increase perceived risks of speaking up. 

 

Table 20. Response to Discrimination 

 FY23 FY25 

Told a colleague 54% 32% 

Told a manager 36% 32% 

Told a friend or family member 29% 29% 

Told someone else 25% 13% 

Submitted a formal complaint 18% 13% 

Told the person the behaviour was not OK 18% 3% 

Told human resources 14% 10% 

Told employee assistance program or peer support 14% 10% 

I did not tell anyone about the discrimination 7% 6% 

 

The reasons employees gave for not submitting a formal complaint about discrimination are outlined in 
Table 21. In both FY23 and FY25, the most common reasons were fear of negative consequences for 
their reputation, belief that it would not make a difference, and fear of negative consequences for their 
career.  

There was a notable increase of 24 percentage points in the proportion of respondents who said they 
did not feel safe to report the incident (up to 33%) and rises in those who reported not knowing who to 
talk to (0% to 11%) or that they were advised not to (0% to 11%). 

The high proportion of employees in both years who feared reputational or career damage, along with 
the large increase in those who felt unsafe to make a formal complaint, aligns with earlier findings that 
a large share of discrimination was perpetrated by managers, supervisors, and senior leaders (Tables 
18 and 19).  
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Table 21. Reason for Not Submitting a Formal Complaint 

 FY23 FY25 

I believed there would be negative consequences for my reputation 61% 44% 

I didn't think it would make a difference 48% 59% 

I believed there would be negative consequences for my career 43% 37% 

Other 13% 11% 

I didn't feel safe to report the incident 9% 33% 

I believed there would be negative consequences for the person I was going to 
complain about 

4% 7% 

I didn't need to because I made the discrimination stop 4% 0% 

I didn't need to because I no longer had contact with the person(s) who 
discriminated against me 

4% 0% 

I didn't know how to make a complaint 4% 0% 

I didn't know who to talk to 0% 11% 

I was advised not to 0% 11% 

I didn't think it was serious enough 0% 4% 

I thought the complaint process would be embarrassing or difficult 0% 4% 

 

Experiences of violence and aggression 

In the past 12 months, 12% of employees in FY23 and 10% in FY25 reported experiencing violence 
and aggression. Intersectional analysis of the FY25 responses revealed that violence and aggression 
was experienced by 8% of women, 9% of men, 8% of gender diverse employees, 25% of employees 
with a disability, 9% of sexually diverse employees, and 4% of employees born overseas. 

Acts of violence and aggression experienced in FY23 and FY25 are outlined in Table 22. The most 
frequently reported behaviours in both years were intimidating behaviour and abusive language, both 
increasing in FY25. Threats of violence increased in FY25 (up nine percentage points to 13%). Less 
common behaviours included physical assault, damage to property or work equipment, and stalking.  
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Table 22. Forms of Violence and Aggression Experienced by Employees 

 FY23 FY25 

Intimidating behaviour 77% 79% 

Abusive language 48% 54% 

Other 6% 9% 

Physical assault (e.g. spitting, hitting, pushing, tripping, grabbing, throwing objects) 6% 3% 

Threats of violence 4% 13% 

Damage to my property or work equipment 4% 3% 

Stalking, including cyber-stalking 0% 1% 

 

Tables 23 and 24 outline both the sources of violence and aggression reported by employees and their 
relationship to the perpetrator. In FY23, Table 23 shows the most common source was a colleague, 
followed by clients/customers/patients/stakeholders, and managers or supervisors. By FY25, 
incidents involving colleagues sharply declined (down 29 percentage points to 19%), while reports 
involving clients or customers increased 14 points to 43%. Reports involving members of the public 
more than doubled, and incidents categorised as ‘other’ also increased.  

Table 23. Source of Violence and Aggression Reported by Employees 

 FY23 FY25 

A colleague 48% 19% 

A client/customer/patient/stakeholder 29% 43% 

A manager or supervisor 13% 13% 

A member of the public 8% 19% 

Other 6% 13% 

An executive, senior leader or the head of your organisation 6% 7% 

A group of colleagues 2% 3% 

A volunteer with my organisation 0% 1% 

 

From a relationship perspective (Table 24), there was a clear shift in the context in which these 
behaviours occurred. The proportion of perpetrators within the respondent’s workgroup increased (up 
13 percentage points to 50%), incidents involving an immediate manager or supervisor more than 
doubled to 27%, and those involving someone the respondent supervises or manages dropped from 
20% to 0%. 

These results highlight a changing pattern in the sources of workplace violence and aggression. While 
incidents involving peers have decreased, those involving clients, customers, and members of the 
public have grown. At the same time, the increase in incidents involving immediate managers or 
supervisors suggests a rise in behaviours occurring within power-imbalanced relationships, which 
carries additional risks for employee wellbeing and willingness to report. 
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Table 24. Relationship with the Source of Violence and Aggression Reported by Employees 

 FY23 FY25 

They were in my workgroup 37% 50% 

They were outside my workgroup 30% 35% 

They were someone I supervise or manage 20% 0% 

They were my immediate manager or supervisor 13% 27% 

 

Actions following experiences of violence and aggression in FY23 and FY25 are listed in Table 25. In 
both years, the most common response was telling a manager, which increased slightly (up four 
percentage points to 69%). The proportion of employees who told a colleague, friend or family 
member fell in FY25 (down 16 percentage points and 10 percentage points, respectively). 

The proportion of employees who submitted a formal complaint rose by eight percentage points to 
25%. However, the proportion of employees who did not tell anyone dropped from 8% to just 1%, 
indicating an overall increase in disclosure. 

These responses suggest a modest shift towards formal organisational reporting (incident reports) and 
a decline in informal or external disclosures. This trend may indicate improved trust in MP’s reporting 
mechanisms, though the decline in peer and external support-seeking could also suggest reduced 
reliance on informal networks when addressing incidents. 

