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COMMITTEE REPORTS - CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the chair. 

Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation - Twenty-second Report - “Annual Report 2006” - Motion 

Resumed from 15 November on the following motion moved by Hon Ray Halligan - 

That the report be noted. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  When I last spoke on the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation’s 
“Annual Report 2006”, I mentioned a number of factors.  The last factor I mentioned was associated with cost 
recovery and follow-up hearings that the committee had had with the Auditor General.  On a number of 
occasions in this chamber, members have heard me talk about this issue of cost recovery and whether the fees 
being charged by way of regulation should be considered a fee or, in fact, a tax.  I reiterate and hope that 
members have some understanding of the message that not just I, but now also the committee, has accepted and 
is trying to impart to members.   

It is not that members of the committee, certainly not those members on this side of the chamber, are trying to 
stop the government from implementing its policy.  In fact, it is quite the reverse.  This is purely the 
methodology by which the government is able to implement its policy by way of fees or taxes.  There may well 
be a number of different trains of thought on this matter.  It is important that members understand the manner in 
which the committee has reached its position.  The report states - 

4.3 The accepted common law position in Australia as to when a fee will constitute a tax was 
established by the High Court in Matthews v Chicory Marketing Board (Vict.)(1938) 60 CLR.  
A tax is a compulsory impost, for public purposes, enforceable by law, and not a cost recovery 
payment for services rendered. 

4.4 Some guidance was provided by the High Court in Air Caledonie International v The 
Commonwealth (1988) 165 CLR 462 in what is meant by a fee to recover the cost of services.  
The Court said, at page 470 in referring to s 53 of the Constitution:  

Read in context, the reference to ‘fees for services’ [should] be read as referring to a 
fee or charge exacted for particular identified services provided or rendered 
individually to, or at the request or direction of, the particular person required to 
make the payment. 

4.5 In Western Australia the common law position in respect to licence fees is modified by s 45A 
of the Interpretation Act 1984, which provides for licence fees to be imposed to recover 
expenditure that is relevant to the scheme or system under which the licence is issued, not 
simply for the particular identified service provided or rendered to an individual. 

4.6 However, s 45A(2) places limitations on when licence fees may be imposed by providing the 
circumstances in which expenditure to be recovered by the licence fee will be relevant to the 
scheme or system under which the licence is issued.  It will only be relevant (and lawful) 
where the expenditure to be recovered:  

. . . has been or is to be incurred - 
(a) in the establishment or administration of the scheme or system 

under which the licence is issued; or 
(b) in respect of matters to which the licence relates. 

It is important that I continue reading from the report so that members may have a greater understanding.  It 
continues - - 

4.7 Another question that arises is whether, when looking at the true character of an imposition, 
there is something special about the increase or the circumstances in which it is purportedly 
exacted which, notwithstanding the presence of the attributes specified in the Matthews case, 
might preclude its characterisation as a tax.  Again, case law provides guidance, through 
examples of what such circumstances might be. 

There is a footnote relating to that on page 15 of the report.  From the point of view of the committee, it is 
relatively clear cut.  We still tend to have problems in this area.  The major problem, apart from identifying 
whether the amount being charged is a fee or a tax, is that other area that I have brought up on many occasions 
regarding whether the cost recovery or the amount to be recovered exceeds the cost of providing the service.   
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I note briefly that a report was tabled in the other place this morning; namely, the eighth report of the Public 
Accounts Committee of the Legislative Assembly, titled “Review of the Reports of the Auditor General 
2006-2007”.  The chairman of that committee mentioned cost recovery.  I have not gone into that report fully.  
Again, while this concern may have started in this chamber, it appears to have moved to the other place as well.  
That is an area of ongoing, though not major, concern other than, as I said before, the method by which the 
government is able to extract those fees or charges from the general public.  The principle that I believe needs to 
be adhered to is if it is a fee for service, that fee should not exceed the cost of providing it.  If it is the 
government’s will to charge a greater figure, that becomes a tax and it should be dealt with through the primary 
legislation, and so should come through this house.  Either way, it is receiving parliamentary scrutiny, and it is 
still the government’s decision as to what that amount might be.  There are two ways of achieving that particular 
end.  When the fee that is charged exceeds cost recovery, but, as in the case I have just mentioned of licences, 
other costs are involved in administering or establishing that particular scheme, that can go through by 
regulation.  I have no doubt that we will be talking about this issue in the future.  I would like to see it resolved.  
I am sure the committee, and I hope members in this place, would like to see it resolved as well to the 
satisfaction of everyone.   
There are some other issues within the report that need to be brought to the attention of members.  These are 
simply other matters that the committee intends to consider during this calendar year of 2007.  Page 36 of the 
report states - 

