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MUTUAL RECOGNITION (WESTERN AUSTRALIA) AMENDMENT BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 17 November 2021. 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [2.18 pm]: I stand on behalf of the alliance to indicate our 
support for this legislation. I do not intend to take up too much time of the house with debate, but I will make a few 
points about the necessity for the legislation and also the genesis of how we got to this point. If ever there has been 
an indication of the necessity of support amongst states and the Federation, that is what we have had over the last 
two years. It is a profound indication of why it is important we work together as a nation. I do not intend to go into 
great detail about this, but I will give a brief precis of the Federation itself and why these sorts of bills and mutual 
recognition are so important. As we are all familiar with, we live in a Federation. We are six states, two territories 
and a nation. When the founding fathers established Federation on 1 January 1901, they assumed there would be 
cooperation amongst the states while at the same time having individual autonomy in a number of areas.  
The Australian Constitution, which is precise in some areas and very vague and flawed in others, created problems 
for the Federation in a number of areas. It provided for certain powers, some of which were specifically for the 
federal government, and others for the states. It provided for concurrent powers that would be shared between the 
federal government and the states for education and health et cetera. It provided also that if there was a dispute, 
the federal legislation would prevail over state legislation. Everything else was left to convention. That of course 
left a veritable smorgasbord of opportunities for the federal government to overtake the jurisdictions of state 
government, and successive federal governments, regardless of their political colour, have done exactly that. They 
have done that fundamentally through the power of the purse. On a number of occasions, they have tried to do that 
through the High Court of Australia, but that process has been fairly flawed. Attempts by the federal government 
to take over state government responsibilities through the High Court have occurred only rarely. One instance is 
the first uniform tax case in 1942, although that pretty much had collective support from both the federal and state 
governments. As I said, it has been done through the power of the purse, with successive federal governments 
using that uniform tax case, which gives the federal government control over income tax, to say to the states that 
it will provide them with a particular amount of money. However, that was done on the guise of requiring them to 
adhere to a particular set of criteria. 
I had a very interesting instance as Minister for Education. I love this one. The Leader of the House will probably 
remember it, but I do not mind mentioning it again for the benefit of new members. When as a minister we go to 
ministerial council meetings, which are always quite helpful, we always get the sense that the feds decide that they 
know what is best all the time. Our government had introduced the independent public school initiative. That was 
pretty much a Western Australian–led reform in education. The Victorian government had done quite a bit to 
enable its schools to become more autonomous, but the independent public school initiative took that to a different 
level. I vividly remember that instance. The federal government had decided—I will not embarrass the particular 
minister—that it would be a really good idea to have an independent school initiative, although it was not called 
independent; it was called autonomous. The federal government allocated the princely sum of $70 million nationwide 
for that initiative. Western Australia was given $7 million. However, it was criteria based; we had to adhere to 
a particular standard. So I said, “Thanks very much, but no thanks; we’ve got our own system of autonomous schools 
and we don’t need the federal government telling us to what do”, particularly when we were given only $7 million 
and we already had a $5 billion budget for education. This went on and on. The Leader of the House will know 
about this, because we have this sparring all the time. This particular minister, who I have to say happened to be 
on my side of the ledger federally, was desperate to get an outcome that everyone would agree to. The feds wanted 
to sign off on it so that it could make the announcement on the Friday in the weekend media, and it had got down 
to the Tuesday before and Western Australia was the only state that had not signed up for this. It came with strings 
attached. We had to adhere to a list of criteria in order to get the $7 million. I did not want to compromise the integrity 
of the IPS system in Western Australian, and I hung out and refused. This minister tried everything, through his 
boss and through the Prime Minister, to my boss, the Premier, who I am delighted to say stood by me at the time, 
and I refused to succumb. On the Tuesday, I got a phone call from the federal minister and he said, “Peter, you do 
realise you’re the only state in the nation that hasn’t signed up?” I said to him, “Mate, I’m from Western Australia; 
I’m used to being a bit on the outer.” Anyway, within 24 hours we were able to get an agreement that we could 
basically spend the money wherever we liked, so long as it was to enhance the independent public school initiative 
in Western Australia. 
I then spoke to the director general of the Department of Education at the time, now the Public Sector Commissioner, 
and asked how we could enhance the leadership potential for independent public schools in Western Australia, 
and being the extraordinary director general that she was, she suggested the notion of Harvard principals. Over the 
following two or three years, we sent dozens and dozens of principals to Harvard University to develop their 
leadership qualities. That was great. We took IPS to a different level. However, more importantly from the federal 
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perspective, we were able to control our own agenda. We were not going to be led by the nose by a dollar sign. That 
is what we get when we have cooperative federalism. 
The Mutual Recognition (WA) Amendment Bill is an instance of cooperative federalism. The states have determined 
that it is appropriate to enable a more seamless transition of occupations across the nation. We are one nation. It is 
ludicrous that it is currently very difficult for some occupations to have their licensing or credentials recognised 
from one jurisdiction to another. If anything, that prevents a seamless transition. That is particularly important 
in the twenty-first century, because our population is very fluid. Prior to COVID, a lot of people liked the notion 
of movement. They liked being able to have their credentials recognised. In education, that is a relatively new 
