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DANGEROUS GOODS SAFETY BILL 2002 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 24 June 2003. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [8.17 pm]:  The Opposition 
supports the Bill.  The purpose of the Bill is fundamentally to repeal the Dangerous Goods (Transport) Act 1998, 
which coincidentally was a Bill that I brought into the Parliament as the then Minister for Mines, but obviously 
that Act has not lasted very long because it is now proposed in 2004 to repeal it.  The Bill also proposes to repeal 
the Explosives and Dangerous Goods Act 1961.  The intent of the Bill is to amalgamate the purposes of the two 
repealed Acts into one new Act that will deal with dangerous goods from a variety of perspectives, including the 
manufacture, processing, storage, transport and use of dangerous goods.  It seeks to provide a framework within 
which the Government will protect the interests of the community in the way in which dangerous goods are 
handled within Western Australia.  The Bill is a cross-agency piece of legislation because it relates to a number 
of different government agencies.  The Department of Industry and Resources will be the responsible agency, 
but it will also involve mines, transport, the environment, police, road safety, agriculture and so on.  Therefore, 
the Bill relates not simply to the activities of one minister but rather to the activities of a range of ministers.  The 
Bill has arisen because of the need to upgrade legislation within Western Australia to deal with the increasing 
problem of dangerous goods.  More dangerous goods seem to be used as we progress as a State.  There is a need, 
as the Government has recognised, which I support, for a piece of contemporary legislation to deal with all 
issues concerning the way dangerous goods are used.  I am advised by the Government, and by industry, that 
significant consultation has taken place with industry.  I suspect that this legislation probably started in our time 
in office - 

Hon Kim Chance:  I think it might have done.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  - because of a new direction taken in government in relation to safety and dangerous 
goods issues.  In his response to the second reading debate in the other place, the minister referred to the Robens 
principles as a major philosophy to be incorporated in the Bill.  It is important to understand this aspect because 
it gives an idea of the direction in which we are headed in law making in the field of safety, issues relating to 
general safety, and the way that we use dangerous goods.  I did a little hopping around on the Internet to find out 
more about the Robens principles.  I knew a little about them from my time as Minister for Mines, but I decided 
to learn more.  I found a training module document relating to the Western Australian Occupational Safety and 
Health Act 1984.  It is a training module for people in the industry, and refers to the philosophy and history of 
occupational health and safety legislation in Western Australia.  I quote from the document regarding the Robens 
principles.  It gives a clear understanding that the 1984 occupational safety and health legislation was very much 
based upon the Robens principles.  The document reads -  

•  The Occupational Safety and Health Act in Western Australia, as well as new style safety and Health 
legislation in other States and overseas, reflects many principles which were stated in a British report in 
1972.   

•  The report was prepared by a committee of inquiry, chaired by Lord Robens and is known as the 
Robens report.   

•  The committee reviewed the then current legislative approach to occupational safety and health and 
made recommendations for change.   

•  The Robens report identified many problems with the existing legislation.   

•  The major recommendation made by Robens include: 

◊ there should be more self regulation by employers and employees;  

◊ common law duties of care should be embodied in legislation; 

◊ there should be a single, comprehensive Act dealing with occupational safety and health; 

◊ this should contain a clear statement of the basic principles of safety responsibility of employers, 
employees, manufacturers, and so on; 

◊ the Act should be supported by regulations and voluntary codes with the emphasis on the latter; and  

◊ there shall be a single authority responsible for the administration of the legislation.   

I do not agree with the last bit, but I gather that is another argument for another day.  The description of the 
Robens principles tells us that legislation relating to safety should be of a framework nature, and should set down 
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the fundamental principles, and that regulations should deal with the minutia of the implementation of the basic 
principles.   

I looked also at a paper prepared by Peter Wilkinson headed “Safety Cases:  Success or Failure?” delivered in 
2002 from the National Research Centre for OIS Regulation in the United Kingdom.  Again, the paper relates to 
the history of safety cases in the United Kingdom.  It reads - 

Almost 30 years ago Lord Robens chaired an inquiry into health and safety at work which led to the 
Health and Safety at Work etc Act and the formation of the Health and Safety Commission . . . and its 
operating arm, the Health and Safety Executive . . .  