7.3 A number of issues arising for the Committee’s consideration in 2006 reflect longstanding 
concerns as to whether a particular instrument is authorised or contemplated by an 
empowering Act.  Amongst those concerns are: 
•  transparency and consistency in respect of cost recovery models adopted by government 

departments and agencies; - 
We have just been through that but it is ongoing - 

•  various issues arising from the provisions of the Interpretation Act 1984, in particular s 43 
of that Act; and 

•  the ramifications of primary legislation requiring matters to be “specified” or “provided 
for” (or other similar term), rather than “prescribed”, in subsidiary legislation for 
Parliamentary control and scrutiny of delegated legislation-making power.   

The Interpretation Act 1984 has come up on a number of occasions.  That often relates to the definition of 
“subsidiary legislation” and to the forms of subsidiary legislation that are disallowable.  Part of the definition 
within the Interpretation Act 1984 stipulates that regulations are disallowable, which we know.  Local laws, or 
by-laws, are also disallowable.  The committee has found that some agencies are now using other terms.  Unless 
the primary legislation makes mention of the definition of “subsidiary legislation” in the Interpretation Act 1984, 
then irrespective of the word that is used, it is to be considered a regulation, and it is not disallowable, even 
though that may never have been intended to be the case.  Some situations have arisen in which universities have 
used the word “statutes”. We have one before us at the moment from one university that appears to be not 
disallowable.  Other government agencies are using the terms “order” and “code”.  I have no doubt that, over 
time, other agencies come up with other words that are not included in the Interpretation Act.  If the primary 
legislation does not state that those instruments are to be considered regulations for the purpose of the 
Interpretation Act, they are not disallowable.  The committee will look at that issue, and I believe it will provide 
a definition to be considered in this place in the not-too-distant future.  Most members, particularly those that 
have been on committees, have an understanding that parliamentary scrutiny is needed of not only all primary 
legislation, but also the greater majority of subsidiary legislation, unless the primary legislation itself states, as 
has been the case on a couple of occasions, that any regulations are not to be disallowable.  Once the house has 
agreed to that definition, that is the way things will be. 

I have little else to talk to about the twenty-second report of the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated 
Legislation.  I commend the report to members because it gives some insight into not only the work done during 
that year of the joint standing committee, but also the issues that come up on a regular basis.  The committee is 
not trying to provide information to members about one-off issues that will never arise again; they are things that 
crop up all the time.  I certainly commend the report to ministers.  It is particularly important that ministers are 
aware of what is happening within their agencies that might create problems for the committee, and, therefore, 
being an arm of the house, problems for the house itself.  That is why the joint standing committee has, through 
its working group, tried to reach a position in which a lot of this information can be imparted to the Department 
of Local Government in particular, and thereby to the 144 local government authorities around Western 
Australia, and to create a link with any number of agencies as well.  The committee is not sitting behind a bush 
with a Multanova radar trying to catch people.  Once the committee identifies something it believes could well 
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be endemic and in some instances unlawful because it does not conform to the primary legislation, it brings that 
to people’s attention in the hope that they can make the necessary corrections.  Therefore, at the end of the day, 
although staff of the joint standing committee scrutinise a great number of instruments, their work will be made 
that much easier because they can quickly go through matters and see that some past mistakes are not continuing.   