phenomenon. Some states had recognition criteria that were different from those in other states. We now have 
uniformity of purpose, so those days are long gone. Having said that, the mutual recognition bill seeks to provide 
an opportunity for many more occupations to be recognised nationally; therefore, it will be a more seamless approach. 
I turn now to the process. As members would probably be aware, since 1995 Western Australia has participated in 
the mutual recognition of goods and services across the nation. That is in order to ensure that there is a seamless 
movement of goods and services, which seems eminently sensible but does not always work in that way. In 2015, 
an important transition took place when that was extended to occupations as a result of a recommendation from 
the Productivity Commission—which does good work in this space—that the occupational mutual recognition 
processes be automated. In August 2020, national cabinet agreed that the Treasurers would lead the implementation 
of a uniform scheme to supplement occupational mobility, because even though we were in the throes of COVID 
at the time, it was very important to ensure that when we ultimately came out of COVID, facilities would be in 
place to provide for a more seamless process. 
In December 2020, Western Australia signed an intergovernmental agreement to establish the automatic mutual 
recognition—or AMR—scheme for occupational registrations, along with all other jurisdictions, with the exception 
of the Australian Capital Territory. I add that that does not disrupt existing national and state or territory–based 
schemes under which the automatic registration of certain occupations already occurs. That is for a number of 
occupations, such as doctors and lawyers. I am not sure of any other, but I would have thought, firsthand, those 
two are the most prominent, and they already existed. This will be in addition to that. 
In February 2021, commonwealth consultations on the AMR, including draft legislation, concluded. In June 2021, 
the Mutual Recognition Act was amended to establish the AMR. On 1 July 2021, the AMR came into effect in 
New South Wales, Victoria, the ACT and the Northern Territory for a limited number of occupations. I will get 
on to the occupations in a minute. In essence, the automatic mutual recognitions build on mutual recognition 
arrangements that we have already participated in since 1995, as I said, so this will add to it. It is eminently 
sensible, so we cannot argue against it. We need cooperative federalism in instances like this, so it is very, very 
difficult to argue against. It will remove the need for interstate workers to apply for recognition or pay a fee. There 
will be a seamless registration process, saving time and money, and it will make it easy for workers to respond to 
job opportunities in WA and support skilled needs. For example, for a worker who wants to go from Victoria to 
Western Australia or from New South Wales to Western Australia or vice versa, as long as their qualifications 
meet the qualifications within that jurisdiction—they will not be diminished and will meet the same licensing 
standards as that jurisdiction—it will be recognised. As I said, that is eminently sensible. It will be recognised. 
Those standards must be adhered to. 
I refer to the safeguards. There were a couple of raised eyebrows about what will happen if the standards are lower 
or particular areas have a particular licensing agreement. As I have said, the worker must adhere to the standards 
of the jurisdiction in which that worker is working. Workers can only undertake activities authorised by their home 
state licence. Someone cannot upgrade to a particular level of excellence, or an elevated level of excellence must 
be adhered to from their state of licensing. Workers will be subject to the relevant WA licensing laws. Workers 
who were subject to disciplinary, civil or criminal action who have conditions placed on the home licence will be 
excluded. As members can imagine, we do not want someone who has a criminal conviction relating to a particular 
aspect, particularly with regard to work processes, to decide to get around it by moving from one jurisdiction to 
another and work in that jurisdiction. 
Regulators will be required to share information on cancelled or suspended registrations and disciplinary proceedings. 
Again, that will add value to the safety mechanism. There will be five-year exemptions to address significant risks 
to consumer and environmental protection, animal welfare and the health and safety of workers or the public. 
The alliance feels that those safeguards are sufficient to ensure that our standards in Western Australia are not 
going to be diminished in providing an avenue for workers to move from one jurisdiction to another. The whole 
aim of the exercise is to ensure a seamless movement of workers across the Federation without diminishing the 
standards in one particular jurisdiction. Those standards will not be remotely diminished. I am sure that the Leader 
of the House will reinforce that in her response. 
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I notice a number of amendments on the supplementary notice paper. First of all, I note the committee recommendations. 
One amendment from the government replicates the review component, which is a minor change. I think 
Hon Donna Faragher will talk about that. There are also some amendments with regard to the implementation of 
the Veterinary Practice Act, on which I know Hon Dr Steve Thomas will make a few comments. 
As I said, I do not intend to take up any more of the house’s time. The Federation does work. Every now and then 
we have hiccups. Fundamentally, it works, and it works best if we have what is commonly referred to as cooperative 
federalism. This is an example of cooperative federalism whereby the states and the Federation work together so 
that we can provide a much more seamless process for workers to move from one jurisdiction to another. With 
that in mind, the alliance supports the bill. 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [2.34 pm]: I would like to make a fairly 
brief contribution to the debate on the Mutual Recognition (Western Australia) Amendment Bill 2021 before the 
house today, and give some examples of why automatic mutual recognition is a fairly useful tool and some of the 
issues that present when we do not have that in place. 
I am getting on a bit now, and for most of my professional life there was no mutual recognition for veterinary 
surgeons across Australia. I note that we get a special amendment in the bill before the house today, and I am very 
pleased because I think we are a very special group. Members can take that in a positive or negative way. I am 
very pleased to see that the veterinary profession gets a guernsey in this legislation. Why is this sort of thing 
important? It is because it has a significant impost. The simplest way to demonstrate it is that for those professionals 
who work in border areas or seek to work across borders, the current impost is problematic. 