 

Table 25. Response to Violence and Aggression 

 FY23 FY25 

Told a manager 65% 69% 

Told a colleague 56% 40% 

Told a friend or family member 29% 19% 

Told the person the behaviour was not OK 25% 22% 

Submitted a formal incident report 17% 25% 

Told human resources 13% 10% 

I did not tell anyone about the incident(s) 8% 1% 

Told employee assistance program or peer support 6% 3% 

Told someone else 6% 1% 

 

The reasons for not submitting a formal complaint are provided in Table 26. In FY23, the most common 
reasons were believing the incident was not serious enough and thinking it would not make a 
difference. By FY25, respondents most frequently cited concerns it would not make a difference and 
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fears of negative consequences for their reputation. There were also concerns of negative 
consequences for their career. 

The proportion who said they did not need to complain because they no longer had contact with the 
perpetrator increased slightly, as did those who felt they made the violence or aggression stop. 

Small but notable increases occurred in the proportion of employees who reported not feeling safe to 
report (up five percentage points to 10%), being advised not to (up seven points to 10%), and thinking 
the complaint process would be embarrassing or difficult (up eight points to 8%). 

These responses suggest that while fewer employees dismiss incidents as insufficiently serious, there 
remains a perception that making a complaint would not lead to meaningful change. Coupled with 
persistent fears of reputational or career repercussions, particularly relevant given earlier findings that 
a notable proportion of violence and aggression was perpetrated by immediate managers or 
supervisors, these barriers highlight the importance of building trust in the reporting process, ensuring 
psychological safety, and providing clear, independent pathways for raising concerns. 

 

Table 26. Reason for Not Submitting a Formal Complaint 

 FY23 FY25 

I didn't think it was serious enough 28% 14% 

I didn't think it would make a difference 28% 34% 

Other 25% 18% 

I believed there would be negative consequences for my reputation 23% 20% 

I didn't need to because I no longer had contact with the person(s) who was 
aggressive or violent to me 

15% 18% 

I didn't need to because I made the violence or aggression stop 13% 18% 

I believed there would be negative consequences for my career 10% 12% 

I believed there would be negative consequences for the person I was going to 
complain about 

10% 10% 

I didn't feel safe to report the incident 5% 10% 

I didn't know who to talk to 5% 6% 

I was advised not to 3% 10% 

I didn't know how to make a complaint 3% 2% 

I thought the complaint process would be embarrassing or difficult 0% 8% 

 

Witnessed negative behaviours in the workplace 

In both FY23 and FY25, the most frequently observed behaviour was bullying, reported by 17% in FY23 
and 15% in FY25. Reports of witnessing discrimination decreased from 10% to 6%. No employees 
reported witnessing sexual harassment of a colleague in either year. Reports of witnessing violence or 
aggression were relatively low but slightly increased from 3% in FY23 to 4% in FY25. 
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Intersectional analysis of the proportion of employees who reported witnessing negative behaviours in 
the workplace revealed that in FY23, bullying was most frequently observed by employees with 
disability (27%), followed by women (19%) and sexually diverse employees (15%; see Table 27). By 
FY25, gender diverse employees reported witnessing bullying at the highest rate (31%), more than 
double the proportion of men (13%) and women (14%). Rates also remained high for employees with 
disability (22%), suggesting these groups may either be more exposed to or more aware of bullying 
behaviours. 

Witnessed discrimination against a colleague also shifted notably between the two years. While 10% 
of both women and men reported witnessing discrimination in FY23, a higher proportion of gender 
diverse employees witnessed this behaviour in FY25 (31%), followed by employees with disability 
(14%). Witnessing of discrimination remained low among employees born overseas (2%) and sexually 
diverse employees (9%) in FY25. 

Violence or aggression was witnessed by fewer employees overall. Although 15% of gender diverse 
employees witnessed violence or aggression in FY25, it is important to remember that this is a small 
sample size.  

These patterns suggest that gender diverse employees and employees with disability are more likely to 
witness negative workplace behaviours, particularly bullying and discrimination. This may reflect their 
proximity to these incidents, increased sensitivity to harmful behaviours, or heightened exposure in 
certain workplace environments.  

 

Table 27. Proportion of Employees Who Witnessed Negative Behaviours  

 
Women Men 

Gender 
diverse Disability 

Born 
overseas 

Sexually 
diverse 

FY23       

Bullying of a colleague 19% 16% - 27% 11% 15% 

Discrimination against a 
colleague 10% 10% - 12% 9% 0% 

Violence or aggression against 
a colleague 4% 3% - 6% 1% 12% 

FY25       

Bullying of a colleague 14% 13% 31% 22% 8% 9% 

Discrimination against a 
colleague 5% 6% 31% 14% 2% 9% 

Violence or aggression against 
a colleague 3% 4% 15% 3% 1% 3% 

 

In both FY23 and FY25, following witnessing negative behaviours, the most common response was to 
speak to the person who experienced the behaviour (see Table 28). The next most common action 
was telling a manager, which decreased slightly by five percentage points in FY25 to 42%. Fewer 
respondents also spoke directly to the person who behaved in a negative way or told human 
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resources. Notably, the proportion of witnesses who took no action rose from 0% in FY23 to 11% in 
FY25, suggesting growing hesitancy or uncertainty about how to respond.  

 

Table 28. Response to Witnessing Negative Behaviours 

 FY23 FY25 

Spoke to the person who experienced the behaviour 70% 67% 

Told a manager 47% 42% 

Told the person the behaviour was not OK 20% 21% 

Spoke to the person who behaved in a negative way 18% 15% 

Told a colleague 16% 20% 

Told human resources 13% 9% 

Took no action 0% 11% 

Other 0% 11% 

 

Organisational climate 

Respondents shared their perceptions of MP’s workplace climate regarding sexual harassment and 
other negative behaviours. Figure 4 shows overall improvements in perceptions that the workplace 
encourages respectful behaviour. Agreement increased among women (up 10 percentage points to 
83%), men (up four points to 78%), and all other demographic groups from FY23 to FY25. The 
strongest improvements in agreement were seen among employees with disability (up 17 points to 
75%) and sexually diverse employees (up 15 points to 85%). However, only 54% of gender diverse 
employees in FY25 agreed with this statement. 