Question put and passed. 

Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission - Twentieth Report - 
“Public Hearing with the Integrity Coordinating Group on 13 September 2006” 

Resumed from 29 March. 

Motion 

HON RAY HALLIGAN:  I move - 

That the report be noted.   

The twentieth report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission is titled “Public 
Hearing with the Integrity Coordinating Group on 13 September 2006”, and deals with the meeting held more 
than 12 months ago.  I believe the Integrity Coordinating Group was set up on an informal basis, and includes 
the Office of the Auditor General, the Corruption and Crime Commission, the Office of the Public Sector 
Standards Commissioner, and the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations - the 
Ombudsman.  These four agencies are all involved, to some extent, in looking at misconduct or anticorruption 
activities.  It is my understanding that the agencies brought it upon themselves to come together and talk about 
their collective issues in this area, instead of continuing to operate individually, not knowing whether there was 
any overlap between them.  I do not doubt that they have been able to assist one another in many areas by 
providing some information - without going into the deliberations of their individual operations - and giving 
some indication of the types of things they are looking into.  No doubt they considered some of the issues that 
they have been unable to resolve and which may need correction, and, more importantly, issues related to the 
need for amendments to legislation.  One might expect that if one agency had problems with its legislation, the 
other three might look at theirs to see whether they might have similar problems. 

The Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission has been very fortunate to have those 
agencies, and the people associated with them, come together as the Integrity Coordinating Group and be 
prepared to sit with the joint standing committee and be as open as they can possibly be about the issues they 
face.   

The evidence from the Integrity Coordinating Group enabled the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption 
and Crime Commission to have a greater insight into which agency was responsible for which area and whether 
there were any gaps in the process.  Each agency has responsibility for its own distinctive area and, as one might 
expect, the concern of the joint standing committee was whether any gaps needed to be addressed.  I am unaware 
that any gap has been identified.  However, it was most helpful to the committee that the members of the 
Integrity Coordinating Group were prepared to come before the joint standing committee and talk about these 
general issues. 

The twentieth report, to which I refer, has as an attachment the transcript of this hearing so that members will be 
in a position to see the types of questions that were asked of the group, and the responses that were provided.  
Each member of the Integrity Coordinating Group was in a position to respond to the questions if the member 
believed the questions were appropriate.  However, the beauty of going down this path was that every member of 
the group was aware of the concerns of the joint standing committee and the committee was made aware of how 
each member of the Integrity Coordinating Group operated.  We understand also that the Integrity Coordinating 
Group meets on a regular basis to discuss issues that it finds of mutual interest.  As I said, the members of the 
group were prepared to come before the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, 
and I have no doubt will continue to do so as frequently as the joint standing committee might ask of them. 

The Integrity Coordinating Group has gone through a somewhat transitional phase in that there has been a 
change in personnel.  The report of the public hearing on 13 September 2006 includes evidence from the then 
Corruption and Crime Commissioner, Kevin Hammond; the then Ombudsman, Deirdre O’Donnell; the then 
Commissioner for Public Sector Standards, Maxine Murray; and the then Auditor General, Des Pearson.  There 
certainly has been some change in those personnel but, fortunately, most members of the joint standing 
committee have remained.  We were, therefore, able to not only impart the little knowledge we had to the new 
members of the Integrity Coordinating Group, but also provide the group with some guidance about what the 
joint standing committee might require of them. 

I again commend the report to members.  It is important that members be aware of the bodies in the community 
that undertake the roles that this Parliament has asked of them.  It is one thing for the government to set up these 
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bodies and then to sit back somewhat comfortably believing that they are all operating as they should be.  
Sometimes the government does not receive any feedback except when something goes wrong, and that may not 
be the best time to make inquires of these bodies.  Members and government members in particular should take 
the opportunity to read the report - I am sure ministers’ staff read these reports - just as members should read 
annual reports and other documents that are tabled in this place to ensure that the governance of this state is as it 
should be.  As I said, it is no good for the government to say that it has put a body in place and therefore it 
should work.  It is incumbent on members to check continually and to ensure that these bodies are operating in 
accordance with the intent of the legislation that has been agreed to in this place. 