The registration process for some professions is quite onerous. Out of university they usually try to make it a fairly 
simple process. I suspect Hon Dr Brian Walker will be well aware of this matter as members of the medical 
profession, which is nearly as good as the veterinary profession, go through a fairly similar process. The registration 
process is quite onerous. It is far more onerous for international registration. The examination for the veterinary 
profession for registration for a group of countries, outside the anointed ones, is an examination that I doubt any 
practising veterinarian in Australia could pass. It is an immensely complicated examination. It is designed to be 
tough, but I think perhaps it is designed to be exclusive as well and that is problematic. 

The registration process is not easy. It is quite an expensive process. The minimum one could expect to pay in 
most professions is $5 000 or $6 000 a year. That is, effectively, an annual veterinary registration. I suspect that 
the medical one is more expensive, but they probably make a lot more money, so I guess it balances out somehow. 
But it is not easy. The first registration when someone is going to work across borders, and that whole interview 
process, is incredibly onerous. If someone has graduated from one of the traditional veterinary universities in 
Australia, the degrees are remarkably similar. There is not much variation. If there is an issue with the standard of 
graduates, there is already a process in place to address that. I note that my old alma mater, the University of 
Queensland, which has generally put out very good veterinary graduates, was threatened with deregistration at 
some point because the standards had slipped. That process does exist and it works. It forced the University of 
Queensland, which I suspect might even be the oldest veterinary training school—it is certainly in the top couple—
had to lift its standards again. That process exists. If there is a concern about the standard of graduates around 
Australian jurisdictions, I suggest that that standard is remarkably uniform. If there is a variation, there is usually 
an alternative method by which we can address the slippage of that particular standard. 

We make the assumption that professional graduates and professionally trained people tend to have a fairly standard 
education level and level of proficiency. Most professions are probably like this, but bear in mind that a veterinary 
degree graduate after six years in university effectively still has L-plates, and someone has to go through more to 
learn. In the medical profession, obviously, someone does their internship for a period and their L-plate is gradually 
taken off them. In the veterinary profession, ideally, someone is trained within the profession and is it a fairly 
important role. It starts at the university level in both cases, and I am sure that occurs in practice. In education, for 
example, teachers go out on practice. I have a daughter currently teaching who went through that process. She 
trained in Western Australia and is currently teaching in Rockhampton. That is a prime example of young people 
who are much more mobile than my generation was or is; they move around quite frequently, amongst other 
professions as well, and we absolutely have that shift. I do not think there is significant variation between most of 
those universities and colleges in the standard of graduates, but there are ways to address that. It is an onerous process, 
though, even in the teaching profession, to re-register. My daughter, having graduated in Western Australia, 
had to go and register in Queensland, and that in itself was not the most simple of processes. It is probably not as 
painful as the veterinary one, but it is still not easy. Anything we can do to improve that process obviously has to 
be a good thing. 

From my experience in the veterinary profession, there are some really obvious examples of why this will work 
People who work in a veterinary practice on a border will no longer have to apply for and obtain registration in 
two states. A bit of that happens in the northern parts of Western Australia, particularly for vets who travel long 
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distances for pastoral station pre-testing, for example. Vets already cross the border; many of them fly, and there 
is a lot of crossover back and forth. They currently have to be registered in two jurisdictions and it is an absolute 
pain in the neck. It is actually more common in the eastern states; vets cross the borders between Queensland 
and New South Wales, and New South Wales and Victoria, all the time. Again, it makes sense, across Australia, 
to have a unified registration process so that people do not have to go through dual registrations. If they are 
adequately qualified to practise in one state, it would be very unusual for the review process to not recognise that 
qualification in a second state. If they have been found guilty of a professional misdemeanour, they should be 
rejected in both states. That, of course, is another thing about mutual recognition: it reinforces the current information 
sharing process. 