The general approach of HSC/E is based on two important principles.  Firstly those who create risks, 
particularly employers, are responsible for controlling them.  Linked to this is the idea that regulations 
should set goals, rather than prescribing solutions.  The second principle is that of reasonable 
practicability.  In general, we require safety standards to be “reasonable practicable”.  In other words, 
controls should be commensurate with the risk.  The word “reasonable” means that costs must be taken 
into account.  The greater the risk, then the greater the amount of expenditure it is reasonable to expect 
employers to invest in to ensure that they have adequate controls in place.   

It further reads - 

An interesting feature of the Robens review and the developments it spawned was that they took place 
as a result of a planned review of health and safety regulation and not as a response to a disaster or a 
newly identified health hazard. 

In a sense, the Robens principles were an evolutionary process that saw the development of this approach to 
safety.  The paper then referred to the “principal features of safety case systems”, as follows - 

The main requirement of all safety cases regimes is that via their safety case, operators must 
demonstrate that they have identified and assessed all the relevant risks and have taken all the steps 
necessary to reduce these risks to a level as low as is reasonably practicable . . .  The key common 
feature of all UK safety case regimes are: 

•  Safety cases must be produced by the operator of an installation,  

•  The safety case must identify the safety critical aspects of the installation, both technical and 
managerial, 

•  Appropriate performance standards must be defined for the operation of the safety critical 
aspects, 

•  The workforce must be involved, 

•  The safety case is produced in the knowledge that it will be scrutinised by a competent and 
independent regulator who may prohibit the activity if there are serious shortcomings in the 
case.   

Fundamentally, all the work that has been done in the United Kingdom and other parts of the world on safety 
cases and the way to deal with safety issues has been adopted in basic form in the Robens principles.  The 
conclusion of the document by Peter Wilkinson reads -  

Safety cases have been in use in the UK now for some time, as a technique to help to manage the risks 
in the major hazard industries.  There is enough experience to be able to form an overall judgment of 
their usefulness.  They are not a panacea and they will not prevent all major accidents, nor less serious 
ones but they do seem to help us to reduce the probability of a major event occurring and to mitigate the 
consequences of those that do occur.  There are also problems in deciding the level of detail needed in a 
safety case.  However all the evidence from across a wide range of industries and from the most senior 
to junior staff, as well as from independent evaluations points to their success and they have become the 
standard tool to manage major hazard industries.   

I also looked at a paper prepared by the Industrial Foundation for Accident Prevention in Western Australia by 
Mr David Blyth.  Again, he wrote about the importance of adopting the Robens principles in the development of 
safety legislation within Western Australia, and, indeed, elsewhere.   

I also came across another rather interesting document on the Internet, which is an interesting place to be at 
times when looking for information - all sorts of stuff turns up.  I came across a document entitled “Robens 
Revisited: a critical look at health and safety UK-wide”.  This document was put together by some United 
Kingdom unions that looked at safety case issues and the implementation of the Robens principles over time.  I 
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found it interesting.  These bodies were not totally committed to the view that adopting the Robens principles 
was the way to go.  I quote a little from that document -   

The Robens Committee called for fundamental changes in the way safety was regulated in Britain.  Its 
proposals, incorporated in the HSW Act, was seen as providing the basis for the creation of a more 
effective system of regulation which would result in improved levels of worker protection.  Where have 
we gone wrong?  And what, if anything, might be done to remove this largely preventable burden on 
society?  These questions are at the core of the project currently underway with the prestigious Institute 
of Employment Rights - “Robens Revisited:  The case for a review of occupational health and safety 
legislation.”  

It goes on to say - 

Looking back with the benefit of 25 years experience has the Robens Report really proved itself to be 
the radical rethinking of health and safety regulation that was claimed at the time and has the HSW Act 
been a greatly improved sustainable system for health and safety?  The recommendations of the Robens 
Report, although broadly welcomed by the main political parties, never received universal support.  In 
particular, doubts were expressed about its central argument that apathy, rather than the nature of the 
work, was the primary cause of accidents.  As a consequence, Robens’ advocacy of a more effective 
system of self-regulation as the means to improve health and safety standards became the subject of 
significant dissent. 