 

Figure 4. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed that MP encourages respectful workplace behaviours, 
disaggregated by year and demographics. 

 



 

35 
 

Figure 5 shows modest improvements in perceptions that MP takes action to address bullying, 
harassment, and discrimination. Agreement increased across all groups except employees born 
overseas, where a slight decline was observed, and only 31% of gender diverse employees agreed in 
FY25. As can be seen, there was low agreement overall, highlighting a gap in trust and perceived action 
for this group. 

 

Figure 5. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed that MP takes steps to eliminate bullying, harassment and 
discrimination, disaggregated by year and gender identity. 

 

Employees’ sense of safety to challenge inappropriate behaviour at work improved from FY23 to FY25 
(see Figure 6). Agreement increased notably among women (up 11 percentage points to 74%), men 
(up 14 points to 79%), and sexually diverse employees (up 13 points to 71%). Perceptions remained 
stable but low for employees with disability (67%), and increased slightly for those born overseas (up 
11 points to 80%).  

 

Figure 6. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed they feel safe to challenge/call out inappropriate behaviour at 
work, disaggregated by year and gender identity. 
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These findings suggest that while overall perceptions of workplace culture at MP are improving, 
particularly in relation to respectful behaviours and feeling safe to speak up, the data may also reflect 
deeper structural or cultural issues that are yet to be fully addressed, especially for gender diverse 
employees. Conversely, the consistently high scores among employees born overseas may indicate 
that diversity and cultural inclusion efforts have been more effective in this area. These patterns raise 
important questions about how different groups experience workplace culture, and whether current 
policies and practices are equitably meeting the needs of all employees. 

Indicator 5: Recruitment and promotion 
The objective of this indicator is to uncover possible conscious or unconscious bias in recruitment, 
promotion and professional development processes. It may also reveal structural or cultural barriers 
to attracting parents and carers to roles that require full-time hours or inflexible working arrangements.  

While gender bias in recruitment and promotion decisions can sometimes be overt and intentional, it is 
often neither deliberate nor recognised. In some cases, bias can be masked by a strong reliance on the 
socially constructed notion of ‘merit’, which can in turn work to entrench gender and intersectional 
inequalities in the workplace.  

Women may not have access to the same career opportunities as men. Furthermore, other forms of 
disadvantage and discrimination can also have an impact on career progression with limiting career 
opportunities for women from different backgrounds, such as women with a disability or older women. 

Newly recruited employees 
In FY21, 210 new employees were recruited at MP. Of these, 59% were women, and 41% were men, 
with two recruits identifying as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander. Recruitment levels remained 
steady in FY23, with 209 new employees: 61% women and 39% men. By FY25, recruitment increased 
substantially to 293 employees, comprising 64% women, 33% men, and 3% self-described. Among 
these new recruits, six identified as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander, and six reported having a 
disability. 

Table 29 shows that across the reporting periods, women were most frequently recruited into casual 
roles, with full-time ongoing and fixed-term positions making up a smaller share. Between FY21 and 
FY23, casual (insecure) recruitment among women declined by 14 percentage points, while full-time 
ongoing (secure) roles increased by six points. However, by FY25, casual recruitment increased again 
while secure employment decreased. A similar trend is evident for men.  
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Table 29. Employment Basis of Newly Recruited Employees, n (%) 

 Women &  
self-described Men 

FY21   

Full-time ongoing 19 (15%) 16 (19%) 

Full-time fixed-term 12 (10%) 8 (9%) 

Part-time ongoing 2 (2%) 0 

Part-time fixed-term 5 (4%) 1 (1%) 

Casual 86 (69%) 61 (71%) 

FY23   

Full-time ongoing 27 (21%) 21 (26%) 

Full-time fixed-term 16 (13%) 8 (10%) 

Part-time ongoing 6 (5%) 4 (5%) 

Part-time fixed-term 8 (6%) 1 (1%) 

Casual 70 (55%) 48 (59%) 

FY25   

Full-time ongoing 33 (17%) 21 (22%) 

Full-time fixed-term 14 (7%) 11 (11%) 

Part-time ongoing 9 (5%) 2 (2%) 

Part-time fixed-term 7 (4%) 1 (1%) 

Casual 133 (68%) 62 (64%) 
Note: Percentages indicate the proportion of women and self-described employees, and the proportion of men, within each 
employment basis. 

 

Internal appointments 

The distribution of internal appointments are displayed in Table 30. Across the reporting periods, there 
was a combination of stability and fluctuations. 

• Permanent promotions remained relatively consistent, with a similar proportion of women 
and men receiving promotions. No self-described employees received a promotion during any 
of the reporting periods. 

• Higher duties opportunities were taken up by women and men at similar levels in FY21 (4% 
each), increasing notably for women in FY23 (11%) before declining slightly to 9% in FY25, 
while men’s uptake peaked at 7% in FY23 and dropped one percentage point in FY25. 

• Internal secondments were consistently low, representing less than 1% of appointments 
across all years for both groups. 

• Career development training saw the most significant changes. In FY21, only 11% of women 
and self-described employees and 6% of men participated. By FY23, this rose dramatically to 
37% of women and 29% of men, with further increases in FY25 (42% and 35%, respectively). 
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The rise in uptake from FY21 to FY23 likely reflects the limited access to training during the 
COVID-19 lockdowns in FY21. 

• Exits were highest in FY21 at 23% for both women/self-described employees and men, 
declining in FY23 (15% and 18%) before rising again in FY25 (18% and 19%). 