It makes absolute sense for those people, but, beyond that, it also makes sense in situations in which we want to 
bring to Western Australia a medical or veterinary specialist, or a specialist from other professions, particularly if 
it is for a limited number of surgeries, operations or actions. To go through the process of registration in a second 
state is unnecessary and onerous; they just do not need to go through that, and they should not have to. For example, 
if we wanted to bring in an equine reproductive specialist for a particular animal for a short time, it would be 
ridiculous to have to go through the whole dual registration process. 
Obviously, the same situation exists for other professions. We want people working in education and health to 
be able to cross state and territory borders across Australia. We also do not want to lose professionals from 
Western Australia, but that is the marketplace we are in. If we believe in the free market and that young people 
should be free to travel, obviously we just have to be competitive. I understand that Western Australians do pretty 
well in those professions, and certainly with regard to education, the wages of our people are very competitive, so 
there are some attractions to bringing people back here; but we just have to compete in the marketplace. Restrictions 
on that are problematic. It has an impact on people who are not as mobile as they could be, which in turn has an 
impact on the provision of services around Australia. 
All those things combined means that it makes absolute sense to have automatic recognition of credentials across 
Australia. What is the risk? I guess it could be argued that there is a faint risk that professionals who do not 
necessarily have the same degree of professionalism might arrive. I hesitate to name professions that I think might 
be questionable in that regard, and that is why the recommendation in the report of the Standing Committee on 
Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review to retain some level of Western Australian oversight is, I think, both 
very good and very important. The work that committee did and the amendments it proposed are, I think, very 
important for making sure that Western Australia retains some oversight. For example, tabling reviews would be 
a reasonable prospect. I think those things are important, because although we will be acknowledging the need for 
automatic mutual recognition, it is critical that we retain some oversight. The minister will probably give us a bit 
more detail on how that oversight will occur under the government’s proposals. I guess we will go into a little 
more detail on that going forward. 
Those were the key comments I wanted to contribute today. Automatic recognition of credentials is important. It frees 
up the Australian workforce, enabling it to move around. Obviously, we do not want to extend that internationally, 
because the standards vary significantly, but the standards within Australia are remarkably uniform. If that does 
not continue to apply, then we can address that in other ways. I should declare a vested interest as a registered 
veterinarian: one day I might want to cross the borders and practise at some point, but I am hoping that that will 
not necessarily be the case. But from the point of view of a veterinary professional, this makes absolute sense, as 
I imagine it does for nearly every other profession—certainly those with hard-to-gain qualifications. It should not be 
restricted to just one small group; I think it should apply generally. Unless there is a significant reason or argument 
as to why it should not apply, mutual recognition just make sense. 
As Hon Peter Collier said, the opposition will support the bill. There is obviously some debate to be had about 
some of the technicalities and the retention of oversight at a Western Australian level, but, all in all, I think the 
intent of the bill is good and I am pleased to be able to support it. 
HON DR BRIAN WALKER (East Metropolitan) [2.46 pm]: I have no intention of speaking for more than 
a few minutes about this bill, other than to say that from the point of view of the Legalise Cannabis Party, we 
heartily support it. I will just add a few comments to the comments already made by my learned colleagues. 
My experience of mutual recognition is actually more localised. Travelling across state boundaries, there has 
always been a bit of a problem for doctors to prove that they are who they are. Indeed, local authorities in other 
states often refuse to acknowledge the Australian Health Practitioner Regulation Agency in justifying who doctors 
are and require additional proofs beyond the national medical board. However, I also point out that we have issues 
at a local level, and even in small communities like Newman, where I have on numerous occasions had patients 
come to me on day one wanting a full medical report. This has been done—45 minutes of hearing checks, eye 
checks, full body checks and laboratory. A letter has been written to the employing company, but then on day two 
the same patients appear for the same tests, and again on day three. By day four, I am thinking, “Why are you here 
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again for exactly the same check?” It is, word for word, exactly the same as for the previous three days. It turns 
out that what they require is a medical proof of fitness to enter four different mine sites as, for example, a carpenter. 
The employers do not accept approvals for different mine sites, so the same test has to be done four times, at four 
times the expense and at four times the lack of availability for the worker to go and work.  
I would counsel maybe going further and seeing how we can stop this approach of demanding such proof when it 
is already readily available; all that has to be done is to pick up the information and read it, rather than having it 
signed on each different piece of paper. We heartily support this and recommend that we go even further. 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [2.48 pm] — in reply: I thank members for 
their support of the Mutual Recognition (Western Australia) Amendment Bill 2021. I thank Hon Peter Collier for 
giving us some of the history of the arrangements between the state governments and the commonwealth government, 
and making the point that if the last two-and-a-bit years has taught us nothing else, it has taught us the importance 
of working together when we are able to. I appreciate his commentary on the power of the purse; it has always 
been thus. 
The current debates between Western Australia and the commonwealth in my portfolio of training is around the 
commonwealth effectively wanting to take over training pretty much completely. In the education portfolio, it is 
around curriculum, which is an age-old debate as well. Western Australia has long taken the position that we will 
adopt and adapt to what suits our needs.  
I can confirm that this is not about diminishing standards within professions; there are a range of safeguards in 
place, including that the people who seek to take advantage of this new regime must continue to work within the 
scope of their home registration. There is the capacity for states to seek five-year exemptions for particular professions 
when there is a risk and disciplinary proceedings are also available.  
I thank Hon Dr Steve Thomas for his contribution. He did note that there is a special amendment on the supplementary 
notice paper in my name with respect to vets. I am sorry to disappoint him, but it is not because we think he is special, 
although, of course, he is—very special! It is, in fact, as members will recall—indeed, Hon Dr Steve Thomas in 
particular will recall—that the Veterinary Practice Act 2021 was assented to here in WA in October last year and it 
included a mutual recognition provision in line with the national recognition of veterinary registration. The scheme 
that is in the bill before us now has provisions that note that existing mutual recognition arrangements are not to 
be disrupted. The amendment that I will move later on when we get into committee will give effect to that.  
I thank Hon Dr Brian Walker for his contribution. Of course, doctors, indeed, work all around Australia and 
internationally and probably more than those in any other profession, with the possible exception of nurses. I thank 
him for his contribution.  
We will get into the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review’s report when we get into 
the committee stage. I note for the house’s benefit that the government will not be supporting the committee’s 
recommendation 1. I will outline the reasons for that when we get into committee. The government has considered 
the intent of recommendation 2 and provided an alternative form of words to address the committee’s concern. I have 
outlined the reasons for the amendment that stands in my name on the supplementary notice paper. With those words, 
I commend the bill to the house.  
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 

