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JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON DELEGATED LEGISLATION 
Nineteenth Report - Oaths, Affidavits and Statutory Declarations (Act Amendment) Regulations 2006 

MR P.W. ANDREWS (Southern River) [10.01 am]:  I present for tabling the nineteenth report of the Joint 
Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation, titled �Oaths, Affidavits and Statutory Declarations (Act 
Amendment) Regulations 2006�.  

[See paper 1876.] 

Mr P.W. ANDREWS:  The Oaths, Affidavits and Statutory Declarations (Act Amendment) Regulations 2006 
add electorate officers of a member of state Parliament to schedule 2 of the Oaths, Affidavits and Statutory 
Declarations Act 2005 as an occupational group who may witness statutory declarations made in Western 
Australia.  On our side of politics at least, and I would assume also on the other side of politics, we tend to refer 
to the staff in our offices as electorate officers.  We also have the special role of research officers. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr M.J. Cowper):  Order!  Would the member please take his seat.  Yesterday I 
received a notice from the Speaker saying that over a period of time a number of members have been failing to 
pay due regard to the member on his or her feet.  The member for Perth may not have realised that he was 
infringing, so I will give him the benefit of the doubt this time.  However, it provides me with the opportunity to 
give all members a timely reminder that they should pay due regard to the member on his or her feet, and to the 
position of the Chair.   

Mr P.W. ANDREWS:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, for your protection from the rabble opposite!  

The matter that I am raising affects every member of this house.  The reason the committee decided to raise this 
matter in the form of a report is simply to provide information to other members.  As I was saying, we tend to 
divide our staff into electorate officers and research officers.  When this amendment came through, it referred to 
electorate officers.  The question that posed for the committee was whether that also meant research officers.  
The committee resolved to write to the Attorney General to seek clarification of that matter.  The Attorney 
General was kind enough to reply in fairly quick time.  I will quote from the letter so that all members will 
understand.  The letter reads in part - 

For your information, the position of research officers was specifically considered during the drafting of 
the above Regulation.  Consequently, the Department of Premier and Cabinet provided the following 
advice.  First, that �research officers� came into existence in June 1997.  Second, that research officers 
and electorate officers are employed under the Parliamentary and Electorate Staff (Employment) Act 
1992 (WA).  There is no proposal to amend this 1992 Act to include a reference to �research officers�. 

I understand that as a matter of practice, the title �research officer� is the informal designation applied 
or title given to some �electorate officers�.  However, because of the above 1992 Act and the above 
Regulation, it would be more appropriate if those �research officers�, who are �electorate officers� 
(because they are employed under the 1992 Act) receive and use the designation �electorate officers�.  
That will avoid any confusion about which officers can witness such statutory declarations by clearly 
indicating that if an officer, in an electorate office, is not a electorate officer (but is, for example, a 
research officer employed under legislation or some other contractual arrangements) they cannot 
witness such statutory declarations. 

The conclusion is basically that persons appointed under section 4 of the Parliamentary and Electorate Staff 
(Employment) Act 1992 - that is, the people who work in our offices - are authorised to witness statutory 
declarations in Western Australia regardless of whether we give them the title of electorate officer or research 
officer, or whatever.  However, we need to be cognisant of the point that some staff who might be employed 
under legislation or some other contractual arrangements are not authorised to witness statutory declarations, 
even though at some stage they might be given the title of electorate officer or research officer.  The bottom line 
is that so long as those staff are employed by the Parliament, in whatever role they may take in the office, they 
are electorate officers and can, therefore, witness statutory declarations.  The committee thought it should clarify 
that matter and bring it to the attention of members. 

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  The Attorney General has had a lot of correspondence from me on this matter - I have 
probably driven him nuts - but one of the issues is that when my staff were previously commissioners for 
declarations, they were able to certify copies as being true copies of the original documents.  I understand that is 
no longer the case and they can only witness affidavits.  Were you able to get some clarification of that matter 
from the Attorney General? 

Mr P.W. ANDREWS:  The committee did not look at that matter.  We were specifically looking only at the 
regulations.  However, that matter would obviously be worth pursuing, because it affects all members. 
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Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think electorate officers can witness documents and certify that they are true copies and 
things of that nature, but not research officers.  Is that not the case?  

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  No.  My office was told that electorate officers are not able to certify that a copy is a 
true copy. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I will follow that up for the member and give her a response.  

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  I thank the Attorney General for that.  

Mr P.W. ANDREWS:  I thank the members of the committee, particularly Hon Ray Halligan, who is an 
excellent deputy chair, and my colleagues the member for Serpentine-Jarrahdale and the member for Swan Hills, 
who are the other members of this house on that committee.  The committee is doing exceptionally well and is 
getting through a huge amount of work.  That is due largely to the work of the clerk of the committee and the 
people who prepare the reports of the committee.  We are very grateful to them for making relatively 
straightforward and simple what is often quite a complex matter for those of us who are not lawyers.   

The committee has had some discussion about the terms of reference of the committee and about whether some 
of the terms of reference of other delegated legislation committees throughout Australia might be applicable to 
our committee.  We often find ourselves thinking that a particular regulation is not appropriate and we would 
like to provide some information to the responsible minister on that matter; however, we do not want to have a 
disallowance motion moved in the upper house.  A large amount of work goes into the preparation of a 
committee report.  However, when we come down to the particular regulation, it might not be a regulation that 
we wish to stop or impinge upon in some way.  It might just be the case, as I have said, that we have very good 
information that we would like to pass on to the responsible minister about that regulation.  When the committee 
was looking through its terms of reference, it concluded that indirect terms of reference would have facilitated 
our providing that information to ministers.  The ministers we have approached in that way have been quite 
grateful for it.  We are trying, within the current terms of reference, to not redefine our role but to sharpen our 
role.  We often find ourselves in the possession of very good information that perhaps ministers have not 
considered.  We are, therefore, looking at ways of being able to convey that in a fair and open manner. 

As with many committees, if one did not know the political allegiances of people on the committee, one would 
not really be able to tell from the conversations that are held.  That is a strong part of the committee system.  
Dare I say that if we had a committee system replacing the upper house, we would all be better off?  However, I 
would not say that, of course.  Once again, I thank the other members of the committee and our very dedicated 
staff.  I am sure that both houses appreciate their efforts. 
 