I therefore commend to members of this place the twentieth report of the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission.  It would be very handy if I could be in a position at some stage to ask 
questions of members, but that opportunity, unfortunately, is not available to me.  I can only reiterate that I 
believe it important that members make themselves aware of the report.  The only way in which they can make 
themselves aware of the report is to read it, not just be aware that it has been tabled. 

Question put and passed. 

Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission - Twenty-first Report - “Report on Release 
of Records Pertaining to the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission and its 

Predecessor the Joint Standing Committee on the Anti-Corruption Commission” 

Resumed from 29 March. 

Motion 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I move - 

That the report be noted. 

I now wish to discuss the twenty-first report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission, entitled “Report on Release of Records Pertaining to the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission and its Predecessor the Joint Standing Committee on the Anti-Corruption 
Commission”. 

As is the case when governments want the purpose associated with organisations to continue, although they may 
change their names, there are some transitional issues to consider.  In this case those issues are to do with the 
ability of people to access the records of the two organisations that were set up under different acts of 
Parliament, they being the former Anti-Corruption Commission and the Corruption and Crime Commission. 

The twenty-first report asks by way of recommendation - 

That the Legislative Assembly Procedure and Privileges Committee consider a proposal to amend the 
Standing Orders of the Legislative Assembly to provide for the automatic release of the records of the 
Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission and its predecessor Committee, 
the Joint Standing Committee on the Anti-Corruption Commission, after the expiration of 30 years from 
the date of receipt or production of the records by the Committees. 

The reason this request is addressed to the Legislative Assembly is that the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission operates under the standing orders of the Legislative Assembly, as distinct 
from the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation, which operates under the standing orders of the 
Legislative Council, even though they are both joint standing committees and comprise members from both 
houses.  Hence the reason this particular recommendation is addressed to the Legislative Assembly.  As will be 
seen in the report, over the years, some discussion has been held about when certain documents should be made 
available for public scrutiny.  Many documents have been retained by the Joint Standing Committee on the Anti-
Corruption Commission and the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission that have 
not been made public; they remain private.  It needed to be agreed at some stage - what better way than by 
including it in the standing orders - when those private documents might be made available for public scrutiny.  
It is important that we are conscious of this because a principle is associated with the release of these documents, 
and it is not one that should be taken lightly.  I remind members of some of those issues by quoting from this 
report.  It states on page 1 - 

Under Section 61 of the State Records Act 2000, the State Records Commission determines the 
principles and standards in relation to which State records should be State archives and at what point 
they should be released to enable public access.  This includes a restricted access record such as a 
Cabinet document.   The State Records Commission has determined in consultation with the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet that such documents should be publicly available after a period 
of thirty years.  
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It goes on to say - 
Prior to thirty years, such restricted access records are governed via provisions of the Freedom of 
Information Act 1992 (FOI Act).  Essentially, under the FOI Act applicants are not entitled to Cabinet 
Executive Council documents, however, there is a limitation of ten years placed on documents dated 
post enactment of the FOI Act in 1993.  A fifteen year rule applies to documents dated prior to the 
introduction of the FOI Act.  Within the thirty year release date, the applications remain subject to 
certain exemptions (such as legal privilege, commercial sensitivity and so forth).  
Under Standing Order (SO) 30 of the legislative Assembly, ‘evidence or documents collected or 
produced by a committee which have not already been published by the Assembly or a committee may 
be disclosed to any person if the documents have been in the custody of the Clerk for at least 10 years 
and in the opinion of the Speaker it is appropriate that they be disclosed’.  This ten year ‘release’ date 
excludes in camera evidence which, again with the endorsement of the Speaker, can be released after 
thirty years from the date on which the evidence was taken in accordance with SO 31.  Under SO 32, 
there are reporting requirements on the part of the Speaker regarding requests for access, nature of 
documentation, granting or denial of request and so forth.  