Committee 
The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Steve Martin) in the chair; Hon Sue Ellery (Leader of the House) in charge 
of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I meant to include this in my second reading contribution; it will only take a minute. 
When I had the briefing on the bill, I asked for a list of the occupations that will be covered. For the benefit of 
members and Hansard, I would like to read them in to see whether any alterations have been made to the list of 
occupations covered by the Mutual Recognition Act 1992.  
In the area of animal welfare, health and environment, they are contaminated sites auditors; controlled waste 
drivers; certain radiation safety licence holders; food safety auditors; and pest management technicians. In mining, 
they are first-class mine managers; mine surveyors; quarry managers; underground supervisors; and mining engine 
drivers. In property, security and others, they are auctioneers; debt collectors; employment agents; firearms 
dealers, repairers and manufacturers; land valuers; pawnbrokers; second-hand dealers; real estate agents and sale 
representatives; settlement agents, including business security agents; crowd controllers; and investigators. In 
building and construction, they are adjudicators; architects; builders; builder surveyors; plumbers, including 
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restricted plumbing; painters; electricians, including restricted electrical; gasfitters; and land surveyors. In 
racing, sports, gaming and liquor, they are bookmakers; combat sport contestants and industry participants; gaming 
equipment suppliers; greyhound trainers, attendants, breeders and owners; jockeys; harness and thoroughbred 
drivers, trainers and stablehands; and liquor licensing–approved managers. Other occupations covered are teachers; 
transport and motor vehicle driving instructors; motor vehicle dealers, repairers and salespersons; and passenger 
transport drivers.  
Can the minister confirm whether that list is up to date or there have been any additions?  
Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes, I can.  

Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 2 to 5 put and passed. 
Clause 6: Section 6 replaced — 
Hon SUE ELLERY: The chamber will see that there are two proposed amendments on the supplementary notice 
paper. The first one is from the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. The government 
opposes that amendment and seeks the chamber’s support for the alternative amendment that also appears on the 
supplementary notice paper. We agree with the committee that the tabling of the review that is referred to in clause 12 
of the intergovernmental agreement will enhance parliamentary sovereignty by providing Parliament with the 
opportunity to review the effectiveness and operations of the intergovernmental agreement. The difference between 
the committee’s amendment and the government’s amendment is the words that appear in paragraph (3) of the 
committee’s amendment that the report be laid before the houses no later than six sitting days after the minister 
receives it. The government’s view is that that is not necessarily very practical; there may be reasons why it is not 
possible to do that. We prefer the alternative wording. The difference between the two amendments is that my 
amendment, which I will move in due course, is that the minister is required to cause the report to be laid before 
each house of Parliament as soon as practicable after the minister receives the report.  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Perhaps in the first instance I might seek some guidance from you, deputy chair. My 
understanding is that you as deputy chair will automatically move the committee recommendation and that we need 
to deal with that first. Perhaps if I can seek your guidance on that first, deputy chair, and then we can go from there.  

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Steve Martin): Thank you. I will seek some guidance as well.  

Members, it is my understanding that I do not have to move the committee’s amendment. The minister can move 
the amendment in her name.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am not disputing your ruling, deputy chair, but my understanding is the same as that of 
Hon Donna Faragher; that is, the amendment of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review 
would be put and we would deal with it, and then, depending on how it was dealt with, we would consider the 
amendment standing in my name on the supplementary notice paper. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: I will seek further advice. If that is the will of the chamber, that is, indeed, fine; so that 
can occur. I move — 

Page 6, after line 19 — To insert — 

7A. Tabling documents relating to scheme reviews 
(1) In this section — 

intergovernmental agreement means the Intergovernmental Agreement on the Automatic 
Mutual Recognition of Occupational Registration entered into by the Commonwealth, the 
States and the Northern Territory on 11 December 2020, as in force from time to time; 

scheme review means a review of the operation and effectiveness of the intergovernmental 
agreement and the Commonwealth Act carried out under clause 12 of the intergovernmental 
agreement. 

(2) Subsection (3) applies if — 

(a) a scheme review is carried out; and 

(b) a report is prepared by the person carrying out the review; and 

(c) the Minister receives the report. 

(3) The Minister must cause the report to be laid before each House of Parliament as soon as 
practicable after the Minister receives the report, but not later than 6 sitting days of the House 
after the Minister receives it. 
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(4) If a report to which subsection (3) applies contains sensitive, confidential or personal 
information, the Minister may comply with subsection (3) by removing the sensitive, 
confidential or personal information from the report before causing the document to be laid 
before each House. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: To reiterate, the amendment that is before the chamber is recommendation 2 of the 
Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review at 1/6 on the supplementary notice paper. I ask 
the chamber to oppose that and, as an alternative, to consider the one that I will move after we have dealt with 
this amendment. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I will be fairly short on this part. I thank the minister for indicating that the government 
is supportive of the recommendation put by the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. It 
is fair to say that in a general sense we obviously like review clauses in legislation, but I recall in a response from 
the Premier to the committee that there was some concern about duplication. This is similar to an amendment that 
I used with respect to some legislation a couple of weeks ago; this is somewhat of a happy medium. However, on my 
reading, the Leader of the House’s amendment makes only one change to the committee’s recommendation 2—
that is, in proposed subsection (3). I do not see that as necessarily an issue, but could the minister outline for the 
benefit of Hansard the practical reasons why six sitting days is not considered to be reasonable? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I cannot give the member an example of what might go wrong, but, for safety’s sake, the advice 
I have is that the intent is to do it, literally, as soon as is practicable. That may well be within six sitting days, but 
I am advised that it is best to err on the side of caution. We do not want to incur the wrath of the house if it could 
be done on the seventh sitting day as opposed to the sixth. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I preface my comments by saying that I am not speaking now on behalf of the 
Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. From my perspective, I would have a greater 
issue if the government had proposed that it say, “The minister must cause a report to be laid before each house of 
Parliament” full stop. That would be more of an issue, but given that the words “as soon as practicable after the 
Minister receives the report” will remain, that takes into account an exceptional circumstance that may arise as to 
why it cannot be done within six days. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: The question is that the words to be inserted be inserted. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That being the case, I thank Hon Donna Faragher and the chamber. I move the amendment 
standing in my name at 4/6 to insert words that go to the tabling of certain documents in respect of the review of 
the scheme. I move — 

