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CORPORATIONS (CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTS) BILL 2001 
Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the Chair; Hon N.D. Griffiths (Minister for Racing and 
Gaming) in charge of the Bill. 

Clauses 1 to 10 put and passed. 

Clause 11:  Section 30 amended and saving - 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I move - 

Page 10, line 9 - To delete “Parts 5.4 to 5.7” and insert instead - 

one or more of Parts 5.4 to 5.8 

Hon Peter Foss:  I am somewhat astounded that all the minister has done is move the amendment.  One of the 
most useful things we could ask for at this stage is to be told what the amendment does and why it is proposed.  I 
assumed there was a very good reason for the amendment and that we would be enlightened. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  I think we should have got a minister from South Australia. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Yes.  I am certainly not prepared to accept amendments without some sort of explanation and 
some reason for dealing with them. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The amendment is designed to correct an incorrect cross-reference.  The new parts to be 
added will correct that.  It is as simple as that.  I have caused to be circulated a rather detailed explanatory 
memorandum dealing with all these matters. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  The minister is still supposed to tell the House what he is doing. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I appreciate that. 

Hon Peter Foss:  This document does not seem to deal with that amendment. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I refer Hon Peter Foss to the third page of that explanatory memorandum.  This is one 
of several minor matters of a similar nature.  It appears that in the Bill before the Committee the references are 
incorrect. 

Hon Peter Foss:  How many pages are in the memorandum and what is it headed? 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  Before we resolve the confusion concerning the circulated explanatory 
memorandum, we are dealing with the amendment to clause 11, and Hon Dee Margetts has the call. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  It is true that an explanatory memorandum was circulated, but the minister and 
members will remember from last night our concerns were about those areas which we could not find easily and 
could not check by being able to get hold of the primary Act that was being amended and the words and their 
implications.  I am being churlish enough to tell the minister that even though the explanatory memorandum 
provides more information than was available to us from the explanatory memorandum of last night, which was 
nil, it merely gives a general explanation and two examples, neither of which relates to clause 11.  I suggest that 
the explanatory memorandum may perhaps give a clue to the extent of the current knowledge about these 
amendments.  I suggest that they did come from another State, and it is just possible - perhaps I am being 
churlish again - that the Attorney General’s office is not entirely sure of the detail and is therefore not able to 
explain it properly either to the Attorney General or to the Legislative Council because the office has taken it on 
trust from another Parliament.  I could be entirely wrong, and I would like to be disproved, but that is my 
disturbing impression at the moment. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I agree with Hon Dee Margetts.  If there has been an error in one case of altering parts 5.4 
to 5.7, how are we to know that there was not another error with parts 5.4 to 5.8.  I assume from the context that 
part 5.8 involves another clause that deals with winding up and that it was not referred to.  If the Corporations 
Law has been checked, and that is the case, that is what we should be told: we should be given an assurance from 
the minister that it is now known that it is correct and that the particular parts dealing with winding up are in 
parts 5.4 to 5.8.  We should not have to try to suppose it and read between the lines to understand what might be 
the reason for it; we should be told what is the reason for it.  It is quite unreasonable for members to try to work 
out on the run what might be the reason for the amendment, when presumably someone has methodically gone 
through the entire Bill making notes of what changes need to be made and why.  If someone has done that, I 
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cannot see why that information cannot be communicated to the minister.  The minister can then put his own 
professional reputation on the line by saying whether or not it is correct.  That seems perfectly fair.  Why should 
we have to do it by way of some sort of guessing game? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The Government does not propose to proceed with the amendments, in total.   

The CHAIRMAN:  We are dealing with clause 11 to which an amendment has been moved.  If the House does 
not wish to proceed with this amendment, having regard to what the minister has just said, it will be necessary to 
defeat the amendment. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 12 to 222 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
 