Members can see that there are a variety of periods in which the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly has some 
control over whether these documents are provided public access.  The committee was of the opinion - I have 
read out the recommendation - that the documentation should not be available for 30 years, hence the 
recommendation.  I admit that I am unsure whether the government has accepted that recommendation or 
whether the house has accepted it in light of the standing orders.  That is something I will have to look into at a 
later date.  

Question put and passed.  
Postponement of Orders of the Day 

The CHAIRMAN:  As a member wishes to speak on order of the day 398, and given those orders of the day up 
to 398 are generally covered by Hon Ray Halligan, we may wish to postpone orders 385, 386, 389 and 394.  The 
minister might, therefore, like to move that we adjourn consideration on those orders of the day to the next 
sitting.  That will enable us to move to 398 so that another member can discuss an issue. 

On motion by Hon Jon Ford (Minister for Regional Development), resolved - 

That consideration of orders of the day 385, 386, 389 and 394 be postponed. 

Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs - Ninth Report - “Annual Report 2006” 

Resumed from 8 May.  

Motion 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I move - 

That the report be noted. 

This annual report was tabled in May by Hon Louise Pratt.  Hon Louise Pratt has since resigned from the 
Legislative Council because she obviously thinks the fields are greener on the other side of the Nullarbor.  
Naturally, we wish her well in Saturday’s federal election.  

The Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs has been interesting.  Because its role is to examine 
all the petitions presented in the house, a perception has arisen that the committee has become almost the sole 
agent for making decisions.  Even though, at times, a petition is seen as the community’s last resort to seek 
change, our committee is expected almost to change the world, and that, of course, is not possible.  Nonetheless, 
it has a very good system of referring back to the tabling petitioner and the tabling member.  From there, we 
naturally approach the minister, or, depending on the level of the inquiry, call for evidence.  Whatever happens, 
we all know in committee deliberations that we cannot listen to only one side of the story; we must hear both 
sides.  If we are not careful, we could become so involved in some of the inquiries and so busy continually 
taking evidence in investigating some of the issues raised in petitions that we would not be able to take our seats 
in the Legislative Council during the week.  

The committee would probably have liked to develop further investigations into a number of petitions; however, 
that was denied due to the fact that the matter in question had been debated in the Assembly as a result of the 
introduction of legislation in the Legislative Assembly or the Legislative Council.  Pages 6 and 7 of the report 
show the diversity in the types of petitions that pass through this Legislative Council.  I think four or five 
petitions presented last Tuesday were automatically referred to the Standing Committee on Environment and 
Public Affairs.  It is a great learning curve, because one will not necessarily have ever come across some of the 
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issues that are obviously of concern to the wider community.  It is very broadening for the mind to consider 
some of the petitions tabled in the Legislative Council and referred to the committee.  A number of inquiries are 
ongoing at present but, given recent events, we do not discuss what we are considering at any stage, and that is 
probably the safest way to be.  I will not refer to any current petitions that are on the cards. 

During the time covered by the report, Hon Louise Pratt attended the Annual Conference of Parliamentary Public 
Works and Environment Committees in Queensland, which brought together representatives from around 
Australia.  From what I can understand from the report we received, the Queensland conference was much better 
than the one I attended in Darwin some time ago.  That conference was too closely focused on certain issues in 
the Northern Territory, so we were a little disappointed with some of its aspects.  The Queensland conference 
was the eleventh, and the next conference is in Sydney next year.  There was a feeling amongst all the delegates 
that we needed to get back to the basics of what the conferences should be about.  It was suggested that we all 
have input into the agenda to achieve a meaningful outcome, which we are doing.  I am sure that that will mean 
an even greater broadening of our knowledge.  I am sure a number of members of the committee will wish to 
attend that conference next year.  The interaction with other committees is very important when dealing with 
such a diverse area.   