7A. Tabling documents relating to scheme reviews 

(1) In this section — 

intergovernmental agreement means the Intergovernmental Agreement on the Automatic 
Mutual Recognition of Occupational Registration entered into by the Commonwealth, the States 
and the Northern Territory on 11 December 2020, as in force from time to time; 

scheme review means a review of the operation and effectiveness of the intergovernmental 
agreement and the Commonwealth Act carried out under clause 12 of the intergovernmental 
agreement. 

(2) Subsection (3) applies if — 

(a) a scheme review is carried out; and 

(b) a report is prepared by the person carrying out the review; and 

(c) the Minister receives the report. 

(3) The Minister must cause the report to be laid before each House of Parliament as soon as 
practicable after the Minister receives the report. 

(4) If a report to which subsection (3) applies contains sensitive, confidential or personal information, 
the Minister may comply with subsection (3) by removing the sensitive, confidential or personal 
information from the report before causing the document to be laid before each House. 

I draw to the chamber’s attention again that the commitment here is that the minister will cause the report to be 
laid before each house of Parliament as soon as practicable after the minister receives the report. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: The question is that the words to be inserted be inserted. 
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Amendment put and passed. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: The question is that clause 6, as amended, be agreed. I note that there are two further 
committee recommendation amendments regarding clause 6. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I must admit I am still a little confused about the previous discussion with regard to 
who will move this recommendation. I understood that the Chair or the Deputy Chair of Committees would move 
it and then we would discuss it.  

If that is not the case, and given that the minister has indicated in her second reading summing up that the government 
will not be supporting it, if it is not to be done through the deputy chair, I will move committee recommendation 1, 
at 2/6 on the supplementary notice paper, so that at least we can debate it. I move — 

Page 6, lines 29 to 31 — To delete the lines and insert — 

(2) However, the Governor cannot — 

(a) make a proclamation under subsection (1) unless a draft of the proclamation has first been 
approved by a resolution passed by both Houses of Parliament; or 

(b) fix a day under subsection (1)(b) that is before a day fixed under subsection (1)(c). 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: I am advised that that is, in fact, the correct process. It is appropriate that you have moved 
that. The question is to delete the lines at page 6, lines 29 to 31. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: If this assists, this was one recommendation of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation 
and Statutes Review that has been split into two separate amendments. The government will be opposing both 
of them. I would like to speak to both of them at the same time. The provision for both houses of Parliament to 
approve a draft termination proclamation has not been included in the event that the state was required to act quickly 
in the interests of the state. That may well be unlikely; but, in any event, if it were to become apparent that there 
were disadvantages for Western Australia in participating in the scheme, there are other steps that the state could 
take within a short time frame to terminate the adoption. However, if, in particular, the Parliament was in recess 
or prorogued, it would not necessarily be practicable for the state government to obtain parliamentary approval for 
either proclamation or revocation. 

The bill was drafted in respect of these provisions in two areas. Other jurisdictions that are participating in this 
scheme—except Tasmania, I am advised—have taken the position that I have just outlined for the state government. 
However, it is also the case that the house previously approved drafting of provisions within this bill, and I will 
give two examples of that. One is the adoption of the National Redress Scheme for institutional child sex abuse—
that is, the National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse (Commonwealth Powers) Act 2018—and 
the second is in respect of the Credit (Commonwealth Powers) Act 2010. This house has in the past adopted 
provisions in the terms that appear in the bill before us.  

I understand the point of view of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review on this, 
but it is the government view that for purposes of efficiency, this is not the way that we want to proceed. Therefore, 
I ask the chamber to oppose both recommendations 2/6 and 3/6 on the supplementary notice paper. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I note the government’s position with regard to this. Although I am the Chair of 
the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review and because the committee has now reported, 
I will speak to elements of the report. Certainly, the advice that the minister has now provided is not dissimilar 
to the advice that was provided by the Premier to the committee, which is outlined in the committee’s report. The 
committee recognised that fact and that is detailed at pages 8 and 9 of the report, particularly paragraphs 5.26 
and 5.27. 

