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TRUSTEE COMPANIES (COMMONWEALTH REGULATION) AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 25 November 2010. 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [12.17 pm]: This is one of those occasions on which, when I get the call, I 
would say that less is more. The opposition supports this bill. This bill finds its genesis in a resolution taken by 
the commonwealth and state Attorneys General to bring trustee companies within the jurisdiction of the 
Corporations Act and the Australian Securities and Investments Commission, and to have centralised 
commonwealth overview of trustee companies. It sensibly, of course, does not include the Public Trustee of 
Western Australia, a state-owned entity, which is a different situation. 

In many respects, the bill before the chamber this morning deletes a lot of references to trustees in the Trustees 
Act, and makes provision for the supervision of trustee companies to be transferred to the commonwealth. It then 
goes on—I shall not just repeat the words of the Attorney General in his second reading speech—to provide for a 
number of legal mechanisms that are required, including voluntary transfer of assets et cetera. This is a 
machinery bill. The opposition supports it, and we do not intend to take long to deal with the business of the 
chamber this morning.  

This is not the first time that the Attorney General has brought bills before the chamber that find their genesis in 
other jurisdictions or in the commonwealth and that seek to bring this state into line with the laws of Australia. It 
would be remiss of me if I did not at least use this occasion to urge the Attorney General to keep going down this 
path. In saying that, I make specific reference to the long-awaited media shield laws, which we debated in this 
chamber sometime ago. They would be another case in which we could follow the commonwealth’s lead. In that 
regard, the Attorney General issued a letter to stakeholders about 18 months ago, foreshadowing the Western 
Australian government’s intention to introduce media shield laws in Western Australia. They were not so much a 
shield; they were feather dusters offered to journalists to protect them. Without straying too far from this 
legislation, my point is relevant in that the commonwealth and the other states are leading the way on these long-
awaited shield laws, and the Attorney General’s proposals, although worthy in many respects, fall far short of 
what Western Australian journalists are entitled to. By that I refer to the Attorney General’s letter that I saw go 
forward to the stakeholders. I do confess that, regretfully, I did not take advantage of attending the summer 
school conducted at the University of Western Australia, at which the Attorney General spoke further on this 
particular matter, as one of the matters that were presented on that particular Friday—I had burdensome duties at 
kindergarten. Just quickly on that matter, the opposition says that any shield that does not offer protection when 
the informant is breaking a law or is subject to any penalty is not a shield law, because in nearly every case I can 
think of involving the police, the public service, and all those areas where we would want to find out what is 
going on, the informant will be liable to some sanction or another and will not have shield protection. The 
opposition believes that it is imperative that robust shield laws be introduced into Western Australia as soon as 
possible. The opposition believes that these robust shield laws should follow what the commonwealth is doing, 
and follow largely the New Zealand model, which goes a lot further than what has been flagged by the Attorney 
General in his letter to stakeholders. The opposition believes that is necessary because of the way that the media 
companies are changing and that the industry is changing. We saw only this week the very successful proposals 
of West Australian Newspapers Holdings Ltd to take over Channel Seven. These laws, publications and media 
houses are transnational and a journalist receiving information in Western Australia to be published in one of 
West Australian Newspapers Holdings’ other media outlets, or for that matter a News Limited journalist coming 
into information in Western Australia from an informant, should have the same protection as though that 
journalist had been visiting Sydney and had received the information when he was in the Sydney office of News 
Limited and not over at the lovely new offices of News Limited in Stirling Street. Although the opposition does 
not want to set out here, which is not the appropriate place — 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mindarie, although I am sure that members in the house appreciate what you are 
saying and perhaps have considerable sympathy with the ideas you are presenting, I think even the member 
might acknowledge that he is not talking directly to this particular amendment bill at this point. I am just 
providing the member with some advice.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is always sage advice, Mr Speaker, so I will embrace it and say no more than that the 
commonwealth often leads the way in these transnational matters, as it is with the Trustee Companies 
(Commonwealth Regulation) Amendment Bill 2010, which has its genesis in the state and commonwealth 
Attorneys General meetings. The opposition in Western Australia supports these amendments and commends 
them to the house.  

Question put and passed. 
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Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr C.C. Porter (Attorney General), and transmitted to the Council. 
 