I will not go through all of this article, but the conclusion of the paper states - 

The health and safety agenda in the UK is struggling under the effects of the “double-whammy” of 
qualified duties and qualified enforcement.  That is to say, the duty of care is qualified by SFARP (so 
far as is reasonably practicable) while enforcement is qualified by the regulator’s partial investigatory 
regime and preference to prosecute only in extremis. 

The arguments for change are gaining clarity and momentum.  Two changes which, if brought about, 
would have the potential to transform the safety agenda are: 

•  Replace SFARP with “means/measures must be adequate”; and 

•  Review the role of the criminal code to include a definition of corporate manslaughter backed 
up by the use of imprisonment. 

This is not a call for retribution: it is a call for a framework of accountability.  If the history of the last 
25 years tells us anything at all it is that self-regulation, if it is to function reliably in an lightly-policed 
environment, must be backed up by a realistic level of deterrence capable of focusing the minds of 
duty-holders. 

Fundamentally, the British unions are saying that the basic Robens principles are too flexible and there is a need 
for greater penalties for any breaches of safety rules and regulations, and that self-regulation has not necessarily 
been a great success. 

This Bill in fact does contain significant penalties and maybe some of the penalties are too onerous, but it is a 
matter of judgment as to what is fair and what is not fair.  Obviously penalties are needed in this sort of 
legislation which indicate to all players in the industry that creating dangerous conditions for employees is just 
not acceptable, and the same situation should apply for dangerous goods.   

As I said, the whole purpose of this framework legislation is to put in place the basic framework of safety policy 
and then to create regulations dealing with the changing circumstances in the workplace.  As we all know, it is 
much easier to change regulations than it is to change an Act.  If the Act covers every detail, it is difficult to keep 
up with the way in which modern industry is changing.  The idea of a framework Act with regulations is that it 
can be quickly changed, and that makes a lot of sense.  This Bill is no exception to that.  It relies very heavily on 
regulations and codes of practice.  One of the problems with the way we legislate in this State, and probably in 
most other Westminster parliaments, is that we do not see the regulations until the legislation is passed.  It has 
been the practice, and one that we should not necessarily follow, that regulations are drafted only when the 
legislation is passed.  I can understand Parliamentary Counsel taking the view that it is better to see whether the 
Bill gets passed before it gets into the business of drafting regulations, but it would be a whole lot easier for me 
making a judgment about this Bill to know what the regulations will provide for.  We ought to rethink the way in 
which we in this State legislate.  We do not even know what a dangerous good is, because there is no definition 
in the Bill.  Fundamentally, this Bill creates a primary duty of care, which will be spelt out in detail in the 
regulations and codes of practice that will come in due course.  The theory is, based on the Robens principles, 
that Parliament should legislate for the framework and leave the detail for the more flexible regulations that can 
be amended quickly in the event of changed circumstances.  I agree with this basic principle.  I think it makes a 
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lot of sense.  It is the way in which law is being made around the world for workplace safety.  The Occupational 
Safety and Health Act and the Mines Safety and Inspection Act are Acts based upon this fundamental principle.  
However, if there is to be framework legislation of this nature, and we are to rely on regulations to put it into 
effect, it is vital that the departmental officers who handle this legislation keep abreast of the circumstances that 
arise in other parts of the world with regard to safety management in its broadest sense and in particular the use 
of dangerous goods. 

I will not worry too much during the committee stage, but part 6 relates to investigation and enforcement.  How 
do the powers of a dangerous goods officer to enter premises compare with similar officers given these powers 
in other legislation?  We tend at times to give significant powers to officers, and some officers under the 
fisheries legislation have powers which are greatly in excess of those in the Police Force.  Significant powers are 
being provided to these dangerous goods officers and I am interested in how they compare with those of other 
officers in similar circumstances. 