 

Table 30. Internal Appointments, n (%) 

 Women &  
self-described Men 

FY21   

Permanent promotion 21 (2%) 14 (2%) 

Higher duties 37 (4%) 28 (4%) 

Internal secondments 11 (1%) 6 (1%) 

Career development training 91 (11%) 41 (6%) 

Exits 193 (23%) 151 (23%) 

FY23   

Permanent promotion 30 (3%) 15 (2%) 

Higher duties 97 (11%) 46 (7%) 

Internal secondments 1 (0.1%) 2 (0.3%) 

Career development training 334 (37%) 189 (29%) 

Exits 137 (15%) 117 (18%) 

FY25   

Permanent promotion 23 (2%) 22 (3%) 

Higher duties 93 (9%) 43 (6%) 

Internal secondments 6 (0.6%) 2 (0.3%) 

Career development training 420 (42%) 249 (35%) 

Exits 178 (18%) 139 (19%) 
Note: Percentages indicate the proportion of women and self-described employees, and the proportion of men, within each 
internal appointment. 

 

Employee experiences 
Barriers to success 

The People Matter Survey asked individuals if they had experienced any barriers to their own success 
at work in the last 12 months. As can be seen in Figure 7, in FY25, fewer employees reported 
experiencing barriers to success at work across most demographic groups compared to FY23. The 
most notable changes were among men (down 12 percentage points to 24%) and sexually diverse 
employees (down 15 points to 24%). However, over half of gender diverse (54%) and disabled (52%) 
employees continued to report barriers, indicating persistent inequities. 
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Figure 7. Proportion of employees who experienced any barriers to their own success at work in the last 12 months, 
disaggregated by year and demographics. 

 

Table 31 shows that in FY25, the most commonly experienced barriers to success at work were 
mental health (8%) and flexible working (5%), although both saw slight decreases from FY23. Reports 
of barriers due to physical health, caring responsibilities, and industrial activity slightly increased, 
while age, cultural background, and flexible work decreased. Barriers related to sex and disability 
remained unchanged. Overall, reported barriers in FY25 remained relatively low across categories, 
with no single factor affecting more than 8% of respondents. 

 

Table 31. Barriers to Success Experienced by Employees 

 FY23 FY25 

My mental health 9% 8% 

My flexible working 9% 5% 

My age 8% 6% 

My cultural background 6% 4% 

My caring responsibilities 5% 6% 

My physical health 3% 5% 

My sex 3% 3% 

My disability 2% 2% 

My industrial activity 0% 2% 

 

Respondents also reported witnessing barriers to the success of others in the last 12 months. As can 
be seen in Figure 8, the highest levels were reported in FY25 by gender diverse employees (62%) and 
those with disability (up five percentage points to 57%). In contrast, the proportion of women, men, 
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and sexually diverse employees who witnessed barriers declined from FY23 to FY25. Reports from 
employees not born in Australia remained relatively stable across both years. These results suggest 
ongoing visibility of workplace inequities, particularly among employees with lived experience of 
marginalisation. 

 

Figure 8. Proportion of employees who witnessed barriers to the success of others at work in the last 12 months, 
disaggregated by year and demographics. 

 

In FY25, the most commonly witnessed barriers to others’ success were related to flexible working 
(8%), mental health (7%), and cultural background (5%), though all decreased slightly from FY23.  
(refer to Table 32). Witnessed barriers due to caring responsibilities and age increased modestly, while 
perceptions of disadvantage due to sex, physical health, and disability remained stable. Reports of 
barriers based on race, gender identity, and political belief were low across both years. This suggests 
there is greater awareness of structural or systemic challenges over personal attributes, with some 
decline in visibility of workplace inequities. 
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Table 32. Witnessed Barriers to the Success of Other Employees 

 FY23 FY25 

Flexible working 13% 8% 

Mental health 10% 7% 

Age 6% 6% 

Cultural background 6% 5% 

Caring responsibilities 4% 6% 

Sex 4% 5% 

Physical health 4% 4% 

Disability 3% 3% 

Race 3% 2% 

Industrial activity 0% 3% 

Gender identity 0% 2% 

Political belief 0% 2% 

 

Equal opportunity 

As shown in Figure 9, perceptions of fairness in promotion processes improved across all 
demographic groups from FY23 to FY25. The largest gains were among women (up 16 percentage 
points to 48%), employees with disability (up 25 points to 52%), and sexually diverse employees (up 
26 points to 53%). A small proportion of gender diverse employees agreed in FY25 (38%). While 
improvements are notable, agreement was nonetheless low across all groups, indicating ongoing 
equity concerns. 

 

Figure 9. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed the promotion processes at MP are fair, disaggregated by year 
and demographics. 
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Compared to perceptions of promotion processes, employees viewed recruitment processes at MP 
more favourably. As can be seen in Figure 10, there were improvements across all groups between 
FY23 and FY25. The largest increases were among sexually diverse employees (up 29 percentage 
points to 71%), employees with disability (up 15 points to 60%), and women (up 14 points to 66%). 
Gender diverse employees reported the highest agreement at 77% in FY25. While most groups now 
have a majority perceiving recruitment as fair, employees with disability continue to report 
comparatively lower agreement. 

 

Figure 10. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed the recruitment processes at MP are fair, disaggregated by 
year and demographics. 

 

Perceptions of having an equal chance at promotion generally mirrored, though slightly lower than, 
perceptions of fairness in promotion processes. Between FY23 and FY25, agreement increased 
across all groups, with the largest gains among sexually diverse employees (up 20 percentage points 
to 62%), women (up 10 points to 50%), and employees with disability (up 13 points to 46%; Figure 11). 
Gender diverse employees reported feeling they had an equal chance at promotion at 46%, higher 
than their agreement with the fairness of promotion processes (38%; see Figure 9). While a greater 
proportion of employees agreed that they had an equal chance at promotion in FY25, several groups 
continued to report low agreement.  
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Figure 11. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed they have an equal chance at promotion at MP, disaggregated 
by year and demographics. 