Notwithstanding that, the notion of “purposes of efficiency”, which is, I think, the term that the minister used, is 
not necessarily a good reason why such a requirement should not be placed in this legislation. I note that the minister 
has indicated that there have been a couple of other examples in legislation that have previously passed through 
this house in which such a requirement has not been in place. Notwithstanding that, there are other pieces of 
legislation in which such a requirement has been put in place. The Terrorism (Commonwealth Powers) Act 2002, the 
Personal Property Securities (Commonwealth Laws) Act 2011 and the Business Names (Commonwealth Powers) 
Act 2012 are another three pieces of legislation in which such a provision has been put in place. 

I would also indicate that—this is outlined in the report of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and 
Statutes Review—notwithstanding the government’s concerns, the committee maintained the view that any such 
proclamation should first be passed by both houses, which is in line with advice that the Solicitor-General had 
provided to the former committee on the Child Support (Commonwealth Powers) Act 2019. Page 7 of the report 
outlined the response from the Solicitor-General, which was obviously taken at a public hearing on this very matter. 
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I am going to read it for the benefit of the committee, because I think it is important in the context of the discussion 
that we are now having. This is what the Solicitor-General stated back in 2019 — 

The referral of power is something that has to occur by Parliament and it is something that is a referral of 
legislative power. Because of that, and to maintain the sovereignty of Parliament, I understand the policy 
decision may well be driven by the fact that if Parliament is referring it, it should be the body that takes 
it back because we are dealing here with legislative power and it is not appropriate for the executive to 
be making that decision. 

… if there is a termination and it is to occur only by executive proclamation and without the approval of 
Parliament, the legal validity of that is at greater risk than one where Parliament is exercising its own 
control over the return of legislative power. 

The advice provided—albeit relevant to another bill—is relevant, quite obviously, to the bill that is now before us. 
Clearly, the numbers will tell us that the recommendation will not be agreed to; however, I would like the minister 
to confirm that the bill, as it stands, does erode Parliament’s power to decide whether the adoptions of the 
commonwealth legislation should be extended. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The best I can do is to note that that is the view formed by the Standing Committee on Uniform 
Legislation and Statutes Review. I note that. I read the report. I read the extract of the State Solicitor’s advice to 
a previous committee about a previous piece of legislation. I see that there are parallels. The government’s policy 
position, though, is that it does not think that that is the best way to proceed. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I do not intend to extend this any further except to make the point that this 
recommendation would be an appropriate inclusion in this legislation. I recognise that a couple of the bills that have 
passed were actually under our government and others have been under a Labor government. Notwithstanding 
that, we often hear about the notion of “purposes of efficiency”, which means we do not do certain things, and I think 
this is an example of where it would be appropriate to have such a clause within the bill. 

Division 

Amendment put and a division taken, the Deputy Chair (Hon Steve Martin) casting his vote with the ayes, with 
the following result — 

Ayes (8) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Donna Faragher Hon James Hayward Hon Tjorn Sibma 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Nick Goiran Hon Steve Martin Hon Colin de Grussa (Teller) 

 

Noes (20) 

Hon Klara Andric Hon Sue Ellery Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Matthew Swinbourn 
Hon Dan Caddy Hon Peter Foster Hon Shelley Payne Hon Dr Sally Talbot 
Hon Sandra Carr Hon Lorna Harper Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Dr Brian Walker 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Jackie Jarvis Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Darren West 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Rosie Sahanna Hon Pierre Yang (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

Hon Neil Thomson Hon Stephen Pratt 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas Hon Ayor Makur Chuot 

Amendment thus negatived.  

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Steve Martin): After seeking some further advice, it is appropriate that I put the 
next amendment; it states — 

Page 7, after line 9 — To insert — 

(1A) However, the Governor cannot make a revoking proclamation unless a draft of the 
revoking proclamation has first been approved by a resolution passed by both Houses 
of Parliament. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: For reasons that I outlined earlier, the government will not be supporting this amendment. 
I also make the point that when two redheads agree, it is a good idea to consider what they say! 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Hon Donna Faragher has to respond! 
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Hon DONNA FARAGHER: On that note, I wholeheartedly agree. For the same reasons I outlined for the previous 
recommendation, from my perspective—again, I do not speak for the committee—but having regard to the committee’s 
report, I consider this recommendation important. 

Division 

Amendment put and a division taken, the Deputy Chair (Hon Steve Martin) casting his vote with the ayes, with 
the following result — 

Ayes (8) 

Hon Peter Collier Hon Nick Goiran Hon Steve Martin Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
Hon Donna Faragher Hon James Hayward Hon Tjorn Sibma Hon Colin de Grussa (Teller) 

 

Noes (20) 

Hon Klara Andric Hon Sue Ellery Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Matthew Swinbourn 
Hon Dan Caddy Hon Peter Foster Hon Shelley Payne Hon Dr Sally Talbot 
Hon Sandra Carr Hon Lorna Harper Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Dr Brian Walker 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Jackie Jarvis Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Darren West 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Rosie Sahanna Hon Pierre Yang (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

Hon Martin Aldridge  Hon Stephen Pratt 
Hon Neil Thomson Hon Ayor Makur Chuot 

Amendment thus negatived.  