Tonight I have tried to explain what the Robens principles entail and to indicate that this legislation is within that 
general philosophical direction.  It is a framework Bill.  The detail will come out in regulation, and, as I said, it 
would be nice to know what the regulations will contain before we make the decision about the Act, but I do not 
have a serious problem with what the Government is seeking to do.  I look forward to seeing the regulations and 
what they mean in reality, and to then be assured that the Government has brought in legislation that will look 
after the interests of the community as it deals with dangerous goods.  Obviously, dangerous goods are simply 
that: they are dangerous, we need to be careful in the way in which we manage them, so appropriate and strong 
legislation is necessary, but legislation that can be amended quickly, which is flexible and which deals with the 
circumstances as they change.  With those few comments, the Opposition supports the legislation and looks 
forward in due course to seeing the regulations that will flow from this Bill. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [8.37 pm]:  The Greens (WA) also supports this legislation.  
As the Leader of the Opposition has identified, this Bill modernises the legislation.  It was interesting that the 
honourable member referred to the process that Lord Robens went through in the 1970s to determine how the 
regulations would be established.  The Leader of the Opposition identified that one of the fundamental problems 
the British unions had was that a certain degree of self-regulation had been established through the regulatory 
process.  They thought that the regulatory process would lead to more regulation, and to penalties, but that 
diminished over time and self-regulation had moved in.  That was causing them concern.  I am hoping, like the 
honourable member opposite, that we will get to see the regulations, and hopefully fairly quickly, and that these 
regulations will be all-encompassing.  I am aware of a number of commodities that are currently transported on 
the road system that do not attract a dangerous goods requirement, which in our view should. 

I hope that there would be some review of this process for dangerous goods as the regulations are drafted.  From 
the Greens (WA) perspective the question comes down to the whole issue of the prescription of dangerous 
goods. 

The other issue that I want to raise is the consultation process that will be established during the creation of the 
regulations.  I note that the Chamber of Minerals and Energy, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry Western 
Australia, UnionsWA and the Western Australian Farmers Federation are indicated to be participatory bodies in 
the consultation process.  I hope that the consultation will extend to local governments and also to members of 
the broader community who are concerned about the transportation of dangerous goods on the roads.   

The Greens will be doing whatever we can to facilitate the quick and early passage of this legislation through 
this Chamber.   