 

Learning and development 

Figure 12 shows that satisfaction with opportunities to progress at MP improved across all groups 
between FY23 and FY25. The largest increases in agreement were among men and women (both up 
17 percentage points to 51%), and sexually diverse employees (up 20 points to 53%). However, the 
relatively low satisfaction reported by gender diverse employees (38% in FY25) points to ongoing 
inequities in advancement opportunities. While overall agreement rose in FY25, the fact that around 
half or more of employees still do not perceive they have opportunities to progress highlights an 
ongoing challenge in creating equitable career advancement pathways. 

 

Figure 12. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed they are satisfied with the opportunities to progress at MP, 
disaggregated by year and demographics. 
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Satisfaction with how learning and development needs were addressed also rose for all groups (see 
Figure 13). Men (up 17 percentage points to 60%) and women (up 11 points to 66%) reported the 
biggest increases in agreement. Employees born overseas remained the most satisfied (70%), while 
employees with disability continued to be the least satisfied (51%), suggesting that accessibility and 
tailored development opportunities may need further attention. 

 

Figure 13. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed they are satisfied with the way their learning and 
development needs have been addressed, disaggregated by year and demographics. 

 

Employee perceptions of developing and learning in their role were already high in FY23 and remained 
so in FY25, with most groups maintaining agreement levels above 70% (see Figure 14). The stability of 
these results, particularly for employees born overseas (84% in FY25), reflects a generally supportive 
learning culture. However, these positive ratings stand in contrast to the notably lower satisfaction 
reported with the way learning and development needs have been addressed (Figure 13) and with 
opportunities to progress at MP (Figure 12). This suggests that while employees feel they are 
developing skills and learning in their current roles, they may not perceive this development as being 
adequately supported by MP or linked to tangible career advancement opportunities. Slightly lower 
ratings among gender diverse employees (69%) and employees with disability (71%) may indicate 
barriers to fully engaging in professional development, which may also contribute to the broader 
dissatisfaction with progression and learning and development support. 
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Figure 14. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed they were developing and learning in their role, disaggregated 
by year and demographics. 

 

Indicator 6: Leave and flexibility 
Flexible working arrangements, carers leave and parental leave  

Structural and cultural factors mean women are far more likely than men to require flexible working 
arrangements. 

As per research collated by the Workplace Gender Equality Agency, the benefits of flexible work are 
wide reaching for individuals, organisations and society. Key benefits in the workplace include 
improved productivity resulting from increased employee engagement and performance; improved 
wellbeing resulting from autonomy to balance professional and personal commitments; retention of 
employees and corporate knowledge, less expenditure on recruitment and onboarding training, and 
increased gender diversity because of flexible work arrangements, enabling improved career 
progression opportunities for women with caring responsibilities.15 

Offering support for flexible work and encouraging fathers to use carers leave and parental leave is key 
to supporting more equitable sharing of care responsibilities, normalising career breaks to care for 
young children without detrimental impact on career advancement, and increasing women’s 
representation in leadership roles. 

Indeed, a workplace that does not support employees who seek work-life balance or flexible 
arrangements can disproportionately affect women, who often bear the brunt of caregiving 
responsibilities. Census data shows that women do nearly twice as much unpaid work as men even 
when both partners in a heterosexual relationship are in paid employment. Lack of access to flexible 
working arrangements can therefore impact on the career progression of women and their earning 
potential. 

 
15 Workplace Gender Equality Agency (2019). Flexible Working is good for business: The Business Case . 
https://www.wgea.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/Business%20Case%20Feburary%202019%20Final.pd
f 
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Family violence leave 

Family violence and gender-based violence are pervasive issues that are increasing in our 
communities. The risk of family violence increases for those in our community facing intersectional 
barriers. For instance, Aboriginal women are 33 times more likely to be hospitalised by family violence 
than non-Aboriginal women.16,17  Women with disability are almost 40% more likely to experience 
family violence than other women, and twice as likely to experience violence from a partner than men 
with disability.18    

Experiencing family violence can have a significant impact on an individual’s ability to work due to, for 
instance, physical injuries, struggles with mental health, decreased productivity, safety concerns, 
legal issues and more. Family violence leave therefore enables victims, who are typically women, to 
maintain employment, income, and Super Guarantee Contributions, when they are unable to work. 

Use of leave and flexible working arrangements 
Formal flexible working arrangements 

In FY21, 314 employees (21% of MP’s workforce) accessed formal flexible working arrangements, 
including 26% of women and 15% of men. By FY23, uptake declined to 228 employees (15%), with 
participation falling among both women (17%) and men (12%). In FY25, uptake fell further to 143 
employees (8%), comprising 10% of women and 7% of men. No self-described employees accessed 
these arrangements. Caution is warranted when interpreting these results, as MP does not yet have a 
formal system for tracking flexible work. Currently, data rely on Managers notifying People and Culture 
Business Partners when employees work flexibly, meaning the figures are likely to underrepresent the 
true number of employees with formal flexible arrangements. 

The types of flexible working arrangements accessed were remote work, varied start and finish times, 
compressed working weeks, study leave, job sharing, using leaving to work flexible hours, part-time 
work, and purchased leave. 

Parental leave 

In FY21, 23 women and 3 men accessed parental leave. This decreased in FY23, with 15 women and 2 
men taking leave, and declined further in FY25 to10 women and 2 men. As shown in Table 33, women 
consistently accounted for the majority of parental leave taken across all reporting periods, 
particularly in relation to unpaid leave.  

Overall, the data highlights persistent gender inequities in parental leave uptake. While women’s use 
of paid leave remained relatively steady, their use of unpaid leave grew substantially. Men’s minimal 
participation, particularly in unpaid leave, points to ongoing structural and cultural barriers to shared 
caregiving. The reliance on women to take extended periods of unpaid leave may have significant 
implications for their financial security and career progression, reinforcing systemic inequalities in the 
workplace. 