My very good colleague and friend Hon Kate Doust - I hope that that does not interfere with her re-
endorsement - is a long-serving member of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs, and she 
may wish to comment, so I will allow her to carry on. 

Hon KATE DOUST:  I am not too sure about the comments of my colleague about interfering with my 
preselection.  Maybe he has plans afoot that I do not know about!  

The CHAIRMAN:  The mere friendship between a member from one side and a member from the other should 
not be construed as a threat to anyone’s preselection.  

Hon KATE DOUST:  You are right, Mr Chairman; you might be able to round up a few numbers for me! 

I also want to support the work of the committee.  This report is a very general overview of the work we did 
during a six-month period in 2006.  Both Hon Bruce Donaldson and I have been on this committee for some 
time.  In the period from 2001 to 2004, although we dealt with petitions, we tended to deal with them via a 
subcommittee.  I do not believe that we had the same volume of petitions to deal with as we do now.  At that 
time we were a committee that dealt more with self-referred matters or matters referred by the chamber, and that 
consumed a lot more of our time.  There has been a significant shift, and the committee’s focus has changed, so 
that the majority of our work is now with petitions.  One bill has been referred to us - the local government 
legislation - and was dealt with fairly swiftly but with great intensity. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson is right in saying that it is a great learning curve, because we deal with a great variety of 
issues.  It means that we have to bring ourselves up to speed fairly quickly and make some fairly rapid decisions 
about the manner in which we deal with things, because we do not want to leave people hanging.  As members 
would be aware, sometimes we may be dealing with a matter but, given the meeting times of the committee, the 
matter may be delayed somewhat in reaching an outcome.  The committee is currently looking at how it manages 
dealing with particular types of petitions.  I noticed that a couple of petitions on the list were finalised during that 
period, because by the time the petition came to the committee, legislation was in this chamber dealing with the 
issue.  Decisions were made to finalise the petitions because we felt that legislation would deal with the issues.  I 
refer specifically to petition 23, about the heritage land at the Sunset Hospital site in Dalkeith.  The committee 
had good intentions in thinking that that matter would be resolved in the chamber, but I note that it has not been 
resolved.  If we could have foretold the future, we might have persisted with that petition to see where it would 
take us.  I know that there was a lot of support for change at Sunset, and we have canvassed that in other debates 
in this place.  

Sometimes these petitions are very difficult to deal with.  They are not all cut and dried, and about roads, trees or 
sewerage.  We seem to do a lot of work on sewerage and waste on our committee.  However, quite often 
petitions that are of the last resort can involve issues on which there is a considerable amount of commitment 
from individuals.  There is a lot of emotional attachment; the issue has consumed their lives, and given direction 
to how they manage their lives, and they come to the committee seeking some sort of solution.  Sometimes these 
matters can take many years to resolve, and sometimes it is quite difficult for the committee to provide 
appropriate solutions.  Those types of petitions are very difficult for everyone involved, and I do not know 
whether we provide the solutions that people want.  I do not know whether it is possible to provide total closure 
for some people in those situations.  We have had to work through a couple of very difficult petitions of that 
nature in the past couple of years, and I dare say that we will continue to get those from time to time.  As a 
committee, we have to evolve and grow, and learn how to work through those petitions.  The difficulty is 
sometimes in working out what people want.  Quite often we are bombarded with so much information, because 
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these issues have consumed these people, that it is difficult to cut through the information and find out what 
solution people really want. 

One thing I will say about this committee is that we work very well together.  We apply a great deal of 
commonsense in our approach and in the outcomes we seek.  I do not think we have had too many blues on this 
committee, and we have been able to talk through how we deal with issues.  As with most committees, we all 
want the best outcome for the people of Western Australia, so that is a great way for us to operate.  The 
committee staff we have been blessed with are wonderful, and do an outstanding job for our committee.  We put 
a lot of work onto them, and sometimes we give them some outrageous things to chase up so that we can do our 
job better, but they always deliver.  The committee is grateful for that. 