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [8.41 pm]:  Obviously the Bill deals with the safe handling and 
storage of goods, which will cover transport as well.  The transport industry has suffered an enormous amount of 
legislation in recent times.  I understand the necessity for the safe handling of goods.  However, we must 
remember that the transport industry needs to be able to function in a reasonable manner for the transport of 
these goods.  The risk management approach incorporates a general duty of care in the performance of both 
standards and codes of practice, which is admirable, but the regulations will be all important after this legislation 
has been put in place.  This Government has made mandatory other compliance regulations in the industry, 
which has put an enormous amount of pressure on the transport industry.  I would like to think that the industry 
could function in a reasonable way.  I in particular, and a number of other people, will scrutinise the regulations 
that come before the House.  The efficiency and reasonable cost of transport need to be considered.  I realise the 
necessity for safety, but as the regulations are developed, over regulation could cause an enormous number of 
problems when it comes to moving these commodities. 
HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [8.43 pm]:  The objective of the Dangerous Goods Safety Bill 
2002 is to replace the outdated Explosives and Dangerous Goods Act 1961 and at the same time amalgamate the 
Dangerous Goods (Transport) Act 1998 and create a single consolidated Dangerous Goods Safety Act.  
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Incorporated within it is the intent to achieve best practice for the handling, storage, transport etc of dangerous 
goods by making the industry responsible for safety.   
It is significant that the real teeth of this legislation will be in the yet to be promulgated regulations, which will 
facilitate regular updates as dictated by national and state best practice, certainly by issues and events as they 
arise, and the impact of evolving technology in the concerned industries.  This legislation will provide adequate 
flexibility while ensuring that parliamentary scrutiny is retained.  On the basis of this, One Nation is prepared to 
support the Bill in principle.  However, I believe it is probably relevant to raise the issue of urgency relating to 
this Bill.   
In the second reading speech, the parliamentary secretary indicated that the deficiencies of the Explosives and 
Dangerous Goods Act 1961 were recognised as far back as 1995.  He also stated that an adverse review by the 
Auditor General in 2000 and a number of recent incidents, such as the Bellevue hazardous waste fire and the 
Carmel fireworks explosion, had further underlined the need for the Bill.  The Bill was introduced on 4 
December 2002.  Given the reasons to which I have just referred, the complexity of the legislation and the extent 
of the essential community consultation process, the delay in introducing the Bill certainly makes its 
promulgation very urgent.  For the reasons that I have stated, however, I understand that the issues concerning 
the Carmel fireworks explosion have already been addressed by regulation.  Accordingly that urgency has 
disappeared.  I now question the urgency relating to the issues arising from the Bellevue hazardous wastes fire 
and whether they might also have dissipated through the advent of regulations.   
It would seem that given the length of time it has taken to progress this Bill through Parliament, it would be 
necessary to have a look at the exact process of the Bill.  It was introduced in the other place on 4 December 
2002, and the Bill was second read in this place on 24 June 2003, so we are now debating the Bill some 10 
months later.  It has therefore taken 16 months to reach this stage.  It is a relatively simple Bill that appears to 
have the support of all members of Parliament.  One Nation will certainly support it, but one wonders why it has 
taken so long to come to fruition.   
HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for State Development) 
[8.46 pm]:  I thank members for their comments and support.  The Leader of the Opposition gave us a good 
explanation of the Robens principles.  It is also interesting to note that the Robens principles are an endorsement 
of the role of upper Houses.  I do not know whether the Leader of the Opposition mentioned that Lord Robens 
sat in the House of Lords.   
Hon Norman Moore:  I did.  Most good stuff comes from upper Houses. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Yes, if somewhat slowly at times.  I will not take the bait that I think was being offered 
to me by Hon John Fischer and enter into a debate on the process and passage of legislation through this place.  
However, I too agree that it has taken too long to get to the point at which we are tonight.  It would have been 
good to have got the legislation through earlier. 
A number of members made comments on regulations and how they are developed.  The Leader of the 
Opposition talked about the difficulties that we often face, whereby we need to get substantial legislation in 
place before going down the path of subsidiary legislation and how difficult it makes it for us.  Hon Robin 
Chapple and Hon Murray Criddle raised issues about not wanting us to go down too prescriptive a path with the 
regulations.  One of the reasons the legislation has been structured in this way is to have more flexibility than if 
we try to write the substantive legislation to cover all possibilities.  That is why we went down this path.  We 
will have the ability to set up regulations in one form; and, if they are not working, we will be able to move and 
adapt them.  I am a strong believer that we need a degree of regulation, but, by the same token, we need to create 
the right culture in the workplace.  Regulations and laws are only there to encourage, support and reinforce that 
culture, and to provide a framework for stopping those who would otherwise ignore procedures because they are 
renegades.  In this Bill penalties are significantly increased.   
Hon Murray Criddle:  The point that needs to be made is that sometimes regulations in place are so heavy that 
they take out not only the renegades but also half the industry.  That is what we must be careful about.   
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  That is why this legislation would be adopted as a framework.  Regulations that tie us 
down could be put in place.  However, by the same token, it is always a case of getting the balance right between 
preventing the cowboy element that will always try to find loopholes and go beyond the regulations and having 
regulations that support and encourage the right culture in those places.  That is a balancing act.  There was a 
strong consultative approach in developing the legislation to this stage.  I understand that the minister intends to 
continue to involve all the key players in the development of the regulations.  I am sure that if members of this 
Chamber would like to put their views to the minister on issues such as those raised by Hon Murray Criddle, the 
minister will be happy to take them on board and have his officers liaise with members about the regulations as 
they are developed.   
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I am happy to organise a detailed response to be prepared and sent to the Leader of the Opposition on the 
comparison between the powers of officers under this legislation and others.  I spoke to him informally behind 
the Chair about a letter from the minister.  I will certainly arrange for a comprehensive outline to be provided.  I 
think I have covered all the issues that members have raised about that process.  Again, I thank members for 
their support for this legislation.  I, too, look forward to its speedy passage through the remaining stages.   
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time.  

Committee 
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Adele Farina) in the Chair; Hon Ken Travers (Parliamentary 
Secretary to the Minister for State Development) in charge of the Bill. 
Clauses 1 and 2 put and passed.   
Clause 3:  Interpretation and abbreviations -  
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will reinforce what I said in my second reading contribution about how important 
the regulations are to this Bill.  There is a definition of “dangerous goods” in this clause, which states -  

 . . a substance or article that is -  
(a) prescribed by the regulations to be dangerous goods; or  
(b) determined by the Chief Officer under the regulations to be dangerous goods;  