 

 
16 Safe and Equal (n.d.). Family Violence Statistics . https://safeandequal.org.au/understanding-family-
violence/statistics/ 
17 The Centre for Aboriginal Economic Policy Research  (2013) say that “it is important to note that most 
violence against Aboriginal women is perpetrated by non -Aboriginal people. In 2011, 85 per cent of Aboriginal 
women in Melbourne had a non-Aboriginal partner.”  
18 Australian Bureau of Statistics (2017). Personal Safety, Australia . 
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/crime -and-justice/personal-safety-australia/2016 
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Table 33. Total and Average Weeks of Paid and Unpaid Parental Leave Taken 

 Women Men 

FY21   

Total paid weeks 221.8 1.6 

Total unpaid weeks 255.8 1.8 

Average paid weeks 9.6 0.8 

Average unpaid weeks 11.1 1.8 

FY23   

Total paid weeks 195.7 3.0 

Total unpaid weeks 343.5 0 

Average paid weeks 13.1 1.5 

Average unpaid weeks 24.5 0 

FY25   

Total paid weeks 98.0 3.0 

Total unpaid weeks 267.2 0 

Average paid weeks 14.0 1.5 

Average unpaid weeks 26.7 0 

 

Carers leave 

Carers leave was taken by 15% of women and 9% of men during FY21. This increased in FY23 to 23% 
of women and 17% of men, and remained steady in FY25 (22% of women, 15% of men). More women 
accessed this leave benefit than men in all reporting periods which further highlights the structural and 
cultural barriers to shared caregiving. 

Family violence leave 

Across the reporting periods, family violence leave was taken by three women, with no uptake 
reported among men or self-described employees.  

Employee experiences 
Flexible working arrangements 

The People Matter Survey measured whether employees perceived MP to be supportive of employees 
working flexibly. Overall, in FY23 and FY25, many respondents were fairly confident that flexible 
working requests would be considered (Figure 15). Increased agreement was seen for women (up 10 
percentage points to 76%), men (up five points to 70%), born overseas employees (up 10 points to 
80%), and sexually diverse employees (up four points to 74%). Gender diverse employees reported 
the highest confidence (77% in FY25), while employees with disability saw a decline in confidence 
from 76% to 68%. 
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Further analysis of this question shows a clear difference in levels of agreement based on whether 
employees currently use flexible working arrangements (Figure 16). In FY25, 86% of employees using 
flexible working arrangements expressed confidence their request would be considered, compared to 
only 50% among those not currently using flexible work. This gap demonstrates that experience of 
successfully accessing flexible work is strongly linked to greater confidence in the process, while 
those not currently using it may remain uncertain about how requests would be received. 

 

Figure 15. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed they were confident a request for flexible working 
arrangements would be considered, disaggregated by year and demographics. 

 

Figure 16. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed they were confident a request for flexible working 
arrangements would be considered, disaggregated by year and use of flexible working arrangements. 

 

In FY25, Figure 17 shows that most employees felt their manager supported them to work flexibly, 
with agreement increasing across several groups. Increases were strongest for sexually diverse 
employees (up 12 percentage points to 85%), women and men (both up eight points), and employees 
born overseas (up six points). Gender diverse employees reported the highest overall agreement in 
FY25 at 92%, while agreement for employees with disability were unchanged at 76%. 

Agreement was higher among employees using flexible arrangements (91%) than those who were not 
(67%; see Figure 18). Notably, perceptions improved in both groups since FY23, with the largest 
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increase among those not currently working flexibly, suggesting broader cultural shifts within MP 
towards valuing flexibility. 

Together with earlier findings on confidence in having flexible work requests considered, these 
responses indicate that both the perception and experience of flexibility are strengthening across the 
organisation. 

 

Figure 17. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed their manager supports working flexibly, disaggregated by 
year and demographics. 

 

Figure 18. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed their manager supports working flexibly, disaggregated by 
year and use of flexible working arrangements. 

 

Accessing family violence leave 

In FY25, most employees agreed MP would support them if they needed to take family violence leave, 
with modest increases in agreement across most groups (see Figure 19). The largest increase was 
among employees with disability (up 9 percentage points to 79%), followed by employees born 
overseas (up six points to 81%). Gender diverse employees reported the highest agreement at 100%, 
indicating a strong perception of support in this group. Women, men, and sexually diverse employees 
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all recorded small increases in agreement. Men reported the lowest agreement that MP would support 
them if they needed to take family violence leave. 

These responses suggest that MP’s commitment to supporting staff experiencing family violence is 
broadly recognised across the workforce, with particularly strong confidence among gender diverse 
employees.  

 

Figure 19. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed MP would support them if they needed to take family 
violence leave, disaggregated by year and demographics. 

 

Indicator 7: Gendered workforce segregation 
Many workforces across Australia remain dominated by a particular gender, with little change over the 
past 20 years. Segregation tends to follow traditional gender lines, with women disproportionately 
represented in caring and administrative roles which are typically lower-paying industries/roles; and 
men disproportionately represented in building and construction trades, engineering and technical 
occupations, as well as in leadership roles across all industries, hence earning higher incomes.  

Research has shown clear differences in workplaces with high gender segregation, relating to 
opportunities to enter leadership, access to career progression, flexible work and pay equity.  

For example, research findings show that:  

• Male-dominated workplaces have smaller proportions of part-time employees and more full-
time employees and tend to work longer hours. Such attributes may deter people with family 
and caring responsibilities.  

• The proportion of women in traditionally women-dominated industries (e.g., Health Care and 
Social Assistance and Education and Training) has increased.19  

 
19 Workplace Gender Equality Agency (2019). Gender segregation in Australia’s workforce . 
https://www.wgea.gov.au/publications/gender -segregation-in-australias-workforce 
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Gendered work segregation is driven by gender norms and stereotypes about what work is appropriate 
for men and women, as well as structural factors including access to flexible working arrangements. 