Members will note that the last page of the report contains a very long list of petitions that the committee is still 
addressing, some of which have been finalised since this report was tabled.  We will have an opportunity to talk 
about those at a later date.  Hon Bruce Donaldson talked about the five petitions we received in the house on 
Tuesday.  The volume is increasing, and this chamber is the only Parliament in Australia that deals with petitions 
in this manner and tries to provide some sort of outcome for people.  I do not wish to cast a slur on the other 
place, but I was in a newsagency the other day, and there was a petition on the counter.  It was something to do 
with providing some service for newsagents, and it was addressed to the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly.  
There were a number of signatures on the petition.  I told the person behind the counter that he was wasting his 
time, because the petition will be tabled and that is effectively all that will happen.  If he had changed the 
petition so that it was addressed to the President, and came to the Legislative Council, he would have stood a 
chance of having the issue looked at and some sort of action being taken on his behalf. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon KATE DOUST:  Before lunch I was talking about the Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs’ ninth report, which is another very good and fine report.  In particular, I was talking about petitions and 
the fact that the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs is the only parliamentary committee in 
Australia that inquires into petitions.  I noted the difference between the way in which this and the other chamber 
deal with petitions.  During the lunch break, I made some inquiries.  I was correct in that petitions tabled in the 
other place do not go any further.  I referred to a petition I came across the other day that was addressed to the 
Legislative Assembly.  I told the person who was asking for signatures that he should have addressed his petition 
to the Legislative Council because that might have resulted in action.  Perhaps the committee should consider 
how it can promote its work to encourage people to direct their petitions to the Legislative Council so that action 
is taken on their behalf with a successful outcome rather than directing them to the other place, where they sit on 
a shelf in perpetuity.  I do not know whether petitions sent to the Legislative Assembly are acknowledged.  I do 
not know how people would feel if, after having gone to the great effort of obtaining signatures to support their 
petition, nothing happens.  The work done by the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs is 
valuable.  In some cases that work provides solace, relief and solid outcomes.  On some occasions the committee 
is hamstrung because the particular matter may have been dealt with in other ways.  The committee should 
consider how it can promote the fact that it takes petitions on board, and make inquiries when it is relevant to do 
so.  The committee’s valuable work again reflects the importance of this chamber, as opposed to the other 
chamber, in terms of the types of inquiries it holds and the positive outcomes it can generate for people in our 
community.   

I acknowledge that this is, yet again, another good report from the Standing Committee on Environment and 
Public Affairs.  The committee members continue to work well together.  We look forward to tabling a number 
of other reports in the not too distant future.  I acknowledge the new chairperson, Hon Sheila Mills.  All 
committee members look forward to working with her.  I look forward to her presenting many fine reports on 
our behalf.  I encourage members to look at this report to see the range of work undertaken by the committee.  

Question put and passed.  
Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review - Eighteenth Report - 

“Consumer Credit (Queensland) and Another Act Amendment Bill 2007 (QLD)” 

Resumed from 10 May.  

Motion 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I move - 

That the report be noted.  

This is another working document prepared by the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes 
Review to assist the chamber in its consideration of an order tabled by the government to reflect changes to a 
parent act in the system of uniform legislation, which comes from Queensland.  Under this particular model, 
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when an amendment is made to that parent act - admittedly with the acquiescence of the other governments party 
to the intergovernmental agreement - the Western Australian Parliament requires that a copy of an order giving 
effect to that amendment be placed before the chamber and that positive endorsement of that amendment be 
given.  To assist the house, the standing committee receives a draft of that order in advance, and conducts 
sufficient inquiry and reports to the house.  Of course, the matter itself is now history.  The report was tabled on 
10 May.  The material order was subsequently tabled and a positive motion secured to ensure its adoption by the 
house.  The committee’s report no doubt facilitated that process.   

Question put and passed. 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