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 7 to 54 put and passed. 
New Part 3 Division 14 — 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Members will see in the supplementary notice paper that a new part is to be inserted. I move — 

Page 30, after line 27 — To insert: 
Division 14 — Veterinary Practice Act 2021 amended 

55. Act amended 
This Division amends the Veterinary Practice Act 2021. 

56. Section 3 amended 
(1) In section 3 delete the definitions of: 

category 
corresponding law 
interstate veterinarian 
specialty 

(2) In section 3 insert in alphabetical order: 
category, in relation to registration, means — 

(a) a category listed in section 5(1); or 
(b) the category of registration as an interstate veterinarian; 

corresponding law means a law of another jurisdiction that provides for the registration of 
veterinarians (however described); 
interstate veterinarian means a person registered under section 22(1) as an interstate 
veterinarian; 
specialty means a branch of veterinary medicine that is — 

(a) accredited as a specialty under, or in the manner prescribed by, the regulations; or 
(b) a specialty (however described) under a corresponding law; 

(3) In section 3 in the definition of registration delete paragraph (a) and insert: 
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(a) in relation to a person — means registration under Part 2 as — 
(i) a WA veterinarian in 1 or more categories of registration listed in 

section 5(1); or 
(ii) an interstate veterinarian; or 
(iii) a veterinary nurse; 

or 
(4) In section 3 in the definition of veterinary specialist delete paragraph (b) and insert: 

(b) an interstate veterinarian who holds their interstate registration in a specialty; 
57. Section 19 amended 

In section 19 delete “interim registration)” and insert: 
interim registration or registration as an interstate veterinarian) 

58. Part 2 Division 4 heading replaced 
Delete the heading to Part 2 Division 4 and insert: 

Division 4 — Interstate veterinarians 
59. Section 21 amended 

In section 21 delete the definition of corresponding specialty. 
Note: The heading to amended section 21 is to read: 

Term used: interstate registration 
60. Section 22 replaced 

Delete section 22 and insert: 
22. Registration as interstate veterinarian 

(1) A person is registered as an interstate veterinarian if — 
(a) the person holds interstate registration; and 
(b) the participating jurisdiction in which the person holds interstate registration is — 

(i) if the participating jurisdiction is a participating jurisdiction under the 
Mutual Recognition Act 1992 (Commonwealth) section 5(4) but is 
not a pre-adoption State under section 4(1) of that Act — the person’s 
home State under section 42A of that Act for the occupation of carrying 
out veterinary medicine; or 

(ii) otherwise — the participating jurisdiction in which the person has their 
principal place of residence or principal place of work in relation to 
carrying out veterinary medicine; 

and 
(c) the person practises veterinary medicine in this State. 

(2) Subject to section 26, it is a condition of registration under subsection (1) that the person 
must not carry out an act of veterinary medicine in this State unless the law of the 
participating jurisdiction in which they hold interstate registration authorises or permits 
the person to carry out that act in that jurisdiction. 

61. Section 24 amended 
In section 24(1)(c) delete “section 27” and insert: 

section 22(2) or 27 
62. Section 26 amended 

Delete section 26(1) and insert: 
(1) The Board may, if it considers there are reasonable grounds for doing so — 

(a) in relation to the condition referred to in section 22(2) — 
(i) modify the condition to authorise the person to carry out an act of veterinary medicine 

that they would otherwise be prohibited from carrying out under the condition; or 
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(ii) remove the condition; 
or 
(b) otherwise — modify or remove another condition imposed on the registration of a person. 

63. Section 54 amended 
In section 54: 

(a) delete paragraph (b) and insert: 
(b) if the person holds interstate registration in a particular specialty — that specialty; 

(b) in paragraph (c) delete “is registered (however described);” and insert: 
holds interstate registration; 

64. Section 65 amended 
(1) After section 65(3)(b) insert: 

(ba) in the case of an interstate veterinarian — are permitted to be used in connection with 
the practice of veterinary medicine by the interstate veterinarian in the participating 
jurisdiction in which they hold interstate registration; or 

(2) After section 65(4)(b) insert: 
(ba) if the person employed or engaged in the veterinary practice business is an interstate 

veterinarian — are permitted to be used in connection with the practice of veterinary 
medicine by the interstate veterinarian in the participating jurisdiction in which they 
hold interstate registration; or 

65. Section 79 amended 
In section 79(b) delete “WA”. 

66. Section 112 amended 
In section 112(b) delete “granted under Part 2 or 3”. 

I refer members to my second reading reply. This amendment takes note of the fact that the Veterinary Practice 
Act 2021, the Western Australian legislation considered by this house last year, was assented to on 27 October 2021 
and is anticipated to commence formal operation ahead of the mutual recognition scheme that is the subject of this 
bill. Under the scheme that is the subject of this bill, mutual recognition arrangements in place under existing national 
registration schemes, state model law schemes or state-based AMR schemes such as that which applies to the 
veterinary practice which is the national recognition of veterinary registration, are not to be disrupted when the 
AMR scheme commences in WA. Amendments to the Veterinary Practice Act 2021 are required as a consequence 
of this bill to ensure that this fundamental principle of mutual recognition is upheld, and that when the provisions 
of the bill come into operation, these state-based arrangements for the mutual recognition of veterinarians’ registration 
under the Veterinary Practice Act 2021 will not be disrupted. The amendment on the notice paper inserts a new 
part comprising new clauses 55 to 66 to give effect to that. 
New part put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 

Report 
Bill reported, with amendments, and, by leave, the report adopted.  
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