Gendered segregation at Melbourne Polytechnic 

Table 34 shows the gender composition of MP’s employees in FY21 to FY25 by occupation group 
based on the Australian and New Zealand Standard Classification of Occupations (ANZSCO) codes. 
The data reveal enduring occupational segregation by gender. Women and self-described employees 
were consistently concentrated in clerical and administrative roles, while men were 
disproportionately represented in professional, technical, and trade roles. Managerial positions 
showed gender balance across all reporting periods, which is a positive indicator of equity at 
leadership levels. However, the persistence of gendered clustering in certain occupational groups 
highlights structural patterns in workforce composition. Addressing these imbalances will be 
important for ensuring equitable opportunities across all role types, particularly in male-dominated 
technical and trade areas and female-dominated clerical roles. 
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Table 34. Employees Within Occupation Groups, n (%) 

 Women &  
self-described Men 

FY21   

Managers 56 (7%) 45 (7%) 

Professionals 488 (58%) 478 (74%) 

Technicians and Trade Workers 17 (2%) 34 (5%) 

Community and Personal Service Workers 29 (3%) 14 (2%) 

Clerical and Administrative Workers 244 (29%) 68 (11%) 

Sales Workers 4 (1%) 2 (0.3%) 

Machinery Operators and Drivers 3 (0.4%) 8 (1%) 

Labourers 1 (0.1%) 0 

FY23   

Managers 57 (6%) 50 (8%) 

Professionals 519 (57%) 462 (71%) 

Technicians and Trade Workers 18 (2%) 31 (5%) 

Community and Personal Service Workers 36 (4%) 19 (3%) 

Clerical and Administrative Workers 267 (30%) 76 (12%) 

Sales Workers 7 (1%) 5 (1%) 

Machinery Operators and Drivers 1 (0.1%) 7 (1%) 

Labourers 0 0 

FY25   

Managers 58 (6%) 52 (7%) 

Professionals 564 (56%) 482 (67%) 

Technicians and Trade Workers 23 (2%) 48 (7%) 

Community and Personal Service Workers 56 (6%) 25 (3%) 

Clerical and Administrative Workers 286 (29%) 97 (14%) 

Sales Workers 12 (1%) 7 (1%) 

Machinery Operators and Drivers 1 (0.1%) 5 (0.7%) 

Labourers 0 1 (0.1%) 
Note: Percentages indicate the proportion of women and self-described employees, and the proportion of men, within each 
occupation group. 
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Employee experiences 

In FY25, most respondents agreed that work was allocated fairly in their workgroup regardless of 
gender, with improvements in several groups (refer to Figure 20). Increased agreement was most 
notable for men (up seven percentage points to 81%) and sexually diverse employees (up seven 
points to 74%), while women reported a smaller increase (up three points to 83%). Employees born 
overseas continued to report high agreement, rising from 83% to 88%. Gender diverse employees 
recorded 77% agreement in FY25, and employees with disability saw a slight decline from 88% to 
83%, though still among the highest agreement. 

These responses suggest that perceptions of fairness in workload allocation are generally strong and 
improving across most demographics, particularly among men and sexually diverse employees.  

 

Figure 20. Proportion of employees who agreed/strongly agreed work is allocated fairly in their workgroup regardless of 
gender, disaggregated by year and demographics. 

 

Indicator 3: Pay equity 
Recent national analyses of the Commonwealth Public Sector have identified a persistent gender pay 
gap, favouring men, for full-time workers in all industries and occupational categories.20 Across the 
Victorian public sector, there is currently a 5.7% median total remuneration gender pay gap and a 
6.4% mean total remuneration pay gap.21 While women make up 55% of the public sector workforce, 
they are significantly over-represented in lower paid roles. In public sector leadership positions, a 
gender pay gap favouring men also persists.22 

Beyond the need to meet legal and moral obligations, additional organisational benefits of achieving 
gender pay equity include improved attraction of talent through building a reputation as an employer of 

 
20 Workplace Gender Equality Agency (2025). Commonwealth public sector gender equality scorecard: Key 
employer results from 2023.  https://www.wgea.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/WGEA -Commonwealth-
Public-Sector-Gender-Equality-Scorecard-May2025.pdf 
21 Ibid.  
22 Ibid. 
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choice, and increased efficiency and productivity through retention of employees and reduced 
turnover costs.23 

How is the pay gap measured? 

The gender pay gap is commonly influenced by a number of factors, including: 

• Conscious and unconscious discrimination and bias in hiring and pay decisions. 
• Women and men working in different industries and different jobs, with women-dominated 

industries and jobs attracting lower wages. 
• Lack of workplace flexibility to accommodate caring and other responsibilities, especially in 

senior roles. 
• High rates of part-time work for women. 
• Women’s greater time out of the workforce for caring responsibilities impacting career 

progression and opportunities. 
• Women’s disproportionate share of unpaid caring and domestic work. 

All of these factors are comprehensively measured and evaluated in this report under Indicators 1, 2, 
and 4–7.  

Salary versus remuneration 

The CGEPS Insights Portal24 provides data insights for the mean/median total remuneration pay gap 
and the mean/median base salary pay gap. What is this difference between salary and remuneration? 

• Salary represents the base compensation for a job and does not include additional forms of 
compensation. 

• Remuneration is a broader category that encompasses all forms of compensation and 
benefits received by an employee for their work. 

The total remuneration pay gap provides a more comprehensive picture of compensation disparities 
than the base salary pay gap.  

Mean versus median total remuneration pay gap 

The Insights Portal also provides the mean and median total remuneration pay gap. What is the 
difference between mean and median? 

• The mean total remuneration pay gap calculates the pay gap by adding up the salaries and 
compensation of all employees and dividing that number by the total number of employees.  

• The median total remuneration pay gap is calculated using the remuneration figure that falls 
into the middle when all employee’s remuneration is lined up from smallest to largest.  

Figure 21 is from the Workplace Gender Equality Agency (WGEA) and shows the difference between 
mean and median pay gaps.  