The whole purpose of the legislation is to deal with issues relating to dangerous goods, yet we still do not even 
know at this stage what a dangerous good is.  I acknowledge why we would not try to list them in a Bill.  
However, it indicates that we are giving a fair amount of licence to the people who will prepare the regulations 
on these matters.  I am happy to support the Bill, but I indicate again that members should have the regulations in 
front of them when dealing with this legislation.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I appreciate the Leader of the Opposition’s comments.  I think he agrees with the reason 
the legislation has been drafted in the way it has been.  It is an area in which that would be useful.  Obviously, 
one of the reasons for this definition in the Bill is that it can be a constantly changing and evolving process.  If 
regulations were prepared when the Bill was introduced to the Parliament, they might need to be changed by the 
time the Bill was passed.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 4 to 55 put and passed.   

Clause 56:  Infringement notices -  
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I move -  

Page 45, line 8 - To delete “21” and insert instead “60”. 

This is a minor amendment.  Currently, the Bill provides that an infringement notice may be issued within 21 
days of an alleged offence.  A number of other Acts have periods of 35 days and the like.  It was felt that it was 
more appropriate to extend that period to 60 days to allow time to take the necessary action, and that is what this 
amendment seeks to do.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Sixty days seems like a pretty long time.  With this amendment, subclause (2) will 
state -  

A DGO -  
Just as well the letters are in that order, rather than a D-O-G -  

who has reason to believe that a person has committed a prescribed offence against the regulations may, 
within 60 days after the alleged offence is believed to have been committed, give an infringement notice 
to the alleged offender.   

Sixty days seems like a very long time, and 21 days may not be long enough.  I acknowledge that the 
parliamentary secretary does not have his advisers in the Chamber.  However, can he give me a better 
explanation for choosing 60 days?  That is almost nine weeks.  Why is such a significant length of time needed 
during which an infringement notice can be served?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  It was one of those issues for which we tried to find a balance.  I understand that the 
average time for these types of provisions is between 30 and 40 days.  It was to provide the opportunity, if it was 
required, to have enough leeway to go through any administrative requirements and consultation with the 
offending parties.  It is a judgment.  I hope that if action under this clause is to be taken, it will be done in the 
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quickest possible time.  Arguably, we could shorten the time, but the view was taken that 21 days was too short 
but 60 days gave a buffer.  Extending it to 60 days would not create enormous problems.  I think the average 
time for these types of provisions is about 33 days.  It is about having a bit of protection. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You are making a deliberate decision to change it from one to another.  There must be 
some reason for that.  Is there a particular reason that the Government has moved this amendment?  Was there a 
circumstance that led you to believe that this had to happen?   
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  To the best of my knowledge, there was no specific circumstance that resulted in this 
amendment.  On reviewing the legislation, it was realised that 21 days was too short a period and that other Acts 
such as the Road Traffic Act provided for periods of up to 35 days and the like.  Provisions in a range of other 
legislation provide for longer periods.  I understand that the amendment was made for those reasons.   
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  In remote and rural Western Australia particularly, some instances might not be 
uncovered for some considerable time.  The Greens, therefore, support that length of time owing to the fact that 
investigation, discovery and the like of some of these instances can occur significantly later than the actual 
incident took place.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The other issue is that it might often occur as a result of an on-road enforcement officer 
identifying the problem in the first instance.  That information then needs to be transferred to the officers at the 
Department of Industry and Resources, and they might need to go through a process of consultation and 
approach the person against whom the allegation is made.  Obviously, in a State the size of Western Australia, 
there is the potential for all those actions to take some time.  That is the information provided to me.  
Amendment put and passed.   
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clauses 57 to 70 put and passed.  

Schedule 1:  Subjects for regulations -   
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Is there any indication of whether fees and charges will change?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The only advice I have is in the second reading speech, which states that the Bill has no 
financial implications and the various licensing and administration fees will accompany the new regulation and 
replace the present fee structure.  I am not aware of any intention to increase them but I am more than happy to 
follow that up with the minister.  

Hon Murray Criddle:  Perhaps you can give us an indication later of the situation.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Yes.  
Schedule put and passed. 
Schedule 2 put and passed.  
Title put and passed.  
Bill reported, with an amendment. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading. 

Report 

Report of the committee adopted. 
Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Ken Travers (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for State 
Development) and returned to the Assembly with an amendment. 
 