 

 
23 Fair Work Commission (n.d.). Gender pay equity best practice guide . 
https://www.fairwork.gov.au/sites/default/files/migration/711/gender -pay-equity-best-practice-guide.pdf 
24 https://insights.genderequalitycommission.vic.gov.au/application -dashboard 
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Figure 21. Mean vs median pay gap. Source: WGEA.25 

 

The pay gap figures produced by CGEPs includes the CEO and other executive position remunerations 
which are much larger than other employees. The mean and median pay gap figures will therefore tell a 
different story.  

• The median total remuneration pay gap is not affected by outliers (i.e., much higher 
remunerations) as it focuses on the middle value. It will therefore provide a picture of the 
typical experience of employees in the workforce. For instance, if there is a large median total 
remuneration pay gap, it suggests that women are earning less than men at the mid-point of 
the remuneration distribution. 

• The mean total remuneration pay gap, however, is sensitive to outliers as higher salaries can 
skew the mean upwards. Given that disproportionately more men are typically in high-paying 
roles, including the CEO, this pay gap figure is also an important indicator of gender equality 
(or inequality) in your organisation. 

Melbourne Polytechnic’s gender pay gap 

As shown in Table 35, the mean base salary pay gap decreased slightly from 7.9% in FY21 to 7.8% in 
FY23, and then fell more noticeably to 5.3% in FY25. This shows a gradual narrowing of the gender pay 
gap over time. The comparator group of TAFEs and other education providers displayed similar trends, 
with a pay gap of 8.1% in FY21 and 8.0% in FY23, though no FY25 data is available at the time of 
writing this report. 

The median total remuneration pay gap showed greater instability. In FY21, the gap was highest at 
18.6%. This gap narrowed substantially to 5.7% in FY23, suggesting progress towards pay equity, but 
then increased again to 10.2% in FY25.  

 

 
25 Workplace Gender Equality Agency (2023). How to calculate a gender pay gap.  
https://www.wgea.gov.au/pay-and-gender/how-to-calculate-gender-pay-gap 
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Table 35. Mean Base Salary and Median Total Remuneration Pay Gaps 

 FY21 FY23 FY25 

Mean base salary pay gap    

Melbourne Polytechnic 7.9% 7.8% 5.3% 

Comparator group* 8.1% 8.0% - 

Median total remuneration pay gap    

Melbourne Polytechnic 18.6% 5.7% 10.2% 

Comparator group* 15.5% 13.6% - 
* TAFE and other education comparator group, drawn from the Commission for Gender Equality in the Public Sector’s Data 
Insights Portal. 

 

When interpreting this data, it is important to note that the median reflects the midpoint of all salaries, 
while the mean is influenced by the overall distribution. As a result, changes in workforce composition 
can narrow the mean base salary pay gap even as the median total remuneration pay gap widens. For 
instance: 

• Women’s participation in higher duties and career development training increased in FY25, 
lifting their average base salaries. However, if these roles did not include the same level of 
additional loadings/bonuses that men accessed, it would not close the total remuneration 
gap. 

• In FY25, more women were hired into casual and part-time roles, which generally have lower 
base pay per annum (due to fewer hours). But when casuals are paid hourly, their base rates 
can look comparable to men’s and close the mean base salary pay gap while their total 
remuneration is much lower due to reduced hours and fewer entitlements. 

• Women’s disproportionate uptake of unpaid parental leave in FY25 reduces their total 
remuneration (because unpaid leave reduces annualised earnings). Base salary, however, is 
calculated on the rate of pay rather than hours worked/leave taken, so the impact is smaller. 

Opportunities for the next GEAP 
Melbourne Polytechnic’s first GEAP set out the following vision for gender equality by 2025: 

Our vision for gender equality at Melbourne Polytechnic is for all our people to be 
equally respected, valued and rewarded. Our workforce reflects the gender 

representation of the Victorian population. Our institute is a safe work environment 
where people are empowered, they speak up, all voices are heard, barriers are 

addressed, and opportunities are realised. 

This report shows that meaningful progress has been made toward achieving this vision. However, 
important gaps remain, highlighting clear opportunities for focus in the next GEAP. These include: 

1. Leadership representation and progression pathways 

• Build stronger pipelines into senior roles for employees who are gender diverse, Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander, CALD, and/or have a disability. 
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• Address barriers in promotions and higher duties, with transparent, equitable processes. 
• Pair equity-focused leadership development programs with mentoring initiatives. 

2. Secure and equitable employment 

• Embed pathways from insecure/casual to ongoing employment. 
• Track the types of employment contracts held by different gender and diversity groups to 

ensure progress is being made toward equitable access to secure, ongoing roles. 

3. Inclusive recruitment and promotion practices 

• Strengthen recruitment by reviewing processes to eliminate unconscious bias and ensure 
diverse candidates are encouraged and supported to apply. 

• Focus on fairness in promotions, where employee confidence remains lowest. 
• Trial gender and diversity targets for leadership recruitment and advancement. 

4. Addressing gendered patterns of leave and care 

• Review parental leave policy to actively encourage and support men to take primary caregiver 
roles and access parental leave. 

• Normalise and promote shared caregiving across genders. 

5. Safe and respectful workplace culture 

• Address sexual harassment, bullying, discrimination, and violence. 
• Strengthen understanding of what constitutes workplace sexual harassment, as low reporting 

in the People Matter Survey likely reflects limited awareness rather than an absence of 
incidents. 

• Improve transparency around how complaints of sexual harassment and other negative 
behaviours are addressed. 

• Address trust gaps by increasing awareness of reporting pathways and making sure the 
process is confidential and safe. 

6. Career development and learning 

• Ensure learning and development opportunities are accessible and tailored for diverse needs 
(e.g., employees with disability). 

• Link skill development more clearly to career progression pathways. 
• Address the gap between employees feeling they are “learning in role” versus feeling 

supported to advance. 

 


